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Use of Public Funds 

The non-binding Term Sheet approved by the City Council for the Oakland Athletics’ Howard 
Terminal Project in July 2021 relies heavily on use of public funds.1  The detailed cost and 
revenue projections for this public funding have not been provided to the public.  Moreover, a 
critical question is whether the developer should privately finance and pay for most or all of 
these costs, similar to the sponsors of other sports stadium projects in California, so that these 
public funds could be used to meet other pressing needs in Oakland and the County. This is 
especially true where the developer will receive highly valuable vested development rights for 
this massive project. 2     

The public funding sources being diverted for the A’s Howard Terminal Project include the 
following:  

• $495 Million for On-site Infrastructure.  The Term Sheet proposes to create the 
Howard Terminal Infrastructure Financing Districts (“IFD”) to pay for all on-site 
infrastructure (soil remediation, roadways, water, sewer, etc.) needed for the A’s Howard 
Terminal Project.  Without the IFD, future increases in property tax revenues for this 
area would go to City of Oakland and County of Alameda for general fund purposes 
(County consent to participation is essential for the IFD).  Instead of using IFD revenues, 
these costs should be privately funded by the developer. 
 

•  $431 Million for Off-site Transportation Improvements.3   The Term Sheet proposes 
to obtain public funding from various sources to construct a myriad of off-site 
improvements to accommodate the A’s Howard Terminal Project. The sources and 
amounts of such funding are not confirmed; but such funds could be used for 
improvements needed elsewhere in Oakland and the region, if the Project-related costs 
were to be borne by the developer rather than the public. 
 

•  $411 Million for Community Benefits Fund.  The Term Sheet targets $411 million for 
community benefits over 66 years, mostly from a condominium transfer tax in the future 
once units are constructed and sold. The Athletics would contribute only $11 million to 
this fund. 
 

 
1 A non-binding Term Sheet approved by the City Council on July 20, 2021, reflects certain City changes to the A’s 
Financial Plan presented on March 23, 2021 (Letter from David Kaval to the City of Oakland dated March 23, 2021, 
Development Agreement Term Sheet, Exhibit F (Financial Plan)).  Detailed costs and revenue sources for the Term 
Sheet and the Financial Plan remain out of public view. 
2 The A’s Howard Terminal Project consists of a 35,000-seat baseball stadium, up to 3,000 new residential units, up 
to 400 new hotel rooms, $1.5 million sq. ft. of feet of new office/commercial space, and other features, replacing all 
marine-related operations at the Howard Terminal in the Port of Oakland.    
3 Based on estimates provided by the A’s, the Term Sheet projected $359.1 million for off-site improvements; but 
the TOWN for all Infrastructure package raises that to $431 million (including a City $150 million limited 
obligation bond).  
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•  $157 Million for Affordable Housing. Based on the Term Sheet target of 35% 
affordable housing units (450 on-site and 650 off-site), the public subsidy portion would 
total $157,353,000, after credit for $74.7 Million for the Athletics’ housing fee 
contribution.  Private financing of more or all of the affordable housing subsidy would 
free up funds for use for affordable housing elsewhere. 

 

Potential Financial Risks 
The Term Sheet and the Athletics’ Financial Plan lack the detail necessary for the public to 
assess the financial risks of IFD tax revenue diversion.  Insufficient information has been 
provided about (i) the identity and costs of the improvements involved; (ii) the projected 
increases in incremental property tax revenue; (iii) the shares of future property tax increments 
being diverted from the City and County general funds each year; or (iv) any rationale for not 
using private rather than public financing.   

Many of these same concerns about lack of necessary information apply to the proposed public 
grant funding for off-site transportation infrastructure improvements as well.     

Specific Costs.  The specific infrastructure costs to be funded by the IFD (onsite) or by public 
grant funding (offsite) have not been made public.  It is also unclear whether Final EIR 
mitigation measures will add to the infrastructure needs funding list.  Without such detailed cost 
information, projections of property tax revenues and grant funding, and analysis of the fiscal 
impact of the project, it is not possible to determine whether sufficient tax revenue will be 
generated for (i) the infrastructure improvements, (ii) other community benefits including 
affordable housing subsidies, and (iii) increased City and County services to support the 
Athletics’ proposed development. 

Ιnfrastructure Cost Overruns.  Costs of required infrastructure may exceed the funded 
amounts or additional infrastructure may be required that is not included in the initial plans. 

Tax Increment or Grant Funding Shortfalls.  Actual tax increment revenue generated and/or 
public grant funding may be less than projected, leaving insufficient funds in the case of onsite 
infrastructure to pay off the IFD bonds, resulting in a default on the bonds by the District and 
damage to the reputation of the City and the County.  No information for shortfall contingencies 
is provided. 

Costs of ongoing public service and operation, maintenance and repair costs.  Because IFD 
revenues cannot pay for “routine maintenance, repair work, or the costs of ongoing operation or 
providing services of any kind,” the City/County/Port could be responsible for significant but 
unknown costs of increased public services (police, fire, public health), as well as the ongoing 
operation, maintenance and repair of transportation infrastructure (annual costs to maintain new 
public streets, streetlighting, landscaping and utilities). Significant questions have been raised 
about whether a fiscal impact analysis for the project on the City’s General Fund that was 
commissioned by the City accurately accounts for thes increased City service costs. 
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If the IFDs are to be coupled with Community Facilities Districts (CFDs) or other assessment 
districts to pay such on-going maintenance costs, additional special tax charges will be imposed 
on new residential and commercial development, potentially pushing up prices beyond what is 
sustainable in the marketplace, threatening building occupancy rates and projected special tax 
revenues from completed development, as well as  the incremental property tax revenue required 
for the IFDs  (or, conversely in order to avoid market risk, the special tax assessment rates,  will 
not be high enough to maintain the improvements at the required level of service). 

Unknown and Higher Bond Costs.  Since Tax Increment Financing (TIF) bonds are not backed 
by full faith and credit of the City or County, they may cost much more in the marketplace than 
regular General Obligation bonds, requiring higher levels of tax increment to cover reserve costs, 
debt coverage, bond insurance, and cost of credit. 

Extreme 45-year Issuance Period. The proposed IFD would utilize bonds issued over a 45 
year-period.  This is significantly longer than most public agency debt, and places a high 
premium on accurate up-front tax increment projections and allowances for real estate market 
fluctuations over that long time period, including future recessions and requests for downward 
property tax re-assessments.  

Lack of Public Fundings Sources 

For off-site infrastructure and community benefits, specific funding sources to support the 
targeted amounts are not identified or assured.  Any City entitlements for the A’s Howard 
Terminal Project should not be considered until greater detail and certainty on obtaining the 
necessary funding has been provided.   Even with such information, the question will remain 
why these costs are not being covered in large part or in whole by the developer which stands to 
reap significant profits by using public rather than private funding.      

Lack of Valuation of Vested Development Rights  

Before over $1 billion in public funding is devoted to this Project, the City and the Athletics 
should provide clear and detailed information to the public of the value of the “vested 
development rights” the Athletics would be granted through the Development Agreement 
process. Vested development rights add significant value by insulating the Project from future 
planning, zoning or entitlement changes.  That valuation should be addressed and provided to the 
public before any consideration of diversion of public funding to support the Project.     

  



 
OAKLAND ATHLETICS’ HOWARD TERMINAL PROJECT 

 

Page 5  
4863-6086-1721.v3 

Additional Questions Regarding Financial Risks 

1. Why haven’t the Athletics or the City identified for the public the specific infrastructure 
improvements required for the A’s Howard Terminal Project, both on-site and off-site, and the 
estimated timing and costs of that infrastructure to be funded under the proposed IFD and/or 
transportation grant funding? 

2 Will the Athletics or their developer affiliate bear the cost of constructing the on-site 
infrastructure, subject to reimbursement if and when IFD bonds can be issued generating 
sufficient proceeds to reimburse some or all of that cost?  Will that reimbursement include an 
interest or rate of return factor on their cost of constructing that infrastructure and, if so, what is 
that rate of return?  Will the developer be at risk of not being fully reimbursed if the proceeds of 
the IFD bonds are insufficient to cover their installation cost, or will the City of Oakland or the 
County of Alameda be at risk in that event? 

3. What is the risk that the costs of required infrastructure will exceed the funded amounts, 
or that additional infrastructure could be required that is not included in the initial plans; and who 
will assume all risks of such increased costs? 

4. Why haven’t the Athletics or the City provided to the public their detailed projections of 
property tax revenues for the IFD over the 45-year period, similar to the study recently 
commissioned by the County of Alameda? 

5. What is the risk that tax increment revenue generated in the IFD could be less than 
projected, leaving insufficient funds to pay off the IFD bonds; and will the Athletics assume all 
risk of revenue shortfalls? 

6. Since IFD revenues cannot pay for “routine maintenance, repair work, or the costs of 
ongoing operation or providing services of any kind,” will the City/County/Port be responsible 
for bearing the costs of increased public services (police, fire, public health), as well as the 
ongoing operation, maintenance and repair of transportation infrastructure (annual costs to 
maintain new public streets, streetlighting, landscaping and utilities); and if so, why aren’t those 
estimated costs being provided to the public?  Will the Athletics agree or be required to 
reimburse all such costs though impact fees or in some manner?   

7. If the IFD is to be coupled with Community Facilities Districts (CFDs) or other 
assessment districts to pay for such on-going maintenance costs, will additional special tax 
charges be imposed on new residential and commercial development, and would that push up 
prices beyond what is sustainable in the marketplace or threaten building occupancy rates and 
projected special tax and property tax revenues from the completed development? 

8. Since Tax Increment Financing (TIF) bonds are not backed by full faith and credit of the 
City or County, and will cost more in the marketplace than regular General Obligation bonds 
(requiring higher levels of tax increment to cover reserve costs, debt coverage, bond insurance, 
and cost of credit), why haven’t the Athletics provided detailed information regarding such 
increased costs? 
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9. Why is the IFD proposed to utilize bonds issued over 45 years, a significantly longer 
period than normal public agency debt?  Wouldn’t this place a high premium on having detailed 
and accurate up-front tax increment projections, and allowances for real estate market 
fluctuations over that long time period, including future recessions and requests for downward 
property tax re-assessments?  

10. Since the Athletics’ proposal for a second IFD over the Jack London Square (to fund off-
site infrastructure and community benefits) has been rejected, how can the public be assured of 
the identify and specific terms of the replacement transportation grant funding to be utilized? 

11. Why aren’t the on-site infrastructure improvements, the off-site infrastructure 
improvements, the community benefits, and all affordable being funds in whole or in larger part  
through private financing, rather than diversion of public funds or subsidies?  

 

 

 

 

 

 




