5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

-1 William Kramer

COMMENT

I-1-1 | | support the proposed A's ballpark on the Estuary. The positive impact it will have

on jobs, the community, and environment is a once in a generation opportunity.

I-1-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

-2 David Johnston
COMMENT

There is no way this facility should be built without an overpass over the Union
Pacific tracks on First Street at Market Street. | have spent a considerable amount
of time in this area and between the trucks going into the scrap yard and the slow
moving trains, the traffic in this area will be grid locked without a overpass on
Market Street. Bicycles are at particular hazard due to the railroad tracks. When a
freight train stops for an extended time, pedestrians do the craziest things and crawl
I-2-2 | under or climb over the train cars, not having any idea when it might start moving
again. Train traffic, and in particular passenger train traffic, in this area will be

increasing over the years making the situation on First Street even worse.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter's opinion is noted. City decision makers will have an
opportunity to consider whether to adopt Alternative 3, Proposed Project
with Grade Separated Alternative with the Market Street alignment when
they consider whether to approve the proposed Project. See Figure 6-2 in the
Draft EIR for an illustration of this option.

This comment expresses a concern around the safety of bicyclists crossing the
railroad tracks, especially with the increase in traffic over time. It does not
state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for
their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See the description of existing railroad corridor conditions on Draft EIR

pp. 4.15-39 through 4.15-42. The railroad corridor improvements are
described on Draft EIR pp. 4.15-93 and 4.15-94. The Project's impacts on the
railroad corridor are described in Impact TRANS-3 on Draft EIR pp. 4.15-233
through 4.15-240. The impacts are considered significant and unavoidable,
although Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b would lessen but not
eliminate the impacts.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, for additional information.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

-3 Camille Holser

COMMENT

Oakland's port needs that space for shipping containers. If the A's have enough
money to build a new ball park then they have enough money to repair their old ball
park. They should stay in the old ball park. If they'd rather leave Oakland than stay
in the old ball park, let them go--goed riddance. They are only entertainment. The
port is jobs and commerce. Qakland needs the port space for containers more than
it needs the A's.

I-3-1
I-3-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

-4

Dave Lachs

COMMENT

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. | wanted to address section 4.15
Transportation and Circulation. The description of streets specifically 5th Street.
There is no mention of 5th street being one of the major access point to the Webster
Street Tube and Alameda from I-8805. ©On most afternoons (pre Covid) thereis a
continuous line of cars stopped at all the traffic lights navigating toward Breadway
and the Tube entrance. Will all the expected growth in Alameda this will not ease.
Section 4.15 page 243 mentions this a significant and unavoidable issue. There are
currently no planned changes to 5th street in the Oakland-Alameda Access Project.

This project would make things much worse

-4-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion that the Project would generate
additional traffic and result in congestion on area roadways. Traffic congestion
or measures of vehicular delay are not an environmental impact under CEQA
per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3. However, the City did require for
informational purposes a detailed intersection operation analysis of the
Project (see Draft EIR Appendix TRA.3).

The Oakland Alameda Access Project (OAAP) includes a number of
infrastructure improvements between the Webster and Posey Tubes,
Oakland's street network, and access to 1-880 and 1-980 freeways. The OAAP is
under environmental review, with final design expected to start in 2022 and
construction to be completed in 2027. OAAP would take traffic from
northbound 1-880 directly into the Webster Tube via 6th Street, and this
would shift traffic away from the 5th Street intersection at Broadway, thereby
benefiting traffic on 5th Street through the Broadway intersection toward the
Tube.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

I-5

Charlie Bolton

I-5-1

COMMENT
From: Charies Boitor Beslalty Fie s
Ta: Peigrsor Volmann
Subject: EFW 18-016. Fequsest for informalion. What is the penaly far talure 1o meal goals and carifications enumerated
n the EIR?
Date: Seturday, March B, 2021 10:40:15 P

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

Hi,
What are the penalties for project sponsors failure to meet Certifications and performance
objectives set forth in the EIR? And why aren't those penalties set forth in the EIR?

Cordially,

Charlie Bolton
FilmMaker

Cell: 415-331-64584

I-5-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

As indicated on Draft EIR p. 1-3, CEQA requires that all state and local
government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects
over which they have discretionary authority. The EIR’s key purpose is to
inform decision makers at the City of Oakland (the lead agency for purposes of
CEQA), the Port of Oakland, other responsible agencies, and the public. The
City will consider the information contained in the EIR prior to taking action on
the Project, and before any Project approval, must certify that the EIR
complies with CEQA. The City must also adopt and oversee the
implementation of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
describing the measures that were made conditions of Project approval to
avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects (see Draft EIR p. 1-8). The
mitigation measures in the MMRP must be fully enforceable. Agencies have a
variety of tools available to ensure compliance with mitigation monitoring
requirements. For example, mitigation measures that are required during
construction typically are enforced through inspection. The penalties for
failure to implement mitigation measures properly would depend on the
specific terms of the measure and permit conditions, but could include permit
revocation, "stop work" orders, or denial of subsequent approvals needed to
complete the Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-6 Charlie Bolton
COMMENT RESPONSE
I-6-1 As indicated on Draft EIR p. 1-3, the key purpose of the EIR is to inform
decision makers at the City of Oakland, the Port of Oakland, other responsible
agencies, and the public of the environmental consequences of implementing
Ta Prp—— the proposed Project. The Oakland City Council is responsible for considering
Subject: EFd 16018 LimRation of Sneial and Economic impacts of EIR at the Apeil 7ih Oakland Sty Goundl Mesting . . . . . .
Date: Satursay, March B, 2021 10:48:42 P certification of the EIR and approval of the Project. As indicated in the Draft
- - - EIR (p. 1-8), before it considers approval of the Project, the City Council is
[EXTERNAL] This email originated owside of the City of Oukland. Please do not click links . . . R R
or open attzchments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message. rEqerd to Certlfy that the EIR has been CompletEd n Comp“ance with CEQA,
that the information in the EIR has been considered, and that the EIR reflects
Hi, s . L .
In the EIR it is stated that only environmental impacts and mitigation measures identified in its 'ndePendent JUdgment' In ConS'dermg whether to approve the PrOJECtl the
1-6-1 the EIR will be considered. Does this mean that lestimony before the April 7th, 2021 City City Council may consider all testimony, including concerns pertaining to
Council meeting will not hear any Economic or Social Impact of the project concems? . . .. . .
economic and social effects, in its deliberations.
Cordially,
Charlie Bollon
FilimMaker
Cell: 415-531-6484
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1400 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
I-7 Charlie Bolton
COMMENT RESPONSE
I-7-1 It is unclear to which monitoring program the comment is referring. Several
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR require monitoring (e.g.,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1c calls for monitoring of peregrine falcons,
Ta: S——— Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires the preparation and implementation of a
Subject: EF1B<015. Requast for informarlion: Who will administer and pay lor the Monilorng Frogram specified in the EIR. . . . . .
Date: Catursay, March B, 2021 11:01:41 P sound attenuation reduction and monitoring plan). Generally, the Project
- - - sponsor is responsible for funding the implementation of mitigation measures.
[EXTERNAL] This email originated owside of the City of Oukland. Please do not click links R R R . . R
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message. In accordance with Section 15091(d) of the CEQA GU|de“neS; the Clty IS
responsible for adopting a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as
Hi, . . .
Who will administer and fund the Moenitoring Programis) specified in the EIRT How will the part of any PrOJECt approval and for ensuring that its measures can be fu”y
1-7-1 City insure that the Monitoring programs are operated in a neutral manner ouiside of the enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.
influence of the project sponsor?
Cordially,
Charlie Bollon
FilimMaker
Cell: 415-531-6484
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1401 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-8 Mike Barnbaum

From: Mk Barrbaum

Ta: Eaul Herman; Can Legili; Felerson Volmann

co: Slacey Morergery Frecdy Fodrigues: Daid Licari: Bers Guierrasz; Brian Schmigl: Dave Kaval: Surlls Wigginion:
Migue Dosets: Coite |uces-Corn el Tai Tashombe: Fob Pecosile: Le Sanchar: Jm alimn; Michas] Hercly:

Sulijsct: Dissl Pubslie: Comanant o SLIPA Fusinass Plan & Ouileesd Wabselronl Ballaiek Digiriel Dealt FIR (Case Fle
Nuswinge: EFB-016

Date: Sunda, March 7, 2081 1:40:59 P4

COMMENT

[EXTERMAL] This email criginated cutside of the City of Oakland. Please do not elick links or open attachments
umbess you recognize the sender and expect the message,

Gireetings Faul, Dan, and Peierso
Alkrw me to intrduce myself, us not everyone receiving this Email knows me, My name is Mike Barnbaum, and |
am based in Sacramento, California. In the 2000s, 1 was involved in a rigorous team effom s keep the Sacramento
Kings in Sacramento, and get the beautiful Golden Omne Center constructed in Downtown 3

ransportation professionals have been made aware of this project. as well as what it means for ransportation, sporis,
entertainment, ond quality of life in seciety,

crimento, Many

Tam o dichard Sacmmento Kings fan, a dichard Oakland Athletics fan, and very involved in tansporation
throughout Morthern Cabifornia and the Sun Joagum Valley, | was instrumental at the California State Capatal m
June 2019 explaining o a group of lwmakers the imporance of then, AB-1191 by Assemblymember Rob Bonta,
and the elements of a comprehensive trunsportation plun for the Howard Terminal Ballpark for development in the
Oaklardd Jack Loadon Square Waterfront. [was “grilled” while standing at the public microphone about the variery
of the transportation services availuble ond being developed for this important project in the City of Qukland, M.
answers appeancd 1o have blown the lawmakers away that T was told by Athletics President that T =batied cleanup” in
convineing lawmakers that AB-1191 was absolutcly necessary.

With that introduction, I want to provide, in the remainder of this electronic communication, comments an the drafi
business plan and draft EIR for the San Jomgquin Joint Powers Authority and the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark
praject, especially where the iwo documents are very interchangeable and related to cach cther in and around the
Owaklnrd Jack London Squore Amtrak Station, T will be mentioning the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority too,
especially where Tean see that they would be a panner in certan aspects. For this neason, they are part of the CC
recipients of this clectronic communication so that they arc on the same page, reading the same thing.

Swrting on “Page 8" of the Public Review Drafi of the 2021 SITPA Baginess Plan Document. the topic of Safety and
Security is discussed and detailed. One bulles point discussed is “fencing projects af locations identificd based on
incident hot spots and high numbers of neas misses.” This is a very serious matter in and around Oakland Jack
London Sqquare as it also relutes to the Oukland Wiierfront Ballpark District Draft ETR.

I'would call upon the Son Jonguin Joint Powers Aothority to develop a parinership on this matter with the City of
Caklard, Capito] Corridor Joint Powers Aothorty, Oakland Athletics Investment Group Limated Liabilivy
Corporation, Union Pacific Railrosd, and Amtrak w jointly develop plans for fencing around the racks in the
Howard Terminal and Jack London Square neighborhoods of Downtown Cakland, and develop plans o jointly
finance scveral grade separated crossings that pedestrians and bicyclists woukd cross ither over or under the railroad
tracks, therefome allowing free Aowing travel of passenger trmins, freight srins, and people on foot and on mon-
motorized bieyeles in such a manser that one mode doss not bave s stop for the other. The Downtown Oakland
Jack London Neighborhood in and around Embarcadero Wess, which parallels the milroad tmcks, is forecasted o be
1 “hat spat” of pedestrian, bieyele, and rilroad iwalfic that censtructing, vin pantnerships, fencing around Uhe ruileac
racks as well as several grade separsied crossings will not only avoid high numbers of near misses, bt likely avoid
them altogether if we all come tagether having this as our mindset during construction aned recognizing here, that the
drafi public review of the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority 2021 Business Plan and the Oakland Warerfront
Bullpark District Dirafi Environmental Impact Beview (Case File Number: ERIE-D16) are not, in this explanation,
separse documents, but rather imerchangeable with cach other. This would perhaps be a “Wake Up Call” o the

I-8-1

I-8-2

1-8-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

This comment serves as an introduction to the following comment. As a result,
no specific response is provided here. See Response to Comment I-8-3.

This comment expresses an opinion about fencing and grade separation along
railroad corridors and other safety concerns, but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue that would require a response under CEQA. The
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, for responses to issues raised in the comment. Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a (pp. 4.15-235 and 4.15-236) would install
fencing along the railroad corridor as well as at-grade crossing improvements
such as quad gates and gates for pedestrians and bicyclists that, depending on
final design, would eliminate gaps when the gates are down. The final set of
railroad corridor improvements will be determined when the Project sponsor
undertakes the necessary Diagnostic Study and coordinates with the City, the
California Public Utilities Commission, and affected railroads and obtains all
necessary permits/approvals, including a GO 88-B Request (Authorization to
Alter Highway Rail Crossings). Draft EIR Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b would
install a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over the railroad tracks. Draft EIR
Alternative 3 provides a motor vehicle grade separation alternative.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

COMMENT RESPONSE

1-8-4 This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would

City of Dukland and Qakland Athletics Limited Liability Corporstion o have key staff and stakeholders present require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
(enline andlor in-pesson) it §an Joaquin Jeint Powers Authocity Board of Directors Meetings, and Capitol Corridor g H B el
ot Pomats Ao Bomat isehnen o Extore vt oo o e i i om i s ik will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision

individunlly or collectively there needs 1o be come apening day ot the up and coming pew Howard Terminal makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
Ballpask, smfety and security in the comstructon project anes need o be first and paramount to make this extremely
anccessful, nnd go off without any podentinl of having a fatality ever happen.

In closing, 1 send this clectronic communication to make all involved stakeholders aware of the serionsness and
necessity of fencing and grde crssings in and amund Oakland Jack Londen Sgquare Amtrak Station and the
Ouakland Waterfront Ballpark Project, but also to explore the high possibility and high poiential of a muoki-
corporation (Public and Privade) in financing the construction of fencing and grade separated crossimgs so that one
entity is not sobely responsible for a1l the costs invalved, especially when more work would need to be done than
previonsly thought or expected.

Last, bat not least, [ will participate live ot 9am on March 26th vin “Go-To-Meeting” at the San Jeaquin Joint
Powers Authority Board Meeting and provide oml comments on service restoration, the plinning of the Sth and 9th
roand trips, as well as a comments specific to Stockeon and Sacramento.

I-8-4 I vou havie any questions, comments, or need further information on the written comments in this electronic
communication, or want to get n heads up on my upeoming oml comments, plense feel free to get in contnct with me
AL your convenience.

Sincerely,

Mike Barnbaum, Public Transgpomsation Advocacy and Conmlting
Mobile/Text: (916) 390-398%
Email: mike_bambanm@eomeastnet

Sent from my {Pad

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1403 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-9 Charlie Bolton
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-9-1 Land use compatibility in relation to recreational watercraft and maritime
navigation is addressed on pp. 4.10-35 through 4.10-39 of the Draft EIR.
Mitigation Measure LUP-1a included in the Draft EIR would require the Project
From: Lharies Boton Beslalis Fife s . . . .
Ta: Prp—— sponsor to develop a boating and recreation water safety protocol, including
jeot: ER18-D15: st for Information . . . .. . . . ege . .
Data: ey, bach 7, 2021 3:22.3 A certain requirements intended to minimize conflicts with maritime navigation
- - - resulting in safety hazards and ship delay, in consultation with the City of
[EXTERNAL] This email originated owside of the City of Oukland. Please do not click links R R .
or open attzchments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message. Oakland (mCIUdmg the Oakland Police Department): the Port of Oakland, the
San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA),
Hi, . . .
Please provide information about the risk of pleasure boats, kayvaks, cances on the water side the Harbor Safety Committee of the San Francisco Bay Reglon, and the U.S.
of the A’s proposed Stadium at Howard Terminal on game days when ships are being tumed in Coast Guard for implementation during baseball games and large events at
1-8-1 the Turning Basin, This is a risk of human life and an obstacle to normal port operations. 1 ) . e . .
can find no discussion of mitigation measures related to this issue in the document. the new ballpark. With the Project-specific boating and recreational water
Cordially safety protocol and specific requirements called for in Mitigation Measure
_ LUP-1a, the Draft EIR found that the risk of an increase in conflicts between
E.I]]’ﬁj':\';“s;"”" recreational boaters and other vessels using the Inner Harbor Channel would
be reduced, and that the Project would not result in a fundamental conflict
Cell: 415-531-6484 I . L .
with maritime navigation or water-based uses, and impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated. See also Consolidated Response 4.4,
Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1404 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-10 Charlie Bolton
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-10-1 Figure 4.4-1 has been updated to show Crane X-422 labeled as resource “1.”
See Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR.

From: Lharies Boton Epsalty Aies

Ta: Eeiesoc Yolmann

Subject: ERD1E-016: Fequest for Information.
Data: Sunday, March 7, 2021 4:18:05 A

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

HI,

ON Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project Figure 4.4- 1 Historic Resources, Item 1,
-10-1 Crane X422 is identified on the legend, but is not marked on the map. Please provide a correct

map.

Cordially,

Charlie Bolton
FilmMaker

Cell: 415-531-6484

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1405 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
I-11 John D'Amario
COMMENT RESPONSE
I live in west Alameda and ofter drive on 5th Street in Oakland to access the -11-1 See Response to Comment |-4-1.
Webster tube. During rush hours, 5th Street can be overwhelmed with traffic, as can
Broadway from Jack London Square.
I-11-1
I'd lowe for this ballpark to be constructed but my only concern is getting to the
Webster tube on game days or evenings.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1406 ESA /D171044
December 2021
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

I-12

Eric Ceja

1-12-1

COMMENT

Since 1968 so many great baseball players, some local, have made their way

through the Oakland Athletics system.

Is there anyplace in the design that honers these local players?

Do you agree that Ricky Henderson is the greatest baseball player of all time? An

analysis in the public safety section is needed. Who knows what he might steal next!

Don't you think Dave Henderson is also one of the best to play for the Oakland
Athletics franchise? Dave's stare is worthy of an analysis in the cultural resources

section of the EIR.

Out of all current and past ballplayers, do you agree that Mark Ellis is one of the
underrated players, especially defensively, to play second base for Oakland? I'd
appreciate an analysis of this claim as it relates to public safety (the dude put out
fires! and his defense was so great that even when setting a major league record in

fielding percentage MLB robbed him and stole his Gold Glove.

Who was "really” the #FaceofBaseball in 20147

-12-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

I-13 Larry Jabin
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-13-1 See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

From: \arny Jakin

Ta: ‘mglwancifgablandea.goy

o ™" Qo Qov; odfice ICRL Q0. ToH

k g, di P Jand 4 oow

Hgaliofo akangdca.goy. Ligio: Q0¥ ) Gl 08y

Sulijsct: it i 45-cliy Goinenl paid 6 W Howard Tarsival Dl Evionmantsl | mpadt Repor (DETR] by al
st 45 days

Date: Tuesday, Mareh &, 2021 22T PM

[EXTERMAL] 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.

| respectfully ask that you extend the 45-day comment period on the Howard Terminal
Draft Enviranmental impact Report (DEIR) by at least 45 days in the intarest of
allowing our community an equitable epportunily lo consider and respond to the
findings of the DEIR. The City of Oakland has taken over iwo years to produce the
DEIR, resulting in a detailed and complex document that is over 1,600 pages long,
not including over 4,000 pages of appendices for review. If is unreasonable fo expect
l-13-1 members of our cammunity to read, analyze, and respoend ta such & lengthy and
technical document within 45 days. | fear that such a shor window would leave the
mast vulnerable and marginalized members of our community, including those who
would feel the negative impacts of this project most, little time to bring to the attention
of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the profect itself. Thank you for your time
and consideration.

Thank You

Lamy Jabin
P.W. Baliingal, Inc.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1408 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-14

Lucien Salyk

I-14-1

COMMENT

From: Lk Sav

Ta: ‘glizencifgaklandea.ony
Subject: Howard Terminal Dratt EIR

Data: Tumsday, March 9, 2021 £:8337 FM

[EXTERNAL] This email originated outside of the City of Oakland. Please do not click links

or open attzchments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message.

Mr. Vollmann,

1 regpectiully ask that you exfend the 45-day comment period on the Howard Terminal
Draft Envirenmental Impact Report (DEIR) by at least 45 days in the interest of
alfowing our community an equitable opportunity to consider and respond to the
findings of the DEIR. The City of Oakland has taken over two years to produce the
DEIR, resulting in a detailed and complex docurnent that is over 1,600 pages long.
not including over 4,000 pages of appendices for review. It is unreasonable fo expect
mambers of our community o read, analyze, and respend to such a lengthy and
technical document within 45 days. | fear that such a short window would leave the
mast vulnerable and marginalized members of our community, including those who
would feel the negative impacts of this project most, little time to bring to the attention
of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the profect itself. Thank you for your time
and consideration.

Sincerely ,

Lucien Salyk

Sent from my iPhone

1-14-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

I-15

Emily Wheeler

I-15-1

COMMENT

From: \Emiy \Whesiar

Ta: ‘mglwancifgablandea.goy

oo a Qov; Qou; oo o Bebeccn Haplan; Bkl
Foluresbo.fiis; o cli G e o
L e e

Sulject: Rejuesl 13 Extend Howard Tesming DEIR Comman Pariod

Daie: Tuesday, March &, 2021 6:97:10 PM

[EXTERMAL] 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.

Dear Pelerson,

I respectfully ask that you extend the 45-day comment period on the Howard Terminal Draft
Environmental Impact Repont (DEIR) by at least 45 days, in the interest of allowing our
community an equitable oppoertunity to consider and respond 1o the findings of the DEIR.

The City of Oakland has taken over two years to produce the DEIR, resulting in a detailed and
complex document that is over | 60K pages long, not including over 4,000 pages of
appendices for review. It is unreasonable to expect members of our community to read,
anulyze, and respond 1o such a lengthy and technical document within 45 days. [ fear that such
a short window would leave the most vulnerable and marginalized members of our
community, including those who would feel the negative impacts of this project most, little
time 1o bring 1o the attention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the project itself.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Emily Wheeler W 510517 3630
Pronouns: shefher B emily s whesler@gmail.com

I-15-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

I-16 Charlie Bolton

I-16-1

I-16-2

I-16-3

From:
Ta:

Subject:

Data:

COMMENT

Reques! Extercion of Howard Termiral DEIR Raview Fariod and Fncing of Compatink use of Enterainmant.
Fesidential-Commereial Devedopment in a Heavy Indusirial Sea Port Area
Tussday, Mareh %, 2021 B:37:22 P

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

| request that the City of Oakland extend the 45-day comment period on
the Howard Terminal Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) by at
least 60 days in the interest of allowing the public equitable opportunity to
consider and respond to the findings of the DEIR. The City of Oakland has
faken over two years to produce the DEIR. resulting in a detailed and
complex document that is owver 1,600 pages long, not including over 4,000
pages of appendices for review. It is unreasonable to expect members of th
public to read, analyze, and respond to such a lengthy and technical
document within 45 days. | fear that such a short window would leave the
most vulnerable and marginalized members of our community, including
those who would feel the negative impacts of this project most, little time to
bring to the attention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the project

itself.

| further request that the appropriate City elected and appointed bodies
prepare and release an economic study, transportation impact study,
and seaport compatibility study for any proposed ballpark-
commercial-residential real estate development at Howard Terminal
prior to considering the DEIR.

And | further request that the appropriate Oakland entity Provide a full and
transparent accounting of costs expected to be assumed by taxpayers via tax
increment or other public financing to support infrastructure, environmental
remediation, transportation improvements, police services or community
benefits for the creation of a Howard Terminal balipark.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Cordially,

Charlie Bolton
FilmMaker

I-16-1
I-16-2

I-16-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

As indicated on Draft EIR p. 1-3, the key purpose of the EIR is to inform
decision makers at the City of Oakland, the Port of Oakland, other responsible
agencies, and the public of the environmental consequences of implementing
the proposed Project. The preparation of an economic study is beyond the
scope and inconsistent with the purpose of the EIR. Draft EIR Section 4.15,
Transportation and Circulation, assesses the transportation and circulation
impacts of developing the Project and provides, where appropriate, mitigation
measures to address those impacts. Regarding seaport compatibility, see Draft
EIR Section 3.16, Seaport Compatibility Measures, which describes the process
for establishing Seaport Compatibility Measures; and Draft EIR Section 4.10,
Land Use, Plans, and Policies, which evaluates whether the Project would
fundamentally conflict with plans and policies, including those pertaining to
the Seaport. See pp. 4.10-53 through 4.10-57 regarding Project compatibility
with the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan (administered by the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission) and pp. 4.10-58
through 4.10-61 regarding Project compatibility with City of Oakland General
Plan policies (including those pertaining to the Seaport).

CEQA's focus is on environmental impacts rather than fiscal impacts, and this
comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific questions
about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require
response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment will be
included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal

5-1411

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
I-16
COMMENT RESPONSE
Cell: 415-531-6484
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1412 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

I-17

Ernie Stock

I-17-1

COMMENT

From: nieslogs

Ta: ‘glizencifgaklandea.ony

co:

Subject: Howard Terminal DEIR

Data: Tuesday, March 9, 2021 T:25:30 PW

[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.

I respectfully ask that you extend the 45-day comment period on the Howard Terminal Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) by at least 45 days in the interest of allowing our
community an equitable opportunity to consider and respond to the findings of the DEIR. The
City of Oakland has taken over two years to produce the DEIR, resulting in a detailed and
complex document that is over 160K pages long. not including over 4,000 pages of
appendices for review. It is unreasonable to expect members of our community to read,
analyze, and respond to such a lengthy and technical document within 45 days. I fear that such
a short window would leave the most vulnerable and marginalized members of our
community, including those who would feel the negative impacts of this project most, little
time to bring to the attention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the project iself.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Ernie Stock
JLS Marina Berther

1-17-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-18 Marianne Dreisbach
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-18-1 See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension. See also
Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
From: Marrne Oreshagn
Teo: ‘avglivencdiakandoa.ony
(=3 2l Qo pow; Haplan Febeocs; pdbaciRoakiancos gov: “Dan Kab
o) CllsoakANGe, Gov; Shaoioskingca go: Qal, boel; Lonn Taylor - Oskland ity
Council: Losis

Sulbject: Hirwaid Teerminal DER
Data: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 7:44:52 AM

I-18-1

[EXTERMAL] 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.

Mr. Wallmann,

Qur company is jaining others in the Part community and the industrial sector of Qakland to strongly
request that you extend the 45 day comment period on the Howard Terminal Draft Envirenmental
Impact Report by at least 45 days if not more. As you know it is a long and complex docurnent and
the Oakland community deserves a significant amount of time to analyze and address the im pacts
raised in the DEIR = impacts that will long effect thoze of us wha live and work in Oakland.

As a business that is dependent on an efficient and effective Port environment, we believe that the
City of Oakland should do all within its powers to understand the negative impacts of this project on
Port business in particular and industrial productivity in Oakland more broadly. At the very least the
comment period should be extended.

Sincerely,

Marianne Dreisbach
Direisbach Enterprises

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-19 William Lazarus
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-19-1 See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

From: Wiliam Lazrus

‘mulwanciigaklande.eoy
Data: ‘Wednesday, March 10, 2021 120236 PM

[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.

I write to request that you extend the time for comment on the Howard Terminal
Environmental Impact Report by at least 45 days. The existing 45 days is not long

Mo enough to allow for adequate public scrutiny of this 1,600-plus page report.
Adequate time should be allowed for exploration of all environmental issues in
connection with this proposed major project.

William Lazarus

ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-20

Melody Davis

[-20-1

COMMENT

From: Animane, Peterzn

Ta: alllan Fovebingy

Subject: Additional DEIR Commant

Date: Thursday, March 119, 2020 4:41:30 PM

Peterson Z. Volimann | Flanner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa,
Suite 2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Office Phone: (510)238-6167 | Cell Phone: (S10)507-4765 |
Email: pyollmann@oaklandca goy | Website: hitps: e, C if

From: Melody Davis <Imelody.davis@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 3:29 PM

To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca. govs
Cc: Lake, Betsy <ELake@oaklandca. gov>

Subject: 45-day Comment Period

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

Irespectfully ask that you extend the 45-day comment period on the HOWARD TERMINAL
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT [DEIR] by at least another 45 days in the interest of
allowing our community an equitable opportunity to consider and respond to the findings of
the DEIR. The City of Oakland has taken over two years w produce the DEIR, resulting in a
detailed and complex document that is over 1,600 pages long, not including over 4,000 pages
of appendices for review. It is unreasonable to expect members of our community to read,
analyze, and respond to such a lengthy and rechnical document within 45 days. [ fear that such
a short window would leave the most vulnerable and marginalized members of our
community, including those who would feel the negative impacts of this project most, little
time to bring to the attention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the project itself.
Thank you in advance.

1-20-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-21 David Gassman
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-21-1 See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.
From: dlonszmanianl com
CH ‘glizencifgaklandea.ony
Ll'lﬂt: Estend Howard Terminal DEIR.
Date: Wednasday, March 10, 2021 7:19:54 PM
[EXTERNAL] This email originated outside of the City of Oakland. Please do not click links
or open attzchments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message.
correcting:
—-—-Qriginal Massage-——
From: digassman@acl.com
To: vollmann@oaklandca.gov <volimanni@oaklandca. govs
Ce: elak a.gov <elake@oaklandca.govs; wailchristi@oaklandca.gov
=wijllchrist@oakiandca.govs; officeofthemayor@oaklandca.gov <officeatihemayon@oaklandca. govs;
Rkaplan@oaklandca.gov <Rkaplan@oaklandca govs; nfbas@osklandca.gov <nfbas@oaklandca. govs;
clife@oaklandca.gov <cile@oaklandca.govs
Sent: Wed, Mar 10, 2021 5:34 pm
Subject: Extend Howard Terminal DEIR
I respectfully ask that you extend the 45-day comment period on the
Howard Terminal Draff Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) by at least 45
days in the interest of allowing our community an equitable opportunity to
consider and respond to the findings of the DEIR. The City of Oakland has
taken over two years to produce the DEIR, resulting in a detailed and
complex document that is over 1,600 pages long, not including over 4,000
|-21-1 pages of appendices for review. It is unreasonable to expect members of
our community to read, analyze, and respond to such a lengthy and
technical document within 45 days. [ fear that such a short window would
leave the most vulnerable and marginalized members of our community,
including those who would feel the negative impacts of this project most,
little time to bring to the attention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and
the project itself. Thank you for your time and consideration.
David Gassman
389 Belmont Street #111
(1/2 block from Grand Ave between Perking & Siaten)
Oakland, CA 94610
Home: 510-835-2334
DEGassman @aol.com
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1417 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-22 Beth Weinberger

Feom:
Ta:

co
Subject:
Bata:

COMMENT

Dpte ¥eroarger
‘mulwanciigaklande.goy
woiichrisl Quv; Counciesmber Sheng Trac District &

Howard Terminal DEIR comment period
Thursday, March 11, 2021 8:24:48 AM

[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.

‘m writing to 2sk for an extension in the public comment peried on this extremely lengthy and
detailed draft emdronrmental impact report to all sufficient time for community groups to adequately
l-22-1 review, digest and prepare thoughtful comment an its mare than 1000 pages.

Thanks for your consideration.

B. Weinhergar

Oakland, District 4

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

1-22-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-23 Cee Vee

1-23-1

1-23-2

1-23-3

1-23-4
1-23-5

1-23-6

1-23-7

COMMENT

A few thoughts:
1} Could this project also include partial funding for a bike-walk bridge from JLS to
alameda? Or funding for a water taxi system across the estuary? (Purpose would be

traffic reduction of fans traveling by car to the game)

2) what is the expected noise level on the alameda side? How far into central
alameda will the noise travel? It appears that the noise will be aimed at alameda,

given the orientation of the field/walls or lack thereof Pls describe.

3} fireworks/late night noise/light pollution - what is the expected impact en the

alameda side?

4} will the coliseum host dance parties and such, as | believe the current coliseum

does? We sometimes hear the events currently, here in alameda.

5) | know you are working on traffic mitigation for JLS...pls clarify how the Webster

tube traffic out of alameda might be impacted on game days. Thank you.

1-23-1

1-23-2

1-23-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about funding a bicycle and pedestrian
bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of the proposed
Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The opinion does
not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue, that would require a response under CEQA. The
commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

This comment expresses support for additional water taxi service. Draft EIR
Table 4.15-23 outlines potential strategies to reduce automobile trips and the
range of potential trip reductions if one or more strategies are implemented.
Event-day ferry service between the Oakland Jack London Square ferry
terminal and destinations such as Alameda across the Estuary is listed as an
option for consideration. The comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for
their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

Construction noise impacts are assessed on pp. 4.11-28 through 4.11-42 of the
Draft EIR. With respect to expected noise levels from construction at receptor
locations within the City of Alameda, Table 4.11-13 on p. 4.11-30 of the Draft
EIR presents the noise levels from Phase 1 construction activities, which shows
predicted noise levels at residential uses on Mitchell Avenue ranging from 53
A-weighted decibels (dBA) from building construction activities to 67 dBA
from pile driving activities.

The Draft EIR indicates on pp. 4.11-31 and 4.11-32 that daytime construction
noise impacts from pile driving to receptors within the City of Alameda would
be less than significant, with the exception of periodic construction activities
for site preparation and ballpark construction that could occur on Sundays
and therefore would not be exempt from the restrictions of the noise
ordinance. Noise levels at receptors in the City of Alameda from non-exempt
pile driving activity on Sundays would be 67 dBA, Leq, which would exceed the
City of Alameda daytime nose standard of 50 dBA, L50 and would be a
temporary significant impact.

Table 4.11-14 on p. 4.11-35 of the Draft EIR presents the noise levels from
nighttime construction activities and shows a predicted noise level at
residential uses on Mitchell Avenue of 50 dBA. The Draft EIR indicates on p.
4.11-36 that for nighttime work, the applicable noise level threshold would be

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-23 Cee Vee

COMMENT

1-23-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

the City of Alameda’s exterior standard for residential uses of 50 dBA, L50,
which is predicted to be met but not exceeded during concrete pours.
However, because of the potential for prolonged activity during nighttime
hours, nighttime concrete pours and crane operations are also conservatively
identified as a significant noise impact for receptors within the City of
Alameda.

Table 4.11-15 on p. 4.11-37 of the Draft EIR presents the noise levels from
later-phase buildout construction activities, which show predicted noise levels
at residential uses on Mitchell Avenue ranging from 52 dBA from building
construction activities to 65 dBA from pile driving activities. The Draft EIR
acknowledges on p. 4.11-36 that the City of Alameda Noise Ordinance
exempts construction noise from its exterior noise standards if occurring
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. and therefore daytime construction noise
impacts from Buildout construction to receptors within the City of Alameda
would be less than significant.

Operational noise impacts from baseball events and concerts are assessed on
pp. 4.11-45 through 4.11-51 of the Draft EIR. With respect to expected noise
levels from baseball events, Table 4.11-18 on p. 4.11-47 of the Draft EIR shows
that noise levels from baseball events are expected to be 49.9 dBA at
receptors along the Alameda waterfront (Cardinal Point Retirement Home)
and that this noise level would not exceed the City's noise ordinance standard
and the impact of baseball events would be less than significant for both
daytime and nighttime hours.

With respect to expected noise levels from concert events, Table 4.11-19 on
p. 4.11-48 of the Draft EIR shows that noise levels from baseball events are
expected to be 61.8 dBA at receptors along the Alameda waterfront (Cardinal
Point Retirement Home) and that this noise level would exceed the City's
noise ordinance standard and the impact of concert events would be
significant for both daytime and nighttime hours. Mitigation Measure NOI-2a,
Sound Control Plan for Concert Events, is identified on pp. 4.11-50 and 4.11-
51 of the Draft EIR to reduce the severity of this impact to the degree feasible.
However, the Draft EIR found that even with implementation of feasible
mitigation, the impact from concert events to receptors in the City of Alameda
would be significant and unavoidable.

See Response to Comment 1-23-3 for a discussion of operational noise (both
daytime and nighttime) from baseball and concert events to receptors in

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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1-23 Cee Vee

1

COMMENT

Vertical illuminance is the amount of light that would strike a vertical plane (e.g., building wall) at a given location.

1-23-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Alameda as well as noise from nighttime construction work on receptors in
Alameda.

Noise impacts related to fireworks displays are addressed on pp. 4.11-51 and
4.11-52 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR notes that while peak firework noise
may occasionally exceed the instantaneous performance standard for
residential uses, which are generally applicable to stationary noise sources,
given the brief duration and limited number of firework events that would
occur at the ballpark, noise from firework displays is expected to result in a
less-than-significant human exposure impact, with noise levels of 70 to 78 dBA
expected during 45-minute events.

With respect to spill light from the Project generally, the lighting study (Draft
EIR Appendix AES) provided maps of spill lighting (light that would fall off the
Project site) during night baseball games, which would be the times of
greatest lighting from the Project. As shown in Figure 223 (p. 182) of that
study, the greatest amount of Project-generated spill light (illuminance) in the
direction of Alameda would be 5 vertical lux.! A single 60-watt incandescent
(traditional) light bulb will generate about 1 lux at a distance of about 25 feet;
therefore, 5 lux would be approximately equivalent to the light from five 60-
watt bulbs at that distance. This amount of illuminance would extend across
most of the Oakland Estuary to the south-southeast of the ballpark, reaching
the Alameda shoreline and extending as much as 500 feet into Alameda at the
location of a single- and multi-family residential development under
construction immediately west of the Mariner Square Marina. At greater
distances and elsewhere along the Alameda waterfront, spill light illuminance
would be less, and would be no more than 1 lux on the vast majority of
Alameda island.

Regarding light and glare from fireworks generally, as explained in Draft EIR
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Shadow, and Wind, aesthetic impacts, including those
related to annoyance caused by light and glare (including from fireworks) are
not considered in determining if a residential, mixed-use residential, or an
employment center project on an infill site in a transit priority area—such as
the proposed Project—would result in significant environmental effects under
CEQA. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential lighting effects of
fireworks and concluded that the Project’s approximately seven annual
fireworks shows, each lasting about 15 minutes, and determined that the

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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1-23 Cee Vee

COMMENT

1-23-6

1-23-7

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

fireworks shows would have the potential to increase ambient nighttime
lighting levels at the Project site and in the vicinity, albeit on a temporary,
intermittent, and short-term basis. While some observers would no doubt be
disturbed by fireworks displays, as noted above, aesthetics, including light and
glare, is not a CEQA consideration. Concerning potential effects of fireworks
on maritime operations, see Consolidated Response 4.18, Effects of Light and
Glare on Maritime Operations and Safety.

Dance parties are not a part of the Project description, which anticipates up to
nine concerts at the ballpark as well as up to 81 baseball games. As noted on
Draft EIR p. 3-35, there could be smaller (unidentified) events at the ballpark
and the proposed performance venue throughout the year. Being smaller,
these events would generate less noise than the concert events analyzed in
Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration.

The commenter expresses an opinion that the Project would generate
additional traffic and result in congestion on area roadways. Traffic congestion
or measures of vehicular delay are not an environmental impact under CEQA
per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3. The comment does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for
their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

While traffic congestion and delay are not subject to CEQA, the City did
require for informational purposes a detailed intersection operation analysis
of the Project (see Draft EIR Appendix TRA.3). The regional transportation
network including the Webster and Posey Tubes was also evaluated for
volume-to-capacity (see Draft EIR Additional Transportation Reference
Material, memorandum title CMP and MTS Analysis).2

Specific to the Webster and Posey Tubes, see Draft EIR Impact TRANS-6, which
concluded that the Project’s traffic volumes would cause significant degradation
of the Webster and Posey Tubes. The impact determination was made based on
the Alameda County Transportation Commission’s travel demand model
calculating the volume-to-capacity ratios. Using the travel time formulas in the
commission’s travel demand model, travel through the Webster Tube during the
weekday p.m. peak hour would increase from 5.1 to 5.4 minutes (about 6

2 Fehr & Peers, 2020. Howard Terminal — CMP and MTS Analysis, December 1, 2020 (Draft EIR Additional Transportation Reference Material).
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5.3 Individuals

1-23 Cee Vee
COMMENT RESPONSE

percent) with the Project and to 7.6 minutes (40 percent) with added Ballpark
traffic after a weekday day game ends, which would occur about 14 times per
year. Weekday p.m. peak-hour travel through the Posey Tube would increase
from about 2.4 minutes to 2.5 minutes (about 5 percent) with the Project and to
3.5 minutes (about 40 percent) with added ballpark traffic traveling to a
weekday evening event, which would occur about 50 times per year (41 baseball
games and up to nine concerts).

5-1423 ESA /D171044
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1-24

Gabe Abastillas

1-24-1

COMMENT

From: ok Abaslilng
Ta: ‘mglwancifgablandea.goy
(= 2l Qow; gov; odlice) Qe 0
s gov (K s oo i P L} 8 v
bigaalic ; Lk 00 008 G0y
Sulject: Hirasid Teerninal Drall EIR Belacsion
Daie: Thuradry. Manch 11, 2020 1:51 46 PM

[EXTERMAL] 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.

I respectiully ask thal you exitend the 45-day comment period on the Howard Terminal Drat
Environmental Impact Repaort (DEIR) by af least 45 days in the interest of allowing cur community an
equitabla apportunily to consider and respond to the findings of the DEIR. The Cily of Oakland has taken
over o years 1o produce the DEIR, resulting In a detalled and complex document that is over 1,600
pages long, notinchuding over 4,000 pages of appendices for review. It i unreasonable 1o expect
rmembers of our community to read, analyze, and respond 1o such a lengtiy and technical document
within 45 days. | fear that such a short window would leave the most vulnerable and marginalized
rrermibers of our cammunity, ineluding these whe wold teel the negative impacts of this project most, lifle
time %o bring to the attention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the project itself. Thank you for
your time and consideration.

Gabe Abastillas, President
Anmex 13 Ine.

4096 Piedmont Ave, Suite 413
Ouakland CA 94611

m: 510,220 06

gabe@annex13.com

1-24-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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5.3 Individuals

1-25 Stas Margaronis

COMMENT RESPONSE

We are very concerned about ballpark project's impact on harbor trucking, rail, I-25-1 See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

1-25-1 | adverse impact on OICT and shipping in the Oakland Estuary and the potential loss
of Port of Oakland business to ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1425 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals

1-26 Saied Karamooz

COMMENT RESPONSE

1-26-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

Suite 2114 | Oakland, CA 984612 | Office Phone: (510)238-6167 | Cell Phone: (510)507-4765 |
Email: pvollmann® oaklandes,goy | Website: https:/fwenw oaklandea gow!

From: Saied R Karamooz <saiedrk@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 5:57 &AM

To: Vellmann, Petersen <Pyallmann@oaklandea gove

Subject: Question about Howard Terminal EIR - Case File # ER1B016

[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.

Dear Mr. Vollmann,

| hope this note finds you well. | am working with a group of local
rasidents and business owners in Jack London who are excited about the
planned relocation of the A's stadium to Howard Terminal.

As such, we have been studying the EIR to learn more about the changes
1-26-1 that will accompany construction of the stadium. In particular, we have
noticed that the EIR contemplates implementation of safety measures at
5 rail crossings (Market, MLK, Clay, Washington, and Broadway) in the
vicinity of the new stadium. ls there a section in the EIR that provides
the analysis and explanation why the remaining 3 rail crossings
{Franklin, Webster, and Oak) are not included in the safety measures?

Many thanks in advance,

Saied Karamooz

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1426 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals
1-26
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-26-2 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
From: ¥olmann. Pt
Taz dllan Fovichiney
Subject: Fw: Quesiion aboul Howard Terminal EIR - Case File ¥ ER18016
Date: Morday, March 18, 2021 2:40:31 PM
Jill-
This was a question that kind of morphed intc a comment on the DEIR, even though he is
saying that he does not want it to be. I've been advised that | should still forward it on
anyhow,
Peterson Z. Vollmann | Flanner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa,
Suite 2114 |Ozkiand, CA 94612 | Office Phone: {510]238-6167 | Cell Phone: [510)507-4765 |
Email: pyollmann @ oaklandca.goy | Website: https:/fwww oaklandca gowf
From: Szied R Karamooz <saiedrk@gmail com>
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 8:06 AM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.pov=
Subject: Re: Question about Howard Terminal EIR - Case File # ER1E016
Good morning Peterson,
Thank you for the prompt response. We have been reading the EIR thoroughly (best as we
can) and see that Impact TRANS-3 on page 2-90 addresses the 5 crossing, but couldn't find
l-26-2 any reference as to why the other 3 crossings are not addressed explicitly, Are there any other
section(s) that discuss the rationale for implementation (or not) of mitigation measures?
As for your question, this is just an inquiry, not an official comment to be included in the
DEIR.
Again, many thanks,
Saied
On Thu, Mar 11, 2021 &t 7:13 AM Vollmann, Peterson <PYollmann @ oaklandea, gov> wrote:
Saied-
The discussion of rail crossings in Jack London is in the Transportaion Chapter. There are also
figures within the chapter that illustrate pedestrian routing to the site, Pleass clarify if you
want this concermn over the other three rail crossings included as an official comment on the
DEIR or if you wish to review the infarmation and then provide comments at a later time, If |
do not hear back, | will need to include this as an official comment on the DEIR.
Peterson Z. Vollmann | Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa,
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1427 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals
1-27 Allene Warren
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-27-1 See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.
From: Migne Waren
Ta: ‘glizencifgaklandea.ony
(= 'l Qou; wolh gov: Celice of she Maor: ciyeounciogslandca.goy
Subject: Howard Terminal DER
Date: Thursday, March 119, 2021 B:17:44 PM
[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.
Dear Mr. Vollmann,
As a community member who is most interested in the Oakland As and their plans for
development at Howard Terminal; | ask that you extend the comment period on the
Howard Terminal DEIR by no less than 45 days.
To read this 1,600-page document and feel confident enough to comment on any
|-27-1 passible areas of concern will certainly require more time than what is currently
allowed. A development requiring a DEIR as complex and impactful to the City as this
needs time and opportunity for reasoned, thoughtful comments by the public.
Thank you and | appreciate your consideration of my request for a 45-day extension.
Allene Warren
msvikid@sbcglobal.net
510 562-3945
"Make a Difference.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1428 ESA /D171044
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1-28

Mercedes Rodriguez

I-28-1

COMMENT

From: Mercades S Egdrigues
Ta: ‘mglwancifgablandea.goy
co: ] Qow; ooy pdlic 3
s gov (K s oo i L} 8 v
bigaalic ;I 00 008 G0y
Subject: EDSA - & BayPorls Vilage & Friench - Howird Terming Balpark - Riquest 45 Day Extensian o) DEIR Comment
Fasind

Data: Thursday, March 11, 2021 §:15:48 PM
sttachmants:  Qulogklning ImA.an

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

Dear Mr. Vollmann,

Ragpectlully, | &m raquasting thal you extand e 45 day commeant parod on ha Heward Tarminal Draft
Enviranmental Impact Aeport (D R in ardar 1o give the public adequate time to respand to the findings af the
DEIA. In many cases it is difficull to gat people motivated to respand to the DENA and it takes tims 1o make the
necasanry culreach ta communily mamters. The Ciy of Oakland has taken avar twa years 1o produce the DEIR,
resulting in a detailed and complax document that is over 1800 pages long, not including over £.000 pages of
appandices 1or review. [ |5 unreasonatie to expect mem bers of our commundy to resd, analyze and respond 1o such &
langihy and technical document within 45 daye. | balisve (hat spch 8 shorl window would lagva the most vulrarable and
marginalized mambars of aur community, including those who would feel the negative Impacts of this projact mast,
Mile fima o bring to ihe atlandan of the City any defciencies in the DEIR and ihe project iteall.

The Howard Terminal Ballpark will have a trem endous impact on the West Oakland
Community. As & result, the DEIR is impartant in erder fo see if the environmental impact
will adversaly atfect maembers of the community in addition to what we already are
experiencing with air pollution.

In light of the above mentioned, | am forwarding this notification 10 my BayPorte Village
homeowners and friends with instructions to forward this correspondence directly to you
and members ol the City of Dakland and City Council for consideration. All of which have
been cc on this correspondence with contact infermation included as follows:

Direct to Planning Department
Petarsan Vollmann, Project Planner: pyollmann@oaklandea gov

CC:
City Administrator's Office

Betsy Lake, Deputy City Administrator: elake@oaklandca. goy
William Gilchrist, Director of Planning: wailchrist@ oaklandca.gov

Oakland Elected Leaders

Mayor Libby Schaaf: officeofthemayor@oaklandca.goy

Vice Mayor Rebecca Kaplan: Bkaplan@oaklandca.goy
Council President MNikki Fortunato Bas: nfbas@osklandea.gov
Councilmember Dan Kalb: dkalb@oaklandea.gay
Gouncilmember Carroll Fife: cfife@oaklandca.goy
Councilmember Sheng Thao: Sthao@oaklandca.gov
Councilmember Noel Galle: Ngallo@oaklandca.gov
Councilmember Loren Taylor: taylon@oaklandea.goyv

1-28-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1429
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-28

The Draft EIR and its varous appendices may be found on the Draft ELR for the Cakland

A's Wateriron? Ballpark Disiricl Project

Draft EIR for the Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark
District Preject...,

Your congideration is greatly appreciated.
Regards,

Mercedes 8. Rodrigues
Block Captain, BayPorte Village Neighborhood Watch

Meighborhood Waitch Steering Committee Board Member, OPD Area 1

(510} 444-0803

2]

COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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1-29

Susan Boggiano

1-29-1

COMMENT

From: ‘Euzan Boggiang

Ta: ‘glizencigaklanded.goy

co: ] Qow; gov; pilice: Qe Qo4
=y aov; i win go; G5 nov; bl qow:

[T ] S0
Suljsct: Hirwand Teeminal Drall Envionmetal | spes Rapon
Date: Seturciay, March 13, 2021 18:17:25 AM

[EXTERMAL] 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.

| am requesting that you extend the 45-day comment period on the Howard Terminal
Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) by at least 45 days in the interest of
alfowing our community an equitable opportunity to consider and respond fo the
findings of the DEIR. This is an important decision which effects many lives/jobs of
Qaklanders and we should have mare time to comment. The City of Oakland has
taken over two years lo produce the DEIR, resulting in a detailed and complex
document that is over 1,600 pages long, not including over 4,000 pages of
appendices for review. It is unreasonable to expect members of our community to
read, analyze, and respond fo such a lengthy and technical document within 45 days.
I fear that such a short window would leave the most vulnerable and marginalized
members of our community, including those who would feel the negative impacts of
this project most, little time to bring to the attention of the city any deficiencies in the
DEIR and the profect itself. Thank you for your time and cansideration.

1-29-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-30 Gary Knecht
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-30-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

From: Aractigary

Ta: Ewie Yoliwan |ovol manndtosslardeony]
Subject: ‘uestion re Howard Terminal BR

Data: Friday, March 12, 2621 12:02:10 PM

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

Hi Pete--1 am slowly slogging my way through the draft EIR for the A's ballpark. Much of it
makes sense or refers me (o another study for additional information. However Figure 4.15-19

1-30-1 re Pedestrian Rouwting (see pages 4.15-88 and 4,15-52) doesn't make sense 1o me and [ can't
find any place to look for additional information, Can you help me understand how Fehr &
Peters decided pedestrians would use these particular routes?--Many thanks, Gary

Gary Knecht, President
SeNiC

229 Harrison Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Land: 510-893-9529
Cell: 510-502-9829

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1432 ESA /D171044
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1-31 Margie Lewis

Ta:

Subsjedt :
Date:

COMMENT

QO ooy off AN, goy; andca. gov:
ot aow; e e nov: uow,

= n : 0¥
R Requsal bor Exlansion of Cosimaen Pariod o Dralt BIR tor Dakiand Waledeanl Balipars Disidel 81 Howard
Tarminal {S0H Mo, 2018712070}
Saturday, March 13, 2021 12:01:32 Al

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

Dear Mr. Vollmann,

I respectfully ask thar vou extend the 45-day comment peviod on the Howard Terminal
Drraft Envirowmental Impact Report (DEIR | by ar leass 43 days in the interest of allowing
our communiry an equitable opportunity to consider and respond to the findings of the
DEIR. The City of Oaldand has taken over two vears fo produce the DEIR, resulting in a
detailed and complex document that is over 1600 pages long, nov including over 4,000
1-31-1 pages of appendices for review. If is unreasonable fo expect members of our communiry fo
read, analyze, and respond o such a lengithy and rechnical document within 45 days. § fear
that such a shorr window would leave the most valnerable and marginalized members of
our commumiry, including those who wouwld feel the negarive impacs of this project most,
little time to bring to the anention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR and the project
irself. Thank vou for vour time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Margie Lewis,

Oakland resident

1-31-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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1-32 Scott Taylor

I-32-1

l-32-2

COMMENT

From: Szntt Taginy

To: RO nEAKIA0NE O0¢

= oy s0x: Cound| Eragciant
Pl Friunatn e diabiinskimdon o c . o
Lr gkl ngon 40y; (rediBogkin a0 Soolt Taror

Satiject: Hgwon Termingl Gt Environmestal Impast Peport (DEIF)

Oate: Saturday. Mardh 13, 2021 120347 P

Mtachments: |meed0iang

|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.

Dear Mr. Vollmann,

My narre is Scatt Teylor and | am the fourder and owner of the [angest trucking company at the Fort of Dakiend.

It has taken 32 years of blood, swest and tears to build the most successful third-party loglstics company at the
Port. In 2021 we will handle 16% of all the import containers coming into Oakland. We have recently acquired
business frem one of the largest e-<commerce companies in the world and we are now in the process of hiving 250
people, of which 90% will be Oakland residents in the 18 - 30 year age bracket. IFthe Port is brought to gridiock
with over 10,000 cars visiting @ balipark on game day, combined with another 6,000 cars frequenting the
residentlal, hotel and cormmercial developrrent, our customers will leave the Port for other international gateways
around the country.

Accordinghy, | respectiully ask that you extend the 45-day comment period on the Howard Terminal Dralt
Envirenmental Impact Report (DEIR) by &t least 45 days in the interest of allowing our community an equitable
opportunity to consider and respond to the findings of the DEIR. The City of Oakland has takan ower two years to
preduce the DEIR, resulting in a detailed and complex document that is over 1,500 pages long. not including over
4,000 pages of appendices for review. [T is unreasonable 1o expect members of our community to read, analyze,
and respond 1o such a lengthy and technical document within 45 days. | fear that such a short window would
leave the most vulnerable and marginalized members of our community, including those who would feel the
negative impacts of this project maost, little time to bring to the attention of the city any deficiencies in the DEIR
and the project itsalf.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Seott Taylor | CED / Chairman af the Baard
| 530 Water Sireet, 5th Floor, Oakland, CGA 94607

D: 510.844.3701 C: 510.750.3421

elaylor@gsciopistics.com.

1-32-1

1-32-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use
Compatibility; Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and
Grade Separation; and Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.
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5.3 Individuals

1-33 Jackson Moore

COMMENT RESPONSE

1-33-1 The commenter asks for clarification of how pedestrians arrive to the ballgames.
The commenter is directed to Draft EIR Figures 4.15-44 through 4.15-46, which
show how ballpark attendees would travel to the Project, either by using an
automobile, walking, bicycling, or using transit. From these figures, the
breakdown of how 35,000 attendees would travel to the ballpark is:

| EXCTERMAL This emsil exiginated cutside of fhe City of Okl sl Please &0 s click [inks o cpen stmchme e uskes yon reoegricee e sender and
expect tha messags.

- 1,820 West Oakland BART
TP e P o P g e o i e e ey S - 3,560 Downtown Oakland BART
- 2,650 Lake Merritt BART

tytotts - 4,960 Drive and Park in Jack London District

2 POFL buk none of toe

1-33-1

e i s areas

ot It n tha 81 - 6,860 Drive and Park in Downtown

s - 8,110 Drive and Park at Ballpark (with initial 3,500 on-site parking spaces)
; - 4,340 Transportation Network Companies
'r':'c:,;““"""-““”"" - 1,200 AC Transit Buses

- 1,000 Ferry

- 500 Bicycle

- 35,000 Total

The 4,960 attendees who would drive and park in the Jack London District is
equivalent to about 2,140 automobiles and these drivers would park in
available on- or off-street parking in the Jack London District east of Broadway
and was based on the assumption that parking use is maximized in Jack
London District. As noted in the Draft EIR (p. 4.15-36), the available on- and
off-street parking within 1 mile of the Project was derived from the Downtown
Oakland Final Parking Management Report.? The 2,140 automobiles were
allocated to the available parking spaces in the Jack London District and then
pedestrians were manually assigned from the parking to the ballpark. Given
the concentration of parking spaces at the Jack London Market Parking
Garage, many people would be expected to walk along 2nd Street and cross
the railroad tracks near the ballpark. Pedestrians walking between the Lake
Merritt BART station and the ballpark were assumed to walk via 8th Street
and Washington Street to Water Street and the ballpark because there are
more food and drink businesses on this route than on a route through the Jack
London District.

3 City of Oakland, 2016. Downtown Oakland Final Parking Management Report, June 2016.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1435 ESA /D171044
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1-33

Jackson Moore

COMMENT

1-33-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a
response under CEQA. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

The comment points to a typographical error in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR on
p. 2-92 has been corrected consistent with the above (new text is underlined;

deleted text is shown in strikethrough):

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b: Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing.

Prior to opening day of the ballpark, Project sponsor shall design and
construct a grade-separated overcrossing for pedestrians and bicyclists
seeking to access the Project site. The overcrossing, which would require
review and approval by CPUC as well as the City and the Port,
consultation with the Capital Corridor Joint Powers Authority, and
potentially affected property owners such as the UPRR, shall be located
at Jefferson Street (ErrerlReferencesource-notfound-Figure 4.15-48) or
Clay Street (ErrorlReferencesource-notfound-Figure 4.15-49), or a
comparable nearby location and shall create a safe and accessible route
for pedestrians and bicyclists traveling to the Project site on both event
and non-event days, connecting 2nd Street, which is north of the railroad
tracks, to Athletics’ Way to the south. Pedestrian facilities serving the
bridge shall be upgraded on Jefferson and Clay Streets to correct tripping
hazards and daylight intersections and driveways with red curb per City
guidance. Along 3rd Street between Market Street and Broadway gaps in
the pedestrian network would be closed by converting diagonal and
perpendicular parking to parallel parking to provide a pedestrian path of
travel between buildings and parking where no sidewalk exists today.

See Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR, for the
revised language.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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1-34

Ms. Joaninha

|-34-1

COMMENT

From: naninky

Ta:

Subject: Estend Deadling lor DEIR

Date: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 10:28:29 AM

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

lurge you to extend the deadline of the commeant period by at least 45 days. More
time is neadad in order to give averyone in the community that will be affacted
enough time to comment. The removal of The A's Stadium from East Oakland will
have a serious impact on the most vulnerable members of our community. Please
give them the tima needed to study the impact of proposed move and comment,

Thark you,

Ms. Joaninha

1-34-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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5.3 Individuals
I-35 Michael Sullivan
COMMENT RESPONSE
L live in Alameda and | am concerned about the noise from the ballpark. Sound I-35-1 See Responsg to Comment I-23-3 for the discussion of identified noise impacts
to receptors in the City of Alameda.
1-35-1 | carries across the water and I'm sure that there will be a significant impact on the

Alameda West End residents.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1438 ESA /D171044
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I-36

Dan Kalb

I-36-1

COMMENT

From: ks, Doy

Ta: Lk, Belge; Mavbrun, Moy

co: \Betiin. Edward; Yolmann, Palersan

Subject: Howard Terminal Waterirort project DEIR comm.end perind
Data: Thursday, March 18, 2021 4:15:13 PM

Hi Deputy City Administrator Lake,

Based on numerous requests from stakeholders and interested city residents, I am writing to
request that an additional 15 days be added to the comment period for the Draft EIR on the
Howard Terminal Waterfront Ballpark District project.

This would modify the current 45-day comment period to instead be a 6kday comment period
from the date of the public release of the DEIR.

Given the magnitude of the project and length of the DEIR, I believe it to be reasonable to
extend the comment period by the additional 15 days.
It is mot unusual for projects of this magnitude to receive the additional 15 days.

Thank you for your work and consideration,
-Dan

-DAN KALB

Dakland City Councilmember, District #1

One Frank Ogawa Plaza, 2nd floor
Oakland, CA 94612

S10-238-7001
~ THE MORE WE KEEP OUR DISTANCE, THE SOONER WE CAN GET BACK
TOGETHER ~

1-36-1

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
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1-37 Jesse Pollak

COMMENT

From: aezzz Polak

Ta: ‘mulwanciigaklande.goy

Subject: Fuskiz Commani on Waterfront Ballpark Digric Dralt BR
Data: Smurcay, March 20, 2081 4:30:35 P

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

Hi,

1 am writing in strong support of the Waterfront Ballpark District Draft EIR and the plan to
build the Howard Terminal baseball stadium. 1 have read sections that [ believe | have a good

1-37-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

1-37-1 understanding of {i.e. transportation) and find the ohservations and recommendations 1o be
thorough and complete, 1 believe that bringing the stadiwm to this region would be a lot of
hard work — but would uhimately have a huge positive impact on the districL
Thank you!
Jesse Pollak
1555 Bih St. Oakland, CA 94607
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1440 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals
1-38 Charlie Bolton
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-38-1 The Draft EIR includes employment information salient to the evaluation of
environmental impacts (e.g., transportation, air quality), including information
on construction-phase employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.13.3, p. 3-58) and
Fram: Lharies Boton Beslalis Fife s . .
Ta: post-construction employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.6.4, p. 3-35). Tables 3-
Subject: Re: DEIR ER15-016. Aeguast for Information. Howard Termiral DER claims that the project will generale
10,000 jobe 2 and 3-3 (Draft EIR p. 3-36) present breakdowns of employment by event
Data: Tuesday, March 21, 2027 9:27-34 AM : -
type and team operations. Table 4.12-8 (p. 4.12-17) and associated text
?:r‘":l‘;lﬁj“;’" for the information. presents a comprehensive breakdown of employment associated with the
Project, distinguishes full-time equivalent employment, and employment by
Charlie Bolton . . . .. .
FilMoker Project component (e.g., A’s staff, office, retail). As indicated in Table 4.12-8,
el 415531645 at full buildout, the Project would generate the highest number of employees
el - - . .
under a game-day event: approximately 9,499 employees at Project
) completion. Based on the current A’s ballpark employment of approximately
On Tue, Mar 23, 2021 at 9:20 AM Vollmann, Peterson <PV ollmann @ oaklandes gov > wrote: .
Charles- 1,227 game-day staff, the Project would generate a net employment growth
of 7,987 at full buildout compared with existing Coliseum employment.
Information on projected employment at the site is in Chapter 4.12 (Population & Housing).
There is also 2 braakdown of projected employment intable 4,12-8 within the chapter,
From: Charles Bolton/Reelality Films <char lton@gmail coms>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 719 AM
Te: Vellmann, Petersen <Pallmann@oaklandes ow
Subject: DEIR: ER18-016. Request for Information. Howard Terminal DEIR claims that the project
will generate 10,000 jobs
[EXTERNAL] This email originated outside of the City of Oukland. Please do not click
links or open attachiments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message.
Hi,
Reviewing the DEIR 1 find that the project sponsors claim the project will generate 10,000
jobs, but I can find no documentation of the number of jobs by category, rate of pay and
|-38-1 permanent or seasonal status. And 1 can find no reference to the methodology used to
calculate the job estimate. Can you provide this documentation or point me to where it is
buried in the document.
Cordially,
Charlie Bolton
FilmMaker
Cell: 415-531-6484
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1441 ESA /D171044
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1-39 Charlie Bolton
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-39-1 In response to this comment, the Phase 1 Total for new retail jobs in Table
4.12-8 of the Draft EIR (p. 4.12-17) is changed from 60 to 69. See Chapter 7,
City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR, for the revised language.

From: Lharies Boton Epsalty Aies

Ta: Erierzon Volmann

Subject: DER: ER1B-016. Error fourd in Tabie 4928
Data: Tumeday, March 2, 2021 1:28:51 PM

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

Hi,

Please correct error in Table 4,12-B Phase I and Full Buildowr Project Employment,
|-30-1 Under Retail, the Table shows New FTE=69 and Phase I Toital jobs is reported as 60.

Please provide the correct totals for those columns.

Cordially,

Charlie Bolton

FilmMaker

Cell: 415-531-6484

5-1442 ESA /D171044
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1-40 Charlie Bolton

1-40-1

COMMENT

From: Lharies Boton Epsalty Aies

Ta: Eeierzon Volmann

Subject: DER: ER1B-016; Table 4.12.8 Inconsistency repDoetion of job sialus.
Data: Tumeday, March 23, 2021 1:88:13 PM

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

Hi,

In table 4.12-8, the table classifies 'Event Non A's and Game Day staff as FTE's or "Full Time
Equivalents".. The table needs to break out the number of actual FTE versus temporary or
Event/Game day employees. Some of all of these employeess are Gig workers employed
during the event and the table treats them as FTE's and creates a misleading total of new full
time jobs created,

Cordially,

Charlie Bolon
FilmMaker

Cell: 415-531-6484

I-40-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The purpose of Draft EIR Table 4.12-8 is to provide an estimate of Project-
related employment. The use of FTE or "full-time equivalent" allows the
reader to understand and compare the level of existing (or "actual")
employment to expected new employment. While identifying the nature of
the jobs or the number of part-time jobs that may be included within the
estimate of FTEs may be of interest, it is not necessary for this comparison or
for the Draft EIR's analysis of potential impacts.
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1-41

1-41-1

Charlie Bolton

COMMENT

From: ks Bl ety i
-

Tor
Subjec
Dater

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

H
Table 4128 data doss not

analyze the following topies

1 erentiation between temgorary/Gig o
of the retail jobs will also be temporary:
fail to differentiate the number of permanent.
There is no data provided for the pay scales and benefits of the vanous table. Th i these new jobs that the
‘And finally, I can not find any discussion of the number of jobs that wall be lost as a result of developing the Howard Termuinal site as a Sports-Luxury Condo-Hotel raupl And there is
ot the scenario of the negative impact of the project on the port of Oakiand and decline in maritime siripping activity due to limitations and Mpacts on port operation created by the development
Cordially,

me permanent jobs. For 00 jobs to be created by the venue 6o not
Jobs are not delineated. Gons Event Day jobs are temporary In nature and theref
ime and day of event gigs at the Venue (Phase 2).

rumber of permanent and temporary workers. And
not be included under FTE's. In addition, the table

and

claims that it will create.

Charlie Bolten
FilmMaker

Cell: 415-531-6484.

1-41-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The Draft EIR includes employment information salient to the evaluation of
environmental impacts (e.g., transportation, air quality), including information
on construction-phase employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.13.3, p. 3-58) and
post-construction employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.6.4, p. 3-35).

Table 4.12-8 (p. 4.12-17) and associated text presents a breakdown of post-
construction employment information used to support the evaluation of
environmental impacts, and distinguishes full-time equivalent employment,
and employment by Project component (e.g., A’s staff, office, retail). While
some of the information requested in this comment (temporary versus
permanent employment, pay scales, benefits) is important to City decision
makers, it is not necessary for the environmental impact evaluations
presented in the EIR. With respect to the concern regarding the loss of jobs
associated at Howard Terminal, existing tenants employ about 40 on-site
employees and 58 contractors and drivers who may use the site (see Draft EIR
p. 3-3). Howard Terminal is currently leased by the Port to short-term tenants
for maritime support uses including truck parking/container depot,
longshoreperson training, drayage truck yards, truck repair and offices. As
indicated on Draft EIR p. 3-61, the existing tenants and users of Howard
Terminal and associated employees are assumed to move to other locations
within the Seaport, the City or the region where their uses are permitted. See
Draft EIR pp. 3-61 through 3-63, which presents the basis for this assumption
(e.g., short- and long-term need for and availability of truck parking for the
Seaport). Regarding the potential for implementation of the Project to
adversely affect the economy of the Seaport resulting in job loss,

see Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
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1-42

1-42-1

1-42-2

1-42-3

1-42-4

Mercedes Rodriguez

COMMENT

I am on the Oakland A's CBA Transportation Steering Committee for Howard
Terminal. | have also been working with the A's since 2018. | would like to see the A's
stay in Oakland but at the Coliseum Site. | live on Market Street down the block
from Howard Terminal. Currently we have a major problem with traffic, parking and
illegally parking of trucks on Market Street. A stadium with only 2,000 parking
spaces for attendees will not be sufficient to mitigate parking if a Ballpark is
developed. The Port and the Department of Transportation does not have a plan in
order to alleviate the parking problems and enforcement that will eccur as a result
of the A's at Howard Terminal. The DEIR reflected that it would expose motorists,
pedestrians, bus and bike riders to permanent and substantial hazards resulting in
significant and unavoidable safety hazards. The DEIR was extended by 15 days, but
that is still not encugh time to obtain the community response on comments that is

required.

1-42-1

1-42-2

1-42-3

-42-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a
response under CEQA. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.
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5.3 Individuals
1-42
COMMENT RESPONSE
&y
|
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1446 ESA /D171044

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-43 Kevin Leong
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-43-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Re: The proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016) X
Separation.

As an Oakland resident and Jack London Square community member | am reaching
out to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included as
transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would provide
pedestrian safety upgrades at railroad crossings between Market St and Broadway
but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the crossings along
Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. The area along Embarcadero at
Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets has a high density of entertainment venues,
restaurants, parking areas and residences that will generate significant game-day
increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and scooter travel at these crossing locations. The
a3 addition of safety measures to protect the public should be top-priority and would

seemingly be a sensible addition to the planned efforts.

As a Jack London Square resident who consistently witnesses train hopping,
confused drivers parked on the tracks, pets and children dangerously close to
moving trains, and many more terrifying sights on a daily basis | strongly encourage
the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak

Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.

Thank you,

Kevin Leong

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1447 ESA /D171044
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1-44 Thaddeus Lisowski

I-dd-1

1-44-2

1-44-3
1-44-4

COMMENT

I've been to multiple A's games at the Coliseum and look forward to attending
games at this new ballpark. Please make sure to prioritize bicycle and pedestrian
access, the way many other baseball fields in dense urban areas now do (such as
Wrigley Field's free bike check, in order to encourage non-car trips to attend
games). You should de anything possible to cut down on car trips to see games.
Please consider good bridge access for bicycles and pedestrians over the estuary

from Alameda and over any train tracks from the industrial harbor area. Thank you.

-44-1

-44-2

-44-3

1-44-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

This comment expresses an opinion about prioritization of active
transportation modes to reduce automobile trips, but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Therefore, no response is required. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
and EIR.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

This comment is a continuation of Comment 1-44-3. See Response to
Comment 1-44-3.
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1-45 Lilli Keinaenen
COMMENT

It is unacceptable that the pedestrian and bike bridge was left out of this plan! That

was always supposed to be part of the plan. What kind of 2020's decade project
1-45-1

leaves out multimodal transport? Walking and biking are the least they should do to

encourage people leave their cars home. The planet depends on us.

I-45-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for a
bicycle/pedestrian bridge, but the comment does not specifically raise an
issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue, that would require a response under CEQA. The commenter’s
observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the
Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.
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1-46 Jonathan MacMillan
COMMENT

This plan is really lacking in its plan to support biking to the stadium. | live less than
a mile away, so someone like me should never be driving. There should be support
1-46-1 | for a protected bike network. The city of Oakland has a plan for these safe lanes in

place and | encourage the A's to support and complement it.

My second concern is that nearby Alamedans have been working on a bike/ped
bridge across the estuary. Please show support for that project to also improve
non-car access to the stadium.

1-46-2
These are benefits to your facility, but alse help mitigate the traffic problems that

will be caused by events at the stadium.

I-46-1

I-46-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for more protected
bicycle infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project, but the comment does not
specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Therefore, nor response is required. The commenter’s
observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the
Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel, either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

There are several mitigation measures in the Draft EIR that prioritize non-
automobile travel, either through programs to reduce automobile trips or
infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling, that
would contribute to minimizing Project vehicle traffic. These measures, which
begin on Draft EIR p. 4.15-183, are summarized below:

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a includes a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan for the non-ballpark development with a
performance metric to reduce vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline
condition without a TDM program.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b includes a Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) for the ballpark events with a performance metric to reduce
vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline condition without a TMP. A draft
TMP is provided in Appendix TRA.1 and includes the nearby transit

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1450
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-46 Jonathan MacMillan
COMMENT RESPONSE

providers i.e., AC Transit, BART, Capitol Corridor, and WETA as a key
stakeholder in coordinating ballpark events.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c would construct a Transportation Hub
adjacent to the Project that would serve at least three bus routes (12 AC
Transit buses per hour) to support non-automobile travel to and from
Project with the ability to expand the hub on ballpark event days to
handle up to six shuttle bus stops and each shuttle stop could handle up
to 12 shuttles per hour.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d would implement bus-only lanes on
Broadway between Embarcadero West and 11th Street by converting one
motor vehicle lane in each direction to a bus-only lane. There are existing
bus-only lanes north of 11th Street to 20th Street on Broadway.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e would implement pedestrian
improvements such as sidewalk widening and repair, pedestrian lighting,
and intersection and driveway safety measures to promote first and last
mile connections to BART and AC Transit bus stops as well as walking
connections serving Downtown and West Oakland neighborhoods.

e Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, and TRANS-2c would
implement bicycle improvements consistent with Oakland's Bike Plan that
connect the Project to Oakland's bike network.

e Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b would implement railroad
corridor improvements including corridor fencing, at-grade railroad
crossing improvements, and a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over the
railroad tracks connecting the Transportation Hub with the Project site via
the Jefferson Street alignment.
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1-47 Richard Thomas

1-47-1 | What happened to the pedestrian/ bike bridge???

COMMENT

1-47-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for a bicycle and
pedestrian bridge over the estuary connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is
not part of the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the
Project. The comment does not specifically raise an issue regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a
response under CEQA. The commenter’s observations are noted for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.
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1-48 Ryan Lester
COMMENT
The stadium as currently proposed delivers substantial community benefits, allows

for the continued long-term success of the port and ensures that Dakland's last

remaining sports team stays rooted in Oakland.

1-48-1 | | strongly support this project as proposed since it mitigates all/most environmental

impacts.

I look forward to this project moving forward quickly to ensure that much needed

housing also gets delivered in our city.

1-48-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-49 Dominic Gomes

1-49-1
Raiders and the Warriors, Let's keep the A's!!!!

COMMENT

Build the ballpark! This is a once in a lifetime opportunity for Oakland. We lost the

I-49-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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I-50 Paul Sousa

COMMENT

I live in the Prescott neighborhood of West Oakland, and | am writing in support of
the A's proposed ballpark at Howard Terminal. After having lost 2 of our sports
teams already to other cities, | think it's important the city does all it can to support
keeping the A's in Oakland - most especially when the A's are offering to privately
finance the stadium.

1-50-1
I think the Howard Terminal location is great. It'll add additional waterfront use for

the city's residents and add vitality to Jack London Square.

And for West Oakland specifically, | also appreciate that the A's have engaged the
community in this review process and intend to give back to West Oakland (among

other nearby communities} which will provide much needed funds and resources.

I-50-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals

I-51 Morgan Bellinger
COMMENT RESPONSE
Please consider the impact of a new ballpark on Alameda, along with Alameda's I-51-1 The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle

and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
join with a pedestrian and cyclist bridge to Alameda and thereby to Alameda's analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
population and ferry terminals. comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR. See Response to Comment A-
10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures that prioritize non-automobile
travel either through programs to reduce automobile trips or infrastructure
improvements that prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling.

urgent need for a west end pedestrian and bicycle crossing, when building

1-51-1 | requirements for that ballpark. Any railroad pedestrian crossing is an opportunity to
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I-52

AM Shan

I-52-1

COMMENT

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), |
write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing lecations. Since I've lived here it's been shocking to me that
no fence has gone up to protect people from the train, or to protect the train from
wild driving particularly by delivery trucks. Just last week a train ran in to a truck
that was stalled on the track. I've heard that several people have died in the last few
years on the tracks and | fear that with the joy of a game and the lack of focus that
comes with attending a game, there may be more casualties. | strongly encourage
the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak

Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.

I-52-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation.
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I-53 George Fisher
COMMENT

Please disregard comments from bicycle-advocacy crganizations, which operate as

single-issue propaganda groups and wish to derail all plans that do not exclusively
1-53-1
cater to their interests.

1532 Please account for and highlight connections to the (existing) San Francisco Bay
Trail and city-wide bicycle network at Clay Street.

I-53-1

I-53-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for bicycle connections
between the Project site, the San Francisco Bay Trail, and the city-wide bicycle
network at Clay Street, but the comment does not specifically raise an issue
regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in
the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue, that
would require a response under CEQA. The commenter’s observations are
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as
part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

As depicted on Draft EIR Figure 4.15-15, the Project would extend the Bay
Trail from its current terminus at Clay Street along the Project site’s water
edge with additional inland Bay Trail connections along the Jefferson Street
via a pedestrian and bike bridge and along Martin Luther King Jr. Way via a
two-way cycletrack. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c would implement a
Transportation Hub, and as part of that measure, the on-street parking on
Clay Street (between the railroad tracks and 2nd Street) would be replaced
with a wider sidewalk, thereby eliminating auto parking/bicycle conflicts on
this segment of Clay Street.
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I-54 Anne Roake

COMMENT

Ridiculous complaint. Maybe fixing Oakland roads so bikes can be ridden safely.
1-54-1
Research how many bikes are ridden to ATT Park and then complain

I-54-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the condition of Oakland's streets
for bicycle use, and the city-wide bicycle network, but the comment does not
specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue, that would require a response under CEQA. The
commenter’s observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

5-1459

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

I-55 Chad Yolland

COMMENT

| love the ballpark at Howard terminal but there needs to have separated bike lanes!

1-55-1

Please, get this park done but add separated bike lanes.

I-55-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for more separated
bicycle infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project, but the comment does not
specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue, that would require a response under CEQA. The
commenter’s observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

The City of Oakland was awarded an Active Transportation Program Grant to
construct Class 4 Bike Lanes (i.e., separated bike lanes) on 7th Street between
the West Oakland BART station and Martin Luther King Jr. Way. Mitigation
Measure TRANS-2b would provide bike lanes consistent with the Bike Plan
(currently shown in the Bike Plan to be Class 4 Bike Lanes) from 7th Street to
the Project site where the facility would continue through the site to the Bay
Trail at the waterfront. See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of
the mitigation measures that prioritize non-automobile travel either through
programs to reduce automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that
prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling.
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I-56 Amando Miller
COMMENT

| am very excited that things are moving forward with the stadium plan. What is less
exciting is the lack of bike access and transit options to get to the ballpark. The A's
I-56-1 and city of Oakland should use this opportunity to establish separated bike lanes to
allow safe cycling for all ages to get to the ballpark as well as around Oakland
Sharing lanes with traffic during game days is extremely dangerous with many cars
1-56-2 | stopping unexpectedly and doors opening and closing. Separated bike lanes are the
1-56-3| only safe option. Bike East Bay has some great suggestions.

1 also am disappointed with the lack of vision for not taking advantage of the
-56-4 adjacent rail line or establishing a streetcar to help move people from downtown
stations. the gondola option doesn't move enough people per hour and is also not
I-56-5 very useful for the residents of the city that may need to get to other destinations in

Jack London Square or Downtown Oakland

I-56-1

I-56-2

I-56-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for more separated
bicycle infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project, but the comment does not
specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue, that would require a response under CEQA. The
commenter’s observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

The City of Oakland was awarded an Active Transportation Program Grant to
construct Class 4 Bike Lanes (i.e., separated bike lanes) on 7th Street between
the West Oakland BART station and Martin Luther King Jr. Way. Mitigation
Measure TRANS-2b would provide bike lanes consistent with the Bike Plan
(currently shown in the Bike Plan to be Class 4 Bike Lanes) from 7th Street to
the Project site where the facility would continue through the site to the Bay
Trail at the waterfront.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c would implement a Transportation Hub on 2nd
Street adjacent to the Project. Between Martin Luther King Jr. Way and Clay
Street, the hub would serve at least 3 AC Transit bus lines and 12 buses per
hour. The hub would have the ability to extend west of Martin Luther King Jr.
Way and east of Clay Street to handle either shuttle buses or additional AC
Transit bus lines. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d would implement bus-only
lanes on Broadway generally between Embarcadero to 11th Street. North of
11th Street, there are existing bus-only lanes that continue to 20th Street
serving both the 12th and 19th Street BART stations. See Response to
Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures that prioritize
non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce automobile trips or
infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling.

This comment references an attachment that includes Bike East Bay's
comment letter, which was also submitted separately (see Comment Letter
0-11). See Responses to Comments O-11-1 through 0-11-24 for specific
responses to comments raised in that submission.
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COMMENT

I-56-4

I-56-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about incorporating the adjacent rail
line into the Project or establishing a streetcar to connect the Project and
downtown, but the comment does not specifically raise an issue regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a
response under CEQA. The commenter’s observations are noted for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

This comment expresses an opinion about the Gondola but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue. Thus, no response is required. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
and EIR.
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1-56-6 This attachment includes Bike East Bay's comment letter, which was
submitted separately (see Comment Letter O-11). See Responses to
Comments 0-11-1 through 0-11-24 for specific responses to comments raised
in that submission.

DRAFT

submitted via;
https:/ fcomment-tracker.esassoc.com/ocaklandsportseir! index. ht ml#/ 19/ welcome

Mareh 30, 2021

Petersen Vellmann

Planner IV, City of Oakland Bureau of Planning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214
Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Comments on Qakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project
Dear Mr. Vollman:

Bike East Bay has reviewed the DEIR for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project and
is generally supportive of the project and its goal of building a major league baseball ballpark
in the downtown area, well-accessed by walking, bicycling and transit. The Coliseum location
of the current stadium has never been easy to bicycle to and its sole BART station is far too
small to handle large crowds. In addition, the current site never has never developed into a
vibrant entertainment area, nor has it fostered a successful local game-day economy to
suppert nearby residents. We feel the proposed new ballpark can do all these things.

General Comments

-56-6 From a high level perspective, the transportation improvements of this Project are a net loss
of bikeways to residents of Jakland as compared to the bikeways in approved plans and under
development with separate prajects, Our goal for the new ballpark is for there to be safe,
low-stress bikeways to access the ballpark from all directions and our main concerns are the
lack of such high quality bikeways in this plan. We like the proposed new bikeways on 7th
Street and MLK Jr. Way south of Bth Street to the ballpark, which will connect West Qakland
to the ballpark area. However, the proposed bikeways from Downtown Oakland to the
ballpark and from Lake Merritt BART to the ballpark fall short of what a project of this
magnitude and importance should achieve,
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COMMENT RESPONSE

There are obviously many pedestrian improvements in this plan and we support all of them,
including the many new sidewalks, wider sidewalks, pedestrian bridge and upgraded
crosswalks and bulb outs. Similarly, the transit improvements are all good and we like the
Transportation Hub on 2nd Street, but we have concerns about who will pay for the new
transit services needed to get people to and from the ballpark. The DEIR leaves that to future
discussions, but there needs to be a real plan to fund and ramp up transit services for game
day crowds,

We also are fans of the smart parking management program and know this program will
improve bicycle and pedestrian safety by more efficiently directing drivers to available
parking spaces and reduce cars circling and looking a spot. We support expanding this
program so that Athletics fans can purchase a parking ticket at the same time they purchase
their game tickets.

Much of the success of the transportation plan for this preject will depend on the
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and its ongoing implementation. Bike East Bay
requests there be a seat on the operational oversight group of the TMP for someone
representing the interests of people bicycling in the area. The TMP clearly prioritizes
bicycling as a goal of the plan and for this reason should have representation from people who
bicycle.

Comments related to bicycling

This major preject and its transportation plan should include high-quality, low stress
separated bikeways from all directions and it lacks such bikeways from Downtown Oakland
and from the Lake Merritt BART Station (and from points southeast), Buffered bike lanes on
busy streets, and especially streets before and after ballgames, are not low-stress bikeways,
and the door-zone white stripe an 2nd Street is no bikeway at all.

o From West Oakland: we support the new bike lanes on 7th Street in West Qakland,
although we note that this project only commits to the buffered bike lane design for
these bikeways, not the protected bike lanes called for in the Oakland Bicycle Plan,
Thankfully Dakland has received a state grant to upgrade these bike lanes to needed
protected bike lanes,

e From Downtown Qakland: there are three potential options here, according to the
Oakland Bicycle Plan and Downtown Specific Plan; 1) Franklin St/Broadway, 2)

Clay /Washington and 3) MLE Jr. Way. All three of these bikeways connect at their
north end to a planned east-west bikeway on 14th Street. Whichever of these three
potential bikeway connections is built to support ballpark access, the bike lanes should
be separated and protected and connect to 14th Street, which abviously i the needed
access point to and from 12th 5t/City Center BART Station. Fig 4.15-42 in the DEIR
shows projected bike trip generation to the ballpark with TMP, and shows twice as
many people bicycling from downtown to the ballpark as compared to from West
Oakland. We agree with this projection and request that bikeways from Downtown
Qakland be upgraded from the plan’s buffered lanes to protected, the whole way.

PO Box 1736, Oakland, GA 94604
510 845 RIDE (7433) » infof@bikeeastbay.org
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< The reason given in the City's bike plan for proposing buffered bike lanes on

MLK Jr. Way above 8th Street is the number of driveways along the street.

However, most of these driveways are not utilized and are gated/fenced

closed, and thus do not function as driveways. As such, they do not create sight

ling issues nor any need to remove parking for safety, There are many other
streets in Dakland planned for protected bike lanes with similar driveways.

For the Clay/Washingten bikeway option, the DEIR does not even include a

complete bikeway toward downtown due to Bth Street being one-way, but we

assume this is an oversight or type. Either way, existing and planned bikeways
an Clay/Washington are not adequate for game day bike access, particularly
the narrow door zone bike lanes on Washington Street. In addition, on game
days, Washingten Street is planned for significantly increased pedestrian
activity and may even be closed off to cars, which is great. But as such,

Washington Street should be an auxiliary bikeway to the ballpark, particularty

for people bicycling to get something to eat or drink along Washington Street

before or after a game. Finally, Oakland Police sometimes close off Washington

Street due to safety concerns and as long as OPD has this authority, Washington

Street cannot be a bikeway priority to the ballpark.

For Franklin/Broadway, efforts were (are) underway to plan bikeways on

Franklin, but this project’s proposal to stripe bus only lanes on Broadway with

ni» bike lanes precludes this as a planned bike option to the ballpark. We

support the bus only lanes on Broadway but do not support remaoval of

Broadway as a planned bikeway. Jack London District has been supportive of

bike lanes on Broadway and there have been many discussions about improving

Broadway for bicycling in the JLD area that this DEIR does not acknowledge.

Either way, cn any road where people are allowed te bicyele and there is a

side-running bus only lane, such as Broadway, pecple are going to bicycle in the

BRT lane and that is exactly where Bike East Bay i going to tell them to

bicycle, Bicycling aleng the right side of the road is the most intuitive place to

ride and it is the safest, from our perspective. For this reason, anytime Oakland
plans a side-running BRT lane, they should include protected bike lanes or they
should plan on bikes in the BRT lane. On Broadway in the JLD, there is room for
bath, BRT lanes and protected bike lanes as planned for as part of many
planning efforts.

o From Lake Merritt BART and points from the southeast, 3rd Street is the best street for
planned protected bike lanes because of its width and direct connectivity. Both the
Oakland Bicycle Plan and the Downtawn Specific Plan identify protected bike lanes on
3rd Street, as has the Oakland Alameda Access Project. |n addition, we have met with
the Athletics, from the start of this planning process, and they initially agreed and
took it on to begin the discussion of 3rd Street as the planned high-quality east-west
bikeway in the JLD to the ballpark. We know the bike plan defers to this project for
any bikeway modifications, but it does so for game-day reasons, not for reasons
unrelated to ballpark access. The two reasons we have heard to select 2nd Street over

o

a

PO Box 1736, Oakland, GA 94604
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3rd Street are the Produce Market and the Port of Oakland’s over-sized truck route on
3rd Street. Meither of these reasons has te do with game-day access and both are
illogical. 2nd Street has more produce market issues than 3rd Street and is planned for
a transportation hub and a potential THC zone, which will preclude bike access during
increased activity. West of Market Street, this plan does recognize existing buffered
bike lanes on 3rd Street where over-sized Port trucks use the street. The issues are the
same east of Market Street as they are west of Market. We believe that design issues
can be worked out with the Produce Market and the Port of Oakland to make 3rd
Street the best option all the way to Oak Street, where planned protected bike lanes
are in the works, Either way, it is not this DEIR's responsibility to redo approved
bikeways for reasons unrelated to the EIR. In addition, we met with the Port of
Oakland and 0akDOT to have these discussions in 2019 about 3rd Street, given the
concerns, and agreed then that we were going to actually take a look at truck turning
issues on 3rd Street before making any decisions, but there has been no followup on
that to date. Let's start that followup and in the meantime, 3rd Street is the preferred
protected bikeway.

« We support the protected bike lanes on MLK Jr. Way south of Bth Street, but ask for a
couple of improvements, One, the intersections of MLK Jr. Way and 7th Street (and
&th Street) need to be protected intersections given the increased bike traffic this
intersection will attract with 7th/MLK Jr, Way being a primary bikeway access to the
ballpark from West Oakland. Two, down at the project site, the two-way cycle track
onta the property of the project needs to be much wider than proposed, particularly
as the cyele track makes a turn to the west., We understand why the roadway was
widened and the bikeway constrained at this turn due to fire truck and delivery truck
access, but the design here should be first for a wide cycle track that & mountable by
fire trucks, not a wide roadway for fire trucks that leaves minimal width for bicyeling,

As we previously stated, this Project creates a net loss of bikeways to residents of Oakland as
compared to the bikeways in approved plans and under development with separate projects.
The plan proposes approved bikeways on Tth Street, MLK Jr Way and one block of Washington,
but the project proposes to downgrade or eliminate other bikeways in approved plans and
projects. There appears to be anly twa additional new bikeway improvements proposed by
the project over and above bikeways in approved plans--a 3 block cycle track on Embarcadero
and the bike-ped bridge at Jefferson Street over the RR tracks, The list of lost or downgraded
bike lanes includes: Market Street from protected to buffered, Adeline Street eliminated
south of 7th 5t, Broadway eliminated in JLD, 2nd Street at the Transportation Hub during
game day, and 3rd Street not upgraded to protected bike lanes, This i a net loss of bike
access from what Oakland residents have been expecting to date. Because of this net loss of
expected bikeways, we don't support a limited set of bike improvements but rather have two
additional asks of the Project: 1) require the pedestrian bridge over the RR tracks to be
designed to potentially join with a planned bike-ped bridge over the Oakland Estuary, should
the later bridge prove feasible after its current Praject Initiation Decument concludes ina

PO Box 1736, Oakland, GA 94604
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year, and 2) require A's to host and promote a Bike to the Ballpark Day, once a year, at a
home date in May.

We support the planned 500-1,000 space bike/scooter parking at the ballpark and the cycle
track along the interior roadway of the ballpark. The other interior roads should alse have
bike lanes at build out given the intense development planned.

Over and above what is planned for bike improvements, we know that flexibility and
responsiveness will be needed and we support that. For these reasons, we request a seat on
the operational oversight group of TMP and ask that this plan have a short list of priority
bikeway improvements to be implemented post opening of the ballpark if needed should
street conditions be different than forecast. Streets that should be on this short list are 3rd
Street, Broadway, MLK Jr. Way and 14th Street. This is important because of the annual TMP
surveys to be conducted. If from these attendee surveys, it is learned that more people are
needed to bicycle to the ballpark to meet VMT reduction geals, and from the results of the
survey we learn that improved bikeways are needed for more fans to bicyele to the ballpark,
what exactly would happen next? There needs to be a Plan B for additional bikeway
improvements to consider in order to meet VMT goals.

I Fig 4.15-1, Motor Vehicle Influsnce Area, why are there no intersections east of Broadway
studied? In particular, bike travel on Oak Street, and 3rd Street will be impacted by ballpark
traffic, Where are these impacts studied? They need to be studied since the DEIR states that
the majority of traffic will be coming from these directions.

In Fig 4.15-3, Bicycle Influence Area, the extent of bicycle travel to and from the ballpark
(including scooters) needs to extend to the three most adjacent BART Stations: West Oakland,
12th Street /City Center and Lake Merritt, as does Fig 4. 154, the Pedestrian Influence Area.

Local Roadway Access needs to include Oak Street, 3rd Street and other nearby planned
bikeways. There are major NB exits fram 880 and 5B entrances to 880 in this area and added
traffic is going to affect active transportation modes to and from the ballpark. The Alameda
County Congestion Management Frogram requires the Froject to study impacts to all modes of
travel, including bicycle trips.

Other comments and concerns

1. We do not support 8,900 new parking spaces at build cut of both phases of the
Project, 1 parking space/new residential unit is way tog high. There is no need for
such a large guantity of parking when there is a nearby transportation hub and three
nearby BART stations, a ferry station and BRT. Oakland a few years ago lowered their
off-street parking requirements in the downtown area, This Project should do better
still.

PO Box 1736, Oakland, GA 94604
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. We are concerned that there are no/insufficient underpass improvements of 830, More

information and details to understand how existing underpasses will be improved for
safety and to encourage more people to take BART to games and walk to the ballpark.

. In analyzing Coliseum site traffic, for comparison VMT purposes, the analysis should

use 2018 data, not 2017, The Athletics were 97-65 in 2018 and saw significant
attendance increase over 2017 when the A's were 75-87 and in last place. We know
with lower attendance a higher percentage of people drive because parking at the
stadium becomes more convenient, and vice versa. A well-attended season at the
Coliseum should be the baseline for VMT analysis of the new ballpark;

. How will the quews cutter loop signals function on Market Street at 3rd Street? Will

they affect bicycling on either Market Street or 3rd Street? How will the proposed left
turn lane on Market Street at 3rd Street effect bicycle circulation? This is not clear in
the DEIR.

. Proposed pedestrian and bicycle access on Washington Street (and potentially other

streets) needs to address Oakland Police Headquarters blocking off and closing streets
at their discretion, as happened in 2020. We propose giving DakDOT all authority over
street closure permits, not just review and input.

Thank you for considering our input and please let us know if you would like to discuss any of
our ideas or concerns.

Sincerely,

—T=  Ceedie”

Dave Campbell
Advocacy Director
Bike East Bay

(510} 701-5971
daved®bikeeasthay. org

PO Box 1736, Oakland, CA 94604
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Given that there will likely be considerable attendance by residents of the City of
Alameda, incorporating the (already started) development of a pedestrian and
bicycle bridge between Alameda's West End and Jack London Square seems
1-57-1 | especially advantageous to mitigate traffic related to ball games. These two
projects are mutually beneficial and the bike/ped bridge should be prioritized

accordingly.

I1-57-2 | In general | support encouraging alternatives to driving to the ballpark as much as

possible to reduce the impacts on leocal traffic and the air pollution and climate
1-57-3
change impacts that arise from driving cars.

I-57-1

I-57-2

I-57-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment I-23-7 for information on changes in travel time
through the Webster and Posey Tubes caused by the Project.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of
alternatives to driving to the ballpark, but does not specifically raise an issue
regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in
the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.
Therefore, nor response is required, that would require a response under
CEQA. The commenter’s observations are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

The Draft EIR identified a number of mitigation measures that prioritize non-
automobile travel, through either programs to reduce automobile trips or
infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling. See
response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of these measures.

The commenter is correct that alternatives to driving would reduce air
pollution and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with driving cars
and reduce the Project’s impacts on air quality and climate change. These
strategies are included in numerous mitigation measures in the Draft EIR,
including the Project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, as required by
Assembly Bill (AB) 734 and Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a and TRANS-2b (see
Draft EIR pp. 4.15-183 and 4.15-193). The air quality and GHG benefits from
implementation of these measures are quantified in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air
Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
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COMMENT RESPONSE
) i i i i . i I-58-1 The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for more low-stress
I'm very disappointed in the poor planning for people biking around the new stadium. . . R AR R
_ ) _ bicycle infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project, but the comment does not
— has showed over and over again that when you built low-stress bike specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
infrastructure, more people bike. This is important for the environment, safety measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new

environmental issue. Therefore, nor response is required, that would require a
response under CEQA. The commenter’s observations are noted for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

around the ballpark, and healthier fans.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.
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1-59 Nadene Re

1-59-1

1-59-2

1-59-3

COMMENT

As a Jack London Square resident, | appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
proposed Howard Terminal ballpark CASE FILE ER18-016. | write as a resident to
comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included as transportation
mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would provide pedestrian
safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market St and Broadway
but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the crossings along
Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. | believe it would be a big
mistake to omit these crossings from the safety upgrades. The crossings along
Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets have high foot traffic that will
only increase as new residences are being built. Wiith the addition of the propesed
ballpark fans will be drawn to all the existing and new establishments along that
area, before heading back to their homes in the local Oakland/JLS area or to BART,
parking lots, buses and other transportation. Omitting Franklin, Webster and Oak
crossings would be deing a "half job" and leaving the deor open to many potential
safety issues. Freight trains move slowly and often stop; I've seen many people
look for an "opening" to cross the tracks between those trains rather than wait for a
long freight train to go by. In addition to the safety issues, the noise from the
crossings that are not included will undoubtedly interfere with the ballpark

experience.
PLEASE include Franklin, Webster and Oak crossings at Embarcadero in the safety
plan. They will benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the adjacent

crossings.

Thank you.

I-59-1

I-59-2

I-59-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

As stated on p. 4.11-60 of the Draft EIR, CEQA does not require that potential
effects of the environment on the Project be analyzed or mitigated, except
where the Project impacts exacerbate the existing conditions. CEQA does not
generally require lead agencies to consider how existing environmental
conditions might affect a project’s users, except where the proposed project
would exacerbate an existing environmental condition. Accordingly, the
degree to which rail operations or other existing noise sources may detract
from the experience of attendees inside the ballpark was appropriately not
analyzed in the Draft EIR. See also Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety,
Grade Crossing, and Grade Separation.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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COMMENT
1-60-1 | Case File Number ER18-016 -60-1
1-60-2 | Please do not preceed with this project, which threatens our community with I-60-2
1-60-3 | pollution from construction and increased traffic, further gentrification, loss of union

jobs, and loss of habitat of marine wildlife.
1-60-4

I-60-3

1-60-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.

This comment primarily concerns the commenter’s opinion regarding the
proposed project and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft
EIR. For more information on the potential air quality impacts of the proposed
project, including those as a result of construction activities and Project
mobile sources, the commenter is directed to Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the
Draft EIR. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration during deliberations on the proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing
Displacement, and Impact POP-4 starting on p. 4.11-18 of the Draft EIR. While
existing commercial tenants of Howard Terminal would need to relocate if the
Project proceeds, no associated loss of union jobs has been identified and the
City's adopted CEQA significance thresholds (see p. 4.12-12) are such that a
significant impact would occur only if there were substantial displacement
necessitating construction of replacement housing in excess of that contained
in the City's Housing Element.

Potential impacts to marine species were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3,
Biological Resources (Draft EIR pp. 4.3-48-52). With Project implementation,
only very minor impacts to marine habitat are expected to result, including
small amounts of permanent fill. Construction of the relocated and new
stormwater outfalls would result in new structures installed approximately at
the mean lower low water elevation, similar to the elevation of existing
stormwater outfalls at the Project site, and consequently would not affect Bay
floor habitat. Aside from the potential use of piles beneath the waterfront
decking, no other placement of permanent fill in San Francisco Bay is
proposed for this Project. The small loss in habitat within the footprint of in-
water piles would have negligible impact on marine wildlife. Any motile
marine species within footprint of these piles will have access to accessible
habitat of commensurate value within the immediate vicinity of the installed
pile. See Draft EIR pp. 4.3-53-55 related to fill of the Bay.
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Katie Egeland

1-61-1

1-61-2

1-61-3

COMMENT

I am locking forward to the Oakland A's ballpark in Jack London Square and am
pleased by many of the cycling, pedestrian, and other transportation improvement
outlined in the DEIR. | would like to emphasize Bike East Bay's stance on further
improvements needed to Third St. east of Breadway. As an East Oakland resident,
bicycle infrastructure to connect to the area near Lake Merritt BART is essential.
Oak St in particular will be impacted by more vehicle traffic for freeway access, and
ensuring there are safe bicycle and pedestrian routes in this area needs to be a top

priority.

| also wholeheartedly support moving the Alameda bicycle/pedestrian bridge
forward. | lived in Alameda for many years and cne reason for leaving was the
difficulty of crossing to Oakland from the West End. There are many A's fans in
Alameda and the ballpark plan should make many transportation options available
to travel the very short distance between Alameda and Jack London Square. This

project has been a long time coming and it needs the A's full support.

I-61-1

1-61-2

1-61-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for additional bicycle
infrastructure emphasized by Bike East Bay on 3rd Street east of Broadway
and Oak Street and up to Lake Merritt BART station, but the comment does
not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue, that would require a response under CEQA. The
commenter’s observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

The Oakland Alameda Access Project (OAAP) is under environmental review,
with final design expected to start in 2022 and construction completion in
2027. OAAP would, among many other improvements, implement a two-way
cycletrack on Oak Street between 3rd and 9th Streets as well as a two-way
cycletrack on 6th Street connecting Oak and Washington Streets. Once
completed, bicyclists from the Lake Merritt BART station would use the two-
way cycletracks on Oak and 6th Street and then the Class Il Bike Lanes on
Washington Street to access the Project. See Response to Comment A-10-4
for a summary of the mitigation measures that prioritize non-automobile
travel either through programs to reduce automobile trips or infrastructure
improvements that prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-62

Nicholas Danoff

1-62-1

1-62-2

1-62-3

COMMENT

I'm writing to express my strong support for the A's Howard Terminal plan. I live
barely over one mile from the proposed ballpark, and I could not be more excited for

it.

The project offers many goed-paying jebs, will clean up an environmentally
neglected area, and will create a truly special cultural landmark the whole city can

be proud of.

And not only will it provide housing near the ballpark; it will allow the coliseum site

to alse be developed inte more much needed-housing.

And of course the ballpark itself will be completely PRIVATELY financed. Any related
infractructure spending coming from the city budget will be well worth it - and
should be thought not as costs but as INVESTMENTS in jobs, enviornmental

revitalization, and the culture and identity of eur city.

| beg the City Council to consider this proposal with an open heart, an eye to the
future, and a willingness to dream big. Opportunities like this are once in a

generation. PLEASE den't drop the ball!

Dreaming of the opportunity to chant "Let's Go Oakland!" some day with my
daughter at this jewel of a ballpark,
Nick Danoff

I-62-1

1-62-2

1-62-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

CEQA requires analysis of environmental, rather than fiscal impacts, and this
comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific questions
about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require
response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment will be
included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals

1-62
COMMENT RESPONSE
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1475 ESA /D171044

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-63 Jennifer Nelson

COMMENT

I have lived in Oakland for 6 years and was previously in DC for 7 years before that.

I was able to see the development and economic benefits the Nationals ballpark had
for the city, especially since it was put in an area close to the waterfront and near
I1-63-1 | transportatien. | think the Howard terminal area could have the same benefits,
revitalizing the waterfront there. It's also extremely beneficial te have this near
downtown and Jack Londen. Lastly, it's important to support the last major sports
team in Oakland. It would be a bit hit economically if this doesn't happen. The
organization has done an excellent job in working with the city to find the best

1-63-2
optien for everyone. That is rare to have a sports team be such a good partner.

I-63-1

I-63-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
I-64 Alex Danoff
COMMENT RESPONSE
| am an Oakland resident greatly in support of the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark 1-64-1 This c.omment raises neither S|gn.|f|cant erlwr?nmental issues nor specific
o ) o _ - questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
District Project. This project will be a boon to the local economy, will improve local require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
environmental conditions for West Oakland residents and will give Oakland a will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
top-notch facility in a great location for its last remaining major professional sports makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
1-64-1
team. The A's are doing more community outreach and working more closely with
the city than most sports organizations ever would, showing they are truly a
collaborative, well intentioned partner. | encourage the city council to approve this
project so that it can move forward.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1477 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals
I-65 Tom Adler
COMMENT RESPONSE
I would love to see a pedestrian and bicycle only crossing of the estuary that -65-1 The corr_lment.er EXpresses_an opinion about the desire f?l’ a_ bicycle and
pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of the
1-65-1 | separates Jack London Square from the western end of Alameda Island be added to proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
the transportation planning. opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the

analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

5-1478 ESA /D171044
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1-66 Jia Huang

COMMENT

Please make this bike friendly. The bridge from Jack london to alameda would be
1-66-1
great.

I-66-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for a bicycle and
pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of the
proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.
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1-67 Mason Curry

COMMENT

Oakland in these plans.

1-67-1
We need a safer and more pleasant way to get between Alameda’s west end and

would benefit both alameda and Oakland.

Please include easements and/or full plans for a bike bridge between Alameda and

Oakland. The tunnel is horrible and the bridges at the east end are too far away. This

I-67-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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1-68 Michael Sullivan

COMMENT

Please prioritize establishing an easement for the Oakland Landing of the Alameda

1-68-1
Oakland bike pedestrian bridge. The time to act is now.

I-68-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for a bicycle and
pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of the
proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project.

The opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA.

The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.
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1-69 Melissa Mandel

I-69-1

|-69-2

I-68-3

COMMENT

From: meiza Tl

Ta: Biglzancidoshlancea.ane
Subject: Ferd: Mo Babpari al Howard Teminal
Data: Monday, dpril 12, 3021 10:28:38 AM

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

CASE File Number ER18-016
Dear Mr. Vollman:

The ballpark question has been troubling Oaklanders for several years now, It is clear that the
community wants to keep the game at the Coliseumn, while the moneyed interests are looking
for some splash at the port.

The Oakland Coliseun is an expensive and large facility well established and settled in East
Oakland. with parking and easy highway access. There is no reason to build a ballpark at a
completely different location. 1t is a blatant waste of taxpayer money and goodwill to push for
such a development.

That leaves aside all the issues with the moneyed-interest's favored site at the port. Have vou
even driven out to the port on a regular trucking day? Haven't you experienced the congestion
that exists there just based on doing regular and essential port business? There is so much
more about putting this development at the port than just waffic though which I'm sure you
actually are informed about.

The port and a ballpark are incompatible in every way. Plus a re-development at the Coliseum
is justly needed to bring work, housing, economic stimulation and community pride o an
historically neglected area of Oakland.

Turge you o veto this Howard Terminal plan!
Melissa Mandel
resident of Oakland since 2000,

I-69-1

I-69-2

1-69-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. See also Consolidated
Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative.
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1-70 Jim Devlin

COMMENT

This project needs better connectivity with pedestrian and bicycle paths. Ideally a

1-70-1 | bridge from Alameda to ballpark dedicated to bikes and pedestrians would be

provided.

I-70-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of and
desire for a bicycle and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda,
which is not part of the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure
for the Project.

The opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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1-71 Vincent Schodolski
COMMENT

It is frequently very difficult to cross Broadway because of train and vehicle traffic

on the street. There is also foot traffic from the ferry dock in Jack London Square. It
1-71-1

is bound to be more difficult and dangerous when there is a ballgame. Kindly take

that under consideration as you proceed.

I-71-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment expresses a concern around the safety of pedestrians crossing
the railroad tracks, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding
the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft
EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. Thus, no
response is required. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, for responses to issues raised in the comment. Mitigation
Measure TRANS-3a (pp. 4.15-235 and 4.15-236) would install fencing along
the railroad corridor as well as at-grade crossing improvements such as quad
gates and gates for pedestrians and bicyclists that, depending on final design,
would eliminate gaps when the gates are down. The final set of railroad
corridor improvements will be determined when the Project sponsor
undertakes the necessary Diagnostic Study and coordinates with the

City, California Public Utilities Commission, and affected railroads and obtains
all necessary permits/approvals, including a GO 88-B Request (Authorization
to Alter Highway Rail Crossings).
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1-72

1-72-1

1-72-2

Cole Strombom

COMMENT

| write as a property owner and small business owner in the Jack London Square
neighborhood and would like to voice my upmost support of the proposed Howard

Terminal A's ballpark project (case file number ER18-016).

| would also like to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included as
transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would provide
pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market St and
Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the crossings
along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a high
density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences that will
generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter travel at
these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Dakland to require that the
RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety

measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.

I-72-1

1-72-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5.3 Individuals

1-73 Colin Whitmarsh
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-73-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A’s ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the

1-73-1 | crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to
require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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5.3 Individuals

1-74 Anthony Kenck
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-74-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a condo owner to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures

included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR.

It appears that the project would provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade
railroad crossings between Market St and Broadway but has neglected to include
similar safety measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster
and Oak Streets.

1-74-1
This area has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and
residences that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and
scooter travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland

to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.

JLS can be Oakland's premier entertainment and gathering district. It needs

improvement to really get there. This would be a big fist step.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1487 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals

1-75 Nadir Visstrong
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-75-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Please expand the railroad safety measures to be from Market Street to Oak Street. X
Separation.

This whole corridor is tied together, so if we're going to invest in this, we have to do
it right. I live across the street from the Oak 5t. Railroad crossings and every week |
see someone crossing it without any regard to safety (I'm a culprit as well).

7 Additionally, I've seen drivers plow into the rail because of just bad lighting. This has

to be fixed for the greater area.

Case file number ER18-016)

5-1488 ESA /D171044
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I-76 Eli Pollak

COMMENT

Hello, I am a West Oakland resident and am very impressed by the detail and quality

1-76-1 | of the plan. | particularly like the focus on the environment, the private financing.

and the potential for the project to provide significant new housing and jobs.

I-76-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals

1-77 Yiyun Liang
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-77-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR.

It appears that the project would provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade
railread crossings between Market St and Broadway but has neglected to include
similar safety measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster
1-77-1 | and Oak Streets.

This area has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and
residences that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and
scooter travel at these crossing locations.

I strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin,

Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the

adjacent crossings.
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5.3 Individuals
1-78 Julia Epstein
COMMENT RESPONSE
As a resident of Jack London Square, | very much look forward to having the 1-78-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation.
Oakland A's play ball at Howard Terminal (case file number ER18-016. The proposed

railroad safety measures included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway, but there are no similar safety measures at the crossings along
1-78-1 | Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. This dense urban area includes
residential buildings, restaurants, parking garages, shops. and entertainment venues
that will see major game-day increases in pedestrian, bike, and scooter travel at
these crossings. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR

crossings at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Street receive the same safety measures as

those at adjacent crossings.
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5.3 Individuals

1-79 Ken Croley
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-79-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident living at 3rd and Broadway to comment on the proposed railroad
safety measures included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It's
imperative to extend safety upgrades all the way down to Oak Street. This area has
a new apartment complex, a new hotel is planned, and the area receives new traffic
7o from the Brooklyn Basin development. Game days will generate significant use of
this corridor. It's critical that the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at
Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed

at the adjacent crossings.
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5.3 Individuals

1-80 Guillaume Egles
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-80-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
1-80-1 | that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing lecations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland te
require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.

Best Regards.

Guillaume Egles.
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5.3 Individuals

1-81 Matthew Davison
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-81-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident/property owner to comment on the proposed railroad safety
measures included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the
project would provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings
between Market St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety
measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets.
This area has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and
ret residences that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and
scooter travel at these crossing lecations. The day before yesterday | noticed a
family of 4: two adults, two kids. The parents lost sight of one of the kids—-only for a
minute--and he darted onto the tracks as a train approached. (Oak and
Embarcadero). This is one of many dangerous sightings. I strongly encourage the
City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street

benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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1-82

-82-1

1-82-2

1-82-3

1-82-4

1-82-5

1-82-6

-a82-7

Michael Barnes

COMMENT

Please enter this into the record:

I am a native of Oakland: attended St. Leo's and Bishop O 'Dowd High School. Santa
Clara University. BA. and the American University. Washington, D.C. MA.

As an A's fan living in the Houston-Texas area. | fully support the entire plan as
presented by the Oakland A’s Baseball Club for the Howard Terminal. this includes

the ballpark and additional items, such as a hotel, housing and other venues.

I would like to make the following additions/considerations to the Transportation and
Circulation section (PDF 4.15):

- The Oakland City Council should immediately enter into discussions with the
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) authority and Caltrans to provide direct service to the
ballpark either via a rail line spur and/for a creation of a new train station at the
Howard Terminal location. Such service should mirrer the current facility at the
Oakland Coliseum with direct access to the new ballpark. This will facilitate mebility
to and from the ballpark and reduce GHG emissions.

- The Oakland City Council will work with the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART}
authority to provide fare discounts encouraging gameday riders to take BART to
baseball games and other scheduled events at the new baseball park for games or
concerts.

- The Oakland City Council werking with the City of Alameda. Alameda County.
the State of California . Caltrans and the Oakland A’s Baseball Club to enter into a
discussion to build a bridge from the ballpark site to western Alameda that could be
used by pedestrians/cyclists to access the new ballpark and Jack London Square.
Construction of such a bridge would additionally reduce GHG emissions and
encourage green transportation. The bridge design and construction should be
accompanied by a water taxi service between Oakland and Alameda. A water
taxifferry service should look at clean energy alternatives electric/battery-powered

wessels to decrease GHG emissions.

The proposed development as presented will benefit the entire community with a
werld-class venue that all Californians and visitors can enjoy The City of Oakland.
county and state leaders should all support this project which will show that the
Golden State knows how to build a 21st century project that benefits diverse
communities and protects the envirenment. | would encourage the Port of Oakland,
all area business and communities to show they are “rooted in Oakland” by
supporting this project. we can show that cakland is truly progressive and inclusive

by fully supporting this important project.

This is more than about baseball. which | enjoy dearly. it's also about showing that
The Town and surrcunding areas can get work together to make the East Bay a
better community for people to work and live, while respecting the environment and

showcasing a natural rescurce such as the Cakland estuary.

Best.

Michael C. Barnes
MichaelcbS 2 @gmail
713-823-3169

1-82-1

1-82-2

1-82-3

1-82-4

1-82-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

This comment expresses an opinion about the need for a new rail station with
direct service to the Project via a rail spur or creation of a train station at the
Project. Draft EIR p. 4.15-140 documents why a new rail station for Amtrak
and new passenger rail station for BART were deemed to be infeasible within
the scope of the Project.

This comment expresses an opinion about preference for including fare
discounts for ballpark event attendees, but does not state a specific
environmental concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue. Therefore, no response is required. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
and EIR.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

See Response to Comment A-10-4 for a summary of the mitigation measures
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the desire for a water taxi service
connecting the City of Oakland to the City of Alameda, but the comment does
not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
new environmental issue. Therefore, nor response is required. The
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1-82 Michael Barnes

COMMENT

1-82-6

1-82-7

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

commenter’s observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

As discussed in the Draft EIR on p. 4.2-45, the “Project is not expected to
require additional ferry or excursion vessel service for ballgames, although
some weekend and post-game service could be provided if ferries are
available.” As explained in Response to Comment 1-82-6, the Project is not
expected to require additional ferry service, and the San Francisco Bay Area
Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) has determined that the
existing terminal will be fully utilized by the planned service expansion
contemplated in the Downtown San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion
Project Draft EIR. As such, no ballgame-specific service is possible during peak
commute hours and any potential service to the ballpark is expected to fall
within the regional service levels analyzed in WETA’s EIR (URS Corporation,
2013). Thus, the Draft EIR does not evaluate additional ferry service.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-83

Mercedes S. Rodriguez

1-83-1

1-83-2

COMMENT

Impact TRANS-3: The Project would generate additional multimedal traffic traveling
across the at-grade railroad crossings on Embarcadero that would expose roadway
users (e.g., motorists, pedestrians, bus riders, bicyclists) to a permanent or
substantial transpertation hazard. (Criterion 2) (Significant and Unavoidable with

Mitigation)

Implement At-Grade Railroad Crossings Improvements. It is important that
pedestrians are protected by adding fencing that will prevent those that are crossing
from being injured by trains and other vehicles that will cross over the railroad
tracks.

Security personnel should be located at all crossing locations for added protection.

All mitigation measures indicated in Trans 3 should be strictly adhered to.

The Developer should be financially responsible for all mitigation's measures that

are necessary as a result of a Ballpark developed at Howard Terminal.

1-83-1

1-83-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment expresses support for fencing along railroad corridors and
other safety features identified mitigation measures in Impact TRANS-3 but
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. Thus, no response is required. The
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b would implement a Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) to manage ballpark events before, during, and after
events. A draft TMP is provided in Draft EIR Appendix TRA.1 and Chapter 11 in
the draft TMP addresses personnel managing crowd control at key
intersections including the at-grade railroad crossings.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a, At-Grade Railroad Crossing Improvements, and
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b, Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing, are both
proposed for implementation by the Project sponsor. These measures,
however, require approval from another agency, the California Public Utilities
Commission, as well as the City and the Port, and thus their implementation is
not assured. (See Draft EIR p. 4.15-239.) The question of which entity would
bear the financial responsibility for implementation is not a CEQA issue, and is
outside the scope of this EIR.
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1-83
COMMENT RESPONSE
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1-84 John Jackson

COMMENT

This comment is in support of this project. It is a transformative and
forward-thinking plan that will bring tremendous benefits to both the area and city.
Growing up in Oakland, | visited Jack London Square (and the old Jack London
I-84-1 | village) many times and it always felt like it was lacking in energy and activity. The
residents, workers and visitors that this project will bring to the waterfront will take
JLS to the next level, creating a new regional destination that Oakland can be proud

of. Plus it keeps our A's in Oakland!

1-84-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1499
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-85 Mercedes Rodriguez

COMMENT

1-B 20: 0akDOT should not require residents to pay for RPP's. The A's should pay for

RPP's for the term of their lease with the Port.
1-85-1

As a result of RPP it should also be understood that Parking Meters should not be

installed in residential areas.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the City of Oakland's Residential
Parking Permit Program, stating that residents should not pay for permits and
that parking meters should not be installed in residential areas. The comment
does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
environmental analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor
does the comment raise a new environmental issue. Therefore, no response is
required, that would require a response under CEQA. The commenter’s
observations are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the
Project and EIR.
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1-85
COMMENT RESPONSE
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5.3 Individuals

1-86 Mercedes Rodriguez

COMMENT RESPONSE
Impact TRANS-1B Ballpark VMT: VMT per attendee generated by the ballpark 1-86-1 See Response to Comment |-85-1.
component of the Project would be more than 15 percent below similar uses,

resulting in a less than-significant impact for the ballpark component of the Project.

(Criterion 1) (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Residents of the impacted areas should not have to pay for RPP.
1-86-1
The A's should pay for RPP's for those in the impacted area for the term of their

lease with the Port.

As a result of RPP it should also be understood that Parking Meters should not be

installed in residential areas.
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1-86
COMMENT RESPONSE
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1-87 Gabriella Montinola
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-87-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed A's ballpark at Howard Terminal (case file number X
Separation.

ER18-016), | am writing as a resident at the Ellington Condeminiums te comment on
the proposed railroad safety measures It appears that the project would provide
pedestrian safety upgrades between Market St and Broadway but similar safety
measures at the crossings along Embarcadere at Franklin and Webster are not

e included. This area already attracts significant pedestrian and bike travel over the
crossing. Baseball games will likely increase the density in this traffic.

I strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin
and Webster, and perhaps even Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures

proposed at the crossings between Market and Broadway.
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1-88

Steven Sterman

1-88-1

COMMENT

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), |
write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing lecations. | have personally witnessed people running in
front of trains to avoid waiting as well as hopping across stopped train cars during
prolenged delays in train traffic. This is obviously quite dangerous if the train
suddenly begins to move again. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require
that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same

safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.

1-88-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation.
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1-89 Pajes Sterman

COMMENT RESPONSE

1-89-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A’s ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the

1-89-1 | crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to
require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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5.3 Individuals
1-90 Kimberly Sulsar
COMMENT RESPONSE
I am appalled that the city continues to defer to large corps and continue to allow 1-90-1 The comment eXpresse_s general Conc_ern ab?“ small business ‘_leplacement
1-90-1 but does not offer specifics about which businesses would be displaced and

small business flounder further deepening the crisis within Dakland. | am OPPOSED where. If the concern relates to existing tenants of Howard Terminal, see

1-90-2 | to this project that will displace so many small businesses. No to this stadium. Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation. This comment raises neither
significant environmental issues nor specific questions about the analyses or
information in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088. The comment will be included as a part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Proposed Project.

1-90-2 This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1507 ESA /D171044
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-91 Ernie Stock

1-91-1]

1-91-2

1-91-3

1-91-4

1-91-5

COMMENT

As a boat owner in JLS for many years, | am opposed to the proposed stadium at
Howard Terminal. A marina is a like a small residential neighborhood. Howard
Terminal is literally on my doorstep exposing residents to noise, bright lights,

crowds, loss of parking and traffic restrictions of ingress and egress to our property.

On the estuary, | can't imagine how container ships, the ferry and other water traffic
is going to deal with partying fans in boats (large and small) milling around or trying
to anchor around the perimeter of Howard Terminal. It invites chaos on the water

and a Coast Guard nightmare.

The Oakland A's are selling a vision of a waterfront stadium with views of the bay
while downplaying the fact that most fans will have a view that is directly opposite
the Bay Bridge and the San Francisco skyline as homeplate faces east in accordance

with MLB rules. It's a bait and switch.

The obvious choice is to build a state of the art stadium, hotel, residences, office
space,, etc at the existing Coliseum site with views of our gorgeous Oakland hills

that will satisfy all stakeholders and revitalize East Oakland

1-91-1

1-91-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

The existing Howard Terminal is an active Port use generating heavy-duty
truck trips transporting shipping containers on a daily basis. Additionally, train
noise and maritime activity within the adjacent turning basin contributes to
existing noise levels. Existing noise levels in the area of the Marina are
indicated in Table 4.11-2 on pp. 4.11-8 and 4.11-9 of the Draft EIR. Noise
measurement data were collected at location LT-5 at the terminus of Clay
Street adjacent to Port offices and at location LT-1 on Howard Terminal and
are representative of the existing noise conditions for this area, including
noise that is experienced by live-aboards at the Marina.

As shown in Table 4.11-7 on p. 4.11-18 of the Draft EIR, the City of Oakland
considers land uses associated with water recreation to be less noise sensitive
than residential uses with a normally acceptable noise exposure level of up to
70 dBA, Ldn, compared to up to 60 dBA, Ldn for residential uses. Also, as
shown in Figure 4.11-3 and Table 4.11-18 on Draft EIR pp. 4.11-47 and 4.11-
48, baseball game noise levels would not exceed the noise ordinance standard
at the closest receptors. Concert noise events (shown in Draft EIR Figure 4.11-
4 and Table 4.11-19) could exceed the standard in some locations and
Mitigation Measure NOI-2a would reduce the severity of this impact, which
would remain significant and unavoidable for up to nine concert events per
year. (See Draft EIR p. 4.11-51.)

As explained in the discussion of Impact AES-3, Draft EIR p. 4.1-42, and
documented in Draft EIR Tables 4.1-3, 4.1-4, and 4.1-5, pp. 4.1-46, 4.1-48, and
4.1-49, the lighting receptor at Water Street and Clay Street (receptor 1),
facing the proposed ballpark and two blocks north of the Jack London Square
Marina, would experience the greatest amount of spill light and glare during a
night game under Project conditions (both Phase 1 and Buildout). However, as
shown in the spill light maps in the Project’s Technical Lighting Study, Draft EIR
Appendix AES.1, the amount of spill light would be dramatically lower in the
marina than at receptor 1—less than one-eighth the amount of light as at
receptor 1 throughout nearly the entire marina, and a maximum of about
one-seventh the amount of spill light. Glare—the greatest amount of which
would be generated by the east-facing digital sign outside the ballpark—
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5.3 Individuals

1-91 Ernie Stock
COMMENT RESPONSE

would also be less in the marina than at receptor 1 because the digital sign
would not be oriented directly towards the marina, but rather several degrees
to the north. Additionally, glare decreases with distance.

Regarding crowds, noise impacts from crowds entering and leaving the
proposed ballpark are addressed on pp. 4.11-57 through 4.11-59 of the Draft
EIR. As shown on Table 4.11-23 on p. 4.11-59 of the Draft EIR, noise from
crowd egressing the proposed ballpark could increase noise levels along one
of the three primary pathways by 5 dBA or more for approximately 30
minutes following approximately 56 evening events per year, including
concert events. Mitigation Measure NOI-2b, Egress Notifications, is identified
to reduce crowd noise to the extent feasible. However, the Draft EIR identifies
the impact with identified mitigation measures to be significant and
unavoidable for crowd noise.

Regarding parking, see Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.

Regarding ingress and egress, Mitigation Measure TRANS-4, Construction
Management Plan, requires the Project sponsor and general contractor to
prepare a plan, for review by the City, to minimize potential construction
impacts, including ingress and egress considerations for surrounding
properties.

1-91-3 See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

1-91-4 This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

1-91-5 See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA. See also Consolidated
Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative.
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1-92 William Kramer

1-92-1 | | fully support the Oakland A's ballpark development at Howard Terminal.

COMMENT

1-92-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-93 Michael Barnes

1-93-1

1-93-2

1-93-3

1-93-4

1-93-5

1-93-6

1-93-7

1-93-8

1-93-9

COMMENT

This letter is an addendum to the comments | filed on April 14, 2021. My new comments speak to
the section entitled 4.5 Energy in the EIS as well as building and housing. | am employed by the
largest energy infrastructure company in North America, meaning natural gas and oil pipelines
(midstream energy), which also has a $6 billion portfolio for renewables that includes solar and wind
facilities. My company recognizes climate change is real and that we must all help in the energy
transition to cleaner and affordable energy.

| urge the City of Oakland and the Oakland A’s Baseball Club to state either in the EIS orin a
mission statement elsewhere that one of their main goals is to make this entire development “the
greenest projects in MLB”, a standard for all professional sports businesses and communities to
aspire to. The A’s and the City will determine how they define green by the energy that is consumed
or produced by the project, using recyclable products where possible throughout the project in terms
of seating, food and drink containers, project material construction, and other appropriate
measurements.

The A’s and the City have an opportunity to demonstrate commitment and leadership to a cleaner
and greener future for the East Bay and surrounding counties. It fits perfectly with the “kelly green”
Oakland A’s. Before | suggest some specifics, | would like to again, for the record, say | strongly
support the Oakland A’s Waterfront Ballpark and its associated projects, including commercial/retail
development, residential units, hotel and performance/entertainment venue and open space.

| generally support the conclusions in this section acknowledging that there are many ways to
mitigate GHG impact from this project and continued operations of the many parts of this project.
Based upon my experience and knowledge of the energy industry, | would ask that the City and A’s
Baseball Club consider making the following additions or changes to the EIS or project papers
because the suggestions will improve energy efficiency and overall decarbonization. These items
are not listed in order of priority:

« Sources of energy for the ballpark, commercial space, residential use, entertainment venue, etc.:
To the degree that this is possible, solar roof tops should be used on all buildings to power and store
energy; this may not be possible with the ballpark design. Companies such as Sunrun, based in San
Francisco, that provide integrated solar panel installation and energy storage solutions (batteries)
should be engaged ASAP to incorporate in all green building designs. This would encourage the
buildings to be self- sustaining when it comes to energy use in the overall complex.

« Industrial style battery/storage facilities should be located either on property or nearby to store
energy for the development. The project managers should have PG&E and other utilities investigate
the industrial storage concept so it can be utilized here. Tesla is currently installing industrial storage
units for the Texas grid. The company has another facility in Australia at the Hornsdale Power
Reserve.

« Utilities should be required to provide a certain percentage (to be determined) of energy via
renewables to this complex.

« For backup power generation for the baseball stadium and other facilities diesel-powered
generators SHOULD NOT BE USED. Diesel is dirty. Natural gas, which is a bridge fuel to a cleaner
energy future, is cleaner than diesel in terms of GHG emissions, widely available, and less
expensive. The City and the A’s baseball club should require that natural gas be used for backup of
all electricity generation for this complex.

« Regarding electric vehicle chargers planned for the complex, these should be encouraged as
society bridges to using cleaner forms of transportation. Connections for hydrogen filling stations

1-93-1

1-93-2

1-93-3

1-93-4

1-93-5
1-93-6

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This is a general comment including introductory remarks and does not
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. Thus, no response is
required.

The City appreciates this suggestion. As listed in Section 3.4, Project
Objectives, of Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, an objective for the Project is to
construct a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level
sustainability standards, including but not limited green building design and
construction practices, walkability features, and sea level rise adaptability
standards. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration during deliberations on the proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.

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

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 lists several on-site GHG reduction measures that
are to be included in the GHG Reduction Plan as necessary to meet the “no
net additional” emissions requirements of AB 734 and Mitigation Measure
GHG-1. One on-site measure is to install roof-top solar photovoltaic (PV)
panels or other on-site renewable energy on all buildings at the Project site
subject to space availability. To address the recommendation by the
commenter, the Final EIR includes revisions to Mitigation Measure GHG-1,
under item A.2)b.(3)i (On-site measures to reduce operational energy
emissions). Refer to Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness,
and Enforceability of Mitigation Measures and Chapter 7, City-Initiated
Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR, for the revised mitigation measure
language.

See Response to Comment 1-93-4.

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 lists several on-site GHG reduction measures that
are to be included in the GHG Reduction Plan as necessary to meet the “no
net additional” emissions requirements of Mitigation Measure GHG-1. One
on-site measure is to convert the existing Peaker Power Plant, owned and
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1-93 Michael Barnes

1-93-9

1-93-10

1-93-11

1-93-12

1-93-13

1-93-14

COMMENT

should also be part of the infrastructure planning since it will likely be a fueling option in the future for
cars and trucks.

« No penalties should be assessed for people using traditional gasoline-powered vehicles. While
society is encouraging the use of EVs, it should be recognized that these vehicles are not affordable
at the present for every citizen and that people will continue to use gasoline-powered vehicles for
some time. Until EVs become the main source of local transportation, there should be no penalties
placed on drivers of gasoline-powered vehicles. When it comes to parking at the stadium and any
other venues at this complex, drivers of gasoline-powered vehicles should enjoy the same access
and parking prices that the drivers of EVs will enjoy.

« Regarding the energy used to power shuttle buses that may bring people to and from the baseball
stadium, buses should use the cleanest energy that is available. Buses using diesel should be
prohibited from moving people to and from the baseball stadium complex. Instead, natural gas-
powered and/or electric buses should be used to shuttle people back and forth from games. Natural
gas remains cleaner and more affordable than diesel-powered vehicles. The aim for all mobility
vehicles is to reduce GHG emissions as much as possible.

« Regarding the project’s annual operational natural gas consumption, | am not challenging the
forecasted estimates. For perspective, it would be helpful to also have current emission numbers
from all of the diesel-powered vehicles that are using the overall site in support of current Port
activities. By comparing current annual diesel emissions with projected natural gas emissions from
both construction and in-use activities at the new ballpark complex facility, the City will have a more
accurate impact of GHG for this area. (This report states there will be additional GHG emissions
from the project and its use. While that may be true, compared to current GHG emissions occurring
today from diesel-powered trucks and cargo/port machinery, it could be less, the same or more. The
two should be measured and compared.) GHG emissions should also be taken at all CURRENT
ADJACENT properties for an accurate comparison of real impact.

Air quality monitoring should also be installed.

« The City should not handicap or constrain the builders and users of this project to be all electric
and should grant waivers, where it makes sense, to its current “All-electric construction in newly
constructed buildings” Like other states, California is trying to become cleaner by moving away from
fossil fuels to more renewables. Energy experts predict that the energy transition for this country and
North America will be gradual. The quickest and cleanest way to help in that transition is to move
away from coal-fired plants to natural-as fired plants which are cleaner than coal. Natural gas is the
bridge to a cleaner, renewable future. The City should not penalize users of natural gas in this
project and should be granted waivers so they can use natural gas where it makes sense to
complement and underpin renewable energy that may come from solar panels and storage at the
project site. (As a footnote, California’s electricity rates are the highest in the US. Also, California
imports more electricity than any other State. Given this context, it makes sense to support natural
gas-fired generation, recognizing that it should be incorporated into buildings, while the State
aggressively pushes for the expansion of renewables.)

Best, Michael C. Barnes Michaelcb53@gmail 713-823-3169

1-93-7

1-93-8

1-93-9

1-93-10

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

operated by the Vistra Power Company, to an onsite battery energy storage
system that could store energy for use by the Project.

In addition, Mitigation Measure AIR-2c has been revised to require
alternatives to diesel power emergency backup generators such as battery
storage or hydrogen fuel cells whenever possible when technology is available
and approved for use by Fire Department. See Chapter 7, City-Initiated
Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR, for the revised mitigation measure
language.

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

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 lists several on-site GHG reduction measures that
may be included in the GHG Reduction Plan as necessary to meet the “no net
additional” emissions requirements of AB 734 and MM GHG-1. One on-site
measure is to procure 100 percent zero-carbon electricity through East Bay
Community Energy or other renewable energy provider (e.g., green power
purchase agreement with electric utility) for all electricity loads, including
residential, commercial, and retail buildings.

The Final EIR includes a new requirement that alternatives to diesel power
emergency backup generators, such as battery storage or hydrogen fuel cells,
must be used whenever possible when technology is available and approved
for use by the Fire Department. This requirement is now part of Mitigation
Measure AIR-2c. See Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the Draft
EIR, for the revised mitigation measure language.

The Project supports the proliferation of ZEVs by providing plug-in electric
vehicle (PEV) chargers at 13 percent of total Project parking spaces and
providing “EV-capable” spaces at 29 percent of total Project parking spaces.
This is stipulated in Mitigation Measure AIR-2e. Refer to Consolidated
Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and Enforceability of Mitigation
Measures and Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR, for
the revised mitigation measure language.

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 does not include any measure that penalizes
drivers of gasoline-powered vehicles. The Project includes the installation of
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plug-in electric vehicle (PEV) chargers at 13 percent of total Project parking
spaces, which exceeds the City’s Municipal Code requiring full electric circuit
for at least 10 percent of the Project’s total parking spaces.* These spaces will
be restricted to EVs, per the City’s Municipal Code. However, parking access
and prices for drivers of EVs will not differ from those provided for drivers of
gasoline-powered vehicles.

I-93-11  The City thanks the commenter for the mitigation measure suggestion and
recommendation. The Final EIR requires the Project sponsor to provide a
shuttle bus service, and all shuttles must be zero emission. This requirement
has been incorporated into Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and AIR-2e. See
Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR, for the revised
mitigation measure language.

I-93-12  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, Draft EIR pp. 3-61 through 3-62,
the existing tenants and users of Howard Terminal are assumed to move to
other locations within the Seaport, the City, or the region where their uses are
allowed under applicable zoning and other regulations. As further explained
on Draft EIR p. 4.7-41, all trucks currently making trips in and out of Howard
Terminal will continue to make the same number of trips to and from the
Seaport from their new locations. Therefore, GHG emissions associated with
diesel truck travel are likely to change, but the magnitude of the change and
whether GHGs would increase or decrease is currently not known by either
the Project sponsor, the City, or the Port. Therefore, estimating the change in
GHG emission increases or decreases would be speculative and was therefore
not conducted. See Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation, for
additional information.

Criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with existing Howard
Terminal truck activity are presented in Draft EIR Appendix AIR.1, Table 130.
Information used to evaluate health risks associated with this activity is
presented in Appendix AIR.1, Table 131, and the results of that analysis are
presented in Appendix AIR.1, Table 132.

Regarding GHG emissions being calculated at all current adjacent properties,
as noted on Draft EIR p. 4.7-9, the City, in partnership with the International
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), prepared the Baseline
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory Report to determine the community-

4 City of Oakland, 2017. Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Requirements for New Multi-Family and Nonresidential Buildings. http://www2.0aklandnet.com/oakcal/groups/pwa/documents/report/0ak063669.pdf, accessed

March 2019.
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1-93-13

1-93-14

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

wide levels of GHG emissions that the City emitted in its base year of 2005.5
Table 4.7-2 in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, provides
Oakland’s core emissions inventory as estimated in the baseline year of 2005,
and subsequently in 2010, 2013, 2015, and 2017.

As discussed in Response to Comment A-11-3, installing air quality monitoring
systems would not reduce air quality impacts but would simply provide
measurement of pollutants in the ambient air. All feasible mitigation
measures to reduce potentially significant and significant and unavoidable
impacts have been identified in the Draft EIR. In addition, regional air quality
monitoring is the responsibility of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) and is performed at the air district’s existing air quality
monitoring stations. The monitoring station closest to the Project site is the
Oakland West station approximately 1.3 miles north of the Project site (see
Draft EIR Table 4.2-1, p. 4.2-3).

Both Mitigation Measures AIR-2e and GHG-1 have been revised to be
consistent with the City’s natural gas ban, which went into effect on
December 16, 2020 via Ordinance 13632 requiring all newly constructed
buildings to be all-electric and prohibiting installation of natural gas or
propane plumbing. The revised mitigation measure requires the Project to be
fully electric, except for food service uses which can seek a waiver for
exemption pursuant to Ordinance 13632. The Final EIR includes the revised
text in Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness and
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures, subsection 4.2.6 and in Chapter 7, City-
Initiated Updates and Errata in the Draft EIR.

City of Oakland, 2018. 2015 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory Report. Public Works Department, Environmental Services Division. March 2018.
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1-94-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident, to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
rost that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing lecations. | have witnessed on multiple cccasions residence
children and displace community B close to danger with an approaching team train.
The area is highly trafficked and more so by the day, Imposes danger to our
community. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR
crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety

measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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The new ballpark will require the use of thousands of cubic yards of concrete. The
essential ingredient in concrete is Portland Cement, which is produced in a high
temperature industrial process requiring the combustion of coal. Cement plants are
significant sources (greater than petroleum refineries) of CO2 emissions and other
ot air pollutants globally and in Califernia The City of Oakland publicly supports the
reduction of greenhouse gasses and opposes the transportation/storagefuse of coal.

How does the City justify the air pollution that will be generated by the construction

of this stadium? Will these emissions be offset or mitigated?

1-95-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter is correct that the new ballpark will require the use of
concrete and the City of Oakland supports the reduction of greenhouse gasses
as described.

However, emissions occurring at cement plants at other locations outside the
Bay Area Air Basin or outside of the state are not direct emissions caused by
the Project. These are considered “life-cycle” or “embodied emissions.” CEQA
does not require evaluating life-cycle emissions associated with construction
materials or other activities associated with a project (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064(d)). The life-cycle emissions associated with construction
materials are not possible to estimate, given that it is currently not known
where materials would come from, who would manufacture them, and what
the detailed supply chain process would be. This information would be
required to estimate GHG emissions associated with embodied carbon in
construction materials. Therefore, estimating these emissions would be
speculative and not required by CEQA. See Response to Comment 0-45-9 for
additional discussion.

In any case, as stated in Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, p. 1-6, and

Section 4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, p. 4.7-22, the Project would be subject
to the procedural requirements of AB 734 and as such, the Project would not
result in any net additional emissions of greenhouse gases. As shown in Draft
EIR Table 4.7-7, on p. 4.7-54, the Project’s total net emissions over its 30-year
lifetime are anticipated to be 1,266,567 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent
(MTCOze) (after Mitigation Measures AIR-1c and AIR-2c, and with the 20
percent vehicle trip reduction required by AB 734). Mitigation Measure GHG-1
includes the preparation of a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan that requires
that the Project sponsor achieve “no net additional” GHG emissions as
required by AB 734. With implementation of this measure, emissions would
be reduced to less-than-significant levels.
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1-96-6

1-96-7

1-96-8

1-96-9

I-9&-10

COMMENT

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Oakland A's Waterfront
Ballpark District clearly indicates that the Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District
project will have negative and substantial environmental impacts that cannot be
adequately addressed or satisfactorily mitigated. First, there are traffic and
transportation issues. The proposed Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District

stadium is too distant from any suitable mass public transportation systems. The
proposed Stadium District at least 1 mile away from the West Oakland BART station,
the 12th St City Center BART station. and the Lake Merritt Station. Whereas the
current Cakland A's stadium is not even 0.5 mile from the Coliseurnn BART station.
Investments made in existing public transportation infrastructure should continue to
be leveraged. Additionally, the proposed Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District

will limit transportation access and operations at the Howard Terminal Port of
Oakland. At least 3,000 trucks ., along with ships and trains, service the intermodal
and other shipping facilities at the Port of Oakland as part of the California's Green
Trade Corridor Marine Highway The proposed Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark
District will negate the environmental intentions behind the intermodal and other
shipping facilities by disrupting and displacing truck, ship. and rail flows. The DEIR
states that vulnerable road users resulting from the proposed Stadium District will
be exposed to "permanent or substantial transportation hazard" from existing
at-grade railroad crossings and that mitigation measures "would reduce the hazard,
but not to a less-than-significant level.” Furthermore, congestion along regional
roadways will be increased as a result of the propesed Stadium District and no
mitigation measures have been identified to address increased congestion. Second,
the proposed Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District puts future and current
residents at environmental risk. The DEIR states that the proposed Stadium District
will create "winds that exceed 36 miles per hour for more than one hour during
daylight hours during the year” but the effectiveness of mitigation measures
"cannot be determined with certainty.” The proposed Stadium District "would also
contribute to a significant cumulative exceedance of the wind hazard criterion when
combined with cumulative development in the Project vicinity” and that the
effectiveness of mitigation measures "canneot be determined with certainty "™ Air
quality from the operations of the Stadium District will continue to worsen the air
quality in the environmental justice area of West Oakland. The proposed Project
"result in average daily emissions of criteria pollutants that would exceed the City's
thresholds” and "contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts associated
with criteria pellutants.” Mitigation measures would either "reduce these emissions.
but not to a less-than-significant level” or "not [be able tel aveid this significant
impact” for residents of Wwest Oakland who already suffer from poor air guality.
Project operations will also generate "5-dBA permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity above levels without the Project. or generate noise in
wiclation of the City of Oakland Moise Ordinance” and mitigation measures "would
not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level” or cannot "aveoid this
significant impact.” Aside from these impacts, the DEIR clearly states of all the
project alternatives that the "Mo Project Alternative would be envireonmentally
superior because it would avoid all of the impacts of the proposed Project.” The
aforementioned negative and substantial environmental impacts that cannot be
adequately addressed or satisfactorily mitigated should be encugh to pause the

Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District until these are resolved.

1-96-1

1-96-2

1-96-3

1-96-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The comment is correct in that the Project would have negative and
substantial environmental impacts, some of which cannot be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels. Throughout Chapter 4 the Draft EIR evaluates over
80 project-specific impacts as well as cumulative impacts and identifies over
70 mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the severity or magnitude of
significant impacts. Several impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-
significant levels were identified for the following topics: wind, air quality,
cultural resources, and transportation (see Draft EIR Section 2.2.1, p. 2-5).

The commenter expresses an opinion about the Project's distance to mass
transportation including BART. The commenter does not state specific
concerns or questions regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

The commenter correctly states that the three BART stations—West Oakland,
Downtown, and Lake Merritt—are all about 1 mile from the Project. Draft EIR
p. 4.15-2 states that the three BART stations are within the transportation
analysis study area and so considered in the analysis. Draft EIR Figures 4.15-41
through 4.15-46 document the resulting automobile, transit, pedestrian, and
bicycle trips generated by the non-ballpark development and by a ballpark
event. These Project trips were analyzed to identify the CEQA-related and the
non-CEQA related impacts to the transportation system that are presented in
the Draft EIR.

The commenter asserts that traffic and/or parking demand generated by the
Project would disrupt nearby Port uses and thus cause secondary environmental
impacts related to Port planning. See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port
Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

This comment refers to the at-grade crossing and mitigation stated in the
Draft EIR, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
and EIR.
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5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter correctly states that traffic congestion on regional roadways
will degrade with the Project. This is consistent with the Draft EIR findings;
Impacts TRANS-6 and TRANS-6.CU (pp. 4.15-243 and 4.15-248) state that the
Project traffic volumes would cause a significant degradation of the regional
transportation system. The level of Project impact is documented in the
technical memorandum titled Howard Terminal-CMP and MTS Analysis
(December 1, 2020), which is part of the Draft EIR's Additional Transportation
Reference Material. As noted in the Draft EIR, it is not feasible to add
additional automobile lanes to the regional transportation network and thus
the significant and unavoidable Impact for Impacts TRANS-6 and TRANS-6.CU.

While the impacts to the regional transportation network would be significant
and unavoidable, there are several mitigation measures in the Draft EIR that
prioritize non-automobile travel, through either programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling. Collectively, these measures, listed below (beginning
on Draft EIR p. 4.15-183), would reduce Impacts TRANS-6 and TRANS-6CU, but
not to a less-than-significant level.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a includes a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan for the non-ballpark development with a
performance metric to reduce vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline
condition without a TDM program.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b includes a Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) for the ballpark events with a performance metric to reduce
vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline condition without a TMP. A draft
TMP is provided in Draft EIR Appendix TRA-1 and includes the nearby
transit providers, i.e., AC Transit, BART, Capitol Corridor, and WETA, as key
stakeholders in coordinating ballpark events as well as Caltrans, California
Highway Patrol, and others.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c (p. 4.15-197) would construct a
Transportation Hub adjacent to the Project that would serve at least three
bus routes (12 AC Transit buses per hour) to support non-automobile
travel to and from Project with the ability to expand the hub on ballpark
event days to handle up to six shuttle bus stops and each shuttle stop
could handle up to 12 shuttles per hour.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d would implement bus-only lanes on
Broadway between Embarcadero West and 11th Street by converting one
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motor vehicle lane in each direction to a bus-only lane. There are existing
bus-only lanes north of 11th Street to 20th Street on Broadway.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e would implement pedestrian
improvements such as sidewalk widening and repair, pedestrian lighting,
and intersection and driveway safety measures to promote first- and last-
mile connections to BART and AC Transit bus stops as well as walking
connections serving Downtown and West Oakland neighborhoods.

e Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, and TRANS-2c would
implement bicycle improvements consistent with Oakland's Bike Plan that
would connect the Project to Oakland's bike network.

e Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b would implement at-grade
railroad safety improvements including corridor fencing and at-grade
crossing improvements for automobiles, pedestrians, transit, and
bicyclists as well as a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over the railroad
tracks.

1-96-6 As explained in Response to Comment A-7-21, the identification of wind
hazards is based on the wind speed exceeded one hour per year at any given
location, and all of the wind speeds presented in the Draft EIR’s analysis of
project wind impacts are based on this wind hazard speed—the wind speed
exceeded one hour per year, or approximately 0.3 percent of the time, based
on approximately 3,000 hours of daylight annually.6 The wind hazard
threshold speed is described as “dangerous, with the probability of people
being blown over, particularly if they are old or infirm.”” The wind hazard
speeds reported in the Draft EIR, among all scenarios tested, are a maximum
of 49 miles per hour (mph), one hour per year, with an average hazard speed
among all test points of up to 33 mph.

For the Phase 1 of the proposed Project (ballpark plus Phase 1 office and
commercial development), the maximum wind speed exceeded one hour per
year would be 49 mph, and the average speed exceeded one hour per year
would be 31.3 mph. There would be 46 locations at which the wind hazard

6 The 36 mph wind hazard threshold is based on one-minute averaging of measured wind speeds; when converted to a one-hour average, the equivalent wind speed is 26 mph, because when winds are measured over
a shorter period of time, there is less likelihood of a higher speed being reached than during a longer time period. A 26 mph hourly average wind speed would generate a 3-second gust of wind at 20 meters per
second (the equivalent of approximately 44 mph) (Lawson, T.V. and A.D. Penwarden, “The Effects of Wind on People in the Vicinity of Buildings,” Proceedings of the Fourth International Conference on Wind Effects
on Buildings and Structures, London, 1975, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, U.K., 605-622, 1976).

7 A.D. Penwarden, “Acceptable Wind Speeds in Towns,” Building Science 8, 259-267 (1973).
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criterion would be exceeded, for an aggregate total of 151 hours per year, or
about 3.3 hours per exceedance. However, only 13 of these 46 locations
would have more than three hours per year of wind hazard exceedance.?
Three hours per year represents approximately 0.1 percent of the time, based
on the same 3,000 hours of annual daylight. That is, these winds would occur
very infrequently and would likely be avoidable by most observers. This is
because the greatest wind speeds typically occur in connection with storms.

Wind conditions would, in some important ways, improve with Full Buildout of
the Project, compared to Phase 1 conditions. Although Full Buildout
conditions would result in slight increases in the average speed exceeded one
hour per year, to 32.4 mph, and the number of hazard exceedance locations
would increase by two, to 48, the aggregate time during which hazardous
winds would occur would decline by nearly one-third, to 103 hours per year
(about 2.1 hours per exceedance).? The number of locations at which the wind
hazard criterion would be exceeded by more than 3 hours per year

(0.1 percent of the time) would drop from 13 with Phase 1 to just six. That is,
at Full Buildout, winds exceeding the pedestrian hazard criterion would be
even less common that with Phase 1 development. This is an expected result
because, as additional construction were to occur at upwind locations,
downwind locations would be more sheltered and would generally be subject
to winds of somewhat lesser intensity.

Nevertheless, based on the criteria set forth above, hazard wind speeds with
implementation of the Project would result in a significant impact even with
mitigation, because, as stated on Draft EIR p. 4.1-70, “Since it cannot be stated
with certainty that no such localized wind hazard exceedances would result,
the impact could be significant with development of Phase 1, with buildout,
and/or during the interim period, even with mitigation.”

As explained in Response to Comment 0-29-74, it would be neither feasible
nor meaningful to apply mitigation in the form of design changes at this time
because there are no actual building designs that can be altered to reduce
pedestrian winds. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure AES-1, Wind Impact Analysis
and Mitigation for Buildings 100 Feet or Greater in Height, Draft EIR p. 4.1-69,
would require that each individual building undergo wind tunnel testing based
on the actual detailed building design (as opposed to the more conservative

8  The greatest duration of hazard criterion exceedance in the Phase 1 scenario would be 14 hours (0.5 percent of the time), at two locations, and 10 hours at a third.
9 The greatest duration of hazard criterion exceedance at Full Buildout would be 12 hours (0.4 percent of the time), at one location, with no other locations exceeding the criterion for 10 hours or more.
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test done for the Draft EIR that, as noted, was based only on simple rectilinear
massing models). Moreover, as stated in Mitigation Measure AES-1, each
building would be tested under the existing conditions that exist at the time
the building comes forward for approval, as well as under Project buildout
conditions, as they may be modified from time to time based on ongoing
Project design and development. Together, the use of detailed building plans
and a setting condition that is always current would ensure the greatest
accuracy in the results for each succeeding wind test and thereby allow
consideration of appropriate building design features that could reduce
pedestrian-level winds, if necessary.

Although it cannot be stated definitively that no hazardous winds would occur
under either Phase 1 or Full Buildout, the relatively large number of wind
hazard exceedances that occur no more than three hours per year makes it
likely that many such reported hazard exceedances could be reduced, or even
eliminated, through careful building design and imposition of design
modifications that could result from implementation of

Mitigation Measure AES-1.

The commenter’s concern regarding the Project’s significant and unavoidable
impacts to air quality in the West Oakland area, an area that already
experiences poor air quality, is noted. As the commenter notes, the Draft EIR
does find significant and unavoidable air quality impacts for Impacts AIR-1,
AIR-2, AIR-1.CU, and AIR-2.CU. These impacts are mitigated to the maximum
extent feasible as required by CEQA through a number of air quality mitigation
measures, including Mitigation Measures AlIR-1a, AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-1d, AIR-
2a, AIR-2b, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, AIR 4b, AIR-2b, AIR-1.CU, and
AIR-2.CU. These impacts would also be mitigated through transportation
measures including Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c,
TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e, TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-2c, TRANS-3a, and TRANS-
3b. Many of these mitigation measures were quantified to show their
anticipated emissions reductions benefits.

As part of the Final EIR, a number of mitigation measures have been revised
and/or strengthened. See Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the
Draft EIR, for the revised mitigation measure language.

While the addition of these measures would not reduce the Project’s criteria
air pollutant emissions to less-than-significant levels, the measures include
implementing all of the most advanced and feasible on-site mitigation that is
currently available. CEQA does not require a less-than-significant finding; it
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requires that a project’s environmental impacts be fully disclosed based on
substantial evidence, that any potentially significant impacts be mitigated, and
that any significant and unavoidable impacts be reduced by implementing all
feasible mitigation. The Draft EIR satisfies these requirements in Section 4.2,
Air Quality.

For additional discussion of environmental justice issues, see Consolidated
Response 4.14, Environmental Justice.

Operational noise impacts from baseball events and concerts are assessed on
pp. 4.11-45 through 4.11-51 of the Draft EIR. With respect to expected noise
levels from baseball events, Table 4.11-18 on p. 4.11-47 of the Draft EIR shows
that noise levels from baseball events are expected to be 49.9 dBA or less at
the nearest receptors and that this noise level would not exceed the City's
noise ordinance standard and the impact of baseball events would be less
than significant for both daytime and nighttime hours.

With respect to expected noise levels from concert events, Table 4.11-19 on
p. 4.11-48 of the Draft EIR shows that noise levels from concert events are
expected to be 49.4 dBA for receptors in Oakland and 61.8 dBA at receptors
along the Alameda waterfront (Cardinal Point Retirement Home) and that this
noise level would exceed the Alameda's noise ordinance standard and the
impact of concert events would be significant for both daytime and nighttime
hours. Mitigation Measure NOI-2a, Sound Control Plan for Concert Events, is
identified on pp. 4.11-50 and 4.11-51 of the Draft EIR to reduce the severity of
this impact to the degree feasible. However, the Draft EIR found that even
with implementation of feasible mitigation, the impact from concert events to
receptors in the City of Alameda would be significant and unavoidable.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (Findings) and 15093
(Statement of Overriding Considerations), the decision makers who consider
whether to approve the proposed Project will have to incorporate changes
into the Project to mitigate significant impacts or make a finding that doing so
is infeasible for specific reasons. If significant impacts cannot be mitigated,
they must be weighed against the Project benefits.
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| have attached my letter of concern about the DEIR. | have been working with the
1-97-1 | A's for over three years. | have invited them to attend many community meetings
so that people can understand what the impact will be for a Ballpark at Howard
Terminal. | would prefer for the Ballpark to stay at the Coliseum site because

1-97-2 | Howard Terminal is not a good optien due to the impact of traffic, parking, trucks,

railroad crossing, noise etc . Thanks for your consideration.

1-97-1

1-97-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

The comment primarily concerns the merits of the Proposed Project and does
not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
required under CEQA. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration during deliberations on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1523
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-97
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-97-3 This is a general comment that includes introductory remarks and serves to
introduce the more specific comments that are responded to in detail below.
As a result, no specific response is provided here.

April 17, 2021 1-97-4 See Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation.
Peterson Vollmann, Planner 1V 1-97-5 See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.

City of Oakland Bureau of Planning

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214

Oakland, CA 94612

Bl s

RE: Draft EIR for Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
To the City Planner:

My name is [insen name] and | live in West Oakland. As a resident of West Oakland | am
concerned that the impacis of the A's proposed project on the West Oakland community have
not been addressed in the Draft Emvironmental Impact Re port. Having reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for this project, | balieve there are gaps in the repon’s conclusions
related to traffic. housing and gentrification, and hazards which understate the costs of these
impacts on my community.

1-97-3

West Oakland community members like myself fought for years to get tuck traffic off our
neighborhood streets. This problem was remedied when the City designated Howard Terminal
as the staging and waiting area for trucks coming and going from the Port. Removing Howard
Terminal from this critical use will force thousands of large trucks back onto West Oakdand
streets as they wait for shipments and drop-off times, undaoing years of work o improve health
and safety in West Oakland.

|-87-4 - .
The DEIR acknowledges that Howard Terminal is currently being used by truckers. but
concledes that these wucks ane “assumed 1o move 1 other locations™ when Howard Terminal is
converted 1o luxury condos. “Assumed to move" is not an analysis of the impact of where these
tucks will go, which will be back onto residential West Oakland streets. The DEIR therefore
does not do an analysis of the grdiock and pollution likely to come from cargo tucks diveed
into neighborhood streets due to the development,

Similarly, the DEIR incomectly concludes that it is sufficient for the A's development to allocate
only 2,000 parking spots to the approximately 10,000 game day visitors the A's are expacting to
arrive by car. The report provides no mitigation measures on the part of the A's to deal with the
additional 5,000+ visitors they aren’t planning to provide parking for, pist conceptual ideas for
-97-5 bus lines, parking meters, and the use of existing parking lots that do not supply the additional
5,000+ parking spaces needed. The report does not truly assess the impact that having
thousands of cars trying to park as close to the stadum as possible will have on nearby
neighbormood streets and homes because the A's have not provided sufficient parking.
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1-97

I-97-6

|-97-7

1-97-8

COMMENT

The DEIR also unrealistically concludes that most visitors will arive through other means, like
walking a mile from the nearest BART station, and therefore does not consider the impact of the
extensive congestion we will inevitably see on game days as tens of thousands of fans cut
thraugh residential streets to attend games. If only 25% of attendees to games at the Coliseum
use BART, which has a stop at the doorstep of the venue, it is illogical 1o conclude that even
more game-day attendees will take BART when the closest station s a mile away, Until the
progect outlines a concered traffic plan to deal with these tens of thausands of cars and the
report analyzes the impact and feasibility of this plan, the DEIR will remain insulficient.

Itis also concermning to me that the DEIR concludes that the intraduction of 3,000 new luxury
residential units to the area will help address our housing crisis instead of comrectly assassing
the impact that this type of housing will have on the surrounding community. The report makes a
conscious choice not o evaluate the likelihood of gentrification and displacement because it
deems it “speculative,” which is not true. You only have 1o ook at other stadium and uxury
housing projects across the country to see that introducing homes and businesses geared
towards the wealthy into low-income communities causes considerable displacement of the
existing residents.

The DEIR concludes that the project will contribute to meeting our region's housing needs but
does 50 with no analysis of the type of housing that will actually be built at the site and whether
this hausing meets local needs. The majority of housing built at this site will be luxury condas
and will likely be far out of reach financially for most renters or potential home buyers in
Oakland, especially for residents of the mostly low-income commu nities directly adjacent to the
project. As a result, this expensive housing will not, in fact, help meet our local region's housing
needs. Instead, it will gentrify our neighborhoods and force long-time residents out.

The DEIR's analysis of the housing impacts of this project i insufficient as long as it ignores the
actual impact the type of housing built will have on the surrounding community, which will only
serve o gentrify West Qakland and displace low-income Black and Lating residents.

| am also seriously concerned about the DEIR's conclusions about toxic cleanup of the Howard
Terminal site. Currently, there is a physical cap over toxic substances in the soils at Howard
Terminal. Excavation ard corstruction will disturb these towins and potentially spread them into
the water and air, with the worst impacts threatening surrounding neig hborhoods in West
Oakland.

The DEIR finds that the project will result in signficant and unavoidable environmental and
health impacts, including pollutant emissions that exceed the City's thresholds for cumulative
health risk impacts on sensitve receptors, but does nat provide or analyze the A's actual work
plan for cleaning it up. Mitigation related to the disruption of the toxic substances was left 1o
“future studies” and a future plan for how the toxic soil will be remedied, Without completing
these studies and defining therr plan for full site cleanup first, it 5 iImpossible for the EIR to fully
analyze the impact of removing the cap over these toxing and exposing them to the air and
nearby water,

1-97-6

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion, asserting that the Project does not have
a traffic plan to deal with the tens of thousands of cars and the Draft EIR is
insufficient until it analyzes the impact and feasibility of the traffic plan. There
are several mitigation measures in the Draft EIR (beginning on p. 4.15-183)
that prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a includes a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan for the non-ballpark development with a
performance metric to reduce vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline
condition without a TDM program.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b includes a Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) for the ballpark events with a performance metric to reduce
vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline condition without a TMP. A draft
TMP is provided in Appendix TRA-1 and includes the nearby transit
providers, AC Transit, BART, Capitol Corridor, and WETA, as key
stakeholders in coordinating ballpark events.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c would construct a Transportation Hub
adjacent to the Project that would serve at least three bus routes (12 AC
Transit buses per hour) to support non-automobile travel to and from
Project, with the ability to expand the hub on ballpark event days to
handle up to six shuttle bus stops and each shuttle stop could handle up
to 12 shuttles per hour.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d would implement bus-only lanes on
Broadway between Embarcadero West and 11th Street by converting one
motor vehicle lane in each direction to a bus-only lane. There are existing
bus-only lanes north of 11th Street to 20th Street on Broadway.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e would implement pedestrian
improvements such as sidewalk widening and repair, pedestrian lighting,
and intersection and driveway safety measures to promote first- and last-
mile connections to BART and AC Transit bus stops as well as walking
connections serving Downtown and West Oakland neighborhoods.

e Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, and TRANS-2c would
implement bicycle improvements consistent with Oakland's Bike Plan that
would connect the Project to Oakland's bike network.
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1-97
COMMENT RESPONSE

e Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b would implement railroad
crossing improvements including fencing and at-grade crossing
improvements to enhance safety for automobile drivers, pedestrians, and
bicyclists crossing the tracks as well as a grade-separated pedestrian and
bicycle bridge.

Collectively, these mitigation measures represent the transportation plan to
support the ballpark events. A draft Transportation Management Plan (TMP)
is provided in Draft EIR Appendix TRA.1, which incorporates all of the above
mentioned mitigation measures. The TMP includes elements on: ballpark
travel management strategies; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; personal
automobiles and parking management; ride-sourcing and taxis; at-grade rail
crossings; pre- and post-event management; curb management; freight;
emergency vehicles; communication; and monitoring, refinement, and
performance.

The TMP outlines improvements and operational strategies to optimize access
to and from the ballpark within the constraints inherent to a large public
event, while minimizing disruption to existing land uses and communities. The
TMP considers the travel characteristics of ballpark attendees, workers, and
all other visitors to the ballpark site. Its primary goal is to ensure safe and
efficient access for all people traveling to and from the site, with a focus on
promoting pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access, thereby reducing vehicular
impacts to the site and surrounding neighborhoods, including the Port of
Oakland.

The Parking Management Plan (PMP) in the TMP is a key component to
minimize automobile congestion from the Project. A draft PMP is provided in
the Draft EIR’s Additional Transportation Reference Materials (Toward a High-
Performance Parking Management System for a Thriving Oakland: A Plan).1°
The PMP would implement an advanced parking reservation system that
ballpark attendees would use to reserve a parking space prior to an event. In
this way, attendees would drive directly to their reserved space rather than
driving and circulating in neighborhoods looking for an available space. In
addition, residential parking permits would be provided to protect residential
neighborhoods and on-street parking would be metered with the ability for
the City to control parking meter duration to manage the number of ballpark
attendees that park on-street.

10 primus Consulting, 2020. Toward a High-Performance Parking Management System for a Thriving Oakland: a Plan, January 2020.
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1-97

COMMENT

1-97-7

1-97-8

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Draft EIR p. 4.15-80 notes that the Project would provide at buildout 2,000
parking spaces (3,500 spaces at opening day) for the ballpark, compared to
9,100 parking spaces at the Coliseum. With substantially less parking for the
Project's ballpark, attendees will be more likely to use one of the three BART
stations, each located within about 1 mile of the Project, compared to the
Coliseum where parking is plentiful. Providing less parking for the ballpark at
the Project is intentional to disperse automobile traffic to the many
underutilized parking garages within 1 to 1.5 miles of the Project. This
approach minimizes traffic congestion by dispersing it throughout Downtown
Oakland rather than concentrating traffic at a single location like the Coliseum
site.

While not evaluated for CEQA, the Draft EIR included a detailed intersection
operations analysis of the Project (Draft EIR Appendix TRAF.3). The analysis
included buildout of the Project plus ballpark events and incorporated the
mitigation measures above, including the draft TMP, as well as the off-site
transportation improvements described in the Draft EIR (pp. 4.15-94 through
4.15-136). The analysis showed that a ballpark event could be successfully
managed with intersection operations in the area generally at Level of Service
(LOS) D or better.

See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing, and Consolidated
Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing Displacement.

This comment expresses concerns about three topics, each of which is
addressed below.

Disturbance of Cap

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting, under Land
Use Covenants, and explained further in Consolidated Response 4.16,
Remediation Plans, Land Use Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological
Risk Assessment, the Project site is subject to existing land use covenants
(LUCs), operations and maintenance agreements, soil and groundwater
management plans, and risk management plans, all enforced by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the regulatory agency with
jurisdiction. These LUCs and their associated plans would be replaced and
consolidated and require approval by DTSC before commencement of
construction to account for the changes to the Project site. The substantive
requirements of these replacement documents would be similar to those in
the existing documents, but would be specifically tailored to ensure
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1-97

COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

protections appropriate for the type of anticipated construction activity and
the type of anticipated uses, including allowing residential use (which is
currently prohibited) under specified conditions. Similar to the existing plans,
the workplans to be prepared under the requirements of the existing LUCs
and the mitigation measures discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Impact HAZ-2, would provide further description of the
remediation steps, which would include maintaining the cap over the Project
site.

Significant and Unavoidable Environmental and Health Impacts

None of the impacts analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, would be significant and unavoidable. The impacts would be either
less than significant or less than significant with mitigation.

Does Not Provide Actual Work Plan, Leaving Mitigation for Future Plans

As explained in Consolidated Response 4.16, Remediation Plans, Land Use
Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment and in
Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and Enforceability of
Mitigation Measures, the mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR are
actions that would be enforced by DTSC and the City of Oakland building
official. Grading, building, or construction permits, and certificates of
occupancy or similar operating permits for new buildings and uses would not
be issued until DTSC and the building official have approved the various
actions required by the mitigation measures.
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1-97

1-97-9

COMMENT

This i a majer gap in the report. The fact that a plan for tooc cleanup would be approved after
the EIR is certified renders the entire EIR useless,

The health, safety, homes, and livelihoods of West Oakland residents are at stake. The City has
an obigation o take senously and fully analyze the project's impacts on traffic, gentrfication and
displacemant, and the health of aur neighborhood, There are numerous gaps in these areas in
the DEIR, allowing tralhic impacts, displacement, and loxic health hazard issues o go
unmitigated.

Please address these serious gaps in the DEIR'S analysis before this project 15 allowed to mave
forward.

Thank you,

Mercedes S, Rodriguez

HT/CBA Transportation Steering Commitiee

Block Captain, BayPorte Village Meighborhood Watch
Meighborhood Watch Steering Committee Board Member, Area 1
(510) 444-0803

NEIGHECAHOOD WITCH

1-97-9

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment is predicated on other comments in this submittal; please see
Responses 1-97-4 through 1-97-8. The City has prepared the EIR in accordance
with CEQA requirements with the purpose of informing both the public and
decision makers of the environmental consequences of implementing the
Project.
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1-98 Ted Choper
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-98-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Hello, .
Separation.

1-98-1
I'm writing to express my support for updated railway safety at intersections not just -98-2 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
to Broadway, but also te Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. One of my primary
motivations is te allow my neighborheod to be eligible te be a Train Quiet Zone.
Train horn noise, especially in the middle of the night, is an enormous source of

concern for residents in the area (we are often awoken in the middle of the night by

particularly loud and long-lasting horns.

1-98-2 | | hope that you will add my voice to the many who are similarly complaining. Many

thanks for your attention to this.

Kind regards,

Ted Choper

Tower Lofts
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1-99 Myra Redman
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-99-1 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

The propesed A's ballpark at Howard Terminal will include improved safety S "
eparation.

measures between Market Street and Breadway, but not between Broadway and Qak
1-99-1 | Street
A safe crossing on Qak, just down from the Lake Merritt Bart is also needed. Walking

distance from the proposed stadium.
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1-100

Brittany Onyimba

1-100-1

1-100-2

1-100-3

COMMENT

| write to express my full support for extending the safety measures proposed for
the 5 rail crossings to Franklin, Oakland and Webster Streets. As a resident who
lives at the intersection of Webster Street and 2nd Street, | have seen, first hand,
how much of a nuisance the train noise has been to everyday life in Jack Londen. |
have high blood pressure and am frequently startled by the unnecessary loud train
noise, both inside and outdoors. It makes it difficult to concentrate, think or truly

enjoy my home and the neighborhood.

As a home owner in Jack London, | eften think about how the train noise made us
consider selling our home one month after buying it, because it felt impossible to
deal with —- instead, we have spent thousands of dollars adding sound proof glass to
our windows, which has made the sound minimally bearable. As a millennial and
working professional in tech, | think about all of my friends whe are deterred from
buying in the area simply because of the train noise, even though it fits all of their

other needs.

The train noise significantly brings down the quality of life in Jack London for
residents, patrons of local businesses and even passerbys. Jack London has so much
potential and is primed to be a true epicenter of Oakland culture and spirit. It's
impertant that we protect the entire vibrant community of Jack London and as a

collective, work to make it a safe and enjoyable destination of Oakland

1-100-1

1-100-2

1-100-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-101 Marcus Taylor
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-101-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A’s ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
1-101-1 | crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to
require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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1-102 Ansumana Hull
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-102-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

I just moved to 311 2nd street and could not believe how few safety measures were X
Separation.

put in place to protect pedestrians and cars from train traffic at Jack London Square.
As Bars and restaurants have reopened | am very concerned that with additional
traffic via the A’s stadium that there will be many dangerous scenarios with drunk
1-102-1 | fans and rush of fatalities. | strongly urge for the consideration of 3 more crossings
at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets to become part of the safety measures and
quiet zone. Celebrating A’s, bar hopping and lack of safety barriers are recipe for
disaster. Please consider how this can protect visitors new to the area and ensure

their safe returns to Bart, their cars and homes.

5-1534 ESA /D171044
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1-103 Kristine Kern

COMMENT

1-103-1 | As a residenT if this area | am in support of securing the quiet zone for the Webster,

life.
1-103-2
Sincerely,

Kristine Kern

Franklin and oak intersections. This would greatly improve neighborhood quality of

1-103-1

1-103-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation. See also Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-104 Michael Leibfried
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-104-1 | We are really looking forward te welcoming the stadium. It will be a great location -104-1 This c.omment raises neither Slgr].lflcant erlwr?nmental issues nor specific
o ) - questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
for the A’s and help to revitalize the surrounding area. The train quiet zone and require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
enhanced public safety will be imperative to a great and safe experience at the A's will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
games. However the guiet zone should be extended all the way to include all rail makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
crossings from Howard Terminal to Oak street. Parking and tragic patterns will be it 1-104-2 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

1-104-2

imperative to continue the quiet zone throughout Jack London Square including the
Amtrak stations. Local businesses and restaurants will be attracting fans to eat and
drink in addition to additional parking that exists all the way to Oak street. Without
encompassing these additional crossings, public safety will be at risk, particularly in
light of alcohol consumption before, during, and after games. | would highly suggest
working with the community and residents to ensure a fully safe A's and Jack

London Square experience with this project. Thanks.

Separation. See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
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1-105 Thomas Galt
COMMENT

I, along with many of my building neighbors, are extremely excited about the
1-105-1 | planned A's Stadium at Howard Terminal and the huge potential for community
growth and employment opportunities that it offers.

We're alse extremely hopeful that the Train Quiet Zone initiative will become a
reality, including the area extending south to Oak Street.

1-105-2 | Currently, the frequent train horns are earshatteringly loud and are truly
detrimental to the entire Jack London region, negatively affecting quality of life,

visitor experience, and commerce.

1-105-1

1-105-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
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1-106 Glen Helfand

COMMENT

I've been a resident of the Jack London neighborhoed for almost eight years. It's
been a wonderful place to be, though its deepening sense of infrastructure has been
slow going. The prospect of the A's stadium at Howard Terminal is truly exciting in
1061 the way it can activate the neighborhoed and deepen the sense of culture by

creating moere thriving businesses (including a real grocery store!), safer railroad

crossings and a bit more quiet. | very much support this project!

I-106-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1538
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-107 Nicole Yu
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-107-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Hello, would love if the safety measures that are proposed for the 5 rail crossings X
Separation.

between Market Street and Broadway to include 3 more crossings at Franklin,

1-107-1 : ;
Webster, and Oak Streets. 1-107-2 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

11072 This would improve quality of life and reduce noise pollutien for residents,
businesses, and those who visit JLS, while maintaining safety.

5-1539 ESA /D171044
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1-108 Chandan Kaur
COMMENT RESPONSE

The proposed 5 rail crossings @ Market Street and Broadway and @ Frankin, I-108-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation.
Webster, and Oak Street intersections will greatly help secure the safety of the Jack
1-108-1
London pedestrian community. With increasing foot traffic in this area, it is of
utmost criticality that these measures be taken.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1540 ESA /D171044
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1-109 Jef Connor

COMMENT RESPONSE

The train noise through JLS makes life very difficult. With the caveat the we I-109-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
understand the necessity of public safety - it has always seemed unnecessary,

excessive and, sometimes, even ridiculous. Knowing that there are solutions, we ask
1-109-1
that efforts be made to decrease need for and the excessive use of the horns.

Thanks...Jef Connor
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1-110 Laura Connor

COMMENT RESPONSE

Please do everything possible to eliminate the excessive unrelenting train air horn -110-1 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

noise through Jack London Square. It is a highly residential area and the noise goes 1-110-2 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

on through the night and is especially disturbing in the early morning hours of 3, 4, 5 Separation.

1-110-1

a. m. . THE TRAIN NOISE IS AN UNHEALTHY PUBLIC DISTURBAMCE FOR FAMILIES
TRYING TO HAVE A NORMAL LIFE IN THE AREA. PLEASE IMPLEMENT THE SAFETY
1-110-2 | MEASURES THAT ARE PROPOSED FOR THE RAIL CROSSINGS BETWEEN MARKET AND
OAK 5T!
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5.3 Individuals
-111 Matthew Vieyra
COMMENT RESPONSE
! live in Oakland near the proposed stadium and | wanted to write my support for the I-111-1  This cF)mment raises neither S|gn.|f|cant erlwr?nmental issues nor specific
_ _ o o o questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
1114 project. It'll bring much needed economic activity to the region including jobs and require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
housing that are sorely needed as we recover from the COVID pandemic will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
1<111-2 | I am also writing about securing the train tracks and extending the safety measures [-111-2 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
to include Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. | live right next to the tracks and the Separation.
1-111-3
trains constantly blare their horns increasing the level of noise pollution in the area. [-111-3 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone
By extending the safety measures to these additional streets will make it easier to
-111-4 . . .
recommend the Jack London Square area as a place te both shop and live. I-111-4  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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1-112 Janny Bae
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-112-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

1-112-1 | Writing in support for the new stadium and extending to secure the 3 remaining S ¢
eparation.

intersections at Franklin, Webster and Oak. This is in support for the well-being of
1-112-2 | the residents of the area and the right to live in a quiet zone that doesn't impinge on -112-2 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

the ability to sleep and live in the residence in the neighborhood.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1544 ESA /D171044
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-113 Spencer Applegate
COMMENT RESPONSE
I'd like to express the importance of extending the safety measures that are -113-1 See Con§ol|dated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
proposed for the 5 rail crossings between Market Street and Broadway to include 3
more crossings at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets in Jack London Square. An
extension of these measures will be important to the safety of Jack London Square
1-113-1
as a whole and not preclude any areas in favor of others.
Thank you,
Spencer Applegate
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1545 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-114 Elizabeth O'Hara
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-114-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

1-114-1 | Please extend the Train Quiet Zone to include the intersections of Franklin, Webster X
Separation.

and Oak. There are many new condo and apartment homes in that area of Oakland.
1-114-2 | Since many of us work from home, the train whistles are increasingly disturbing, -114-2 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

especially in the warmer weather when our windows are open.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-115 Neal Miller
COMMENT
1-115-1 | Could not be more excited about the possibility of Quiet Zones in Jack London

Square and the safety that the project could bring. This may well make the

difference in how Oakland and this neighborhoed grows and expands to meet the

I-115-1

1-115-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

1-115-2
promise of the last 20 years. Please support these positive changes - and thanks for
your consideration.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1547
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-116 Alex Maciel

COMMENT

As a resident of Jack London Square I can, with 100% certainty, say that the
loudness of the train horn is unlike anything I've experienced. Not only does it wake
1-116-1 | me up every night, but even when | am a few blocks away | can't have a
conversation while it’s passing through.

With friends and neighbors, it seems like it's all we can talk about because of how

disturbing. | also wouldn't be surprised if it's negatively affecting some of the
1-116-2

wildlife around here (being on the water).

I-116-1

I-116-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. See Draft EIR pp. 4.3-
1 through 4.3-72 for a thorough analysis and findings of significance for
potential impacts on terrestrial and marine biological resources from Project
construction and operations.
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1-117

1-117-1

1-117-2

1-117-3

1-117-4

1-117-5

Niranjan Krishnamurthi

COMMENT

I purchased a place in Jack London Square at the height of the pandemic as we
needed more space to work from home. It was a conscious decision to purchase in
Jack London - we wanted to be close to public transport, close to downtown Oakland
and didn't want to displace families rooted in Oakland. Our building, the Bond,

serves all of these needs.

Thinking forward, | fully support the building of the stadium at Howard terminal. |
believe this stadium will offer downtown Oakland a great economic boost and will

also bring other businesses in to town.

Of concern is the active train tracks going through the heart of Jack London. While
there is a proposal for a train quiet zone across 5 crossings between Market and
Broadway - it confuses and saddens me that the 3 other crossings at Franklin,
Webster and Oak streets were not considered for the quiet zone. | believe it is
necessary to include these additional 3 crossings in the quiet zone plan too because:
- the quiet zone brings with it safety measures. Yet game attendees arriving on
Amtrak or from Lake Merritt Bart or driving from the south may need to go across
the 3 crossings not included in the plan

- Extending the quiet zone will bring a better quality of life for us living by these 3
crossings. With Work from Home being the new norm for a lot of us, the trains
passing through the tracks on a frequent basis can be very disruptive and impacts
our quality of life.

- Extending the quiet zone will ensure that the loud freight trains den't disrupt
games. If you live in Oakland, you've heard these trains. They are much louder than
the regular Amtrak trains and can be very disruptive when passing by, even when

not directly in front of you.

We love where we live.. and would love to think about living here long term and
contributing to the local economy. Please include us in your plans to make the area
better and please include our 3 stops at Franklin, Oak and Webster part of the quiet

zone plan.

-117-1

1-117-2

1-117-3

I-117-4

I-117-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-118

1-118-1

1-118-2

1-118-3

1-118-4

1-118-5

1-118-6

Richard Abisla

COMMENT

I love living in Jack London Square, and am excited that the new stadium is coming
to the neighborhood. The A's seem like they will be good neighbors and that they are
making good improvements to the neighborhood, in particular the improvements
that will make the constant train traffic more safe. The trains now barrel down
Embarcadero at high speed, thinking that leaning on their horns at 110 decibels

makes the neighborhood safer. It does not.

We need physical improvements so that the area is safer and these improvements
need to extend all the way to Oak Street. Obviously people will take Bart and walk
from Lake Merrit Bart station to the new stadium, and obvicusly people will take
Amtrak and park at the Amtrak parking lot and need to walk to the new station. The
improvements do not include these areas, and they must. The whole neighboerhood
must be made safer from train traffic. An ancillary, but critical element, is the Train
Quiet Zone, which will help elevate the quality of life of this area and all of the
surrounding area. The physical improvements must be extended to Oak Street in

order to improve safety and make the option of a Train Quiet Zone a reality.

1-118-1

1-118-2

1-118-3

1-118-4

1-118-5

1-118-6

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

This comment a general comment that includes introductory remarks and
serves to introduce more specific comments which are responded to in detail
below. As a result, no specific response is provided here. ). See Response to
Comment 1-118-4.

See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-119 Vy Ngo

1-119-2
Oak.

COMMENT

| support the new stadium as well the 3 railway crossings at Webster, Franklin and

I-119-1

1-119-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-120 Dhruv Gupta
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-120-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

I'd like to comment on extending the safety measures that are proposed for the 5 X
Separation.

rail crossings between Market Street and Broadway to include 3 more crossings at

Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. Jack London square is one on the busiest areas -120-2 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

1-120-1
as well as the most poepular areas in the neighberhood. It is also next tot he Amtrack

station. Unclear why we would spend all this money and leave out the 3 crossings -
there is no rationale to it. Get it done, get the entire Oak street covered, so residents
can be safe and free from noise pollution caused by the trains. Sounds like a win

11202 |
Wwin.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-121 Diya Das
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-121-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

| write as a resident in Jack London Square to comment on the proposed railroad X
Separation.

safety measures included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. The project
appears to include pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings
between Market 5t and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety
measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets.
1-121-1
Due to the high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, and parking areas in
this neighborhood, there will be significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike
and scooter travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of
Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets
benefit from the same safety measures propesed at the adjacent crossings. Thank

you for your consideration.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-122 Xueyan Mou
COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

As a resident of the BOND building, I'd like to express that it's really important that -122-1 See Con,sc’“dated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
1-122-1 | we can extend the safety measures that are proposed for the 5 rail crossings
between Market Street and Broadway to include 3 more crossings at Franklin, I-122-2  This c?mment raises neither S|gn.|f|cant er)Vlrf)nmentaI issues nor specific
1122-2 | webst 4 Osk Streets. W red about the A's stadium i final guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
EDSLEr: and Laic Streets. Wie are very exciied about the A's stadium 15 inaly require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
1<122-3 | coming to light soen and we'd love to take this opportunity to express that if we can will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
include the 3 more crossings in the train quiet zone, it will greatly improve our makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
11224 quality of life, boost the the prosperity of the community and make the I-122-3  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
neighborhood much much more attractive to new residents and visitors. | sincerely Separation.
that ke this h d highl iate it!! ) . ) N ) ) .
urge that we can maie this happen and mgnly appreciate | I-122-4  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals
1-123 James Rey
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-123-1 | Stop the noise pollution in and around LS. People come to visit but don't return -123-1 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
once they get blasted by the train whistle. ..
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1-124 Andrew Ryno
COMMENT

I live in the Jack London Square neighborhoed and wholly support the construction of
the new stadium at Howard Terminal. It is a huge win for the city of Dakland to

1-124-1
retain the A's as well as keeping their home so close to downtown Oakland.

In addition to the safety improvements to train crossings and implementation of a
quiet zone, | support extending the improvements to include intersections between
Broadway and Oak streets to cover the entirety of the Jack London Square

1-124-2 | neighborhood. Webster is an incredibly popular crossing point for pedestrians to

cross into JLS and could benefit from better and safer crossings.

- Andrew Ryno

1-124-1

1-124-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-125 Jordan Hague
COMMENT RESPONSE
The establishment of a train quiet zone in Jack London Square would really enhance -125-1 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
commercial opportunities in the neighborhood and allow this area to realize its full I-125-2  See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

1-125-1 ) o _
potential as a Bay Area residential community.

We understand the importance of train safety, but the excessive use of the train

horns through this area is a severe disruption. How is this area supposed to attract
1-125-2

families for all ages when its impossible to sleep through the night without being

awaken by train horns?

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1557

ESA /D171044
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-126

Lee Butterman

1-126-1

COMMENT

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), |
write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter

travel at these crossing lecations.

Water Street, one street south, is essentially car-free, and if a quiet zone takes
improving the carfilled Embarcadero into a pedestrian mall, with occasional cross
streets, this would be a net benefit, especially during times of increased danger of

respiratory plague.
I strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin,
Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the

adjacent crossings.

Thank you for your time.

I-126-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation.
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5.3 Individuals

1-127 JoAnna Bradley
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-127-1  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment

experience I can go to San Francisco. The current ballpark provides a different will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision

experience. It is where our families go to spend time together. It is where a family makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

It is not essential to develop that portion of the waterfront. There is no need to

re-create the San Francisco Giants experience. If | want a harbor baseball

can go and enjoy a live event. It supplies jobs as well as trickle down free-lance

companies to thrive in Oakland. It must stay put.

1-127-1
I'm fortunate. | can always afford to go see The Giants. Normally, that is something |
do with my pals. If | want to de something with family we go see the A's. What would
happen to it? The families living in the neighborhood need it to stay there. The
free-lancers need it to stay there. Those employed by the venue need it to stay
there.
JoAnna Bradley
94610
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1-128 Emily Galt
COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

1<128-1 | I am in support of the A's Stadium at Howard Terminal as | believe it will usher in a -128-1 This c.omment raises neither sign.ificant er‘Vir?nmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would

needed revitalization of the area. However, as a Jack London Square resident | require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
strongly feel that it is imperative that the safety measures that are proposed for the will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
5 rail crossings between Market Street and Broadway be extended to include 3 more makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

11289 crossings at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. These crossings are directly [-128-2 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
adjacent to Jack Londen Square and are likely to see increased vehicular and Separation.
pedestrian traffic. | have personally witnessed several close calls at these
intersections and dread the possibility of people unfamiliar with the area being put
at risk by subpar safety measures at the crossings. Thank you.
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5.3 Individuals

1-129 Denzil Thies
COMMENT RESPONSE

I believe the additional safety zones are completely necessary and will be critical -123-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

1-129-1 Separation. and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone
for the growth of Jack London. Getting rid of the train horns as well as they safety

measures will change this place in the best way possible.
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5.3 Individuals

1-130 Dylin Redling
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-130-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

| write as a concerned homeowner in the Ellington at 222 Broadway (at 3rd Street) X
Separation.

regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A’s ballpark (case file number ER18-016).

| would like to comment on the railroad safety measures included as transportation
mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would provide pedestrian
safety upgrades at five at-grade railroad crossings between Market Street and
Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the crossings

along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets.

This area has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and
residences that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and
scooter travel at these crossing locations.

My wife and | have lived in the Jack London Square neighborhood for over seven
0 years, and we walk aleng the waterfront nearly every day. Over the years, we have
seen many instances of dangerous crossings and activity around the railroad tracks.
This includes vehicles driving on the tracks, going around the safety arms,

pedestrians and bicyclists crossing in front of trains, and pedestrians climbing over

trains that have stopped on the tracks.

| strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin,
Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the

adjacent crossings.

Best regards,
Dylin Redling
Resident of The Ellington at 222 Broadway
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5.3 Individuals
1-131 Julia Althoff
COMMENT RESPONSE
There really needs to be a quiet zone for the train as it goes through Jack London -131-1 See Con,sc’“dated Respc.)nse 4.6, Rail Safety, Grad,e Crossing, and Grade
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
Square.
-131-1 I-131-2  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
Mavbe not hof an i hen it " N but that it h guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
AYDE not as MUEh 0T an 155ue when 1t was mostly warenouses, but now that It has require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
become more residential, it is more vital. The area has high property values, which will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
1-131-2 | means more tax income for the city. But | know that my property values would makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
increase significantly if the train were not so loud, so frequently.
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1-132

1-132-1

1-132-2

1-132-3

1-132-4

David Gassman

COMMENT

I am active in the Sierra Club, altho | am speaking here in my personal capacity &

these comments are in no way intended to represent anyone but myself.

When | first heard about this Howard Terminal project it struck me as ridiculous for
all of the reasons that you have heard about & will continue to hear about. | have yet
to substantially change my mind about it. & | wanted as little as possible to do with
it as | could manage to arrange. But because | was also active in No Coal in Oakland
(NCiO). which worked with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project
(WOEIP), which | gather is pursuing a Community Benefits Agreement here, | got

sucked inteo this as a mediater of sorts.

Mow of course | could be wrong in my assessment, & | will gladly admit that should it
be the case. But what | am quite clear about, & what | consider almost certainly
correct, is that this project is being rushed, fast-tracked, pushed, rail-roaded,
steam-rolled etc. without adequate consideration of the many problems &

complications invelved in it.

Mow | will admit te you, that given the homeless problem here in Oakland. if this
project was creating low-income housing. | would have been much more favorably
inclined toward it. But that not being the case | can see no reason to pursue this
project with anything like the rapidity with which it is being done, & | strongly urge
the Planning Commission to REJECT the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) &
send it back to the developersjauthors & ask them to do a genuinely thorough job.
Should the Planning Commission decide to send the draft EIR on to the Oakland City
Council, | will have to demand that the council members reject it. | do not like
making demands of people. It is not a happy or particularly effective way to behave.
I would much prefer it if the members of the Planning Commission used their
judgment, & the power that they have to reject this DEIR, & save me the trouble &
the embarrassment of having to DEMAND that people do the right thing. THANK
YOu.

Home: 510-835-2334

1-132-1

1-132-2

1-132-3

1-132-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.

As noted by many commenters, the Draft EIR took many months to prepare
and is an extensive document, which provided an opportunity for the public to
review and comment on analyses and conclusions regarding potential
environmental impacts of the Project. The City of Oakland published a Notice
of Preparation (NOP) on November 30, 2018, pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15082, indicating that an EIR would be prepared for the
Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project and inviting comments on the
scope of the Draft EIR’s analysis. During the NOP comment period (November
30, 2018 to January 14, 2019), public scoping sessions were conducted by the
Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board on Monday, December 17,
2018, and the Oakland Planning Commission on Wednesday, December 19,
2018. The scoping sessions provided a forum for public agencies and
interested persons or groups to offer comments regarding the scope of the
EIR, including topics to be analyzed in the EIR. The Draft EIR was released for
public review and comment on February 26, 2021. During the Draft EIR review
period (February 26, 2021, to April 27, 2021), a public meeting of the Oakland
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB) on was held on March 22,
2021, and a public hearing at the Oakland City Planning Commission was held
on April 7, 2021, and oral comments on the Draft EIR were collected. Also, an
informational workshop pursuant to AB 734 was held on March 6, 2021, to
inform the public of the key analyses and conclusions of the Draft EIR.

This comment does not raise significant environmental issues or specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.
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5.3 Individuals

1-133 Ben Huang
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-133-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Hi, | am writing to express the importance of extending the safety measures that X
Separation.

are proposed for the 5 rail crossings between Market Street and Broadway to include
1-133-1 | 3 more crossings at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. | am a resident of Jack
London Square and believe doing so will be imperative to the safety of the entire

community.
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1-134 Ben Huang

COMMENT

1-134-1
measures that are proposed for the 5 rail crossings between Market Street and

1-134-2
to mention I'm highly in favor of the planned A’s Stadium at Howard Terminal.

| sent an earlier comment about supporting the importance of extending the safety

Broadway to include 3 more crossings at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets - forgot

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-135 Jason Mok

COMMENT

1<135-1 | As a property owner in Jack Londen Square, | am very much in support of the A's

stadium, as well as vitally in extending the safety measures for the Franklin,
1-135-2
Webster, and Oak intersections!

I-135-1

1-135-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-136 Jeremy Yan

1-136-2

COMMENT

| support the stadium and it's important to secure the remaining 3 intersections

(Franklin, Webster, and Oak} because it would reduce the train noise during games.

I-136-1

1-136-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-137 Christine Jones

COMMENT

| support the addition of the A's Ballpark to this community. I however, think it is

critical extend the already proposed safety measures to add 5 rail cressings
1-137-2 | between Market Street and Broadway to include 3 more crossings at Franklin,

Webster, and Oak Streets. More traffic will also be coming from these directions to

the Park so | think this is necessary. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

1-137-1

1-137-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-138 Brian Jones

COMMENT RESPONSE

While | support the new location of the ballpark, | do not think the current plans to -138-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation.
only add 5 rail cressings between Market Street and Broadway are sufficient. 1 would
1-138-1
like to propose adding 3 more crossings at Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. Thank
you.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1570 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-139 Kate Dinh
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-139-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident in Jack London Square to comment on the proposed railroad

safety measures included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR.

It appears that the project would provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade
railroad crossings between Market St and Broadway but has neglected to include
similar safety measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster
1-139-1 | and Oak Streets. This area has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants,
parking areas and residences that will generate significant game-day increases in

pedestrian, bike and scooter travel at these crossing locations.

I strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin,
Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the
adjacent crossings to ensure the safety of all that enjoy this area of Jack London

Square.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1571 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-140 Michael Berg

COMMENT RESPONSE
I purchased my home in April of 2014. | was wrapping up my career in NYC and -140-1 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
moving back to the Bay Area to retire. Finally in July | was able to move in. I-140-2  Regarding train noise, see Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone. The
commenter's statement of support will be included as a part of the record and
I had not been able to spend a lot of time here on my visits and really never made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

encountered the train horn noise issue. | came to realize to scope of the problem Proposed Project.

1-140-1
pretty quickly. While the horns are necessary for safety purposes it is obvious the I-140-3  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
some of the operators really relish blowing the horns at full volume late at night and Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

early in the morning. The fact is that this is more an issue with AMTRAK trains that

the freight trains. There are times that it is overwhelming and obnoxious.

I fully support the plans te build a new ball park at Howard terminal. | believe that
this would really benefit the city and turn the Jack London district inte an amazing
entertainment center for the city of Oakland as well as the county. This would also
be a great epportunity to solve some traffic and infrastructure problems.

1-140-2
Taming the train horn issue is going to key to making the most of this opportunity.
How excited will sports fans (or diners for that matter) be if they can't focus on the

game or their meal.

Please extend the Train Quiet Zone to include Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets.

1-140-3
Thank You

Michael Berg

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1572 ESA /D171044
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1-141 Howard Egerman
COMMENT

HOWARD Terminal must be rejected. Am a season ticket holder and east oakland
resident. Coliseum site is best site for me to see games. Best transit with Barts and
walkway as well AC transit. Best for seniors. Mo dedicated transit at Howard

1-141-1 | Terminal. Alse Best for economy with East Oakland having jebs at coliseum. Other
teams have had parks built at the same site in the parking lot. This will result in
least disruption for the city and residents. | urge that Howard Terminal be rejected in

favor of the Coliseum site.

I-141-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area)
Alternative, for a discussion of this alternative analyzed in Chapter 6 of the
Draft EIR.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-142

1-142-1

|-142-2

Jonathan Skelding

COMMENT

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-0186), |
write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. | am a huge supporter of the proposed
ballpark, I expect it till drive a great number of positives for my neighberhood but
also many negatives. The local road and transportation infrastructure is already
significantly strained with current development and the ballpark will only
exacerbate problems. It appears that the project would provide pedestrian safety
upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market St and Broadway but has
neglected to include similar safety measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at
Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a high density of entertainment
venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences that will generate significant
game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter travel at these crossing
locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings
at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures

proposed at the adjacent crossings.

1-142-1

1-142-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-143 Jonathan Gonshor
COMMENT RESPONSE

please upgrade the three crossings between Broadway and Oak Street as part of this -143-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

1-143-1 Separation.
plan!!
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-144 Kevin M Corbett

COMMENT

Please, we desperately need the thousands of permanent jobs and the affordable

|-144-1 | housing that this project will provide. Oakland needs this project, it is a once in a

lifetime opportunity to improve our community for the long term.

-144-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-145 Zhi Chen

I-145-1

|-145-2

I-145-3

I-145-4

COMMENT

From: ZhiChen

Ta: Biolmancidgshlancea.one

Subject: Dralt EIR for Oukland Wateriront Ballpark District a1 Howard Terminal
Data: Monday, April 19, 3021 B:17:10 PM

[EXTERNAL] This email originated outside of the City of Oakland. Please do not click links

or open attzchments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message.

To Peterson:

My name is Zhi Chen and my family lives in West Oakland, As a citizen from West
Oakland, | am concerned that the impacts of the A's proposed project on the West Oakland
community have not been addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Having
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for this project, | balieve there are gaps in
the report’s conclusions related to traffic, housing and gentrification, and hazards which
understate the costs of these impacts on my community.

West Oakland community members like myself fought for years to get truck fraffic off our
neighborhood streets. This problem was remedied when the City designated Howard
Tarminal as the staging and waiting area for trucks coming and going from the Port.
Ramoving Howard Terminal from this critical use will force thousands of large trucks back
onto West Oakland streets as they wait for shipments and drop-off imes, undoing years of
work to improve health and safety in West Oakland.

The DEIR acknowledges that Howard Terminal is currently being used by truckers but
concludes that these trucks are “assumed to move to other locations™ when Howard
Tarminal is converted to luxury condos. “Assumed to move” is not an analysis of the impact
of where these frucks will go, which will be back onta residential West Oakland streets. The
DEIR thersfore does not do an analysis of tha gridiock and pollution ikely to come from
cargo trucks diverted into neighborhood streets due to the developmeant.

Similarly, the DEIR incorectly concludes that it is sufficient for the A’s development to
allocate only 2,000 parking spots to the approximately 10,000 game day visitors the A’s are
expecting to arrive by car. The report provides no mitigation measures on the part of the A’s
to deal with the additional 5,000+ visitors they aren't planning to provide parking for, just
conceptual ideas for bus lines, parking meters, and the use of existing parking lots that do
not supply the additional 5,000+ parking spaces needed. The reporl does not truly assess
the impact that having thousands of cars trying to park as cloge to the stadium as possible
will have on nearby neighborhood streets and homes because the A's have not provided
sufficient parking.

The DEIR also unrealistically concludes that most visitors will arrive through other means,
like walking a mile from the nearest BART station, and therefore does not consider the
impact of the extansive congestion we will inevitably see on game days as tens of
thousands of fans cut through residential streets to attend games. If only 25% of attendees
to games at the Coliseum use BART, which has a stop at the doorstep of the venue, it is
illogical to conclude that even more game-day attendees will take BART when the closest
station is a mile away. Until the praject outlines a concertad traffic plan to deal with these
tens of thousands of cars and the report analyzes the impact and feasibility of this plan, the
DEIR will remain insufficient.

It is also concaming to me that the DEIR concludes that the introduction of 3,000 naw

1-145-1

I-145-2
I-145-3
I-145-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This is a general comment that includes introductory remarks and serves to
introduce the more specific comments that are responded to in detail below.
As a result, no specific response is provided here.

See Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation.
See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.

See Response to Comment 1-97-6.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-145

I-145-5

I-145-6

I-145-7

COMMENT

luxury residential units fo the area will help address our housing crisis instead of corractly
assessing the impact that this type of housing will have on the surrounding community. The
report makes a conscious choice not to evaluate the ikelihood of gentrification and
displacement becauss it deems it “speculative,” which is nat true. You only have to look at
other stadium and luxury housing projects across the country o see that introducing homeas
and businesses geared towards the wealthy into low-income communities causes
congiderable displacement of the existing residents.

The DEIR concludes that the project will contribute to meeting our region’s housing needs
but does so with no analysis of the type of housing that will actually be built at the site and
whather this housing meets local nesds. The majority of housing built at this site will be
luxury condos and will likely be far out of reach financially for most renters or potential
home buyers in Oakland, especially for residents of the mostly low-income communities
dirgetly adjacent to the project. As a result, this expensive housing will net, in fact, help
meet our local region's housing needs. Instead, it will gentrify our neighberhoods and force
long-time residents out.

The DEIR's analysis of the housing impacts of this project is insufficient as long as it
ignares the actsal impact the type of housing built will have on the surrounding community,
which will anly serve to gentrify West Oakland and displace low-income Black and Latino
residents.

1 am also seriously concemed about the DEIR's conclusions about toxic cleanup of the
Howard Terminal site. Currently, there is a physical cap over toxic substances in the soils at
Howard Terminal. Excavation and construction will disturb these toxing and potentially
spread them into the water and air, with the worst impacts threatening surrounding
neighbarhoods in West Cakland.

The DEIR finds that the project will result in significant and unavoidable environmental and
health impacts, including pollutant emissions that exceed the City's thresholds for
cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors, but does not provide or analyze the
A's actual work plan for cleaning it up. Mitigation related to the disruption of the toxic
substances was left to “future studies” and a future plan for how the toxic soil will be
remedied. Without completing these studies and defining their plan for full site cleanup first,
it is impoessible for the EIR to fully analyze the impact of remaoving the cap over these toxing
and exposing tham to the air and nearby water,

This is a major gap in the report. The fact that a plan for toxic cleanup would be approved
after the EIR is certified renders the enfire EIR useless.

The health, safety, homes, and livelihcods of West Oakland residents are at stake. The City
has an obligation to take seriously and fully analyze the project's impacts on traffic,
gentrification and displacemant, and the haalth of our neighborhood. There are numesrous
gaps in these areas in the DEIR, allowing traffic impacts, displacement, and toxic health
hazard issues to go unmitigated.

Please address these serious gaps in the DEIR's analysis before this project is allowed to
move farward.

Thank you,

Zhi Chen

I-145-5

I-145-6

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing, and Consolidated
Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing Displacement.

This comment expresses concerns over three topics, each of which is
addressed below.

Disturbance of Cap

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting, under Land
Use Covenants, and explained further in Consolidated Response 4.16,
Remediation Plans, Land Use Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological
Risk Assessment the Project site is subject to existing land use covenants
(LUCs), operations and maintenance agreements, soil and groundwater
management plans, and risk management plans, all enforced by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the regulatory agency with
jurisdiction. These LUCs and their associated plans would be replaced and
consolidated and require approval by DTSC before commencement of
construction to account for the changes to the Project site. The substantive
requirements of these replacement documents would be similar to those in
the existing documents, but would be specifically tailored to ensure
protections appropriate for the type of anticipated construction activity and
the type of anticipated uses, including allowing residential use (which is
currently prohibited) under specified conditions. Similar to the existing plans,
the workplans to be prepared under the requirements of the existing LUCs
and the mitigation measures discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Impact HAZ-2, would provide further description of the
remediation steps, which would include maintaining the cap over the Project
site.

Significant and Unavoidable Environmental and Health Impacts

None of the impacts analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, would be significant and unavoidable. The impacts would be either
less than significant or less than significant with mitigation.

Does Not Provide Actual Work Plan, Leaving Mitigation for Future Plans

As explained in Consolidated Response 4.16, Remediation Plans, Land Use
Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment and
Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and Enforceability of
Mitigation Measures, the mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR are
actions that would be enforced by DTSC and the City of Oakland building
official. Grading, building, or construction permits, and certificates of
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-145

COMMENT

1-145-7

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

occupancy or similar operating permits for new buildings and uses would not
be issued until DTSC and the building official have approved the various
actions required by the mitigation measures.

This comment is predicated on other comments in this submittal; see
Responses I-145-2 through 1-145-6. The City has prepared the EIR in
accordance with CEQA requirements with the purpose of informing both the
public and decision makers of the environmental consequences of
implementing the Project.
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1-146 Wen hui Shen

COMMENT

I moved into Jack London Square from Oakland hills in 2013. I loved how many faces
Jack London Square presents; vibrant at times, peaceful and contemplative in other
e times. | always felt there is so much unfulfilled potential at Jack London Square. An
example, the forever talked about but never materialized market hall.

| wholeheartedly support moving the A’'s stadium to Howard terminal. | also envision
a protected pedestrian waterfront promenade from the stadium to Oak street. |
think these two synergistic projects will change the face of Jack London Square and
a6 bring business revenue to Oakland!

To have a protected waterfront promenade for business and pedestrians, | support a

railread fence from stadium to Oak street.

I-146-1

I-146-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

This comment expresses support for fencing along railroad corridors and
other safety features identified mitigation measures in Impact TRANS-3 but
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.
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5.3 Individuals

1-147 Varun Dupuguntla
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-147-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A’s ballpark (case file number X
Separation.

ER18-016), | write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety
measures included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the
project would provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings
between Market St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety

1-147-1 | measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets.
This area has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and
residences that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and
scooter travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland
to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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5.3 Individuals
1-148 Jack Fleck
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-148-1 Because the focus of CEQA is environmental rather than fiscal impacts, this
comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific questions
Date: April 19, 2021 To: City of Oakland From: Jack Lucero Fleck 4163 Culver Street, Oakland, CA 94619 about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require response
Registered Professional Traffic Engineer A’s Fan Re: Howard Terminal Ball Park EIR As a long time pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment will be included as a
Oakland resident and A’s fan, | support efforts to keep the team in Oakland. However, as a responsible part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
11481 citizen and taxpayer, | think it is critical that the City of Oakland not engage in any financial support for decision on the Proposed Project.
the team, which is a business owned by a billionaire. This is a profit making business, and should not be
treated differently than other businesses, i.e. Oakland is happy to have businesses locate here, but not if 1-148-2 See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
it will be a financial drain on the city. Mayor Schaaf has said that the City of Oakland should not be left .
on the hook for any expenses, and | agree that this is a very important requirement for the A’s plans to Separat’on'
build a new ballpark. . L. . . .
This comment expresses an opinion about safety and design immunity but does
With that in mind, as a professional traffic engineer, | must raise my concern about the Howard Terminal not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis
site and the issue of the railroad crossings. The issue is safety and whether the City of Oakland will have L. . . . .
design immunity for the pedestrian crossings at Market Street and at Martin Luther King, Ir Way. The or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a
crossings at Broadway, Washington and Clay have existed, as the EIR points out, for many decades, with new environmental issue. ThUS, no response is reqUirEd- The comment is
numerous events. Although there have been collisions—e.g. 4 collisions in the past 5 years and 13 acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
collisions between 1999 and 2009 as noted in the EIR—I assume that the City of Qakland has been able bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
to argue that these intersections are covered by design immunity since they met basic approved
-148-2 engineering standards when they were first designed. This means that the City of Oakland is not liable and EIR.
for these collisions. However, the crossings at Market Street and Martin Luther King,Jr. Way are not part . . . . .
of the historic Jack London Square. Theregfnre, the city will not be protected by des?gn immxnitv for tT'le I-148-3 This comment éxpresses an opinion that the pEdEStrlan and blCYCle overcrossing
dramatic changes in crossing demand at these crossings. Introducing crowds of 30,000 people and may not attract users and tort |iabi|ity experts -should be consulted. This
saying that it will be no different than nearby intersections at Jack London Square is not likely to stand comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific questions
up in court. The first time someane is injured, they will rightly say, why didn’t you require this to be about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require response
designed to current engineering standards, i.e. grade separation? And | don’t think the City will be able A . . .
to defend itself. | notice in Figure 3.15-12 that during one week of observation there were nearly 20 pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. With respect to the comment that
incidents where the gates were down 15 minutes or more. If this happens on a game day, which it more overcrossing should be provided, see Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail
inevitably will, people will be tempted to cross the tracks when the gates are down, clearly an unsafe Safety’ Grade Crossing, and Grade Separation and Consolidated Response 4.91
situation. Alternative 3: The Proposed Project with Grade Separation Alternative.
| note that the plan does include a pedestrian/bike overpass at either Clay or Jefferson Street, This is
good, but the same thing should be done at Market St and MLK, Jr Way. One problem is how do you get 1-148-4 See Consolidated Response 4.9, Alternative 3: The Proposed Project with Grade
people to actually use the overpass? One way to address this is to design the entry to the ball park at Separation Alternative.
the height of the pedestrian overpass. In this way people will have no reason to avoid using the
overpass. In fact, this is exactly what is done at the current Coliseum entrance from BART across the
1-148-3 | same set of tracks that the Howard Terminal park is being designed for. | strongly urge the city to
consult with attorneys who are experienced in tort liability to make sure the city will be on solid legal
footing. As it stands, it appears to me that, after one or two collisions with big settlements, the City will
be forced to build overpasses that the A’s should be doing as part of the project. And, as noted above, if
the overpasses do not lead directly to entrances at the same level, people will be tempted to ignore
them.
| note that the current design calls for about 3000 cars per hour to cross the tracks. | also think this is ill
advised and should be designed to include grade separations. Regarding funding for these grade
|-148-4 | Separations, | was originally alarmed when | saw that the Alameda County Transportation Authority was
considering funding for three grade separation projects, including a gondola for over $1 billion: 173
Gondola Project Phase 1 Washington Street Oakland $350 (million) 174 Gondola Project Phase 2
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1582 ESA /D171044
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1-148
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-148-5  See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area)
Alternative, and Consolidated Response 4.9, Alternative 3: The Proposed Project
with Grade Separation Alternative.

Alameda Connection Segment Oakland $569 175 Howard Terminal Railroad Grade Separation Project
for Vehicles and for Pedestrians/Bikes Oakland $298 | see that these have been removed from the
County’s current funding list. But the fact that the A’s recognized that such improvements could be
|-148-4 | required in the future should be a cautionary note that the City of Oakland could be left on the hook for
future expenses. And it shows that grade crossings for “Vehicles and for Pedestrians/Bikes” are feasible,
if costly. If the A’s are not willing to pay the $298 million for grade separations, | think their commitment
to fully fund this ball park is shown to be untrue.

| must also add that the Coliseum site is ideally designed for a ball park with easy access to BART and to
the freeway. | urge the City of Oakland to think very carefully about the wonderful asset that the
Coliseum property represents, and not sell it to the A's at less than market price as a way to subsidize
the A's. | understand that some groups are putting together packages that will rebuild the stadium at
1-148-5 | the coliseum site. | strongly urge the city council to consider these plans before making an ill-advised
decision to approve the risky Howard Terminal site. If the Howard Terminal site is chosen, even though
it lacks the public transit access that the Coliseum has, at the very least grade separations for vehicles,
pedestrians and bicycles need to be added to the design. As a professional engineer, and as an A’s fan
(they just won 8 straight!), | would be happy to review modifications to the existing plan to address the
issues | have raised. Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
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1-149 Michael Mendez

COMMENT RESPONSE
The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the A's proposed project at Howard I-149-1  See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
I-149-1 | Terminal makes a spurious claim that almost 10,000 jobs will be created as a result 1-149-2 See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
of the A's project. but this number fails to include the number of jobs that will be I-149-3  See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
lost as a result of the disruption of the Port. The jobs analysis doesn’t net account for
11492 the thousands—if not tens of thousands—of jobs that will be lost when economic
activity at the Port decreases as a result of the truck and rail traffic interference
that will occur as thousands of cars and people clog up streets used to ensure the
flow of port traffic. With these thousands of jobs at risk, this will ultimately result in

a net loss of jobs should the project move forward.

Additionally, this number includes stadium work such as concessionaires and ushers,
which aren't "new" jobs - they already exist at the Oakland Coliseum. The DEIR

math regarding these "new" jobs just doesn't add up.

1-149-3

In addressing the many deficiencies in the Howard Terminal DEIR, we urge you to
properly calculate and acknowledge the job loss that would result from a
development of this scope at a werking waterfront, as well as the myriad negative
impacts to the shipping and transportation industries that would follow. It is net

simply a matter of numbers on a spreadsheet-it's lives, livelihoods, a thriving

working class, and the safety and security of the region that is at stake.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-150 Rebecca Lasky
COMMENT RESPONSE
I-150-1  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
| fully support the A's Stadium going in at Howard Terminal, as a resident of the area, . . . .
) ‘ makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
1-150-1 my biggest concern is the train noise. | understand the safety reasons for using the
horn at intersections, and some train operators are very nice and lightly tap the 1-150-2 See Consolidated Response 411’ Quiet Zone.
horn. | have stood at the intersection watching train operators hit the horn so hard
bet ket to JLS stati h has b the street, h it is 2 . P .
1-150-2 atiagn MATket tn L5 etation whan o gne basvac i tha street; oc Whan L2 2/am I-150-3  The comment is beyond the scope of analysis in the Draft EIR, as the City’s
in the morning that is completely unnecessary. As more and more residents live in . . . . . NIT
discretionary action on the proposed Project does not include responsibility of
the JLS area, the quiet zone, or regulating the sound of the train horn is critical to the , . N . . .
) ) . the Oakland A’s for waste collection services outside of the Project site. No
quality of life of the residents. That being said, as more people come to visit JLS . )
1-150-3 increasing cleanup crews would also be nice, as it does get quite trashed on pleasant further response Is reqwred.
evenings...
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-151 Michael Wolf

COMMENT RESPONSE
The Port of Oakland, which moves 89% of the containerized goods in Northern I-151-1  See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
California, is a major job-creating economic engine that sustains thousands of
blue-collar jobs in the region. These are jobs in industries like transportation,
logistics, warehousing, and wholesale trade. They are middle-wage jobs:
well-compensated, skilled labor pesitions that don't require an advanced degree - a

type that is increasingly disappearing from the workforce.

The Howard Terminal Draft Environmental Impact Report clearly demonstrates what
1-151-1 | we already know - the A’s proposal te build a stadium and luxury development will
cause significant negative impacts to our working waterfront and the West Dakland
community, yet the DEIR fails to fully address these issues. Those of us who work in
and around the Port of Oakland understand first-hand that this project is not

compatible with existing land and sea use and cannot support this flawed proposal.

The team's proposal to overtake port land for their stadium and luxury housing
development would threaten to destroy nearly 90,000 essential, good-paying union

jobs for low-wage jobs at the Howard Terminal ballpark.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-152

I-152-1

1-152-2

1-152-3

1-152-4

Maria Moreno

COMMENT

My name is Maria Meoreno. | werk in Fruitvale and serve workers all of over the City
of Oakland.

I'm here because I'm coencerned about the proposed dewvelopment at Howard

Terminal.

The EIR is too long and complicated for the average person to review and
understand in the time provided and many of cur workers who are always the most
affected by these developments don't have the time or space to assess the effect.
The Mayor and city administration did a disservice to the public by not granting the

public the maximum amount of time possible to take this in.

The responsibility of the city is to conduct a rigorous analysis of the likely impacts
of the project and make sure those impacts are addressed. This DEIR is not

adeguate for this massive project on public land.

I'm worried about the gentrification a project like this would bring about and the lack
of knowledge about how many affordable housing units will be awvailable as part of
this project. We hawve already experienced a mass exodus of lower income folks

from Oakland and many who have managed to stay can barely afford housing here.
This population which makes up a majority of our members (hundreds) deserves

acknowledgment and assistance from projects of this magnitude.

How are we ensuring that our most vulnerable communities are taken into

consideration in this development?

The developer's proposal does not do a good job of addressing these questions or the

public health and safety risks posed by this project.

The city should go back to the drawing board and re-do this analysis and recirculate

this report.
Cur neighbeorheoods deserve better.
- Maria Moreno

Lead Organizer
ROC The Bay

1-152-1

1-152-2

1-152-3

I-152-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment is acknowledged. As the designated lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City has prepared and
circulated the Draft EIR to meet or exceed CEQA requirements, including (for
example) requirements related to writing, emphasis, degree of specificity,
technical detail, and discussion of environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15140, 15143, 15146, 15147, and 15126 through 15127).

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 45 days, from February 26 to
April 12, 2021. During the public review period, the City conducted an
informational workshop to inform the public of the key analyses and
conclusions of the Draft EIR and two public hearings on the Project. Notice of
the public review period, workshop, and public hearings was sent to
responsible agencies and all other parties who had previously expressed
interest in the Project, and provided on the City’s website. In response to
comments, the deadline for receipt of public comment on the Draft EIR was
extended to April 27. See also Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period
Extension

This comment is acknowledged. As the designated lead agency under CEQA,
the City has prepared the Draft EIR to meet or exceed CEQA requirements,
including (for example) requirements related to writing, emphasis, degree of
specificity, technical detail, and discussion of environmental impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15140, 15143, 15146, 15147, and 15126 through 15127).

See Consolidated Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing
Displacement.

For impacts and mitigation measures related to public health, see Draft EIR
Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and the discussion of
mitigation measures starting on p. 4.8-51, as well as Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air
Quality, and the discussion of Impact AIR-4 and related mitigation starting on
p. 4.2-97 and Impact AIR-2.CU starting on p. 4.2-140 and HIA analysis (see
Draft EIR Appendix AIR.3).

This comment is predicated on other comments in this submittal; see
Responses I-152-1 through 1-152-3. The City has prepared the EIR in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) with the purpose of informing both the public and decision makers of
the environmental consequences of implementing the Project. Regarding the
statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated, while
information has been added to the Draft EIR (see Chapter 7 of this document),
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-152 Maria Moreno
COMMENT RESPONSE

no significant new information (e.g., information leading to a new significant
impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact) has been added
since publication of the Draft EIR and, consequently, the Draft EIR need not be
recirculated. See Consolidated Response 4.3, Recirculation of the Draft EIR, for
more information.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-153 Susan Shawl

1-153-1

I-153-2

1-153-3

|-153-4

COMMENT

From: Susan Shawl

Ta: [l

Subject: DER for Project ER1E-018 for the Dakland Walerront Ballpark District Project
Data: Tumsday, April 210, 2027 10:34:35 PA

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

April 20, 2021

City of Oakland Bureau of Planning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214
Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Oakland Waterfront
Ballpark District Project (ER18-016)

Dear Mr. Vollmann:

1 am a resident in Rockrdge, living less than a block from the Claremont/College Safeway
store project you managed.

1 am writing to express serious concems about the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Oukland Waterfront Ballpark District Project (ER18-016).

T am concerned about the toxic contamination at the site and that Oakland could very well find
itself up against the same sort of problems that occurred in San Francisco's dealings with the
toxic materials that were supposedly totally removed from the former Naval Shipyard.

The Howard Terminal site is currently so contaminated with toxic materials that itis illegal 1o
build housing there. The DEIR states that the A"s will work with the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) wo clean up the site but does not provide specific information
about how the site will be cleaned up, instead promising to create a plan after the City
approves the DEIR. The DEIR claims that compliance with DTSC rules and re gulations will
ensure that the Howard Terminal site is properly cleaned up, but the A's recently sued DTSC
for its fuilure to enforee environmental laws at the Schnitzer Steel facility adjacent o Howard
Terminal—and they won that lawsuit. How can the public trust that DTSCs regulation will
make the site safe for housing if the A's can’t trust DTSC o regulate the neighboring
property?

What about low-income housing in the area. There does not appear to be any concrete
commitments to include a meaningful number of homes for people.

T also wonder about how this development will effect the number of jobs at the port that is
such a great economic engine for our City.  The port is already cramped. The number of
trucks lining up to unload/reload at the adjacent port will canse worse traffic headaches and
additional green house gas pollution in the area where this is already an issue for the folks that
live there.

I think this site is NOT the best location for the ball park. There is no existing mass transit to
the site a5 there is to the Coliseum. An acrial tram or gondola will not have enough capacity
o come close to handling the kinds of crowds that a winning team will draw.

1-153-1

[-153-2
1-153-3

I-153-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

As explained in Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures, the mitigation measures provided in
the Draft EIR provide the City with a mechanism for ensuring that the Project
complies with DTSC's regulatory requirements. Thus, grading, building, or
construction permits, and certificates of occupancy for new buildings and uses
cannot be issued until the DTSC has approved the site-specific remediation
strategies, land use controls, and associated plans (Mitigation Measures HAZ-
1a and HAZ-1b) and until a Health and Safety Plan has been prepared in
compliance with state law (Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c).

The DTSC cannot approve a remediation plan until the EIR has been certified,
and that remediation plan is expected to contain a variety of strategies starting
with importing fill materials to elevate the level of the site and
excavating/removing contamination if/as needed to accommodate on-site
utilities. While there is no evidentiary basis to question the effectiveness of
regulatory requirements as they would be implemented at the Project site,
actions of public agencies are always subject to public scrutiny and judicial
review as provided by law. See also Consolidated Response 4.16, Remediation
Plans, Land Use Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment.

See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing.

This comment primarily concerns the merits of the proposed project and does
not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
required under CEQA. See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and
Land Use Compatibility. With regard to GHG impacts, Mitigation Measure
GHG-1 requires the Project sponsor to prepare and implement a GHG
Reduction Plan that would include a menu of additional measures including
off-site measures to reduce transportation emissions including funding or
implementing programs that promote walking and/or increase electrification
of public transit buses in the communities neighboring the Project site,
including West Oakland, and/or the greater Oakland community.

This comment primarily concerns the merits of the proposed Project and does
not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
required under CEQA. It is noted that the gondola would be designed to
transport a maximum of up to 6,000 passengers per hour per direction and
would be one of many strategies to achieve the 20 percent vehicle trip
reduction mandated for the Project if implemented (Draft EIR p. 5-132). See
Draft EIR Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation, for more information.
The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration
during deliberations on the proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-153
COMMENT

This location just doesn't make common sense. Given these problems with the DEIR, it is
impossible for members of the public to evaluate the impacts of the project, and it is not
possible for the City of Oakland to make an informed decision on whether to proceed with this
project. The DEIR should be revised and recirculated to provide members of the public and
decision makers with accurate and transparent analysis. Thank you for considering these

COmments.

|-153-5

Sincerely,

Susan Shawl

326 63rd Sweet
Oakland, CA 24618
Cell, 415-793-1841

I-153-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment is predicated on other comments in this submittal; see
Responses |-153-1 through I1-153-4. The City has prepared the EIR in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) with the purpose of informing both the public and decision makers of
the environmental consequences of implementing the Project. Regarding the
statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated, while
information has been added to the Draft EIR (see Chapter 7 of this document),
no significant new information (e.g., information leading to a new significant
impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact) has been added
since publication of the Draft EIR and, consequently, the Draft EIR need not be
recirculated. See Consolidated Response 4.3, Recirculation of the Draft EIR, for
more information.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

I-154 Wendy Cohen
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-154-1  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
From: ‘rmairong, Oesmora

Ta “smardamoncharciomal.con®; Gark Manus loman sl om; onathan Fam . will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
Shirnal sheadCFCRumallaamk: Tam U (MimenssTamakamt makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Ce: Yolmas Pete a0 Pryrd. Cathering

Suljsct: Fl: Wea st T A& i Biipaari

Data: Widnesday, Apcl 21, 2021 9:08:16 AM

Forwarding comments for today’s PC meeting.

Desmona R. Armstrong, PSR |City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning
250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite 2114 | Oakland, CA 94617
5101238, 6343 direct| DRArmstrong® caklandca,goy

woww oaklandca gov/d epartments,/planning-and-building

From: Wendy Cohen <wendycohen100@ hatmail.coms
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 5:03 PM

To: Armstrong, Desmaona <DRarmstrong@ocaklandca.gov>
Subject: We need the A's new ballpark!

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

Ta whaom it may concern:

I have lived in Oakland for over 40 years. | own a home, have raised my children here and have
no plans to leave. But something must change. We need a new ballpark -- cur economy needs
it, the residents need it, and this is an opportunity for Oakland to shine. The proposed park
will revitalize the industrial area and bring new vitality te the area around Jack London Square.
|-154-1 It will encourage investment and bring badly needed jobs to our city.

Please dan't ket this opportunity for jobs, for environmental improvement, and cammunity
growth and pride to go away.

Wours truly,
Wendy Cohen
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-155 Burton Boltuch

1-155-1

COMMENT

From: Armalrong, Desmera
Ta: Zamardamonchamedymal.con”; Jark Manus (onansoooiiomall.comi; Janahan Fem

ce: ¥olmann. Peterser: Filins. Cattecion
Sulject: Pl Suppam B Howard Temeinal projest
Date: Wednesdny, Aori 21, 2021 :40:40 A
Attachments: magedilong

Public Comments for taday’s PC...

Desmana R. Armstrong, PSR |City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning
250 Frank H. Ogawa, Sulte 2114 | Oakland, CA94612

510.238. 6343 direct| 5 aklande;

www.oaklandca gov/departments,/planning-and-building

From: Burton Boltuch <bboltuch@workplace law. biz>
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 7:57 PM

To: Armatrong, Desmona <DRArmstrong@ caklandea. gove
Subject: Support for Howard Terminal project

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

Please provide this email to the members of the Planning Commission before the
commencement of the session on April 21 at 3:00 p.m.

As a business owner and homeowner in Oakland, | write in support of the Oakland
A’s project at Howard terminal. | may be one of the few that has read the entire draft
EIR. It is very wall- written and sets out the issues and, in my opinion, why the project
will be of the utmost benefit to the City of Oakland and its residents and businesses,
as well as to the entire East Bay. It is time for the Planning Commission and then the
City Council to approve the new ballpark and surrounding improvements at Howard
Terminal.

I have lived in Oakland and had a business in Oakland since 1976, with some short
periods when | lived and worked slsewhere. | love as | call it “Oaktown” and have
advocated for our town for 45 years. It is understandable that politicians are leery of
aiding, even in minor ways, a professional sports team. The Oakland Raider fiascos
(the renovation to build Mt. Davis and then the games played by Marc Davis before
the move to Las Vegas) is still fresh in our minds, and the departure of the Warriors
stings. We cannot afford to lose the Oakland A's and, a rationale analysis of the
Coliseumn site leads to the conclusion that a ballpark project will not yield the
economic, environmental and housing benefits that will result if the park at Howand
terminal is built.

I admit | am a dighard fan of the A's, but | am a bigger fan of Oakland. We cannot let
this opportunity slip away. The opponents are loud and boisterous, but the opponents

1-155-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals

I-155
COMMENT RESPONSE

are not able to establish why the Coliseum site is better for all of the businesses and
residents of Oakland.

Vote to approve.
Thank you.

But Boltuch

u
Burton F. Boltuch

The Law Offices of Burton F, Bolch
11 Hawks Hill Court

Oakland, CA 94618

C 10,541 9988

Email: hholtuch @workplacelaw biz
Website: wyw seorkplacelaw biz

';"jF‘Iease consider the environment before printing this email.
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1-156

I-156-1

1-156-2

1-156-3

1-156-4

I-156-5

I-156-6

I-156-7

1-156-8

Kitty Kelly Epstein, PhD

COMMENT

Among the many ways that billionaire john Fisher's takeowver of Port property harms

the Oakland environment;

1. This whole real estate project threatens the health of the Port of Oakland,, and
the Port is the treasure which prevents Oakland from becoming cne of the
burned-out, deindustrialized cities of the Mid-West. Shippers have already indicated
that they will leave Oakland and use other Ports.. if this project goes through.

2. In what is supposed to be a moment of racial justice reckoning we should not
even consider a project which will destroy the relatively well-paying jobs of Black

workers in the ILWU

3. Billienaire Fisher's proposed project requires thousands of people to cross one of
the most active rail crossings in California. 1t's already dangerous; increasing that

danger is ridiculous..

4. Residents of the area would suffer from noise pollution for eight years.

5. There is nolplan to deal with toxic emissions which far exceed City standards.

5. There is no plan for the 3200 trucks that use Howard Terminal

7. Instead of wrecking the port which is unhealthy for Oakland, whatever stadiums

are built or reconstructed should use the Coliseumn property which WOULD enhance

the health of Oakland as a community..

In summary, the environmental question should be, "Does this enhance the lives of
Oakland residents. who are. on average, the least affluent people in the County. and
the answer is "Mol". This is not a proposal to bring benefit to Oaklanders. It's a

propesal to enrich a billienaire, and create luxury housing for the wealthy.

Fisher doesn't live here. We do

I-156-1

I-156-2

I-156-3

I-156-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

While the commenter's concerns are appreciated, there is no evidence that
jobs would be lost as a result of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR considers
physical environmental impacts of the Project and does not assess economic
impacts. See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use
Compatibility, for responses to comments about land use compatibility,
including potential impacts on Port operations.

This comment expresses concerns around the safety of road users crossing
the railroad tracks, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding
the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft
EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
and EIR.

See Consolidated Response 4.6 Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation for responses to issues raised in the comment. Mitigation Measure
TRANS-3a (pp. 4.15-235 and 4.15-236) would install fencing along the railroad
corridor as well as at-grade crossing improvements such as quad gates and
gates for pedestrians and bicyclists that, depending on final design, would
eliminate gaps when the gates are down. The final set of railroad corridor
improvements will be determined when the Project sponsor undertakes the
necessary Diagnostic Study and coordinates with the City, California Public
Utilities Commission, and affected railroads and obtains all necessary
permits/approvals, including a GO 88-B Request (Authorization to Alter
Highway Rail Crossings). Even with the mitigation measures installed, Draft EIR
Impact TRANS-3 would be significant and unavoidable.

As stated on p. 3-55 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR,
construction activities associated with each of the two project phases are
anticipated to occur over four years, so it may be expected that there would
be approximately eight years of construction for the entirety of the Project.

Construction-related noise impacts are discussed on pp. 4.11-28 through 4.11-
42 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures to address construction-related noise
impacts of the proposed Project are identified on pp. 4.11-38 through 4.11-42
of the Draft EIR. These measures include:

e Mitigation Measure NOI-1a (Construction Days/Hours).
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1-156

Kitty Kelly Epstein, PhD

COMMENT

I-156-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

e Mitigation Measure NOI-1b (Construction Noise Reduction).

e Mitigation Measure NOI-1c (Project-Specific Construction Noise
Measures).

e Mitigation Measure NOI-1d (Construction Noise Complaints).

e Mitigation Measure NOI-1e (Physical Improvements or Off-site
Accommodations for Substantially Affected Receptors.

Construction noise impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable for
the approximate eight-year duration of the Project.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Project does not address and
mitigate toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions. The Draft EIR discusses the
Project’s construction and operational health risk impacts from TAC emissions
under Impacts AIR-4 and AIR-5. Impact AIR-4 analyzes health risk impacts to
existing off-site receptors from Project construction and operation while
Impact AIR-5 analyzes impacts to future on-site receptors. The Draft EIR
determines that at the Project level, the Project would result in significant
impacts to both off-site and on-site receptors and identifies Mitigation
Measures AIR-1c, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, and AIR-4b to mitigate
this impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with mitigation, the
Project does not exceed the City’s thresholds for health risks.

For cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR recognizes that the Project is located in
an area disproportionately affected by poor air quality. The cumulative health
risk analysis in the Draft EIR was developed in consultation with the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), relies heavily on modeling data
provided by the BAAQMD for the West Oakland Community Action Plan
(WOCAP), and follows the same modeling approach as the BAAQMD used to
develop the WOCAP. Because the existing background health risks in the area
already exceed the BAAQMD’s cumulative thresholds of significance, any
additional TAC emissions associated with a project of any size would result in
a significant and unavoidable impact, as does the proposed Project (see Draft
EIR p. 4.2-149). Mitigation Measure AIR-2.CU requires the Project sponsor to
implement all applicable strategies and actions from the WOCAP that apply to
the Project and requires the Project sponsor to “achieve the equivalent
toxicity-weighted TAC emissions emitted from the Project or population-
weighted TAC exposure reductions resulting from the Project, such that the
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I-156 Kitty Kelly Epstein, PhD

COMMENT

I-156-6
I-156-7

I-156-8

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Project does not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to health
risks associated with TAC emissions.”

Impact AIR-2.CU would also be reduced through Mitigation Measures AlR-1a,
AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-1d, AIR-2a, AIR-2b, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a,
AIR 4b, AIR-2b, and AIR-1.CU, along with transportation measures including
Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e,
TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-2c, TRANS-3a, and TRANS-3b. Many of these
mitigation measures were quantified to show their anticipated emissions
reductions benefits.

See Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation.

See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area)
Alternative.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-157 Mercedes Rodriguez
COMMENT

Impact AIR-2.CU: The Project, combined with cumulative development would
contribute to cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. (Criteria 4 and
5} (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) - My response to the above is. All of
the items listed below will cause health problems in the community. Even with the
1<157-1 | measures cutlined in the DEIR, there will still be significant and unavoidable health
risks to the community. Implement Bus-Only Lanes on Broadway. Implement
Pedestrian Improvements. Implement Buffered Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike
Plan on 7th Street from Mandela Parkway to Martin Luther King Jr. Way. Implement

At-Grade Railroad Crossing Improvements.

I-157-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter’s concern regarding the Project’s significant and unavoidable
contribution to the area’s cumulative health risks and recommendations for
additional mitigation measures to reduce these risks is noted. The Project’s
health risk impacts are evaluated in conformance with the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) CEQA guidelines and use the
City’s adopted thresholds of significance for project-level health risks and
cumulative health risks.

As the commenter notes, the Draft EIR does find significant and unavoidable
air quality impacts for Impacts AIR-1, AIR-2, AIR-1.CU, and AIR-2.CU. These
impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible as required by CEQA
through a number of air quality mitigation measures, including Mitigation
Measures AIR-1a, AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-1d, AIR-2a, AIR-2b, AIR-2¢c, AIR-2d, AIR-
2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, AIR-4b, AIR-2b, AIR-1.CU, and AIR-2.CU. These impacts
would also be mitigated through transportation measures including Mitigation
Measures TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e, TRANS-23a,
TRANS-2b, TRANS-2c, TRANS-3a, and TRANS-3b. Many of these mitigation
measures were quantified to show their anticipated emissions reductions
benefits.

As part of the Final EIR, a number of mitigation measures have been revised
and/or strengthened. See Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the
Draft EIR, for the revised mitigation measure language.

Because the existing background health risks in the area already exceed the
BAAQMD’s cumulative thresholds of significance, any additional TAC
emissions associated with a project of any size would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact, as does the proposed project (see Draft EIR p. 4.2-149).
CEQA does not require a less-than-significant finding; it requires that a
project’s environmental impacts be fully disclosed based on substantial
evidence, that any potentially significant impacts be mitigated, and that any
significant and unavoidable impacts be reduced by implementing all feasible
mitigation. The Draft EIR satisfies these requirements in Section 4.2, Air
Quality.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-157
COMMENT RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-158 Gunnar Hissam

Hi Gang,

1-158-1 | the better option for everyone.

Sincerely,

Gunnar Hissam

COMMENT

I'm an A's fan and | think staying at the Coliseum and tearing down Mount Davis is

1-158-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-159

1-159-1

1-159-2

1-159-3

Minister Cherri Murphy

COMMENT

My name is Minister Cherri Murphy. | live in District 5, Fruitvale area.

I'm concerned about the proposed development at Howard Terminal.

The EIR is too long and complicated for the average person to review and
understand in the time provided. The Mayor and city administration did a disservice
to the public by not granting the public the maximum amount of time possible to

take this in.

The responsibility of the city is to conduct a rigorous analysis of the likely impacts
of the project and make sure those impacts are addressed. This DEIR is not

adequate for this massive project on public land.

Gentrification and the lack of an affordable housing plan.

The DEIR says there will be 3,000 residential units, but doesn't specify how many
units will be affordable, or if any of the 3,000 units will be affordable.

The DEIR says that the developer may build affordable housing at the Howard
Terminal site, or it may build affordable housing at some other unspecified location,
or it may not build afferdable housing at all, and instead pay impact fees to the city.

The DEIR doesn't analyze the impacts of displacement and gentrification.

The city should go back to the drawing board and re-do this analysis and recirculate

this report.

Our neighborheods deserve better. No project without strong health and safety

protections for West Oakland.

1-159-1

[-159-2

1-159-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment is acknowledged. As the designated lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City has endeavored to
prepare and circulate the Draft EIR to meet or exceed CEQA requirements,
including (for example) requirements related to writing, emphasis, degree of
specificity, technical detail, and discussion of environmental impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15140, 15143, 15146, 15147, and 15126 through 15127).
The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 45 days, from February 26 to
April 12, 2021. During the public review period, the City conducted an
informational workshop to inform the public of the key analyses and
conclusions of the Draft EIR and two public hearings on the Project. Notice of
the public review period, workshop, and public hearings was sent to
responsible agencies and all other parties who had previously expressed
interest in the Project, and provided on the City’s website. In response to
comments, the deadline for receipt of public comment on the Draft EIR was
extended to April 27. See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period
Extension.

See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing.

See Consolidated Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing
Displacement. This comment is predicated on other comments in this
submittal; see Responses I-159-1 through I-159-2. The City has prepared the
EIR in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) with the purpose of informing both the public and decision
makers of the environmental consequences of implementing the Project.
Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated,
while information has been added to the Draft EIR (see Chapter 7 of this
document), no significant new information (e.g., information leading to a new
significant impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact) has
been added since publication of the Draft EIR and, consequently, the Draft EIR
need not be recirculated. See Consolidated Response 4.3, Recirculation of the
Draft EIR, for more information.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-160

I-160-1

Tim Courtney

COMMENT

Dear Mr. Vollman and members of the Oakland Planning Commission,

Today | write as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the Howard Terminal project
and in support of the A's developing a new ballpark and mixed use development on

the site.
This project:

- Partners with the west Oakland Enwircnmental Indicators Project (WOEIP), a
resident-led, community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a
shared envirecnmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air guality, land use,
and equity.

- Brings much-needed 2,000 housing units, including affordable housing. in an area
that the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area” by the Plan
Bay Area 2040 vision for long-term growth.

- will come with a robust transit-first approach, aiming to reduce car trips, expand
public transportation options, and invest in bike and pedestrian safety and
infrastructure.

- Comes with a commitment to transform the industrial site through enwvironmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and open space for public use.

- Wwill serve as an essential catalyst to addressing long standing envirenmental

issues at the Port and in West Oakland.

Further, the Port of Gakland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or
in the future for Port activities, and that redevelopment is the better course for the
Port's long-term wviability. The A’s have also committed to redeveloping the existing
Coliseumn site into a park and cover the existing surface parking lot with generous

greenspace. housing. offices. retail. and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer
Steel, a company fined $4.1 million for polluting in West Oakland. This settlerment
funds the Prescott-Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program. a mobile pediatric
asthma clinic! Keeping Howard Terminal operating as a truck terminal would provide
none of the environmental benefits of the stadium project while continuing to
subject Wwest Oakland residents to the pollution from dozens of idling trucks ewvery

day

Thank you again for your consideration and wvote in support of this Draft
Envirconmental Impact Report. | look forward to the process moving forward and
seeing the A’s break ground on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Tim Courtney

I-160-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals

1-161 Jesse Pollak
COMMENT RESPONSE

I live at 8th and Peralta in West Oakland. have been in Oakland for 8 years, and West I-161-1  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
Oakland for the last six. Today | write as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the questions about the ana|yse5 or information in the Draft EIR that would
Howard Terminal project and in support of the A’s developing a new ballpark and require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment

mixed use development on the site. This project:

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision

Partners with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP). a . . L. .
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

resident-led. community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a
shared environmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air quality, land use,
and equity.

Brings much-needed 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area
that the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area™ by the Plan
Bay Area 2040 vision for long-term growth.

Will come with a robust transit-first approach. aiming to reduce car trips. expand
public transportation options, and inwvest in bike and pedestrian safety and
infrastructure.

Comes with a commitment te transform the industrial site through envirenmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and open space for public use.

Will serve as an essential catalyst to addressing long standing environmental issues
at the Port and in West Oakland.

Further, the Port of Oakland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or
I-161-1 | in the future for Port activities. and that redevelopment is the better course for the
Port’s long-term wviability. The A's hawve also committed to redeveloping the existing
Coliseum site into a park and cover the existing surface parking lot with generous

greenspace, housing, offices, retail, and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer
Steel, a company fined $4.1 million for polluting in West Cakland. This settlement
funds the Prescott-Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatric
asthma clinic! Keeping Howard Terminal operating as a truck terminal would provide
none of the environmental benefits of the stadium project while continuing to
subject West Oakland residents to the pollution from dozens of idling trucks every

dawy

Thank you again for your consideration and wvote in support of this Draft
Environmental Impact Report. | look forward to the process moving forward and
seeing the A's break ground on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the

neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Jesse Pollak
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-162

I-162-1

Stella Dennig

COMMENT

Dear Mr. Vollman and members of the Oakland Planning Commission,

Today I'm writing as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the Howard Terminal
project and in support of the A’s developing a new ballpark and mixed use
development on the site. This project:

Partners with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP), a
resident-led, community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a
shared environmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air guality, land use,
and eguity.

Brings much-needed 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area
that the City of Oakland designated as a "Priority Development Area” by the Plan
Bay Area 2040 vision for long-term growth.

Will come with a robust transit-first approach, aiming to reduce car trips, expand
public transportation options, and invest in bike and pedestrian safety and
infrastructure.

Comes with a commitment to transform the industrial site through environmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and open space for public use.

Wwill serve as an essential catalyst to addressing long standing environmental issues
at the Port and in West Oakland.

Further, the Port of Oakland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or
in the future for Port activities, and that redevelopment is the better course for the
Port's long-term viability. The A's have also committed to redeveloping the existing
Coliseum site into a park and cover the existing surface parking lot with generous
greenspace, housing. offices, retail. and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer
Steel, a company fined $4.1 millien for polluting in West Oakland. This settlement
funds the Prescott-Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatric
asthma clinic! Keeping Howard Terminal cperating as a truck terminal would provide
neone of the enwironmental benefits of the stadium project while continuing to
subject West Oakland residents to the pollution from dozens of idling trucks every
day

Thank you again for your consideration and vote in support of this Draft
Environmental Impact Report. | look forward to the process moving forward and
seeing the A's break ground on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

stella Dennig

1-162-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-163

Cynthia Morfin

1-163-1

I-163-2

I-163-3

COMMENT

My name is Cynthia morfin and | am a West Oakland resident. I'm writing to express
concern over the DEIR for the proposed Howard Terminal project. Specifically. the

toxicity of the land and the continuing effects of gentrification.

Toxins in the land.

- The land where the A’s are proposing to build this project is so toxic that no
housing is allowed to be built there.

-1 am concerned about the health risks for construction workers who will be digging
in this contaminated seoil, and if the cleanup is not done properly, future residents
and visitors to the parks and open space planned for the site may be exposed to
these toxic materials

- This report doesn‘t provide a plan of how the developers are going to clean it up.

- We dont trust the developers or the Department of Toxic Substances Control to

figure it out later on, after the project is approved.

Gentrification and the lack of an affordable housing plan.

- The DEIR says there will be 3,000 residential units, but doesn't specify how many
units will be affordable, or if any of the 3,000 units will be affordable.

- The DEIR says that the developer may build affordable housing at the Howard
Terminal site, or it may build affordable housing at some other unspecified location,
or it may neot build affordable housing at all, and instead pay impact fees to the city.

- The DEIR doesn’t analyze the impacts of displacement and gentrification.

The developer's proposal does not do a good job of addressing these questions or the

public health and safety risks posed by this project.

The city should go back to the drawing board and re-do this analysis and recirculate

this report.

Our neighborhoods deserve better. Mo project without strong health and safety

protections for West Oakland.

1-163-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting, under Land
Use Covenants, and explained further in Consolidated Response 4.16,
Remediation Plans, Land Use Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological
Risk Assessment, the Project site is subject to existing land use covenants
(LUCs), operations and maintenance agreements, soil and groundwater
management plans, and risk management plans, all enforced by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the regulatory agency with
jurisdiction. These LUCs and their associated plans would be replaced and
consolidated and require approval by DTSC before commencement of
construction to account for the changes to the Project site. The substantive
requirements of these replacement documents would be similar to those in
the existing documents, but would be specifically tailored to ensure
protections appropriate for the type of anticipated construction activity and
the type of anticipated uses, including allowing residential use (which is
currently prohibited) under specified conditions. Similar to the existing plans,
the workplans to be prepared under the requirements of the existing LUCs
and the mitigation measures discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Impact HAZ-2, would provide further description of the
remediation steps, which would include maintaining the cap over the Project
site.

As explained in Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures, the mitigation measures provided in
the Draft EIR are actions that would be enforced by the City of Oakland
building official. Grading, building, or construction permits, and certificates of
occupancy or similar operating permits for new buildings and uses would not
be issued until the DTSC and the building official have approved the various
actions required by the mitigation measures.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting, Human
Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, a Human Health and Ecological Risk
Assessment (HHERA) has been prepared using all testing results collected
through August 2020 for the Project site. The HHERA developed specific target
cleanup levels that would be protective of human health and the
environment. Further explanation of the HHERA is provided in Consolidated
Response 4.16, Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, Land Use
Covenants, and Site Remediation.

As explained in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, under
Approach to Analysis, the Project would be regulated by the various laws,
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-163 Cynthia Morfin
COMMENT RESPONSE

regulations, and policies summarized in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting.
Compliance by the Project with applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations is assumed in this analysis, and local and state agencies would

be expected to continue to enforce applicable requirements to the extent that
they do so now. The Draft EIR expects that the DTSC will enforce applicable
laws and regulations. Note that compliance with many of the laws and
regulations is a condition of permit approval.

I-163-2  See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing, regarding the Project's
affordable housing component.

I-163-3  See Consolidated Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing
Displacement. For impacts and mitigation measures related to public health,
see Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and the
discussion of mitigation measures starting on p. 4.8-51, as well as Draft EIR
Section 4.2, Air Quality, and the discussion of Impact AIR-4 and related
mitigation starting on p. 4.2-97 and Impact AIR-2.CU starting on p. 4.2-140.

This comment is predicated on other comments in this submittal; see
Responses |-163-1 through I1-163-2. The City has prepared the EIR in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) with the purpose of informing both the public and decision makers of
the environmental consequences of implementing the Project. Regarding the
statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated, while
information has been added to the Draft EIR (see Chapter 7 of this document),
no significant new information (e.g., information leading to a new significant
impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact) has been added
since publication of the Draft EIR and, consequently, the Draft EIR need not be
recirculated. See Consolidated Response 4.3, Recirculation of the Draft EIR, for
more information.
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I-164

I-164-1

I-164-2

Saabir Lockett

COMMENT

Peace and blessings. My name is Saabir Lockett. | am a West Oakland resident and
father of my two year old son. | have lived at 7th and Peralta, near the proposed site
for this project. for the past 5 years. | serve as the director of the Faith Alliance for a
Moral Economy (FAME}, which is an initiative of The East Bay Alliance for a
Sustainable Economy (EBASE). FAME is a network of clergy, spiritual leaders, and
people of faith whose mission is to educate and mobilize our communities of faith to
stand with low-wage workers and residents and raise a strong moral voice and
provide accompaniment for those struggling for social change and economic

justice.

For the past 16 months. | have also served on the Steering Committee of the
City-sponsored community benefits public process for the Howard Terminal project.
Specifically, | co-chaired the Jobs and Economic Development topic cohert, which
issued recommendations around living wage job standards, local and fair chance

hiring practices, and resocurces for small, locally owned businesses.

In my time as a steering committee member, we did not receive any overview or
analysis of the EIR for this project. In fact, if | wasn’'t part of Oakland United, | would
not have had the time or personal capacity to review this gargantuan 6.000 page
report on my own. simply because | am busy working full time, raising my son and
attending to other responsibilities. | know that if this is the case for me, it is likely
the case for many of my neighbors who probably haven't been able to review,

understand, and digest what is in this report.

Cakland United and a number of our community allies requested an extension of the
comment peried to allow more time for the public to take in this information, but
the Mayor and city administration did a disservice to the public by not granting the

maximum amount of time possible to read and understand the report.

I am here today to express my deep concerns about the potential repercussions of
this project. For far too long. West Cakland communities have dealt with the
consequences of envirenmental racism by being subjected to unhealthy air guality
and toxic pollution. | myself suffer from asthma and | worry about my son’'s health,
and his exposure to harmful particulates in the air, especially since he's still so

young, and his body is developing.

If this project is approved, it will inevitably hawve significant and unavcidable
impacts, both during the construction phase, and during the on-going operations
throughout the life of the project. These impacts stem from wehicles and mobile

sources producing harmful air pollutants.

I-164-1

1-164-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

The City acknowledges the commenter’s concern regarding health impacts
resulting from the poor air quality in West Oakland. The commenter is correct
that the Project is located in an overburdened community disproportionately
impacted by air pollution.

The project’s health risk impacts are evaluated in conformance with the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) CEQA guidelines and use
the City’s adopted thresholds of significance for project-level health risks and
cumulative health risks and identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce
potentially significant and significant and unavoidable impacts.

As the commenter notes, the Draft EIR does find significant and unavoidable
air quality impacts for Impact AIR-1 (Construction Emissions), AIR-2 (Emissions
from Overlapping Construction and Operation), AIR-1.CU (Cumulative Criteria
Pollutant Emissions), and AIR-2.CU (Cumulative Health Risks). As noted on
Draft EIR p. 4.2-149, Project-specific health risks (Impact AIR-4) do not exceed
the project-level threshold. However, because the existing background health
risks in the area already exceed BAAQMD’s cumulative threshold of
significance, additional TAC emissions associated with a project of any size
would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact, as does the
proposed Project.

Consistent with CEQA requirements, significant and unavoidable impacts are
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible as required by CEQA through a
number of air quality mitigation measures, including Mitigation Measures AIR-
1a, AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-1d, AIR-2a, AIR-2b, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-
43, AIR-4b, AIR-2b, AIR-1.CU, and AIR-2.CU. These impacts would also be
mitigated through transportation measures including Mitigation Measures
TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e, TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b,
TRANS-2c, TRANS-3a, and TRANS-3b. Many of these mitigation measures were
quantified to show their anticipated emissions reductions benefits.

As part of the Final EIR, a number of mitigation measures have been revised
and/or strengthened. See Chapter 7, City-Initiated Updates and Errata in the
Draft EIR, for the revised mitigation measure language.

CEQA does not require a less-than-significant finding; it requires that a
project’s environmental impacts be fully disclosed based on substantial
evidence, that any potentially significant impacts be mitigated, and that any
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1-164 Saabir Lockett

COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

significant and unavoidable impacts be reduced by implementing all feasible
mitigation. The Draft EIR satisfies these requirements in Section 4.2, Air
Quality.

For additional discussion of environmental justice issues, see Consolidated
Response 4.14, Environmental Justice.
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I-165

I-165-1

1-165-2

I-165-3

I-165-4

Adele Watts

COMMENT

My name is Adele Watts. | live in Oakland.

I'm here because I'm concerned about the proposed development at Howard

Terminal.

The EIR is too long and complicated for the average person to review and
understand in the time provided. The Mayor and city administration did a disservice
to the public by not granting the public the maximum amount of time possible to

take this in.

The responsibility of the city is to conduct a rigorous analysis of the likely impacts
of the project and make sure those impacts are addressed. This DEIR is not

adeguate for this massive project on public land.

I'm worried about gentrification and the lack of an affordable housing plan.

The DEIR says there will be 3,000 residential units, but doesn’t specify how many
units will be affordable, or if any of the 3,000 units will be affordable.

The DEIR says that the developer may build affordable housing at the Howard
Terminal site. or it may build affordable housing at some other unspecified location.
or it may not build affordable housing at all. and instead pay impact fees to the city.

The DEIR deoesn't analyze the impacts of displacement and gentrification.

The City administration's DEIR is insufficient and the proposed remediations will not

adeguately address the massive impacts this project will hawve.

The developer's proposal does not do a good job of addressing these questions or the

public health and safety risks posed by this project.

The city should go back to the drawing board and re-do this analysis and recirculate

this report.

our neighborheods deserve better. No project without strong health and safety

protections for West Oakland.

I-165-1

I-165-2

I-165-3

I-165-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment is acknowledged. As the designated lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City has endeavored to
prepare and circulate the Draft EIR to meet or exceed CEQA requirements,
including (for example) requirements related to writing, emphasis, degree of
specificity, technical detail, and discussion of environmental impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15140, 15143, 15146, 15147, and 15126 through 15127).
The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 45 days, from February 26 to
April 12, 2021. During the public review period, the City conducted an
informational workshop to inform the public of the key analyses and
conclusions of the Draft EIR and two public hearings on the Project. Notice of
the public review period, workshop, and public hearings was sent to
responsible agencies and all other parties who had previously expressed
interest in the Project, and provided on the City’s website. In response to
comments, the deadline for receipt of public comment on the Draft EIR was
extended to April 27. See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period
Extension.

See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing, and Consolidated
Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing Displacement.

See Consolidated Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing
Displacement.

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts associated with
implementing the proposed Project throughout Chapter 4. With respect to
public health and safety, the Draft EIR contains evaluations of potential
adverse effects related to air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, noise,
and traffic safety (see Sections 4.2, 4.8, 4.11, and 4.15). The Draft EIR
identifies 34 mitigation measures in these topical areas that would avoid or
reduce significant effects on public health and safety. These mitigation
measures are presented in Draft EIR Table 2-1; see pp. 2-11 through 2-39 (Air
Quality measures), pp. 2-55 through 2-57 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials
measures), pp. 2-66 through 2-71 (Noise measures), and pp. 2-90 through 2-
94 (Traffic Safety measures). Some impacts in these topical areas would
remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation (see summary
discussion on Draft EIR pp. 2-5 and 2-6).

Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated,
while information has been added to the Draft EIR in response to comments
and as City-initiated updates (see Chapter 7 of this document), no significant
new information (e.g., information leading to a new significant impact or a
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-165 Adele Watts

COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

substantial increase in the severity of an impact) has been added since
publication of the Draft EIR and, consequently, the Draft EIR need not be

recirculated. See Consolidated Response 4.3, Recirculation of the Draft EIR, for
more information.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

5-1609

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-166 Austin Tam
COMMENT RESPONSE
. . I-166-1  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
Dear Oakland Planning Commission, . ) ) )
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
1-166-1 require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
I strongly oppose the Oakland A's Coliseum to be built on Howard Terminal. will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
The money spent could be better used on makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
I-166-2
Accessibility for People with disabilities - no access to safe public transportation. 1-166-2 See Response to Comment H2-1-39.
Infrastructure is not there who is going to pay for it? Our money can be better used
for schools, public housing, investing in community programs, and most of all used I-166-3  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
) i o i questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
to address systemic racism that our society is going through right now. X o K
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
1-166-3 will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
This will definitely impact surrounding cities of Alameda (where | reside), Berkeley, makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
and other cities.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1610 ESA /D171044

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-167

Finn Stern

I-167-1

COMMENT

Dear Mr. Vollman and members of the Oakland Planning Commission,

Today | write as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the Howard Terminal project
and in support of the A's developing a new ballpark and mixed use development on
the site. This project:

Partners with the west Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP), a
resident-led, community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a
shared envircnmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air quality, land use,
and equity.

Brings much-needed 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area
that the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area” by the Plan
Bay Area 2040 vision for long-term growth.

Will come with a robust transit-first approach,. aiming to reduce car trips, expand
public transportation options, and invest in bike and pedestrian safety and
infrastructure.

Comes with a commitment to transform the industrial site through environmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and open space for public use.

Wwill serve as an essential catalyst to addressing loeng standing environmental issues
at the Port and in West Cakland.

Further, the Port of Oakland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or
in the future for Port activities, and that redevelopment is the better course for the
Port’s long-term wviability. The A's have also committed to redeveloping the existing
Coliseum site into a park and cover the existing surface parking lot with generous
greenspace, housing. offices. retail. and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer
Steel, a company fined $4.1 millien for polluting in West Oakland. This settlement
funds the Prescott-Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatric
asthma clinic! Keeping Howard Terminal operating as a truck terminal would provide
neone of the enwvironmental benefits of the stadium preoject while continuing to
subject West Oakland residents to the pollution from dozens of idling trucks every
day.

Thank you again for your consideration and wvote in support of this Draft
Envircnmental Impact Report. | lock forward to the process moving forward and
seeing the A’s break ground on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the
neighborhood.

Sincerely.

Finn stern

1-167-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-168 Sung Lee

COMMENT

Port of Oakland is used by Morthern California te conduct international trade. The

fact a that an entertainment company wants to take over maritime land for all

1-168-1
Californians is before he commission. The Howard Terminal belongs to California
and the commission should not allow this project to go any further.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1612
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5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-169

I-169-1

Sara McDaniel

COMMENT

Dear Mr. Vollman and members of the Oakland Planning Commission,

Today | write as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the Howard Terminal project
and in support of the A's developing a new ballpark and mixed use development on
the site. This project:

Partners with the west Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP), a
resident-led, community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a
shared envircnmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air quality, land use,
and equity.

Brings much-needed 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area
that the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area” by the Plan
Bay Area 2040 vision for long-term growth.

Will come with a robust transit-first approach,. aiming to reduce car trips, expand
public transportation options, and invest in bike and pedestrian safety and
infrastructure.

Comes with a commitment to transform the industrial site through environmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and open space for public use.

Wwill serve as an essential catalyst to addressing loeng standing environmental issues
at the Port and in West Cakland.

Further, the Port of Oakland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or
in the future for Port activities, and that redevelopment is the better course for the
Port’s long-term wviability. The A's have also committed to redeveloping the existing
Coliseum site into a park and cover the existing surface parking lot with generous
greenspace, housing. offices. retail. and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer
Steel, a company fined $4.1 millien for polluting in West Oakland. This settlement
funds the Prescott-Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatric
asthma clinic! Keeping Howard Terminal operating as a truck terminal would provide
neone of the enwvironmental benefits of the stadium preoject while continuing to
subject West Oakland residents to the pollution from dozens of idling trucks every
day.

Thank you again for your consideration and wvote in support of this Draft
Envircnmental Impact Report. | lock forward to the process moving forward and
seeing the A’s break ground on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the
neighborhood.

Sincerely.

Sara McDaniel

1-169-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-170

Stella Ramos

1-170-1

1-170-2

COMMENT

My name is Stella Ramos. | am currently in Los Angeles due to the pandemic, but

work in Oakland.

I'm here because I'm concerned about the proposed development at Howard

Terminal.

The EIR is too long and complicated for the average person to review and
understand in the time provided. The Mayor and city administration did a disservice
to the public by not granting the public the maximum amount of time possible to

take this in.

The responsibility of the city is to conduct a rigorous analysis of the likely impacts
of the project and make sure those impacts are addressed. This DEIR is not

adequate for this massive project on public land.

The City Administration's DEIR is insufficient and the proposed remediations will not

adequately address the massive impacts this project will have.

The developer's proposal dees not do a good job of addressing these questions or the

public health and safety risks posed by this project.

The city should go back to the drawing board and re-do this analysis and recirculate

this report.

Our neighborheods deserve better. No project without strong health and safety

protections for West Oakland.

I-170-1

I-170-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment is acknowledged. As the designated lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City has endeavored to
prepare and circulate the Draft EIR to meet or exceed CEQA requirements,
including (for example) requirements related to writing, emphasis, degree of
specificity, technical detail, and discussion of environmental impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15140, 15143, 15146, 15147, and 15126 through 15127).
The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 45 days, from February 26 to
April 12, 2021. During the public review period, the City conducted an
informational workshop to inform the public of the key analyses and
conclusions of the Draft EIR and two public hearings on the Project. Notice of
the public review period, workshop, and public hearings was sent to
responsible agencies and all other parties who had previously expressed
interest in the Project, and provided on the City’s website. In response to
comments, the deadline for receipt of public comment on the Draft EIR was
extended to April 27. See Consolidated Response 4.19, Comment Period
Extension.

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts associated with
implementing the proposed Project throughout Chapter 4. With respect to
public health and safety, the Draft EIR contains evaluations of potential
adverse effects related to air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, noise,
and traffic safety (see Sections 4.2, 4.8, 4.11, and 4.15). The Draft EIR
identifies 34 mitigation measures in these topical areas that would avoid or
reduce significant effects on public health and safety. These mitigation
measures are presented in Draft EIR Table 2-1; see pp. 2-11 through 2-39 (Air
Quality measures), pp. 2-55 through 2-57 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials
measures), pp. 2-66 through 2-71 (Noise measures), and pp. 2-90 through 2-
94 (Traffic Safety measures). Some impacts in these topical areas would
remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation (see summary
discussion on Draft EIR pp. 2-5 and 2-6).

Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated,
while information has been added to the Draft EIR in response to comments
and as City-initiated updates (see Chapter 7 of this document), no significant
new information (e.g., information leading to a new significant impact or a
substantial increase in the severity of an impact) has been added since
publication of the Draft EIR, and consequently, the Draft EIR need not be
recirculated. See Consolidated Response 4.3, Recirculation of the Draft EIR, for
more information.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

-171 Tim Courtney

-171-1

COMMENT

From: Tim Courinay

Ta: k

Subject: Commaent in SUPPORT of Howard Terménal Draft BA for Panning Commnisson Meeting 4721
Date: Wednasday, Apri 21, 2021 9:02:41 AM

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

Dear Mr. Vollman and members of the Oakland Planning Commission,

Today | write as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the Howard Terminal project and in
support of the A's developing a new ballpark and mixed use development on the site. This
project:

« Parners with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP), a resident-
led, community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a shared
environmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air quality, land vse, and equiry.
Brings much-needed 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area that
the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area” by the Flan Bay Area
2040 vision for long-term growth,

Will come with a robust transit-first approach, aiming to reduce car trips, expand public
transportation options, and invest in hike and pedestrian safety and infrastructure.
Comes with a commitment to transform the industrial site through environmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and open space tor public use,

Will serve as an essential catalyst to addressing long standing environmental issues at
the Port and in West Oakland.

.

-

Further, the Port of Oukland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or in the
future for Port activities, and that redevelopment is the better course for the Port's long-term
viability. The A’s have also committed w redeveloping the existing Coliseum site into a park
and cover the existing swiace parking lot with generous greenspace, housing, offices, retail,
and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer Steel, a
company fined 54.1 million for polluting in West Oakland. This settlement funds the Prescott-
Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatric asthma clinic! Keeping Howard
Terminal operating as a truck terminal would provide none of the environmental benefits of
the stadium project while continuing to subject West Oakland residents to the pollution from
dozens of idling trucks every day.

Thank you again for vour consideration and vote in support of this Draft Environmental
Impact Report. | look forward to the process moving forward and seeing the A's break ground
on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Tim Courtney

1-171-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-172 Jesse Pollak

[-172-1

COMMENT

From: oz Folak

Ta: k

Subject: Commant in SUPPORT of Howard Terminal Dralt BR
Date: Wednasday, Apri 21, 2021 2:83:15 AM

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

Dear Mr. Vollman and members of the Oakland Planning Commission,

1 live at 3th and Peralta in West Oakland, have been in Oakland for 8 years, and West Oakland
for the last six, Today 1 write as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the Howard Terminal
project and in support of the A's developing a new ballpark and mixed use development on the
site, This project:

-

Partners with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP), a
resident-led, community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a
shared environmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air quality, land nse,
and equity.

Brings much-needed 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area
that the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area” by the Plan
Bay Area 2040 vision for long-term growth.

Will come with a robust transit-first approach, aiming to reduce car trips, expand
public transpomation options, and invest in bike and pedestrian safety and
infrastructure.

Comes with a commitment to transform the industrial site through environmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and open space for public use,

Will serve as an essential catalyst to addressing long standing environmental issues at
the Port and in West Oakland.

.

-

-

-

Further, the Port of Oakland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or in the
future for Port activities, and that redevelopment is the better course for the Port™s long-term
wviahility. The A's have also commitied to redeveloping the existing Coliscum site info a park
and cover the existing surface parking lot with generous greenspace, housing, offices, retail,
and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer Steel, a
company fined $4.1 million for polluting in West Oakland. This settlement funds the Prescott-
Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatnc asthma clinic! Keeping Howard
Terminal operating as a truck terminal would provide none of the environmental benefits of
the stadium project while continuing to subject West Oakland residents to the pollution from
dozens of idling trucks every day.

Thank you again for your consideration and vote in support of this Draft Environmental

Impact Report. [ look forward to the process moving forwand and seeing the A's break ground
on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

1-172-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-172
COMMENT RESPONSE
Jesse Pollak
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-173 Stella Dennig
COMMENT RESPONSE
I-173-1  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
From: Sgig Donnig . . . ..
Ta: Semlimann Boskiardzs cov will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
Subjed: Howard Tarminal Project . . .. .
Date: Wadnesdy, A 21, 2021 10:05:45 A makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
Attachments: imaga.ong
[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.
Dear Mr. Vollman and members of the Oakland Planning Commigsion,
Today I'm writing as a resident in support of the draft EIR for the Howard Terminal project
and in support of the A's developing a new ballpark and mixed use development on the sita.
This project:
« Partners with the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project (WOEIP), a resident-
led, community-based environmental justice organization, to develop a shared
environmental justice agenda on issues of public health, air quality, land use, and
equity.
+ Brings much-neaded 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area that
the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area” by the Plan Bay Area
2040 vision for long-term growth.
= Will come with a robust transit-first approach, aiming to reduce car trips, expand public
transportation eptions, and invest in bike and padestrian safety and infrastructure.
« Comes with a commitment to transform the industrial site through emviranmental
mitigation and remediation with private dollars that will allow 18 acres of new parks
and opan space for public use.
« Will serve as an essential catalyst to addressing long standing environmental issues at
-173-1 the Port and in West Oakland.

Further, the Port of Qakland has determined Howard Terminal is not needed now or in the
future for Port activities, and that redevelopment is the better course for the Port's long-term
viability. The A’s hava also committad to redaveloping tha exdsting Colisaum sita into a park
and cover the existing surface parking lot with generous greenspace, housing, offices, retail,
and a community center.

Please note the opposition campaign is funded by the deep pockets of Schnitzer Steel, a
company fined $4.1 million for poliuting in West Oakland. This settiement funds the Prescott-
Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatric asthma clinic! Keeping Howard
Terminal operating as a truck terminal would provide nona of the environmental benefits of
the stadium project while continuing to subject West Oakland residents to the pollution from
dozens of idling trucks every day.

Thank you again for your consideration and vote in support of this Draft Environmental
Impact Report. | look forward to the process maoving forward and seeing the A's break

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-173

COMMENT RESPONSE
ground on what will be a fantastic amenity for the city and the neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Stella Dennig
Reference
Town Business websila with Howard Terminal overview, Existing Coliseum site plans, and
FAQ.
Talking points for Howard Terminal

» Brings much-needed 3,000 housing units, including affordable housing, in an area that
the City of Oakland designated as a “Priority Development Area” by the Plan Bay Araa
2040 vision for long-term growth.

« Fits with a second Transbay tunnel alignment which would open up future fransit
opportunities.

« The project contributes 18 additional acres of parkland and an additional 2,000 lingar
feet of waterfront promenade which are great for the health and wellbeing of Cakland
residents.

« Brings local jobs, redevelopment, and a renewed sense of town identity

Against Status Quo

« Cument site is a parking lot, contributing to the urban heat island effect and hosfing
dozens of idling trucks per day polluting West Oakland air.

« Opposition to this project is astroturf, funded by the deep pockats of Schnitzer Steel, a
company fined $4.1 million for polluting in West Oakland, including funding the
Prescott-Joseph Center's Breathmobile Program, a mobile pediatric asthma clinic.

« The port, which by continuing to exist doasn't provida the banefits to the community
that will be gained by negotiating a robust Gommunity Benefits Agresment

Mythbusting Opposition Claims

« "gentrification™ talking point

« Traffic

» Jobs

Action
+ Comments emailed to pyolmanni@oaklandca.gov or live at the Planning Commission
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1619 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals

1-173
COMMENT RESPONSE

mesting, Aprl 21 at 3:00pm:
= Comments on the draft EIR before April 27, dp

Fact Check

Timeline

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1620 ESA /D171044
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5.3 Individuals
1-173
COMMENT RESPONSE
LOCAL PERMITS
Qakland A Haward Tarminal Watarfront Ballpark Qistrict Timaling
LOCAL PERMITS
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-174 Sandy Sanders
COMMENT RESPONSE
1-174-1  This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific

questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment

From: ‘Eands Sordars . . . . e
Ta [T will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
Subject: P Case File Numbar ER18.015, Proposed New A5 Balpark . " P .

Date: Wedneaay, Aprd 21, 2021 2:06-30 P makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

[EXTERMAL] This cmail originated outside of the City of Oakland. Please do not click links or open attachments
unbess you recognize the sender and expect the message,

Diar City of Oukland,

There is absolutely no need for o new A's ballpark onthe Crakland
Waterfront or anywhere ¢lse when we have a perfect o st Oakland
Coliseum, That stadium is perfect for buschall and provides fans with
bzavtiful mild summer days and an enjoyable experience. Why fix
something that already works, The stadivm is excellent, The atendancs
probilem is not the People of Oukland's problem. It is A's Management's
problem. If they markesed themsclves better to the entine East Bay to
gel the fans back in the already beawtful gadium, oo need for a new
ome. If the A's don't like the stadmm then maybe the City should bay or
eminent domiin the team to ownership by the City. We fans are tired of
bombastic ewners dictating the woms of their businesses in American
cities, Without us and the citizens of those regions these tenms are
l-174-1 Just ateame We are not here wy subsidiee these businesses, We ane
customers. Or better yes, owners.

Tt is high time for the public to own professional sports teams that use
cities s their home base and us the source of their business income,

The Cities thereby can avoid power plays to get good subsdized deals
ol know that the szam will stny with Onkland instesd of running off for
a bigger, better deal bargained elsewhere. Like the Radders that have
v done this twice io the fans of Dakland. No more. Enough,

Personally, as teen and college student 1 worked as walk-around vendor
it Ok land Coliscum and Candlestick Park. 1 love Oaklund Coliseum. It is
a beautiful sadim, The A's need marketing necds work, nota new stadium,

Sincencly.

Sundy Sanders

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1622 ESA /D171044
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1-175 Anna Mathai

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area)
Alternative.

See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.

The comment provides an opinion but does not provide a specific reason for
objecting to redeveloping the Project site. The following explains how the
hazardous materials currently encapsulated at the Project site will be
addressed.

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting, under Land
Use Covenants, and explained further in Consolidated Response 4.16,
Remediation Plans, Land Use Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological
Risk Assessment, the Project site is subject to existing land use covenants
(LUCs), operations and maintenance agreements, soil and groundwater
management plans, and risk management plans, all enforced by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the regulatory agency with
jurisdiction. These LUCs and their associated plans would be replaced and
consolidated and require approval by DTSC before commencement of
construction to account for the changes to the Project site. The substantive
requirements of these replacement documents would be similar to those in
the existing documents, but would be specifically tailored to ensure
protections appropriate for the type of anticipated construction activity and
the type of anticipated uses, including allowing residential use (which is
currently prohibited) under specified conditions. Similar to the existing plans,
the workplans to be prepared under the requirements of the existing LUCs and
the mitigation measures discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Impact HAZ-2, would provide further description of the
remediation steps, which would include maintaining a cap over the Project
site.

As explained in Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures, the mitigation measures provided in the
Draft EIR are actions that would be enforced by the City of Oakland building
official. Grading, building, or construction permits, and certificates of
occupancy or similar operating permits for new buildings and uses would not
be issued until the DTSC and the building official have approved the various
actions required by the mitigation measures.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting, under
Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, a Human Health and Ecological

COMMENT
1-175-1
1-175-2
1-175-1 | The current location of the A’s seems to be a much better fit that's this project.
1-175-2 | Howard Terminal is not well served by public transit (BART) or adequate parking 1-175-3
Fans are unlike to change their current behavior and will continue to drive and try to
1-175-3 park in the neighborhood which will be badly impacted. And constructing on a
chemically hazardous site is a terrible idea.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1623
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-175 Anna Mathai

COMMENT RESPONSE

Risk Assessment (HHERA) has been prepared using all testing results collected
through August 2020 for the Project site. The HHERA developed specific target
cleanup levels that would be protective of human health and the environment.
Further explanation of the HHERA is provided in Consolidated Response 4.16,
Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, Land Use Covenants, and Site
Remediation.
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5.3 Individuals
1-176 Rita Look
COMMENT RESPONSE
I-176-1  This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed Project but does not
raise a new environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this
The draf EIR Is deficient most likely because they're trylng to whitewash the fact that Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.
1-176-1 this project is being shoehomed into an improbable spot that has no direct ransit - no See Response to Comment A-3-2, which addresses parking and how the

direct freeway exits — an active railroad dividing us from them with insufficient plans for . ) ) ) )

grade separation — an area so small, there’s only 2000 parking spaces for a 35,000 seat parking management plan would disperse traffic across multiple interchanges

stadium — and on landfill without provisions for piers down to bedrock. 1f they had - _ i i i _ H

adequately addressed these issues in the DEIR, there would be much less opposition t on |-880 ar_]d_ | 980 and protect reSIden_tlaI nelghtl)orh.OOd on-street Pa rking,

-176-2 the project. thereby minimizing concentrated traffic congestion like that occurring at the
Air quality impacs: The DEIR doesn't adequately address congestion around Coliseum before and after an event.

1-176-3 intersections and freeways. WO is a tiny island surrounded by freeways. Traffic will be

: ) lined up for miles on the freeways leading w the closest exits, with cars waiting at the . . . L .

botom for lights to wrm green, and then drive 30 feet 1 another red light, etc. Uber and Reg_ardmg tran.5|.t, th_ere are three BART stations within about 1 mlle_of the

Lyft will contribute w this congestion. Also impacting air quality - I've lived in West Project, and Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e would construct pedestrian

Oakland for almost 20 vears/ Ellen Wyrick worked for years to get idling trucks out of . . . .

1-176-4 the neighborhood to have a place For them off sireets with engines off which is the improvements connecting the Project to the three BART stations. There are 12
current use of the Howard terminal - there's no provisions for these truck in the DEIR. AC Transit bus routes within a 15-minute walk of the Project, and Mitigation

Also surprising - no absolute plans to grade separate railroad from all streets leading to Measure TRANS-1c would construct a Transportation Hub adjacent to the

?ile \ seems “ﬂ'l.mELmblE- CEJTT[‘“'“ muﬂ:hp*?ﬂiﬂs"“ has EEE" "ﬂisiljﬂwmlﬂ?- tracks Project that would serve at least three bus routes (12 AC Transit buses per

N - [JT}'FH[!G, I'I.!]WIl'IgI J[WPT}' O urpa Al CrOSSes tracks are accid 113 WHI[ll'lb’ jul . . . e
HL76-5 happen. The rail is essential for the Port’s aperation - limitations on rail due to traffic hour) to support non-automobile travel to and from Project with the ability to
will impact business. The project isn’t compatible with surrounding businesses. expand the hub on ballpark event days to handle up to six shuttle bus stops

There are impacts to the well being of residents with cars coming into the area, looking and each shuttle stop could handle up to 12 shuttles per hour. Mitigation

|-176-6 for parking, there could be gridlock - parking permits will be required. Wha will pay for _ _

{hems? ~ whe will cnforce parking? Aud then (here’s noise - A's regularly shoot off Measure TRANS-1d would construct bus-only lanes on Broadwa)y _between

I-176-7 firewarks - I'm less than a mile from the site! Also, will the project be properly built on Embarcadero and 11th Street, where they would connect to existing bus-only
landfill? - a building less than 10 yrs old in Foster City at my company was torn down H :

because the half that didn°t have piers down to bedrack sunk and stanted splitting off from lanes extending to 20th Street that would be used by the buses serving the

|-176-8 the rest of the building. Has the DEIR addressed bow it will support the massive Transportation Hub.

structures it will be building on landfill? Toxic dust kicked up from these essential

activities aren’| addressed.

The comment notes the presence of the railroad tracks separating the Project

In conclusion, the draft EIR presents a sexy project next to the water and doesn't honestly . . .

address the limitations of the site and with no plans to make it more user friendly with site from downtown Oakland. Draft EIR Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and

1-176-9 infrastructure and transportation improvements, the project creates an unhealthy, TRANS-3b describe a comprehensive set of physical and operational measures
- - dangerous affic congestion and parking nightmare, to either be solved at a lawer tme . . . .
with money coming out of public’s pockets and/or dealt with in perpetuity by residents. to manage vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit flows across the tracks
Full impacts o resident’s health is not addressed. 1t's not fair that the A’s are essentially including rail corridor fencing at-grade crossing improvements and a
-176-10 Mack-mailing the City with threats of leaving. ‘Why do WO, Chinawwn amd Jack . . . ’ . . ’

London residents have w pay for this project with their health and their well being? pedestrian and bicycle bridge connecting the Transportation Hub over the
railroad tracks to the ballpark site. Even with these railroad corridor
improvements, Impact TRANS-3 would be significant and unavoidable.

For those bicycling to the Project, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures
TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, and TRANS-2c, which provide bicycle infrastructure
connecting the site to Oakland's bicycle network via 7th Street connecting the
West Oakland BART station to Martin Luther King Jr. Way; along Martin Luther
King Jr. Way from the Project to 7th Street.
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1-176 Rita Look

COMMENT

1-176-2

I-176-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The Oakland Alameda Access Plan (OAAP), a separate project under
environmental review with construction expected to be completed by 2027,
would construct two-way cycletracks on Oak Street connecting Lake Merritt
BART station and 3rd Street and on 6th Street connecting Oak Street to
Washington Street where riders could use the striped bike lanes on
Washington Street to access the Project via Water Street.

Site conditions and requirements for the proposed Project for geotechnical
stability are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.6, Geology, Soils, and
Paleontological Resources, with additional details of geotechnical
recommendations for ground preparation and foundations support provided
in Draft EIR Appendix 9 - GEO, which provides the Preliminary Geotechnical
Exploration Report. For example, the Project would implement deep dynamic
compaction and direct power compaction to prepare subsurface materials for
foundations prior to construction of deep foundations; rapid impact
compaction may be used as well. The ballpark itself would involve
approximately 2,000 14-inch square precast piles or similar foundation
elements to support building loads. Finally, as explained in Draft EIR Section
4.6.3, Significance Criteria, under Approach to Analysis, the California Building
Code requires the preparation of a final geotechnical investigation that would
provide final recommendations for ground preparation and foundation
support.

The commenter expresses an opinion that the Project would generate
additional traffic and result in congestion on area roadways with a
concentration of traffic in West Oakland. Traffic congestion or measures of
vehicular delay are not an environmental impact under CEQA per State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3. However, the City did require for informational
purposes a detailed intersection operation analysis of the Project (see Draft
EIR Appendix TRA.3).

To minimize concentrations of traffic congestion noted by the commenter the
Project would include measures to disperse ballpark-related automobile
traffic. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b would include a Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) and one element of the TMP would be a Parking
Management Plan (see the Draft EIR’s Additional Transportation Reference
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5.3 Individuals

1-176 Rita Look
COMMENT RESPONSE

Material - Toward a High-Performance Parking Management System for a
Thriving Oakland)!! that would include:

e Residential Permit Parking for on-street parking in West Oakland. This
action would deter ballpark attendees from driving and parking on streets
in West Oakland.

e Parking reservation system for ballpark attendees who drive and park. The
system would be available for off-street parking garages up to about 1.5
miles from the Project. Drivers would then use the freeway access nearest
their reserved parking space including: 1-980 interchanges at 17th/18th,
11th/12th, and Jackson Streets; and I-880 interchanges at Union, Adeline,
Market, Broadway, Jackson, and Oak Streets. There are currently no off-
street parking garages in West Oakland that would have a parking
reservation system for ballpark attendees.

e There are surface parking lots at the West Oakland BART station that
could be used by ballpark attendees when the parking is not being used by
BART patrons. The resulting traffic congestion when used by ballpark
attendees would be similar to the congestion caused by BART patrons.

e There would be limited on-site parking for the ballpark and the
automobile traffic generated by these spaces would access I-880 via 5th
and 6th Streets while traffic destined to I-980 would access via Brush and
Castro Street.

A draft TMP is provided in the Draft EIR (see Appendix TRA.1). The TMP
outlines improvements and operational strategies to optimize access to

and from the ballpark within the constraints inherent to a large public event,
while minimizing disruption to existing land uses and neighborhoods. The TMP
considers the travel characteristics of ballpark attendees, workers, and all
other visitors to the ballpark. Its primary goal is to ensure safe and efficient
access for all people traveling to the site, with a focus on promoting
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access to reduce automobile trips to the site
and surrounding neighborhoods such as West Oakland.

11 Primus Consulting, 2020. Toward a High-Performance Parking Management System for a Thriving Oakland: a Plan, January 2020.
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1-176 Rita Look

COMMENT

I-176-4

I-176-5

I-176-6

I-176-7

I-176-8

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The TMP is intended to be a living document and amended periodically by the
Oakland A’s, in consultation with the City and Port of Oakland, and with input
from key stakeholders as identified in the TMP (see Draft EIR Appendix TRA.1
Draft Transportation Management Plan, Table 1-1). Revisions to the TMP will
be subject to the review and approval of the City of Oakland.

See Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation. See also Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land
Use Compatibility.

See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.

Noise impacts related to fireworks displays are addressed on pp. 4.11-51 and
4.11-52 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR notes that while peak firework noise
may occasionally exceed the instantaneous performance standard for
residential uses, which are generally applicable to stationary noise sources,
given the brief duration and limited number of firework events that would
occur at the ballpark, noise from firework displays is expected to result in a
less than significant human exposure impact, with noise levels of 70 to 78 dBA
for a limited period of time.

Site conditions and requirements for the proposed Project for geotechnical
stability are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.6, Geology, Soils, and
Paleontological Resources, with additional details of geotechnical
recommendations for ground preparation and foundations support provided
in Draft EIR Appendix 9 - GEO, which provides the Preliminary Geotechnical
Exploration Report. For example, the Project would implement deep dynamic
compaction and direct power compaction to prepare subsurface materials for
foundations prior to construction of deep foundations; rapid impact
compaction may be used as well. The ballpark itself would involve
approximately 2,000 14-inch square precast piles or similar foundation
elements to support building loads. Finally, as explained in Draft EIR Section
4.6.3, Significance Criteria, Approach to Analysis, the California Building Code
(i.e., Chapter 18A, Soils and Foundations), and the City of Oakland Building
Code and Grading Regulations (i.e., Section 1802B.6, Site Map and Grading
Plan) requires the preparation of a final geotechnical investigation that would
provide final recommendations for ground preparation and foundation
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1-176 Rita Look

COMMENT

1-176-9

I-176-10

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

support. For additional discussion related to toxic air pollutants associated
with site remediation, refer to Response to Comment 029-1-19.

This comment is predicated on other comments in this submittal; please see
Responses to Comments I-176-1 through 1-176-8. Regarding the financial-
related comments, see Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.
These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers, including the City
Council, for consideration in their deliberations concerning approval of the
proposed Project.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-177 Pam Satjawatcharaphong
COMMENT RESPONSE

I'm writing to express my STRONG SUPPORT for securing the intersections of I-177-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

1-177-1 Separation.
Broadway and Franklin/Webster/Oak so that a train quiet zone can be established

there. Having lived in Jack London Square (JLS) for over 5 years, | found the 1-177-2 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
community to be vibrant and diverse, and | really enjoyed my time there. Since the

area was such a fun place to live, | adapted to dealing with the loud train horns that |

could hear both within my residence and when | was out in the neighborhood

1-177-2 | walking, dining, or shopping. | still own a conde in JLS and | truly believe quality of

life of my tenants and the many residents in the LS community would be improved

with these modifications. It would also support local businesses as it will improve the

experience of individuals who will be visiting for games at the planned Howard

Terminal stadium. Thank you for your consideration!
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1-178

Margot Hamer

1-178-1

1-178-2

1-178-3

COMMENT

Firstly, the review period for the EIR is far too short for a project of this size and

complexity.

Second - The area proposed for development has high levels of toxins in the ground
soil. The EIR does not have a plan for mitigation of this, including protection of the
workers on site during construction. Is this not exactly the kind of thing the EIR is

intended to address? This is an inexcusable omission that must be remedied.

Third - | understand the project will include 3,000 residential units, but it is not
specified how many will be affordable. The city of Dakland desperately needs more
affordable housing at a variety of levels to support residents.

The EIR does not analyze the impacts of displacement and gentrification caused by
this project. Furthermore, it states that the developer may choose not to build
affordable housing at all, but instead pay impact fees to the city. I think this option

should not even be on the table.

Oakland and its residents deserve due care and attention. The EIR submitted for this
project does not demonstrate respect for this community. The city should review
and amend this plan accordingly, and then provide ample time for public review and

comment.

1-178-1

1-178-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment is acknowledged. As the designated lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City has endeavored to
prepare and circulate the Draft EIR to meet or exceed CEQA requirements.
The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 45 days, from February 26 to
April 12, 2021. In response to comments, the deadline for receipt of public
comment on the Draft EIR was extended to April 27. See Consolidated
Response 4.19, Comment Period Extension.

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting, Land Use
Covenants, and explained further in Consolidated Response 4.16, Remediation
Plans, Land Use Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological Risk
Assessment, the Project site is subject to existing land use covenants (LUCs),
operations and maintenance agreements, soil and groundwater management
plans, and risk management plans, all enforced by the California Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the regulatory agency with jurisdiction.
These LUCs and their associated plans would be replaced and consolidated
and require approval by DTSC before commencement of construction to
account for the changes to the Project site. The substantive requirements of
these replacement documents would be similar to those in the existing
documents, but would be specifically tailored to ensure protections
appropriate for the type of anticipated construction activity and the type of
anticipated uses, including allowing residential use (which is currently
prohibited) under specified conditions. Similar to the existing plans, the
workplans to be prepared under the requirements of the existing LUCs and
the mitigation measures discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Impact HAZ-2, would provide further description of the
remediation steps, which would include maintaining a cap over the Project
site.

As explained in Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures, the mitigation measures provided in
the Draft EIR are actions that would be enforced by the City of Oakland
building official. Grading, building, or construction permits, and certificates of
occupancy or similar operating permits for new buildings and uses would not
be issued until the DTSC and the building official have approved the various
actions required by the mitigation measures.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting, Human
Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, a Human Health and Ecological Risk
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1-178 Margot Hamer

COMMENT

1-178-3

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Assessment (HHERA) has been prepared using all testing results collected
through August 2020 for the Project site. The HHERA developed specific target
cleanup levels that would be protective of human health and the
environment. Further explanation of the HHERA is provided in Consolidated
Response 4.16, Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, Land Use
Covenants, and Site Remediation.

See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing, and Consolidated
Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing Displacement. The
potential for displacement is also addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.12,
Population and Housing, in accordance with the City's adopted thresholds of
significance.
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1-179

1-179-1

1-179-2

1-179-3

1-179-4

1-179-5

1-179-6

Mary Forte

COMMENT

As an Oakland resident born and raised in East Oakland, | am opposed to the Howard Terminal project
for the Oakland A’s. | support a world class sports facility in East Oakland. Rather than displacing
industrial and maritime businesses, it's in the best interest of both the City of Oakland and A’s fans for a
new, state-of-the-art ballpark to be constructed at the Coliseum complexin East Oakland. The Coliseum
site is already approved for ballpark construction, is transit-accessible and would serve as an economic
engine for the surrounding East Oakland neighborhoeds. | urge you to reject the A’s plan to build their
new stadium and luxury condos on the working waterfront and condition any sale of the Coliseum
property to the A’s on building the new ballpark at their existing home. The city can have a win-win here
— a world-class sports facility in East Oakland and a world-class port in West Oakland. My primary
concerns are in the public financing of a ball park at the Howard terminal, the lack of transparency and
the unacceptable involvement of the East Oakland community in the process. Public Financing concerns

# The public has been kept in the dark throughout this entire process and to this day the A's still have
not publicly disclosed how the full cost of the stadium and the needed infrastructure improvements at
Howard Terminal will be paid for or even how much those costs will total.

# Despite the project’s massive impact on the region’s traffic and infrastructure, the A’s have avoided
providing any detalls or commitment to fund infrastructure improvements - the DEIR leaves that to
future discussions.

# Until then, we truly have no idea exactly how much the A’s plan would cost Oakland taxpayers like me
and it would be irresponsible for any city official to consider entertaining this proposal without a full
analysis of its economic impact.

# What we do know is that in 2019 the A’s wrote a letter of support for SB 293, a bill that would allow
public funds to pay for their development because “this project cannot be built to the level of services
and amenities we desire without this legislation.” They specifically call out the need for the legislation to
support paying for infrastructure, environmental remediation, public open space and affordable housing
— all benefits the community believes will be delivered by the A’s as part of the development.

® While the A’s would like us to believe that their waterfront development would be “privately
financed”, it is clear that in order for their project to pencil out, the City of Oakland would need to pay
hundreds of millions of dollars for new infrastructure — maney that could be better spent on vital city
services and address the large budget deficit our city is facing. Mayor Schaaf said she believes taxpayers
will foot a $200 million bill for this project, at a minimum.

# In addition to the hundreds of milliens the City of Oakland would be on the hook for, the A’s plans to
build on the working waterfront would undermine the competitiveness of Oaklands top economic

driver, the Port of Oakland which generates $130 billion annually, as well as threaten to destroy nearly
90,000 good-paying union jobs and replace them with low-wage jobs at the Howard Terminal ballpark.

# While the A’s claim that this project will generate massive community benefits, they have made no
real commitments for how those would be achieved and when the community would actually get those
benefits. While they have said the ballpark would be “phase one” there has been no commitment on the
timing or financing of other aspects of the project.

# The A’s must release a complete economic study and clear breakdown of public vs. private costs
immediately — until they do it would be unthinkable for any government entity to consider the viability

1-179-1

1-179-2

1-179-3

1-179-4

1-179-5

1-179-6

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.
See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative.
See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, regarding fiscal impacts and concerns.

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, regarding fiscal impacts and concerns,
and Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

See Consolidated Response 4.1, Project Description.

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, regarding fiscal impacts and concerns.
CEQA is only concerned with the environmental impacts of a proposed project.
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1-179

I-179-6

-179-7

1-179-8

I-179-9

1-179-10

Mary Forte
COMMENT

of the project. One cannot separate the environmental report from the economic data, the two go hand
in hand.

# The A’s current plan will cost Oakland taxpayers, harm the economic viability of the port, and threaten
tens of thousands of good paying union jobs. We need full transparency, concrete commitments and
answers to basic questions before we can move forward.

# As an Oakland resident and taxpayer, | urge you to reject the A’s plan to build their new stadium and
luxury condos at Howard Terminal and condition any sale of the property to the A’s on building the new
ballpark at their existing home. It's in the best interest of Oakland for a new ballpark to be constructed
at the Coliseum, we can have a world-class sports facility in East Oakland and a world-class port in West
Qakland.

# The A's claim their new stadium will be privately financed, but the truth is that they will leave
taxpayers on the hook for hundreds of millions of dollars in infrastructure costs to accommodate
gameday traffic. The DEIR is only further evidence that the A’s know traffic and infrastructure
improvements are severely needed to make this project work, but they don’t intend to pay for most of
them. This is taxpayer money that should go towards improving our children’s education, community
services, and addressing homelessness, especially when the current Coliseum already has great
transportation infrastructure.

# The DEIR refuses to acknowledge the inevitable gentrification and displacement that will occur in
West Oakland as a result of this project. It's happened in communities across the nation, and it will
happen in West Oakland: residents of historically Black and Latinx neighborhoods are forced out of their
homes and replaced with white high income earners as a shiny new stadium, and the waves of
additional luxury development that follow, drive up rent prices and push out small family-owned
businesses. It's astonishing that the DEIR acknowledges this displacement is likely, but doesn’t consider
it a significant impact. East Oakland residents unacceptable treatment and need for transparency

# The A’s Draft Environmental Impact Report provides the Coliseum site as a project alternative but
refuses to do the analysis and comparison necessary to demonstrate the Coliseum site is a better
location for this proposed development, especially in terms of the environment, transportation access,
gentrification and urban decay, and public safety.

+ Additionally, the DEIR does not consider the additional luxury development the A's are planning for
the Coliseun as an arm of the Howard Terminal project, despite the fact that the A’s and MLB
leadership have acknowledged that the Coliseum development will be used to pay for the Howard
Terminal project. Thus, the environmental and neighborhood impacts of both projects ought to be taken
into account in this EIR.

® The DEIR does not outline a viable plan to account for the economic vacuum that the A’s will leave
behind in East Oakland if they move to Howard Terminal, abandoning the community that has housed
and supported the team since the first pitch was thrown in 1968.

# The Coliseum in East Oakland is already approved for a ballpark development, does not require
environmental remediation, has an adjacent BART station, and won't require pedestrians to cross busy
railroad and trucking corridors, making it the logical choice for a new ballpark.

1-179-7

1-179-8

1-179-9

1-179-10

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing Displacement, and
Consolidated Response 4.15, Urban Decay.

See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative.

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, regarding fiscal impacts and concerns,
and Consolidated Response 4.15, Urban Decay.

See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative.
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1-179 Mary Forte
COMMENT

# The Coliseum already has the necessary transportation infrastructure to handle a world-class ballpark,
offices, and affordable housing because our community has made sacrifices and investments over the
|-175-10 | Yearsto create that infrastructure, with the expectation that it would be used to generate benefits for
East Oakland. Replacing the stadium with luxury condos and a tech campus - that won't create jobs for
current East Oakland residents and will serve only to gentrify and price us out — is an insult to our
community.

# The A’s haven’t even thought to include the East Oakland community in their plans for some of the
most valuable public land in our city. A legitimate community proposal was completed four years ago by
Oakland's planning department, and the result of that process prioritized a state-of-the-art sports and
entertainment district at the current Coliseum. Our community sees the potential of retaining and
investing in this asset and using it as an economic engine to bring jobs and affordable housing.

I-179-11 | o The City has an opportunity to build a new stadium at the existing Coliseum site. An opportunity to
invest in East Oakland — to provide our community with a world-class stadium, surrounded by affordable
housing, shopping, restaurants, and entertainment. An opportunity to grow jobs and support East
Oakland residents. Having the A’s rebuild a new stadium at the Coliseum site with robust community
benefits would infuse much-needed economic development in the area and revitalize the sports legacy
in our long-neglected but deserving community.

# Given the economic importance the stadium has for East Oakland, it is necessary for the City to
condition any agreement on the Coliseum land with an enforceable requirement that the A’s build their
new stadium at the Coliseum site and fully embrace the community development standards of the East
Oakland community.

1-179-12
# It is unacceptable that the A’s are attempting to buy the Coliseum at a discount, asking Oakland to
give up valuable taxpayer-owned land for less than it’s worth —and without any promise to stay and
invest in East Oakland by building a ballpark there. The city should not allow the A’s to strong-arm them
into providing a public subsidy, without enforceable conditions, under threat of leaving town.

# This is about self-determination. East Oakland neighborhoods have suffered under cycles of neglect,
broken promises, gentrification, and displacement. Having the Oakland A's remain at the current site
with additional housing and commercial activity will create economic opportunities in a community that
heeads and deserves the benefits that a redeveloped world-class stadium would bring.

1-179-13

1-179-11

1-179-12

1-179-13

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter's preference for the Coliseum site is noted. See Consolidated Response 4.10,
Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative.

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, regarding fiscal impacts and concerns.

The commenter's preference for the Coliseum site is noted. Comments regarding the merits
of the Project or alternatives of the Project do not raise a significant environmental issue or
specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require
response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment will be included as a part
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
proposed Project. See Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum
Area) Alternative.
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1-180 Shadi Rasheed
COMMENT

In regards to the proposed Howard Terminal A’s ballpark (case file number
ER18-016), | am for the ballpark, but the safety measures need to expand from Oak
st to Broadway.

The new ballpark is just part of Jack London and the current iteration of the safety
measures neglects all the restaurants and venues that will become even more
populated once the ballpark is built.

As a resident of the area, I've seen pedestrians constantly cross the tracks as a train
1-180-1 | is oncoming. This will increase once sport fans park in a nearby parking garages to
walk to the stadium. Also, just as is with the Giants stadium, a lot of fans will stay in
the area to have dinner after games and the train blaring their horn as patrons eat
outside is a terrible experience.

Extending the safety measure until oak st would be a smart safety measure that will
promote the total stadium experience.

The new stadium would become a big part of Jack London, but the safety measures

need to cover all of Jack Londen.

1-180-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-181 Mercedes S. Rodriguez
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-181-1  See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
See also Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, which addresses
the Longshoremen. . X . . . . .
issues such as financial considerations, and Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail
Traffic and parking will create a transportation nightmare for those that live and Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade Separation.

I am concerned about the Port and its future operations along with retaining jobs for

work in the four impacted areas: West Oakland, Old Oakland, Jack London and

Chinatown.
I-181-1 o o
I am also concerned about the public infrastructure contemplated, which is needed,
along with public safety and railroad safety issues. None of these projects should be
financed by Oakland taxpayers. These are the A's responsibility since it is them that
want a Ballpark at Howard Terminal.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1637 ESA /D171044

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-181
COMMENT RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-182 Mercedes S. Rodriguez
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-182-1  See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing, and Consolidated

Affordable Housing: The DEIR mentions that the project will have 3,000 residential L i i |
Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing Displacement.

units. However, it does not specify how many of those units will be affordable and
what level of affordability they will be. As of April 2020, the City of Oakland's low

1-182-1 | income for a family of 4 is $104,400. | am sure that most people in the impacted
area of Howard Terminal de not have an income in that bracket. As a result, those

that live outside of Oakland will be applying and residing in those units, guarantying

that the project will cause gentrification.
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5.3 Individuals

1-182
COMMENT RESPONSE
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1-183 Jessie Ortiz

From: e ot

Ta: ‘glizencifgaklandea.ony
Subject: no lsisura housing at the For! plaese
Data: Friday, April 23, 2021 E:28:41 AM

COMMENT

[EXTERMAL] This cmail originated outside of the City of Oakland. Please do not click links or open attachments
unbess you recognize the sender and expect the message,

Dar Mr Vallman,
The Port of Caklond is extremely important for Cakland residents because it provides jobs for se many, The 3000
-183-1 trucks that now kine up o load containers are another major factor in Cakland's economy. Where will these trucks
go if the Fischer real esmee development is built near the Port?
Ciklanel is 0 city that needs o keep the Port s efficient as possible & 1o employ is residents,
This real eatate development will oaly benefin rich people. Most Oakland residents are not deh.
1-183-2 Bt development at the Coliseam would really help the city. Hopefully the Flanning Commission is cognizant of
TR the needs of our communitics.
Thank you for considering it he ftare of oor city,
Jexsie Ortix (Maxwell Park)

Sent from my iPhone

1-183-1

1-183-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE
See Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-184

Mercedes S Rodriguez

1-184-1

COMMENT

I am concerned that the construction of the proposed Project would result in
substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels in the Area in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies. (Criteria 1 and 2) (Significant and

Unavoidable with Mitigation)

I am concerned that the Operation of the propesed Project would result in
generation of noise resulting in a 5-dBA permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project, or generate noise in
violation of the City of Oakland Moise Ordinance {Oakland Planning Code section
17.120.050) regarding operational noise. (Criteria 3 and 4) (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)

Construction activities of the proposed Project combined with cumulative
construction neise in the Project area would cause a substantial temporary or
periedic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity during construction.

{Significant and Unavoidable)

Operation of the proposed Project when censidered with other cumulative
development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels

in the Project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable)

I should mention that I live on Market Street between 8th and 10th Street.. Currently
we can hear BART trains, AM Track Trains and noise from trucks that are parked
illegally and idling on Market Street. The addition of a Ballpark at Howard Terminal
will just make the noise level intolerable for those that live in the vicinity . The A's
have said they will have events 365 days a year, not only on game days. The noise

level frem concerts and fireworks will also make things worst.

1-184-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Cumulative construction noise impacts of the proposed Project are discussed
on pp. 4.11-66 and 4.11-67 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures identified to
address the Project's contribution to construction noise include the following
(see Impact NOI-1):

. Mitigation Measure NOI-1a: Construction Days/Hours
. Mitigation Measure NOI-1b: Construction Noise Reduction

. Mitigation Measure NOI-1c: Project-Specific Construction Noise
Measures.

. Mitigation Measure NOI-1d: Construction Noise Complaints

e  Mitigation Measure NOI-1e: Structural Improvements or Off-site
Accommodations for Substantially Affected Receptors

These construction noise impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable
with mitigation.

Cumulative operational noise impacts of the proposed Project are discussed
on pp. 4.11-67 and 4.11-75 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures identified to
address the Project's contribution to operational noise include the following
(see Draft EIR Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation):

e  Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation and Parking Demand
Management (TDM) Plan

. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan

The noise impact assessment considered both the magnitude of construction
and operation noise levels in consideration of the existing measured noise
levels. Existing monitored noise levels inclusive of the nearest residences to
BART and Amtrak lines are presented in Table 4.11-2, p. 4.11-8 of the Draft
EIR.

Noise impacts related to concerts are addressed on pp. 4.11-48 through 4.11-
51 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure NOI-2a, Sound Control Plan for
Concert Events, is identified to address concert noise. The residual impact is
identified as significant and unavoidable for up to nine concert events
annually, given the potential for concert events to extend beyond the 10:00
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-184 Mercedes S Rodriguez

COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

p.m. hour currently allowed by Section 12.56.030 of Oakland’s Municipal
Code.

Noise impacts related to fireworks displays are addressed on pp. 4.11-51 and
4.11-52 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR notes that while peak firework noise
may occasionally exceed the instantaneous performance standard for
residential uses, which are generally applicable to stationary noise sources,
given the brief duration and limited number of firework events that would
occur at the ballpark, noise from firework displays is expected to result in a
less than significant human exposure impact, with noise levels of 70 to

78 dBA.

The decisionmakers who decide whether to approve the proposed Project will
have access to this comment and will be asked to weigh the impacts of the
Project—including those discussed here—against its benefits, consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 (Statement of Overriding Considerations).
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-184
COMMENT RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-185 Sheryl Walton
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-185-1  See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.
I-185-2  This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project based on

funding commitments by the A's, which is an economic issue, not
environmental issue under CEQA. It does not state a specific concern or

April 23, 2021 . . . . . e .

question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
Peterson Vollmann, Planner IV contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
City of Oaland Bureau of Planning i Theref i ired. Th is acknowledged fi
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Sulte 2214 issue. Therefore, no response is required. The comment is acknowledged for
Oakland, CA 94512 the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this

PYolmanni@oaklandes gov Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

RE: Draft EIR for Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
Dear Planner Vollmann:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Oakland A's’ proposed
ballpark and auxiiary development at Howard Terminal. As a resident of Oakland, | am
concemed that a number of Impacts on the Oakland community and the maritime comimunity
have not been propery analyzed or mitigated.

Thea DEIR concludes that it s sufficlent for the A's development to allocate anly 2,000 parking
spots to the approximately 10,000 game day visitors that the A's are expecting to amive by car.
1-185-1 The report provides no confirmed mitigation measures on the part of the A's to deal with the
additional 5,000+ visitors they aren't planning to provide parking for, just conceplual deas for
parking metars and the use of existing parking lots that do not supply the additional 5,000+
parking spaces needed and are not guaranteed to happen As such, the report does not assess
the impact that having thousands of cars trying lo park as close to the stadium as possibla wil
have on nearby neighborhwood streets and homes. The repart must provide a proper analysis of
and mitigation plan for the A's fallure to provide adeguate parking, or nearby residents will suffer
severe impacis from the increase in car fraffic and visitors to the area,

In addition to parking, the DEIR fails to propedy analyze the infeasibiity of managing game day
and entertainment day traffic, car, bike, and pedestrian, primarily because the A's have not
committed to paying for the considerable traffic improvemeants needed to prepare the areas for
the influx of tens of thousands of visitors, Without a commitlad, approved, and “paid for”
transportation plan for how to transport 35,000 visitors 1o a stadium development on the working
I-185-2 waterfront, the DEIR cannot properly analyze the impact of these visitors on the cperations of
the pert, nearby residents, and the existing transportation infrastructure. Thearetical bus lines
and designated curbs for rideshare companies cannol be considered mitigation of these
considerable traffic impacts unless the A's have committed to developing and paying for them,
which they have not.

It is alsa concarning to me that the DEIR determines that the introduction of 3,000 new luxury
residential units to the area will help address our housing cnsis instead of comectly assessing

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1645 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-185
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-185-3  See Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing, and Consolidated
Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing Displacement.

the impact that this type of housing will have on the sumounding low-income community. The
report makes a conscious choice not to evaluate the likelihood of gentrification and
displacament because it deems it “spaculative,” which is not true, You only have to look at other
stadium and luxury housing projects across the country to see that introducing homes and
businesses geared fowards the wealthy info low-income communiies causes considerable
displacement of the existing residents.

The DEIR concludes that the project will contribute to meeting our region's housing needs, but
does so with no analysis of the type of housing that will actually be buit at the site and whether
this hausing meets local needs. The majority of housing buit at this site will be luxury condos
and will likely be far out of reach financially for most renters or potential home buyers in
|-185-3 Oakland, especially for residents of the mostly low-income communities directly adjacent to the
project. As a resulf, this expensive housing will net, in fact, help meet our loeal region's housing
nesds. Instead, it will gantrify our neighborhoads and force long-time residents out.

The DEIR's analysis of the housing impacts of this project is insufficient as long as it does not
idantify the estimated cost and impact of this type of housing on the surounding eammunity,
which will orly semve to gentrify West Oakland and displace low-income Black and Latino
residents.

Please address these serous gaps in the DEIR's analysis before this project is allowed to move
farwand.

Thank you,

Sheryl Walton
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-186 Ruth Goran
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-186-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A’s ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
1-186-1 | crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to
require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-187 Julia Epstein

COMMENT RESPONSE

Re ER1B.016- I-187-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
' Separation.
Please include the rail crossings to the to the East of Broadway--Franklin, Webster,
Oak-in the safety mitigation plan for the new A's stadium. | very much support the
stadium and hepe that in developing the plans around it, we can take care of some
1-187-1 | of the noise pollution and dangers to pedestrians created by the train crossings.
Safety and noise abatement in the whole area should be paramount considerations.
Thank you.
Julia Epstein
Jack London Square Resident
5-1648 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-188 Christopher Hain
COMMENT RESPONSE
The biggest issue | have with the train noise is when trains blow the horn/whistle I-188-1 See Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
between 10pm - 8am. At least once a week there is a train that blows the horn
1-188-1
extremely loudly around 2 or 3am which causes an unacceptable disturbance while
people are sleeping. Please find a way to prevent trains from taking that action.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1649 ESA /D171044
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1-189 John Marx

COMMENT

1-189-1

| say vote yes on this thing. Oakland City Council needs to vote on this as soon as

possible.

1-189-1 | Opponents of this project need to be ignored. All they want is for Oakland to lose all

three professional sports teams. Alliance Qakland wants this to happen.

Vote yes on this now.

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-190 Martha Kirsch
COMMENT

In planning for long term solutions for safety and noise concerns, please look into
what was done in Reno, Nevada back in 2007.

There, the train came through the center of town causing noise and safety issues.
1-190-1 | The selution was to put the train tracks below street level providing noise
abatement and pedestrian safety as well as traffic easement.

The funding came through federal funds as well as state and local funds.

It is certainly a much more comfortable place to walk, drive, and listen.

1-190-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) Vision Implementation
Plan envisions a 2-mile tunnel through Jack London Square, potentially under
2nd Street, which would completely separate passenger and freight rail traffic
from automotive, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation in the area. This tunnel
has an estimated cost of $1.2 billion and would not be complete for 20 to 25
years. The operating plan assumes that up to four trains per hour would pass
through the area, but these would pass through the tunnel rather than along
the at-grade right-of-way. Given the time frame for construction of this
tunnel, the plans outlined in the CCJPA Vision Implementation Plan would not
alter the Draft EIR Impact TRANS-3, the associated mitigation measures, or the
conclusion that Impact TRANS-3 would be a significant and unavoidable
impact to rail safety.
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1-191

Bryan Cauwels

1-191-1

COMMENT

This is a comprehensive EIR that addresses the many issues that have been raised or
will be raised for this project. Cities are rarely given an opportunity to approve a

once in a lifetime project with so much upside that is privately financed. | feel that
this document adequately addresses the concerns and the benefits of this project
and | urge that the EIR is approved and ultimately the project is approved. There are
so many community benefits for the city and us residents that | am excited to

support this EIR and the project! Let's Go Oakland!

1-191-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-192

1-192-1

Anthony Broadley

COMMENT

As an international Oakland Athletics fan | firmly believe the A's belong to Oakland
and in Oakland. One aspect that is a common detriment to the A's continues to be
the coliseum whether it be from fans who have been or fans who haven't but have
been out off by its 'dive bar' reputation. | firmly believe the Howard Terminal
project/location would attract many more international visitors to Oakland which
can only benefit both the A's and Oakland. You may not know but Oakland are the
2nd most supported MLB side in the AL here in Britain but the coliseum is never
mentioned as a 'must visit' ground. Instead the SF Giants stadium gets the nod.
Finally, as someone who is very envirenmentally conscious the new plans and it's
environmentally friendly aims is something that is not only extremely positive for
Oakland but will capture the attention of youth throughout Oakland and beyond. We
are seeing it in football (soccer) in this country, Forest Green Rovers are being
praised to great acclaim for their 'green' stadium and | think this movement and
demand will increase across all aspects of life going forward. Building the HT
stadium is a win both for the Oakland population and for attracting international

visitors like myself and my family.

1-192-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-193

1-193-1

1-193-2

Melvin Mackay

COMMENT

City of Oakland

Planning

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the A's proposed project at Howard
Terminal makes a spurious claim that almest 10,000 jobs will be created as a result
of the A's project, but this number fails to include the number of jobs that will be
lost as a result of the disruption of the Port.

The jobs analysis deesn't not account for the thousands—if not tens of thousands—of
jobs that will be lost when economic activity at the Port decreases as a result of the
truck and rail traffic interference that will cccur as thousands of cars and people
clog up streets used to ensure the flow of port traffic. With these thousands of jobs
at risk, this will ultimately result in a net loss of jebs should the project move
forward. Additionally, this number includes stadium work such as concessionaires
and ushers, which aren't "new" jobs - they already exist at the Oakland Coliseum.
The DEIR math regarding these "new" jobs just doesn't add up. In addressing the
many deficiencies in the Howard Terminal DEIR, we urge you to properly calculate
and acknowledge the job loss that would result from a development of this scope at
a working waterfront, as well as the myriad negative impacts to the shipping and
transportation industries that would follow.

It is not simply a matter of numbers on a spreadsheet-it's lives, livelihoods, a

thriving working class, and the safety and security of the region that is at stake.

ILWU Local 10
Vice President

Melvin Mackay

1-193-1

1-193-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

See Table 4.12-8 (Draft EIR p. 4.12-17), and associated text present a
comprehensive breakdown of post-construction employment associated with
the Project, and distinguish full-time equivalent employment, employment by
Project component (e.g., A’s staff, office, retail), and net new employment.
Concessionaires and ushers are represented under "Event Non-A's and Game
Day-of Staff, one of seven classifications for Project employment.

The Draft EIR includes employment information salient to the evaluation of
environmental impacts (e.g., transportation, air quality), including information
on construction-phase employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.13.3, p. 3-58) and
post-construction employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.6.4, p. 3-35). Tables 3-
2 and 3-3 (Draft EIR p. 3-36) present breakdowns of post-construction
employment by event type and team operations.

See also Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use
Compatibility.
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1-194

1-194-1

1-194-2

Nicholas Anthis

COMMENT

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-0161). |
am writing as a resident of the Jack London neighbeorheod to comment on the
proposed railread safety measures included as transpeortation mitigation in the draft
EIR. It appears that the project would provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5
at-grade railroad crossings between Market Street and Broadway but has neglected
to include similar safety measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin,
Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a high density of entertainment venues,
restaurants, parking areas and residences that will generate significant game-day
increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter travel at these crossing locations.

The railroad traffic is a fact of life in the Jack London neighborhood. Having lived in
the neighborhood for years, | have witnessed many unsafe situations caused by the
railroad traffic, and it is essential that additional protections are put in place to
protect both lecal traffic and those coming to the neighberhood for entertainment or
work, especially with the additional traffic brought by the new stadium. Here are a
couple of specific situations | have witnessed:

1. | have seen leng freight trains step on the tracks, blocking the crossings. Because
there are not easily accessible ways to circumnavigate the train and because the
crossings are cpen and unprotected, when this happens, | have seen pedestrians
dangerously climbing through the train and between train cars, a situation that could
easily lead to pedestrian deaths.

2. The railroad crossing arms do not consistently function appropriately. | have seen
them lower when there is not a train present, and | have seen them not lower when a
train actually is present. Even when functioning properly, they provide very little
protection, and | regularly see both pedestrians and vehicles walk or drive around
them when they are closed.

In addition, residents in the neighborhood are exposed to ongeing loud train noise.
This neise is a public health hazard. Close-up exposure to the train horns can
damage hearing. and the ongoing neise threughout the night disrupts sleep and thus
negatively impacts the health of neighborhood residents. These safety
improvements are a prerequisite to establishing a railway quiet zone in the
neighborheood, and these health concerns should also be taken into account as
ancther reasen for making these much needed safety improvements.

I strengly encourage the City of Oakland te reguire that the RR crossings at Franklin,
Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the

adjacent crossings.

1-194-1

1-194-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
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1-195 Greg Fayard

1-195-1 | I am in favor of the development.

COMMENT

1-195-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-196 Nicholas Falls

COMMENT

I am submitting this comment in full support of the Oakland A's Howard Terminal
Plan. As a native, | feel that this is the most important proposal that this city will
see in my lifetime. It will make Jack London 5q, which has always been an

9o underperforming asset, a world class attraction. It will serve as great source of
revenue for our city, and a great source of pride for our people. | urge the City

Council to bring approve this EIR as soon as possible. Thank you.

I-196-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals

1-197 Guillaume Egles
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-197-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

1-197-1 | Please address the train's noise and safety throughout LS. thx! X K X
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
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5.3 Individuals

1-198 Steve Re
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-198-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark case file number ER18-016, | X
Separation.

write as a resident, to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. We have lived
here for several years. We have witnessed several times people trying to beat trains
1-198-1 | while trying to cross Embarcadero. When a freight train is crossing and sometimes
stops and people try to climb over the train to try and get to the other side. This area
has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and
residences that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and
scooter travel at these crossing locations. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland
to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-199 Vincent Gabrielson

COMMENT

As a resident of Alameda County and a lifelong A's fan, | wholeheartedly support
Howard Terminal as the new home of my baseball team. They will be a much better
tenant on that property than anyone else, especially those who have been poisoning
and would continue to poison the neighborheed for decades. The A's have been
199 negetiating in good faith with the city for years and are the only team left. If this
project does not proceed, Oakland will in all likelihood lose their last major

professional sports team. And that would break my heart more than anything else in

my lifetime. Please approve this meticulously thought out project.

1-199-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-200

Alejandra Leon

1-200-1

COMMENT

As a native Oaklander, | have seen the bustle and hustle of Jack London dwindle. |
think building a stadium in Howard Terminal would not only benefit the Oakland A's
but the entire Oakland community. To revitalize Jack London. This in turn will
generate new employment for Oaklanders from working at the stadium, bars,
restaurants, and office spaces. It will bring in new businesses to Oakland.

The Coliseum is wonderful and unfortunately what surrounds it are industrialized
warehouses that can not be touched. The people of Dakland deserve to have this.
Something that will be the focal point for outsiders. Something that will make
Oakland lock even better.

As a person that has lived in East Oakland all her life, | believe this is the right move
for us. Oakland can not afford to lose the A’s. We can't, our city is already hurting,

and the A's lifts our spirits.

1-200-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-201 Jonah Martin
COMMENT RESPONSE
I understand that this project has a very large scope and is intended to bring new 1-201-1 The.Draft EIR |n.c|udes employment |nfor.mat|o.n salle.nt tc? the e_vall_Jatlon of_
o _ _ _ ) _ environmental impacts (e.g., transportation, air quality), including information
12011 vitality to the area but I have major reservations about the job creation estimates. on construction-phase employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.13.3, p. 3-58) and
Many jobs that are created with not be full time, they will be censtruction jobs post-construction employment (see Draft EIR Section 3.6.4, p. 3-35). Tables 3-
initially and then concessions at the ballpark, which really just represents a shuffling 2 and 3-3 (Draft EIR p. 3-36) present breakdowns of post-construction
not creation of new jobs. There will be a distinct negative impact on the port and employment by event type and team operations. Table 4.12-8 (p. 4.12-17) and
o ) i ) associated text present a comprehensive breakdown of post-construction
shipping which I den't believe has been accurately represented in the current EIR. . . . L . . .
_ _ o _ o o employment associated with the Project, and distinguish full-time equivalent
12012 Furthermore, creation of jobs of one variety is not sufficient to justify losing jobs of a employment, employment by Project component (e.g., A’s staff, office, retail),
different variety, there must be a balance brought to this development and a net and net new employment.
gain of jobs not including censtruction or ballpark staff, with no loss of existing jobs
. I-201-2  See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
within the port.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-202 Kaitlyn Farley

1-202-1 | Keep the A's in Oakland!

COMMENT

1-202-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-203 Dan Williams

I am a 35-year resident of Oakland and fully support the A's effort to build a
1-203-1

privately funded ballpark at Howard Terminal.

COMMENT

1-203-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-204 Danny Delamater

1-204-1 | Please make this happen!

COMMENT

1-204-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-205 Chad Yolland

COMMENT

100% supportive of this project! This is transformational for the city! We need an 1-205-1

anchor for jack London square and an As stadium would be a perfect fit and location.
1-205-1
Once their there most of the issues will be worked out. Oakland prestige will grow.

We must get this dene!

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-206 Kevin Morsony

COMMENT

I strongly support the A's proposed plan at Howard Terminal. As an Oakland resident

1-206-1 | deeply invelved in the community, this seems like a great win for the city and

should not be shouted down by the loudest voices in the room.

1-206-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-207

1-207-1

1-207-2

1-207-3

1-207-4

1-207-5

1-207-6

1-207-7

1-207-8

1-207-9

1-207-10

Shayne del Cohen

COMMENT

While | have pages of miniscule notes about the proposed Howard Terminal project,

they are summarized as follows:

1) Project is not consistant with other planning efforts, ie Coliseum Development
Plan, previously adopted by the City Council; in fact the EIS ignores competing plan
goals, policies, and strategiesof several communities.

2} The project does not mitigate traffic or existing transportation system impacts
adeguately.

3} The project does not provide a safe environment for pedestrians.

4} Each phase of proposed development indicates dependence on subsequent
phases for major improvements. In fact. phases propeosed AFTER ballpark are
presented in "if" tense. This is a real estate deal, not sports development.

5) Environmental and health laws and regulations concerning water and air
pollution. solid waste disposal. water supply facilities. community or public
sewage disposal and, where applicable, individual systems for sewage disposal are
not adeqguately addressed.

6) Though obwviously designed to attract single andfor a retired population, there
is no discussion about schools. police and fire services.
7y VWisibly controwersial, project totally ignores wishes, resources and potentials of
D& and D7. perpetuating an unbalanced City. thus is materially
detrimental to the public health, safety. and welfare of a significant portion of city
residents.

8) The EIS does not adequately address "sea rise".

9} The proposed land use and project design is not compatible with surrounding
development, severely impactig the abiiity of the Port to meet future eveclution of
national and international supply lines._

10} As an EIR. the document deals mainly with impacts during construction and

does not adequately present long-term impacts. A full EIS is necessary.

while not required in an EIR, any requested set-asides. tax subsidies and other
grants of public funds are not cutlined or committed to any publicly transparent
documents. With the history of the Raiders. the fiscally jeopardized mowe of the
49ers to Levi, and other national examples, the tax payers of Oakland have no

assurance that they will not be (again) left helding the bill for this project.

Expecting that your good offices will responsibly address these issues and find that

the Project as proposed is not in the best interests of the future of Oakland.

Sincerely.

Shayne Del Cohen
948 Hollywood
Cakland CA 94602

1-207-1

1-207-2

1-207-3

1-207-4

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The comment asserts generally that the Project is not consistent with other
City-adopted planning efforts, and provides one example. The City notes that
the proposed Project is not included in the planning area for the Coliseum
Area Specific Plan. The comment does not cite any specific examples of
inconsistencies that could apply to the proposed Project. Section 4.10, Land
Use, Plans, and Policies, of the Draft EIR analyzes the potential for a
fundamental conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and
actually result in a physical change in the environment. Other relevant local
plans and policies are also discussed throughout the Draft EIR.

This is a general comment and does not identify specific issues other than
general assertions of inadequacy. See Section 4.15, Transportation and
Circulation, of the Draft EIR, which describes the potential transportation-
related impacts of the Project and identifies mitigation measures to reduce
Project-related impacts to the extent feasible. Also see Consolidated Response
4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade Separation, regarding pedestrian
safety and rail.

This comment primarily concerns the merits of the proposed Project and does
not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
required under CEQA. As discussed in the Draft EIR, during Phase 1, the
Project sponsor intends to complete site grading, install backbone
infrastructure, construct the primary streets for initial development in Phase
1, construct the ballpark, and potentially develop parcels, partner with other
developers, and/or lease/sell one or more individual development blocks to
one or more individuals/developers. Secondary streets and infrastructure in
the Phase 1 area of the Project site would be developed over time as blocks
west of Phase 1 are developed. During and after Phase 1, the pace of building
out the remainder of the site (Buildout) would be dependent on market
demand, absorption, financial feasibility, and construction practicalities (Draft
EIR p. 3-32).

This is a general comment and does not identify specific issues other than
general assertions of inadequacy. Each individual environmental topic section
in the Draft EIR contains a regulatory setting and presents relevant
information about federal, state, regional, and/or local laws, regulations,
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-207

Shayne del Cohen

COMMENT

1-207-5

1-207-6

1-207-7

1-207-8

1-207-9

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

plans, or policies associated with the environmental topic addressed in the
section. Specifically, see Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality; Section 4.9,
Hydrology and Water Quality; and Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems.

Potential Project impacts on public schools, fire protection and emergency
medical response, and police protection services are discussed in Section 4.13,
Public Services, of the Draft EIR.

This comment primarily concerns the merits of the proposed Project and does
not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
required under CEQA. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration during deliberations on the proposed Project.

The Project’s proposed approach to addressing sea level rise is described in
Section 3.11.1 of Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description (p. 3-49). The
approach is to raise the Project site’s ground surface elevations and structures
such that most of the ground surface will be at least 6 feet above the current
100-year base flood elevation. A few portions of the site where existing
structures would remain and are constrained by the elevations of parcels on
adjoining, non-Project parcels are above, but not as high above the current
100-year base flood elevation. Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of
the Draft EIR discusses site elevations and the Project’s resilience to flooding
exacerbated by sea level rise in more detail, including requirements of
Assembly Bill (AB) 1191. In addition to these sections of the Draft EIR,
supplemental details are provided regarding the design basis for the Project’s
proposed adaptation to sea level rise for Phase 1 and full Buildout. In the
event that sea level rise exceeds the Project’s built-out resistance to coastal
and/or groundwater flooding, strategies and measures have also been
identified to adapt to higher sea levels.!?

See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

Consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the Draft EIR contains evaluations of construction- and operations-
phase impacts. Long-term (operations-phase) impacts are addressed
throughout Draft EIR Chapter 4. For example, see the discussion beginning on
p. 4.2-70 under Operational Impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality, and the

12 Moffat & Nichol, 2021. Coastal Flooding, Proposed Grading Strategy, Sea Level Rise Adaptation, and Public Access on Wharf, Oakland Athletics Howard Terminal Project, July 9, 2021.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-207 Shayne del Cohen

COMMENT RESPONSE

various discussions under Operational Impacts on pp. 4.3-36 through 4.3-38 in
Section 4.3, Biological Resources. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is
a type of document that a federal agency may require for a project pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy Act. No federal agency has required
preparation of an environmental document for the Project.

I-207-10 See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, regarding financial
impacts and concerns.
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1-208 Nancy Delaney

COMMENT

Please keep our Port and our ILWU! There is none to compare with this Union in the

1-208-1 | world. The human values must be preserved! They are living values with empathy

for the whole human race.

1-208-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

5-1671

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-209 Robyn Hall
COMMENT RESPONSE
. . i I-209-1  The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
| strongly support more pedestrian infrastructure connecting Howard Terminal to X i . o
S _ o and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
West Alameda, such as a pedestrian/bike bridge. Especially if the coast guard has the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
12001 removed their objections!! opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
My husband and his family are life-long A’s fans, and we're raising my daughter in analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
that tradition. It would be se nice to be able to walk to games, or combine public comment raise a new enwronmen_ta_l issue, that would require a respon_se
transit and walking lik to gt from the Giants’ stadium t of SF under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
ransit and walking fike one can to get from the Blants: stadium o most of 55 forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.
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5.3 Individuals

1-210 James Yount

COMMENT RESPONSE

I-210-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), | X
Separation.

write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included

as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR.

It appears that the project would provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade
railroad crossings between Market S5t and Broadway but has neglected to include
similar safety measures at the crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster

and Oak Streets. These upgrades MUST be extended all the way to Oak.

This area has a high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas,
and residences that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike,
and scooter travel at these crossing locations.

1-210-1
The current measures too easily allow vehicles (cars, motorcycles, bikes, etc) to
steer around the lane that is obstructed. On a recent afternoon (4/7), a northbound
freight train was stopped on the tracks. The end of the train was at Franklin. |
witnessed several cars that were stopped at Plank drive around the gate and turn
right (southbound) on Embarcadero, only to then make a left-handed u-turn and
drive across the Amtrak tracks. Had there been a southbound Amtrak on those

tracks, a terrible accident would've occurred.

| strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings at Franklin,
Webster, and Oak Streets benefit from the same safety measures proposed at the

adjacent crossings.
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1-211

1-211-1

1-211-2

Thomas Metcalfe

COMMENT

Regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file number ER18-016), |
write as a resident to comment on the proposed railroad safety measures included
as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. It appears that the project would
provide pedestrian safety upgrades at 5 at-grade railroad crossings between Market
St and Broadway but has neglected to include similar safety measures at the
crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. This area has a
high density of entertainment venues, restaurants, parking areas and residences
that will generate significant game-day increases in pedestrian, bike and scooter
travel at these crossing lecations. The current noise generated by trains seunding
their horns at these intersections to warn people of their presence is so loud that my
6 year old son has to wear protective ear coverage whenever he goes outside.
Without ear protection the noise is so loud that it causes him real pain and
discomfort. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland to require that the RR crossings
at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the same safety measures
proposed at the adjacent crossings in order to prevent the need for so much neise

pollution.

1-211-1

1-211-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.
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1-212 Bonnie Hitch

COMMENT

I fully support the Howard terminal Stadium site. | urge the city Council to approve

1-212-1 | this once in a lifetime opportunity for the city of Oakland. Please have some vision.

See how this can change the city of Oakland.

1-212-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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1-213

Joel Hamburger

1-213-1

COMMENT

The Coliseum site is an excellent location to build a modern ball park. Moving the
A's to Oakland's Howard Terminal will kill thousands of jobs, mostly for black people.
YOU KNOW THAT IS TRUE, even if you pretend otherwise. The job of MLB, a company
that employs so many black people, should be to support black communities. That
could not be more true than in this time of heightened consciousness over daily
police murders of black people like George Floyd. The City of Oakland has a
responsibility to stop the gentrification train from further destroying The Town. Filthy
rich developer John Fisher is winning the hearts and minds of city leaders and local
media with feel good stories. Of course, he omits the negative impact on Oakland's
black community. Say no to the continued assault on Oakland's historic black
community by canceling this project. Build a shiny new stadium where it belongs, on

Coliseumn land.

1-213-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. Decision makers will
have access to this comment and others expressing support for alternatives to
the proposed Project.

See also Consolidated Response 4.13, Gentrification and Indirect Housing
Displacement.
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5.3 Individuals

1-214 Amy Lyons
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-214-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

| want to urge that the railroad safety aspects of the ballpark project extend all the X
Separation.

way down to Oak Street (ie, include Franklin, Webster and Oak crossings). I live in
the neighborhood and often observe unsafe situations involving pedestrians crossing
or being near the rail lines. Railroad safety upgrades should extend throughout the
et entire Jack London entertainment district as the ballpark will only increase the
number of pedestrians and cars in the area. | strongly encourage the City of Oakland

to require that the RR crossings at Franklin, Webster and Oak Street benefit from the

same safety measures proposed at the adjacent crossings.
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1-215 Amy Sides

1-215-1

1-215-2

1-215-3

1-215-4

1-215-5

COMMENT

Please do not approve a new baseball stadium at Howard Terminal.

1} Using pubklic transpertation to this site is much more complicated than getting to
the current Oakland Arena location. The Howard Terminal area BART stations are far
enocugh from the proposed stadium to make it a poor choice for anyone with
mobility issues. Proposing shuttles to and from BART intreduces more cars on roads

which will already congested.

2) Affordable housing, housing affordable to the low income, should also be very

close to BART as these residents are less able to afford a car.

3} Parking near the Oakland Arena and freeway access is much easier at the

Oakland Arena than will be at the Howard Terminal site.

4} Maritime workers at the Port of Oakland will have a very difficult time finding
similar work in Oakland or the Bay Area. They are not simply displaced but more

accurately pushed out of living in Oakland and possibly out of Morthern California.

5) The Oakland Arena has so many more options (empty lots and buildings)
available in its immediate surrounding area to bring in new businesses and jobs to
support the events at the Oakland Arena and the surrounding residential
neighbeorheoods. Revitalizing this neighborhooed will do more for our more vulnerable
Oakland population than revitalizing the Jack London Square population which is
currently high end an luxury residents and the bulk of their establishments are
priced or geared towards those with deeper pockets. The area around the Howard

Terminal is limited and this project reguires the displacement of many.

It is difficult to find any reason to support this project-yet | sincerely with the As will
remain in @akland. If the City of Oakland and the Oakland As brings life to the area
of Oakland around the Arena, Hegenberger even down to the airport and up to the

hills—that will benefit many more Oaklanders who have been too long ignored.

1-215-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the Project's distance to mass
transportation, including BART. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR
would enhance the attractiveness of transit and would also increase transit to
the Project for both the non-ballpark development and for ballpark events.
There are several feasible mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR that
prioritize non-automobile travel either through programs to reduce
automobile trips or infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit,
walking, and bicycling, which would contribute to minimizing proposed Project
vehicle traffic. The mitigation measures include:

1. DEIR Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a (page 4.15-183 to 189) includes a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan for the non-ballpark
development with a performance metric to reduce vehicle trips 20% from
a baseline condition without a TDM program.

2. DEIR Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b (page 4.15-193 to 197) includes a
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) for the ballpark events with a
performance metric to reduce vehicle trips 20% from a baseline condition
without a TMP. A draft TMP is provided in Appendix TRA.1 and includes
the nearby transit providers i.e., AC Transit, BART, Capitol Corridor, and
WETA as a key stakeholder in coordinating ballpark events.

3. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c (page 4.15-197) would include
construction of a transportation hub adjacent to the Project that would
serve at least three bus routes (12 AC Transit buses per hour) to support
non-automobile travel to and from the Project with the ability to expand
the hub on ballpark event days to handle up to six shuttle bus stops and
each shuttle stop could handle up to 12 shuttles per hour.

4. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d (page 4.15-198) would implement Bus-
Only Lanes on Broadway between Embarcadero West and 11th Street by
converting one motor vehicle lane in each direction to a bus-only lane.
There are existing Bus Only Lanes north of 11th Street to 20th Street on
Broadway.

5. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e (page 4.15-198 to 200) would implement
pedestrian improvements such as sidewalk widening and repair,
pedestrian lighting, and intersection and driveway safety measures to
promote first and last mile connections to BART and AC Transit bus stops
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1-215 Amy Sides

COMMENT

1-215-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

as well as walking connections serving Downtown and West Oakland
neighborhoods.

6. Mitigation Measure TRANS-2a, 2b, and 2c (page 4.15-230 to 231) would
implement bicycle improvements consistent with Oakland's Bike Plan
that connect the Project to Oakland's bike network.

7. Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a and 3b (page 4.15-235 to 240) would
implement railroad corridor improvements including fencing along the
corridor and at-grade crossing improvements such as quad gates as well
as gates for pedestrians and bicycles and a pedestrian and bicycle bridge
over the railroad tracks connecting the transportation hub on 2nd Street
at Jefferson Street to the Project.

As part of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a the Project would be required to
extend an AC Transit bus line such as Line 6 to the Project or provide a new
shuttle bus system with equivalent peak period headways. While Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1b would require ballpark event shuttle buses between the
Project and the 12th Street BART station as well as traffic control officers (or
other personnel acceptable to the City of Oakland) to manage pre- and post-
event attendees accessing the Project site, in part, to minimize disruptions to
transit serving the Project. In addition, a required Parking Management Plan,
modeled off the successful SacPark system in Sacramento, would disperse
attendees who drive to underutilized parking garages in downtown reducing
the amount of traffic congestion in the area.

The commenter does not state specific concerns or questions regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
and EIR.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. See Consolidated
Response 4.12, Affordable Housing.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-215 Amy Sides

COMMENT

1-215-3

1-215-4

1-215-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about ease of parking with regard to the
No Project Alternative. See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking, with respect
to parking concerns, and Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-
Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative, for general concerns related to the Coliseum
site. The commenter does not state a specific concern or question regarding
the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft
EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. Therefore, no
response is required. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

While the commenter's concerns are appreciated, there is no evidence that
jobs will be lost as a result of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR considers
physical environmental impacts of the Project and does not assess economic
impacts. See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use
Compatibility, for a discussion of land use compatibility, including potential
impacts on Port operations. The commenter's preference for the Coliseum site
is noted.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-216 Hannah Jackson

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment primarily concerns the merits of the proposed Project and does
not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
required under CEQA. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration during deliberations on the proposed Project. Also see
Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking, 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum
Area) Alternative, and Consolidated Response 4.12, Affordable Housing.

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. The decision-makers
will have access to this comment and others expressing support for
alternatives to the proposed Project. See also Consolidated Response 4.12,
Affordable Housing.

COMMENT

. - . . . 1-216-1
No parking, a busy rail line, no BART stop, and vague "commitments" to affordable
housing are few of many reasons this propesal is absurd. Revitalizing the existing

1-216-2
Coliseum site is the logical option.
INVEST IN THE FORGOTTEN HALF OF OAKLAND.
I-216-2
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1681
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-217 Farzad Farzan
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-217-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

| would like to express my strong support to extend the Train Quiet Zone throughout X K X
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

the Jack London neighborhood as part of this project. This will not only improve the
quality of life for residents, but will benefit visitors and businesses in the
1-217-1 | neighborheod. Today, the constant and extremely loud train horns along
Embarcadero extending as far east as Oak st is a top coencern preventing peace and

quiet in the area. The stadium at Howard terminal is a great opportunity to revitalize

the area by addressing this issue.

ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-218 Marchon Tatmon

COMMENT

I'm writing this comment in opposition of the A's moving to Howard terminal
because of the economic losses this will cause in East Oakland, in and around the
Coliseum site. Please think of the economic consequences with such a move and
1-218-1 | the negative impact it could possibly have on East Oakland unless you allow the
AASEG purchase the site for a complete redevelopment plan for the area. The A's
would be a perfect fit for the project therefore the move to HT should not take

place.

1-218-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.15, Urban Decay. Other than the assertion about
economic consequences around the Coliseum, this comment does not raise
significant environmental issues or specific questions about the analyses or
information in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088. The comment will be included as a part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Proposed Project.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-219 Camila Ribeiro
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-219-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Regarding Howard Terminal A’s ballpark proposal - (case file number X
Separation.

ER18-016). As a resident of Jack London Sq. | want to comment on the railroad
safety measures included as transportation mitigation in the draft EIR. The proposal
covers pedestrian safety upgrades

at 5 crossings between Market St and Broadway but does not cover the crossings
along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets. These areas are heavily
et trafficked with pedestrians coming to dine and spend time around restaurants, bars,
etc. On several occasions | have witnessed groups coming out of venues especially
Nido's backyard on Oak & Embarcadero, and walking around the neighborhood
without paying much attention to where they are geing and the crossings. With the
expected increase in pedestrian traffic in Jack London due to the ballpark, it's

critical that all of the noted crossings above receive the same safety measures.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1684 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-220 Antonique Bucknor
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-220-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

The Train quiet zone would be great for the neighborhood for many reasons, but on a X K X
Separation, and Consolidated Response 4.11, Quiet Zone.

personal one, it would allow me to finally have a good nights sleep without the

1-220-1
constant interruption of the train horn. The quiet zone would improve quality or life
for everyone.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1685 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments
5.3 Individuals

1-221 James Johnston

COMMENT RESPONSE
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-221

1-221-1

James Johnston

COMMENT

This project is a swing and a miss - at least as far as non-motorized transportation is
concerned! Provision MUST be made for including a bikefpedestrian bridge to
Alameda. At the wvery minimum, the easement and land MUST be preserved so that
when this bridge is funded, there will be a place for it to land in Oakland. This
project is so important, and will be a crucial link in the region's transportation
network. It's not just a game day gimmick - it will be used for commutes to BART

every day by Alameda residents.

The attached image shows a map of the options for the bike/ped bridge that is under
study. Option A is one of the most promising optiens, and lands at the edge of the
proposed ballpark project plan. It's therefore essential that this project be prepared

for the construction of this bridge.

Unfortunately, the project renderings and gallery images don't show any bike/ped
bridge to Alameda, and it seems to pretend that this important project doesn't

exist!! This is really disheartening to see.

This bridge is urgently needed. The only option for bike/ped on the west end of
Alameda are the tunnels. The walkway is narrow, loud, polluted, with the walls
coated in soot. There is not enough room for two bicycles to pass each other, and
it's generally a hazardous environment - and certainly very unpleasant. With more
development of the old navy base on the west end of Alameda, we need
transportation options that are friendly for bikes/peds to reach BART in Cakland. A
bikefped bridge that can link up with Broadway would really help here, and help get

cars off the road.

Please incorporate the bike/ped bridge into Alameda as part of this project's
planning! Ewven if the Oakland A's do not help fund it for construction right away, the

land needs to be preserved for building it later. Thank you!

1-221-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

There are several mitigation measures in the Draft EIR that prioritize non-
automobile travel either through programs to reduce automobile trips or
infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling,
which would contribute to minimizing Project vehicle traffic. These measures,
which begin on p. 4.15-183 of the Draft EIR, are summarized below:

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a includes a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan for the non-ballpark development with a
performance metric to reduce vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline
condition without a TDM program.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b includes a Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) for the ballpark events with a performance metric to reduce
vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline condition without a TMP. A draft
TMP is provided in Appendix TRA.1 and includes the nearby transit
providers i.e., AC Transit, BART, Capitol Corridor, and WETA as a key
stakeholder in coordinating ballpark events.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c would construct a Transportation Hub
adjacent to the Project that would serve at least three bus routes (12 AC
Transit buses per hour) to support non-automobile travel to and from
Project with the ability to expand the hub on ballpark event days to
handle up to six shuttle bus stops and each shuttle stop could handle up
to 12 shuttles per hour.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d would implement bus-only lanes on
Broadway between Embarcadero West and 11th Street by converting one
motor vehicle lane in each direction to a bus-only lane. There are existing
bus-only Lanes north of 11th Street to 20th Street on Broadway.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-221 James Johnston

COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e would implement pedestrian
improvements such as sidewalk widening and repair, pedestrian lighting,
and intersection and driveway safety measures to promote first and last
mile connections to BART and AC Transit bus stops as well as walking
connections serving Downtown and West Oakland neighborhoods.

Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, and TRANS-2c would
implement bicycle improvements consistent with Oakland's Bike Plan that
connect the Project to Oakland's bike network.

Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b would implement railroad
corridor improvements including corridor fencing, at-grade railroad
crossing improvements, and a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over the
railroad tracks connecting the transit hum with the Project site via the
Jefferson Street alignment.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-222

Alyssa Johnston

1-222-1

COMMENT

This project looks amazing but is missing one key thing, a bike/pedestrian bridge to
Alameda. The only option for bikes or pedestrians to cross over from Alameda to
Oakland is by a dirty, narrow, polluted walkway. | have lived in Alameda for over 4
years and have yet to venture out on my bike on the west end of Alameda into
DOakland due to this crux. This bridge could be so useful for people attending games,
events, commuting or enjoying the local area. Please put a bike/ped bridge into this

project's planning. Thank you!

1-222-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project.

The opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA.

The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the Project and EIR.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-223 Ira Jacobowitz

No taxpayer money should be spent on this project. | don't care if the private

COMMENT

1-223-1 | baseball team stays or leaves. If it stays, the team and its owners must pay for the

park, with absolutely no public financing.

1-223-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, regarding financial
concerns.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-224

1-224-1

Christine Semenero

COMMENT

To whom it may concern,

I have been working on the waterfront for 30+ years.

Pacific Maritime Association and all the local unions that represent port workers
have been providing good paying jobs to the citizens of Oakland and the surrounding
city's

I have attended meetings at the Oakland planning department and in Sacramento |
have heard Dave Kaval speak on the plans and seen videos of the rendition for the
new proposed Oakland ballpark.

It appears to be a beautiful ballpark with exciting new real estate surroundings.

but let's be frank you don't need to be a brain scientist to know that this is not the
right loecation

For this development.

The only driving force 1 see behind this is all green bags and bags and bags of
money!! | hope you realize the severity and consequences of this project all eyes
are upon every commissioner every planner that has their hand in the money pot.

We know who you are!

It is your duty to preserve the working Port of Oakland and all of the businesses and
people it will affect if you allow this greed.

Tell Dave Kaval and the Oakland A’s organization to take their beautiful rendition of
the ballpark and it's real estate condominiums to where it currently exist or
somewhere else. Let them pour their money into a property that will not affect the

Port of Oakland.

1-224-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

See Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.
Other than a general statement about conflicts with Port operations, this
comment does not raise specific questions about the analyses or information
in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088. The comment will be included as a part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Proposed Project.
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1-225 Leonard Arnold

|-225-1

|-225-2

|-225-3

1-225-4

COMMENT

From: L
Ta: o an; elakiedto aklandca. oov; mmade gov;
allicenlrt i i ¢ P dlandcs BT pwr—
Subject: COMMENTS IN OFPOSITION TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL | MPACT REPORT OF PROPCSED Oskland A% Bl
Fark” ai Fonl of Dakiand
Data: Mseaday, Agell 26, 2021 12:53:84 AM

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

April 25, 2021

To:  Peterson Viellmann: pvollmanni@oaklandca.gov
Betgy Lake: elake@osklandea gov
Mally Maybrun: mmayb run@oakland ca,gowr
Edward Relskin: ereiskin@oaklandca.gov
Mayor of Oakland: officeofthemayon@oaklandea gov
Rebecca Kaplan: Akaplan@oaklandea.gov
Dan Kalb: dkalbi@oaklandca gov

Fe: COMMENTS AND OPPOSITION TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT OF
PROPOSED Oakland A's
“Ball Park® AT PORT OF QAKLAND

The below stated COMMENTS AND OPPOSITION TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT REPORT
OF PROPOSED Oskland A's

“Ball Park® AT PORT OF OAKLAND, addresses the NEGATIVE IMPACTS of the entire Draft
Environmental Impact Repart and specifically, Chapter 3--Project Description; Chapter 4.0 Introduction to
Analysis; Chapler 4.6 Geology, Scils, and Palsontalogical Riesources; Chapter 4.8--Hazands and
Hazardous Materials: Chapter 4.10-Land Use, Plans and Palicies; Chapter 4.15--Transportation and
Circulation: Chapter 6--Alternativas.

The idea of a "new ballpark” on a small piece of contaminated land at the Port of Oakland, with no area
for parking for the fans, in a very hard o get to location, by any means of fransportation--car, bus, Bart,
efz.,-is INSANE. The small piece of land at the Port of Oekland is contaminated and the soil contains
nurmenous taxic and deadly substances; and has been used by diferant antities for shipping and industrial
purpses. At this location, there would be no spacedand for parking for the thousands of individuals
driving to the new "ball park® on game day and fans would have to walk up o a mile [each way] in a
dangerous and congested location o get to the new "ball park.”  Whno would want o bring thelr family fo
2 new "ball park” that sits on contaminated land in & dangerous and hard to get to industrial area of
Cakland with no area to park their car? | viewed what the new “ball park® would look like and it's
appearance is atrocious—the worst design of a baseball park |'ve ever seen! Whao would want to pay
§100/seal and view an enormous industial shipping crana in the background!

Cakland A's management has never mantioned the massive increase of ticket prices for fans at their
proposed "new balpark.” Some sports insiders feel that the ticket prices will go up 4-6 times (depending
on the seat) with fist deck seats going for $100-5500/seat.

With a wery small capacity of around 30,000 and exorbitant ficket prices, working families and people on a
budget, who are the magrity of A's supponers, wil not be able to attend an Oakland A's game in person
at the proposed “new ball park;” let alone, figure a way how to get there and back safaly.

Contrary to what most "experts” state, the Oakland Coliseum is a great stadium. The Oakland Coliseum
15 in a great location, just off the freeway, next to Bart, has sufficient parking, and with a 50,000 seaf
capacity, is affordable for people on a budget and families. The Oakland Coliseum is also the most
historical sports stadiem et in this country, as two NFL Foolball Charmpion teams and louw MLE Basebal

1-225-1

1-225-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This is a general comment that serves to introduce the more specific
comments that are responded to in detail below. As a result, no specific
response is provided here.

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting, under Land
Use Covenants, and explained further in Consolidated Response 4.16,
Remediation Plans, Land Use Covenants, and Human Health and Ecological
Risk Assessment, the Project site is subject to existing land use covenants
(LUCs), operations and maintenance agreements, soil and groundwater
management plans, and risk management plans, all enforced by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the regulatory agency with
jurisdiction. These LUCs and their associated plans would be replaced and
consolidated and require approval by DTSC before commencement of
construction to account for the changes to the Project site. The substantive
requirements of these replacement documents would be similar to those in
the existing documents, but would be specifically tailored to ensure
protections appropriate for the type of anticipated construction activity and
the type of anticipated uses, including allowing residential use (which is
currently prohibited) under specified conditions. Similar to the existing plans,
the workplans to be prepared under the requirements of the existing LUCs
and the mitigation measures discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Impact HAZ-2, would provide further description of the
remediation steps, which would include maintaining a cap over the Project
site.

As explained in Consolidated Response 4.2, Formulation, Effectiveness, and
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures, the mitigation measures provided in
the Draft EIR are actions that would be enforced by the City of Oakland
building official. Grading, building, or construction permits, and certificate of
occupancy or similar operating permit for new buildings and uses will not be
issued until the DTSC and the building official have approved of the various
actions required by the mitigation measures.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting, under
Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, a Human Health and Ecological
Risk Assessment (HHERA) has been prepared using all testing results collected
through August 2020 for the Project site. The HHERA developed specific target
cleanup levels that would be protective of human health and the
environment. Further explanation of the HHERA is provided in Consolidated
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals
1-225 Leonard Arnold
COMMENT RESPONSE
Response 4.16, Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, Land Use
Covenants, and Site Remediation.
I-225-3  See Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.
I-225-4  See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.
Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1693 ESA /D171044
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

5.3 Individuals

1-225 Leonard Arnold
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-225-5  See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA. Also see Consolidated
Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area) Alternative.

Charnpion leams havie played thefe--no other stadium in this country can make such a historical and

significant claim. The great Ricky Henderson, Reggle Jackson, Mark McGwire, Jose Canseca, Harmon - -

Kiobraw, Fod Carows, Car Yastrameat e Fica, Gioarye Eroe. Coafih Hurar Vica Biue, Rie Fngars 1-225-6  The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and

Jim Paimer, Jim Kaat, Molan Ryan, Al Kaline, Mickey Mantle, and so many ather great baseball players, no further response is required under CEQA. The comment will be forwarded
|-225-5 all played at the Dakland Coliseum. Motabla Football Players that have played at the Oakland Calissum . i . i R K X

include: Jim Plunkett, Ken Stabler, Wilke Brown, Gene Upshaw, Arl Shell, Terry Bradshaw, Franco Harris, to the decision-makers for their consideration during deliberations on the

Joe Montana, Johnny Unitas, Joe Mamath; and so many other great Football Flayers, all played at the .

Oakland Coliseum. Usualy, in this country, historical and usable buildings are saved, and the Oakiand proposed Project.

Coligeurn must be saved as well.

The best solution fer the Cakland A's, is not 1o bulld any new ballpark, including at the Oakland Coliseum 1-225-7 See Consolidated Response 4_22’ General NOH-CEQA.

location. The best solution is to renovate the Oakland Coliseum, [by removing the hit. Davis section--
WIRCH was a huge mistake when it was added to the Coliseur] with many new amenities and features,
The Dodgers have renovated Dodger Stadium from time to time, and to this day, Dodger Stadium
remains a beautiful stadium and has the largest and best parking lot for any stadium in the world. Dodger
Stadium s also a very historical baseball stadium (there are so few that are left in this couniry). The great
Willie Mays, Barry Bonds, Hank Aaron, Roberto Clamante, Frank Robinson, Pete Rosa, Mike Schmidt,
Juan Marichal, Sandy Koulfax, Don Drysdale, Don Sutton, Tom Seaver, Bob Gibson, Nolan Fyan, and so
many other great beseball players, all played at Dodger Stadium.

Before Candlestick Park was destroyad, | suggested that the Oakland A's play at Gandlestick Park for two
seasons while the Oakland Coliseum would be renovated. No ang listened and another huge mistake
was made.

The concept of building a new "ball park” to raize revenue to attract free agents and pay existing players
$15,000,000-530,000,000/season is crazyl 99% of the time when a team paid a player $25,000,000-
$30.,000,000/seas0on and

puarantead tha contract of $100,000,000-5250,000,000 or mare. for one player. the team almost always
regretied deing such an insane act-leok at Barry Zite, Mike Hamplon, Chris Davis (Baltimore
Orioles), Yoenis Cepedes, Migues Cabrerra, Robinson Cano, Ryan Howard, C.C. Sabathhia, Carl
Crawlord, Josh Hamillon, Vermon Wells, Alphonso Soriano, Carlos Lee, Jason Werlh,

Johan Santana, Prince Fielder, Joe Mauer, Jose Reyes, Matt Kemp, Albert Puljols, Adrian
Gonzalez, David Wright, CIilf Lee, Jason Giambi, Cole Hamels, Felix Hernandez, Troy Tulowitzki,
Alex Rodriguez, etc., efc. Once these teams realized that they made an incredible mistake of
overpaying these players and guaraniesing their contracts, they tried to either frade these players or had
te redease these baseball players, "eating the enommous contract and incredible mistake that was made™—
to the detriment of the team,

organization and fans, You sannol buy a winning charmglonship team in basebal, The Yarkees were the
only team, for two years, in the 1970's that were able to do this--but the concept of paying baseball
players $20.000,000-530,000.000/seas0n and guaranieeing

£100,000,000-8300,000,000 of their contracts, will not win you a championship--but it will bankrupt and
ruin the team!

By paying & few baseball players on a team $20,000,000-$30,000,000/s2as0n at the expense of the rest
of the players on the feam/froster, will only result in a teams failure on the field and financial disaster.
Guess who picks up the “Bill,” one way ar anothes, for the incredible mistake of overpaying baseball
players on a team--the large numbser of working people and their families that suppaort these teams,
including the Oakland A's! Also, with the massive increase of licket prices that will exist at the new "ball
park,* if there is & new "ball park,” there will b= huge numbers of working people and their tamilies, who
are supportars of the Oakland A's, that will no longer be able te afford to watch an Oakland A's baseball
game in person, and will be deprived of the opporunity 1o have a day of lun watching an Oakland A's
basaball game in person at the "ball park.”

|-225-6

Cakland is one of the few cities in this country that has an outdoor baseballfootball stadium, the Oakland
Coliseurn, and an indoor arena, the Oakland Coliseurmn arena, and are right next 1o each other. Ten
1-225-7 Cmmpinns_h'p 1ea.ms_harve pla?ed in_ these two venues—four in the Oakland quliseum Areng I_Gold._en
State Warriors and six Championship teams have played at tve Oakland Coliseurn [4 championships by
the Oakland A's and two Championships by the Oakland Ralders). How many ciies in this country have
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5.3 Individuals

1-225 Leonard Arnold
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-225-8  See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA, and Consolidated
Response 4.7, Parking.

these type of venuss 1o begin with, et alane 10 Championship teams that have played in 1hese two great

1-225-7 vemies? The angwer 13 1o other place in this counbry can make this caim. Plug these two great venues 1-225-9  The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and
are in a great location, just off the freeway and Bar, and thare are thousands of parking spaces on site at ) ) A
the: Goliseum Complex. You cannot do better then this. no further response is required under CEQA. The comment will be forwarded
Cakland A's management and especially, Dave Kaval, are just plain crazy, for their insane to the decision-makers for their consideration during deliberations on the
idea/proposal for a new "ball park” d .
on & very small piace of contarminated land, with no acceplable access by feaway, Bart, bus, o anything proposed Project.

else. There will be no parking on site and parking will be 1/2-1 mile sway--who in fheir right mind would
want to bring a family to a baseball game and have to wak. 1o and from, 1/2-1 mile in a dangerous,

unpleasant, contaminated indusirial area and then have to pay 5-10 fimes the licket prices they use fo 1-225-10 The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and

pay for a basaball game at the Caliseum? The capacity of the proposed new "ball park” will only be . . A

around 30,000 so affardability is out the window for gond, As mentioned, the view of the cutfield will no further response is required under CEQA. The comment will be forwarded
|-225-8 show a huge industrial shipping crane kurking just feet away—who wanis to see such an unpleasant thing .. . . . . . .

ala bassball game? Tho nuMmEroUSMEsded Fansponation “upgrades” stated in the Environmental to the decision-makers for their consideration during deliberations on the

Impact Report in the Transporation Section are so vast, 30 costly and would be so ime consuming to ro Osed Pro-ect

complate, that this NEGATIVE IMPACT ALONE, WOULD BEAMKRUPT THE CITY OF OAKLAND! The p p J .

transportation issuss don't even take Into account that there is no adequate parking for the fans within a
short distance of the new "ball park.” This one aspect alons, and NEGATIVE TRANSPORTATION
IMPACTS, of nonexistent/inadequate parking, are reasons encugh 1o have the Oakland Plannng
Depariment and the Qakland City Council wote a resounding MO to the proposed new “ball park.”

Recently in San Diego, just a few weeks ago. Sen Diego/Jack Murphy Stadium, the former home of the
San Diego Chargers, was desiroyed. The people supporting sports in San Diego were so upsat whan
this happened, San Diege and the people of San Diego were always in supper of the San Disgo
Chargers but the owner of the team had an insane idea to share a football stadivm in Los Angeles, asa
tenant, with the Los Angeles Rams. San DiegodJack Murphy Stadium was located just off the freeway
and had thousands of parking spaces for cars. The owners of the San Diego Changers should have
slayed in San Diego and played at San Diego/Jack Murphy Stadium, and renovated the stadium in the off
serson. As there are only 8 regular season foatball games,

San Diego/Jack Murphy Stadium was mara then adequate as a home for the San Diego Chargers. Now
the city of San Diego has made a huge mistake regarding allowing San Disgo/Jack Murphy Stadium to be
destroyed and it's too latel

The enormous mistake that was made at San Diego’Jack Murphy Stadium, cannot happen to the

Oakland Coliseum,

#As the Bay Area is very desirable and the Oakland Goliseum is more then adequate for Baseball ar

|-225-9 Foalball o Soccer, other Bams will want to play at the akland Colissurn and are laoking tor tha
opperunity to piay here; as lang as the Oakland Coliseum is still here 1o enjoy. We cannot let Oakland

As and t Dave Kaval destroy the Oakland Coliseum!

Dave Kaval is the wrong indlvidual to be in control of the Cakland A's and the Oakland A's new “ball park”

propasal.

The community and the city of Oakland have a greathistorical venue al the Oakland Collseumn, and i, ke

San Diego/Jack Murphy Stadium, the Oekland Coliseum if destroyed by Oskland A's management and

Dave Kaval, the East Bay, the cily of Dakland,

and thousands and thousands of loyal A's and sports fans will be so somry that they let Oakdand

A's management, Dave Kaval

[who Is not from Qakland or the Bay Area), the Oakland Planning Department and the Oakland

City Council from latting this happan! Psople only realize how great something is after they don't

have it anymore. The best way (o avoid a catastophe, is to never let it happen to begin with! hyself and

my friend have the ideas to renovate the Oakland Coliseum, and for so many reasons, renovating the

Cakland Coliggum, is the smart thing to do,

It the renovation of the Dakland Coliseum is not sufficient for Oakland A's management or Dave Kaval, lst
therm move the A's to one of the most undesirable places on earth, Las Vegas, whare temparatures reach
-225-10 115 degrees and the undesirabllity actor here ks off the charts; let Oakiand A's management and Dave

Kaval pay their over ratediundeserving baseball players $20,000,000-$30,000,000/season and guaraniee:
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5.3 Individuals

1-225 Leonard Arnold
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-225-11 See Consolidated Response 4.22, General Non-CEQA.

$100,000,000-8300,000,000 of their contracts--| guarantes you that this insane idea of atracting and
1-995-10 over paying free agents and current baseball players on their roster wor't wark [and will never work], and

the fans supporting the Oakland A's, whather they are in Oakland or Las Vegas, will be the individuals
that will ulimately pay the price of this Insanity.

Dave Kaval is going 1o ruin everything regarding the Oakland A’s--the team, the Qakland
Coliseum, the supporters of the Oakland A's, the families and kids that have been able to attend
Oakland A's games in person, and the sporting and baseball history of the Cakland Coliseum and
the city of Oakland! If Oakland A's management had any brains, they would fire Dave Kaval
immediataly!

The new "ball park” proposal at the Port of Oakland by Oakland A's management and Dave Kaval [who
knows nothing about running a baseball team, stadiums, let alone where to put a stadium| |s INSANE and
1-225-11 cennot go forward and must be rejected by the city of Oakland.

The new "pall park” proposal MUST BE DEFEATED, otherwise the biggest mistake in the history of
the city of Oakland will be made by the city of Oakland, the Oakland Planning Depariment, the
Oakland City Councll, and Oakland A's Management, regarding the fate of the Cakland A's, the
Oakland A's fans, the people of Oakland, the East Bay, the history of sports in Dakland and the
Oakland Coliseum, and these negative consequences will exist lorever and will be the resull of
the

proposed new "ball park” that should never be built!

Leonard Arnolkd
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1-226 Graham Carlson
COMMENT

It is disgusting and disturbing to me that this project, which amounts to a
multibillion dollar handout to ene of the wealthiest families on Earth, is being

seriously considered.

The team that is "Rocted In Oakland" for some reason needs to drain city coffers,
take over public land and use graft to bypass envirenmental impact reviews, all

1-226-1 | while playing baseball at an already-constructed baseball stadium a few miles away.

If Oakland's elected officials believed even a fraction of what the profess to believe
about democracy, equality and public service, this project would be disregarded
immediately. Amidst the grandstanding over the defeat of Trump and fascism, it is
horrifying to see how willing Democrats are to sell out to the very same wealthy

interests they claim to abhor.

1-226-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals

1-227 Marc Diaz
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-227-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Like many Oakland residents, | am hopeful that the ongeing waterfront development X
Separation.

in Jack London Square can help revitalize our community, particularly coming out of

the pandemic.

Given the substantial land-use change and influx of people and activity, | strongly
urge the city to extend the proposed train safety measures through the full expanse
of Jack London Square, incorporating Franklin, Webster, and Oak Streets. Many
people walk the waterfront and cross at these locations to access the Amtrak
station, parking garage, or te make their way back to the Lake Merritt Bart.

1-227-1 | Additionally, there is increasing density and activity as new housing, services, and

shops emerge throughout this part of the neighborhood.

I urge you to consider the full impact of the A's new ballpark development, which
demands greater safety and community consideration beyond the 5 propesed
Market St. threugh Broadway train crossings.

Respectfully,

Marc Diaz
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5.3 Individuals

1-228 Jonathan MacMillan
COMMENT RESPONSE

Please incorporate the pedestrian and bike bridge from Alameda to Oakland. This is -228-1 The commerlter e?<presses an 9p|n|on about the potential be_neﬂts of a bicycle
1-228-1 and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of

a great way to get locals safely to your stadium without a car. the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-229 Laurie Umeh
COMMENT

Opposed to a ballpark in this location and opposed to this huge development at the
Port of Oakland. i believe a ballpark at this site will interfere with port business &
port traffic (movement of containers in & out of the port).

1-229-1 | A ballpark is totally out of character with the surrounding area. it's a port, not an
entertainment venue.

Many will drive to a ballpark if parking is provided. The mpact on down town

Oakland traffic on game days will be significant.

1-229-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter raises the concern that vehicular and/or parking demand
generated by the Project would be incompatible with Port uses. See
Consolidated Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility.

The commenter also raises the concern that vehicular demand generated by
the Project would impact traffic conditions in Downtown Oakland on game
days. Traffic congestion or measures of vehicular delay are not an
environmental impact under CEQA per State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, therefore, no mitigation is required. However, see Consolidated
Response 4.21, AC Transit Congestion Impacts, which addresses the possibility
of Project-generated traffic impacting Downtown bus transit operations. See
also Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking, which discusses parking
management strategies contained in the Project Management Plan (PMP)
prepared by the City of Oakland for the Project, a draft of which is included in
the Additional Transportation Reference Materials of the Draft EIR.13 Lastly,
the commenter expresses an opinion about the proposed Project. The
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forward to the decision-
making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the
Project and EIR.

13 primus Consulting, 2020. Toward a High-Performance Parking Management System for a Thriving Oakland: a Plan, January 2020.
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1-230

1-230-1

James Haverkamp

COMMENT

I am opposed to building the stadium at the Howard Terminal or “Port” site because
the current site by the Coliseum BART station and I-80 freeway is much better
suited for one. It's easy to get there and leave safely and quickly and there is
adequate parking space. Build the new stadium there!

The weather is also warmer and better, and there won't be the air pollution from
adjoining sources that exists at the Port site, Who wants to go to a ball game at a
cold and damp place?

And the A's could develop the real estate at and near the Coliseum site and make
that whole area more prosperous and upscale as others would want to build and start
businesses in the neighborhood. It's close to the airport, the freeway and BART and
would be an attractive place to live and work. I've worked in the high rise building

in the business park across the freeway and it's a great but under utilized area that
could blossom if the A's made the investment there.

Don't make a mistake Oakland! | love the A’s team but trying to build a stadium at

the Port site is a stupid idea when there’'s already a much better site available.

1-230-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. Also see
Consolidated Response 4.10, Alternative 2: The Off-Site (Coliseum Area)
Alternative.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-231 Patrick Welch

COMMENT

1-231-1 | I think the ballpark is a great idea. Help to revitalize Oakland is always a good thing..

1-231-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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5.3 Individuals
1-232 Cyrus Ginwala
COMMENT RESPONSE
As a 13 year resident at Oak and 3rd, living within three blocks of the Oak St. rail -232-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

Separation. Also see Consolidated Response 4.7, Parking.
crossing, | write regarding the proposed Howard Terminal A's ballpark (case file

number ER1B-016), | write to voice my strong support for the rail safety measures to
include crossings along Embarcadero at Franklin, Webster and Oak Streets.

I-232-1
We know that events including "Eat Real" which draw thousands of visitors to Jack
London Square, result in parking and track-crossing at all the above-mentioned
crossings, as visitors spread out across the district in search of parking (and then

use the most convenient rail crossing to head to the water).
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1-233 Gordon Tsuchiya
COMMENT RESPONSE

I-233-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade

As a resident of the Jack London district | fully support the proposed ball park. | X
Separation.

1-233-1 | especially support the railroad safety measures contained in the EIR and support

that they be expanded to include the crossings from Broadway to Oak St.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1704 ESA /D171044
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-234 Daniel Cunningham

COMMENT

As a West Oakland Resident, and as a Landscape Architect, | am very pleased to
offer my support for the proposed Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal.
The city of Oakland and our residents have disproportionately limited access to the
waterfront compared to other bay area cities. This project provides unebstructed
et public access to the waterfront in an area where that is currently not possible,
opening up recreation space for resident to engage with Oakland's water front.

Thank you for the efforts, and | very much look forward to enjoying these public

spaces on Oaklands waterfront, that would not be possible without this project.

1-234-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
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1-235

Almer Mabalot

1-235-1

COMMENT

| have been raised in Oakland for most of my life and have been seen the city show
so much potential for what it could really be. For a long time, this city has been in
the shadows of the greater city of San Francisco and | truly believe that has had a
profound effect on the growth of this proud city. Howard Terminal ballpark and the
deal that the Oakland Athletics have made to the city is a remarkable
once-in-a-lifetime offer. This is Oakland’'s chance to give its citizens something they
can truly admire and be proud of. We desperately need a landmark tourist
destination for this city to showcase to the nation and even to the world! Athletics
fans have endured for so long and still gave their all to this team and now are giving
back to the fans and Oakland. | fully support and hepe that the city and its leaders
can agree with me and get behind this wholeheartedly.

1-235-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
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1-236 Michael Keough
COMMENT

| am a resident of East Oakland in full support of the Oakland A's stadium project at
Howard Terminal. The environmental report demonstrates that the City and the A's
are working hard to take care of the environment, create good union jobs, bring
equitable benefits to all Oakland neighborhoods, and keep the last professional
r2ed sports team in Oakland here in our city. The City should do everything in its power
to make sure the stadium plan is approved. My eight-month-old son is counting on

you to make sure the A's stay Rooted in Oakland and that we take care of our

environment while doing it!

I-236-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 5-1707
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report

ESA /D171044
December 2021



5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-237 Steven Burt
COMMENT

The EIR should address the possibility of adding a pedestrian/bicycle bridge across

the Estuary, from Western Alameda to the Jack Londen Square area. This bridge
1-237-1

would provide access between the area being developed and western Alameda and

help reduce traffic and congestion in those areas.

1-237-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses an opinion about the potential benefits of a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge connecting Oakland and Alameda, which is not part of
the proposed Project or required as a mitigation measure for the Project. The
opinion does not specifically raise an issue regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue, that would require a response
under CEQA. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

There are several mitigation measures in the Draft EIR that prioritize non-
automobile travel either through programs to reduce automobile trips or
infrastructure improvements that prioritize transit, walking, and bicycling,
which would contribute to minimizing Project vehicle traffic. These measures,
which begin on p. 4.15-183 of the Draft EIR, are summarized below:

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a includes a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan for the non-ballpark development with a
performance metric to reduce vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline
condition without a TDM program.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b includes a Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) for the ballpark events with a performance metric to reduce
vehicle trips 20 percent from a baseline condition without a TMP. A draft
TMP is provided in Appendix TRA.1 and includes the nearby transit
providers i.e., AC Transit, BART, Capitol Corridor, and WETA as a key
stakeholder in coordinating ballpark events.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c would construct a Transportation Hub
adjacent to the Project that would serve at least three bus routes (12 AC
Transit buses per hour) to support non-automobile travel to and from
Project with the ability to expand the hub on ballpark event days to
handle up to six shuttle bus stops and each shuttle stop could handle up
to 12 shuttles per hour.

e Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d would implement bus-only lanes on
Broadway between Embarcadero West and 11th Street by converting one
motor vehicle lane in each direction to a bus-only lane. There are existing
bus-only lanes north of 11th Street to 20th Street on Broadway.
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1-237 Steven Burt

COMMENT

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e would implement pedestrian
improvements such as sidewalk widening and repair, pedestrian lighting,
and intersection and driveway safety measures to promote first and last
mile connections to BART and AC Transit bus stops as well as walking
connections serving Downtown and West Oakland neighborhoods.

Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, and TRANS-2c would
implement bicycle improvements consistent with Oakland's Bike Plan that
connect the Project to Oakland's bike network.

Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b would implement railroad
corridor improvements including corridor fencing, at-grade railroad
crossing improvements, and a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over the
railroad tracks connecting the transit hum with the Project site via the
Jefferson Street alignment.
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1-238 Lauren Keough

COMMENT

As an Oakland resident (and long time A's fan!), | am so looking forward to the A's

finally having a ballpark that looks professional and will certainly help grow the
1

1-238-1

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

1-238-
franchise. With a great plan for both the environment and jobs based in the
community, this is a win / win situation.
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1-239 Gail Staba
COMMENT RESPONSE

1-239-1  See Consolidated Response 4.6, Rail Safety, Grade Crossing, and Grade
Separation.

Mr. Peterson Vollmann

Planner IV

City of Oakland Bureau of Planning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214
Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: Case File Number ER18-016 Public Comment on DEIR for
Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project

Mr. Vollman,

Please include the below public comment in the record for additional analysis
and mitigation reporting for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project
DEIR.

Tower Lofts, located en 3™ at Alice in the Jack London Waterfront Warehouse
District was one of the first warehouses converted to live-work residences
and business. Residents and owners have seen much change over the past
20+ years and welcome additional vitality through expanding housing and
commercial opportunities in the area.

However, with more people contributing to neighborhood vitality we see a lot
of dangerous activity around roadway intersections and the railroad corridor
on Embarcadero, When trains are present and stopped people get crazy and
1-939-1 unsafe around the trains. | have seen many people climb through trains.
Injuries are typical and usually do not get reported. The big injury or fatality
is imminent. The DEIR is insufficient because the rail safety analysis and
mitigation planning stops at Broadway. | urge you to direct staff and your
consultant to expand DEIR analysis and include the rail safety mitigation
developed for Market, Martin Luther King, Jefferson, Clay, and Washington to
the railroad intersections at Franklin, Webster and Oak. These intersections
are included in figures describing the environs but are not mitigated even
though there will be people from the project moving through our
neighborhood. This rail safety mitigation should be implemented concurrent
with the project. Adding these intersections to the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program will assure that you receive updates on rail safety
progress in the entire Jack London neighborhood will be implemented and
keep the area safe for project and area visitors and residents.

Respectfully,

Gail Staba, Unit 310
Peter Neffenger, Unit 310
Adam Henderson, Unit 210
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1-239 Gail Staba
COMMENT RESPONSE
Tower Lofts
255 37 5t
OCakland, CA 94607
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1-240 Peter Clark

I-240-1

|-240-2

COMMENT

Howard Terminal Promise and Problems- Comments on the EIR

Peterson Vollmann, et al

Planner IV, City of Oakland Bureau of Planning,

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214, Oakland, CA 94612,

by email hitps:f il TR il html - /19
RE: Case Fle Number ER18-016If (Howard Terminal EIR Comments)

Gentle People:

If the Howard Terminal development plan addressed the challenges of
the site, it could help move Oakland into the forefront of American cities.

Unfortunately it does not.

The following infrastructure problems need to be addressed by a revised
EIR: If the needed infrastructure were integrated into the EIR as part of the
development, they could be accomplished remarkably quickly and increase
the container throughput of the Port,

This can be paid for by willing sources that have been
identified, create a profit center that can pay for ALL of the
Transportation/Parking Benefits identified by the Howard
Terminal Transportation CBA, and help to assure the success of
the HT development. The tumkey solutions can be turned over to a
public agency, however simply turning over the funds will NOT take care
of the problem, merely create a blame game for failure.

The SHIPP non-profit presented a PowerPoint to the Transportation CBA
Cohorts, which can be upgraded to present these concepts to the City
Council.

1) Automate

The Howard Terminal was intended to handle truck traffic as containers
are loaded. It has never fully addressed the problem of diesel truck
parking or exhaust, and getting rid of the terminal without adequately
addressing the problem in other ways would have dire consequences to
Port operations, the functionality and solvency of the City, and the health
of Dakland Residents. None of this is adequately addressed by the EIR.

a. Automated Rail to Satellite Container Loading and

Storage

i- At the Dakland Army Base (at the Truck Parking
Facility) The first Satellite loading facility should be
built at the Oakland Army Base to replicate the Howard
Terminal functions fully while two other facilities are
built, together with grade separated rail to connect into
the Port.

ii. To Richmend for containers going by rail or truck to
destinations to the North and East of the Bay Area,_

1-240-1

1-240-2

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow. See
Responses to Comments 1-240-1 through |-240-6.

With regard to the issue of relocating existing Howard Terminal uses, see
Consolidated Response 4.5, Truck Relocation, as well as Consolidated
Response 4.4, Port Operations and Land Use Compatibility, for more general
concerns on potential Project-related impacts on Port uses. The commenter
discusses potential mitigation strategies and Project scope augmentations
beyond those considered in the Draft EIR. Some of these potential strategies
involving relocation of uses to the Oakland Army Base site are discussed in the
Consolidated Response 4.5. The other potential strategies mentioned are
beyond the scope of the EIR to analyze as potential mitigation measures or
Project Alternatives because they are not reasonably feasible per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6 and/or they do not meet Project objectives per
Section 6.1.1, Project Objectives, of the Draft EIR. Comments regarding the
merits of suggested components of the Project or in the Project area do not
raise a significant environmental issue or specific questions about the analyses
or information in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088. The comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for
their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.
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5. Responses to Individual Comments

1-240 Peter Clark

|-240-3

1-240-4

|-240-5

COMMENT

iii. To Tracy/Stockton for containers headed to the
distribution centers there, and to the South
As a practical matter, it is hard to imagine the scope of the
disaster that would result if ground were broken for the HT
stadium before the functions of the Howard Terminal were
replicated prior accomplished BEFORE breaking ground for the
A's stadium,

b. The Above Freight Line Can Double as a Transit
Connection into America’s Answer to High Speed Rail
Along Hwy 580 to Macarthur BART, and 980 to Howard
Terminal.

2) Fixed Guideway Transit link to BART Lake Merritt & West
Oakland BART. If done as a subcontract of the Howard Terminal
project (AND EIR) it can be accomplished for half of the $175 million
cost estimated by the Alameda County Transportation Authority (On
the County Transit High Priority List). It is hard to imagine the Howard
Terminal development being successful without such a Transit
connection, which could extend into the community to create a
seamless system that a BART study showed to be the least costly way
to bring riders into BART (as Personal or Group Rapid Transit).

3) Seamless Automated Vehicle Egress that is Grade Separated
at Howard Terminal Egress Zone. This could include for double-
decker busses and jitneys that could pick up people at gathering
spots on the West Oakland Walk and other places throughout Oakland
while driven by a human driver, to whisk them into the Howard
Terminal in Automated Vehicle Mode, and even into an automated
parking slot, and serve the tourism function much more palatably than
a gondola. However it could also include Uber and Lyft vehicles that
could go into Automated Driver mode

4) The Gondola is a non-starter as either a transit approach or even
as a tourist attraction, either down Washington Street or over the
Estuary for the following reasons:

a. Insufficient carrying capacity to be effective during
peak demand
b. Safety concerns (in particular over the estuary)
c. Inability to expand the system to become an actual
transit system
d. Inability to operate cost effectively in non-peak hours
e. Aesthetic concerns in Old Oakland
A far better approach is to use double-decker busses that would be
driven by a driver on city streets, but would be driven autonomously
when they enter the HT egress area.

1-240-3

-240-4

1-240-5

5.3 Individuals

RESPONSE

The commenter expresses a desire for a fixed guideway transit link between
the Project and West Oakland and Lake Merritt BART stations. Comments
regarding the merits of suggested components of the Project or in the Project
area do not raise a significant environmental issue or specific questions about
the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require response
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of
the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project and EIR.

The commenter expresses a desire for automated vehicles on site that would
be grade separated at the railroad and become human driven on city streets.
Comments regarding the merits of suggested components of the Project or in
the Project area do not raise a significant environmental issue or specific
questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the Project
and EIR.

This comment expresses an opinion about 