
The billionaire owner of the Oakland A’s, with
the support of City Hall, claims that he is entitled
to get over a billion dollars in public funds for his
proposed private ballpark and luxury real estate
development at Howard Terminal because he
claims those public funds are “but for” dollars
that would not exist without this project and 

MONEYGRAB:  
The Art of Winning an Unfair Share 

Myths of the A’s
“But For” Dollars

Federal, State, Regional and Other Funding Sources are NOT “But For” Dollars
 

More than $350 million of public funds would be used for off-site infrastructure costs. These 
are projects whose primary purpose are to support the A’s Howard Terminal project. The Federal 

and state grants and other public funding sources that would fund these projects are NOT 
“but for” dollars and could be used to finally address all the other outstanding transportation and

infrastructure projects that have been neglected for so long throughout Oakland.  

Moneygrab: A’s To Get Most of the “But For” Dollars 
 

Up to 80% of the incremental tax revenues generated by the project through an Infrastructure
Financing District (IFD) - the so-called “but for” dollars - would be used to reimburse the A’s for
the cost of the on-site infrastructure, including an undisclosed rate of return (i.e., profit), to the

tune of almost $700 million. This is an unprecedented grab of funds as other major cities in
California limit the share of property tax increment contributions to IFDs to 50%. With most of the

incremental tax revenues directed to the IFD and the A’s, very little of these dollars are then
available for the general fund to address the City’s priority needs such as homelessness and

public safety. “But for” the A’s moneygrab, these funds could be used to tackle Oakland’s
pressing needs.

“But FORGET” Community Benefits 
 

While the A’s initially promised $450 million in community benefits, they have since retracted
and are now relying upon public money totaling $411 million from multiple sources over 66

years. This means that much of the community benefits will be substantially delayed. Moreover,
the City’s contribution to the Community Fund is expected to be $400 million in public funds,

while the A’s would contribute only $11 million to this fund. This stands in stark contrast to other
large development projects in Oakland and around the Bay Area requiring the developer to

fund community benefits through private dollars. 

therefore could not be used for other more pressing City priorities. But, like much of what we have
been told by the A’s front office, this is only half of the story. This is why Oakland residents need a
truly independent study of the full costs and benefits of this project and the right to vote on whether to
spend over $1 billion in public funds to support a billionaire’s “private” project.

Until a truly independent study is made available, much of the A’s Howard Terminal
funding plan remains opaque at best. Based on available information, let's debunk
some of the Myths of the A’s “But For” Dollars claims:



While it sets a “target” of 35% affordability, provides for only 15% onsite affordable units which
may be the responsibility of the A's;

The remaining 20% is a “target” to support offsite displacement strategies, with no guarantee
of new units and with funding projected to be provided over 15-20 years - far too late to help
those who have been displaced and likely the responsibility of the city; 

Establishes no minimum affordability levels; 

Affordable housing is to be phased in. This means that the A’s would only be required to
provide up to approximately 80 affordable housing units during Phase 1 of the development
that includes the ballpark, with the rest of the affordable housing units dependent on market
demand and feasibility of the million-dollar condominiums years down the road; and 

Requires the A’s to fund only the minimum level of the onsite affordable housing component
that is already required by law and none of the funding for the offsite affordable housing. 

“But FEW” Dollars for Affordable Housing 
 

This project at its core is about luxury condos and high-rise office buildings –  it’s
“bigger than baseball.” But, it’s not about affordable housing. 

 
While the A’s have yet to agree to even the minimum affordable housing requirements, even the

Howard Terminal Term Sheet approved by the City Council in a non-binding vote fails to
adequately address critical affordable housing requirements and falls far short of the

recommendations of the Housing Topic Cohort developed through the City’s own community
benefits process. For example, the City’s non-binding term sheet:

 

 
It is unacceptable that the A’s should be allowed to endanger working-class jobs, accelerate

gentrification in West Oakland, and profit from taxpayer subsidies without committing to provide the
impacted community with needed onsite affordable housing using the developer’s funds rather

than relying on public subsidies. By allowing the A’s to ignore the community’s housing needs and
provide only the statutory minimum for affordable housing, Oakland leaders would set a dangerous
precedent: effectively lowering the bar for affordable housing and setting the statutory minimum as

the ceiling for future development deals during an unprecedented housing crisis. 
 

This is in marked contrast to other major cities in California. For example, in San Francisco the
Giants are constructing a mixed-use development next to their ballpark that includes 1,200 units

with 40% affordable housing, all of which is the responsibility of the team, not the city. The Giant’s
development was awarded through a competitive RFP selection process whereas the A’s were
handed exclusive rights to Howard Terminal without a competitive process. The A’s point to the

Giant’s ballpark as their model for a waterfront ballpark development “but for” the affordable
housing component they conveniently ignore.

“But For” Vegas 
 

The real “but for” story here is that “but for” the A’s bullying threats to move to Las Vegas,
Oakland could have a new, world-class stadium without the need for massive public funding by
building at the Coliseum site where the infrastructure already exists. Rebuilding at the Coliseum
would mean that public dollars, including “but for” dollars, could then be directed to Oakland’s

pressing public needs. 


