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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 170878 7/12/18 RESOLUTION NO. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

[Resolution of Intention to Form Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3, and Sub-Project 
Area G-4 - Infrastructure Financing District '(Port of San Francisco, Pier 70)] 

Resolution of Intention to establish Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and 

Sub-Project Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing 

District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70); to call a public hearing on September 11, 

2018, on the establishment and to provide public notice thereof; and affirming the 

Planning Department's determination, and making findings under the California 

Environmental Quality Act. 

10 

11 

12 

NOTE: Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman; 
deletions are strike through italics Times }kw Roman. 
Board amendment additions are double-underlined; 
Board amendment deletions are strikethrough normal. 

13 WHEREAS, California Statutes of 1968, Chapter 1333 (Burton Act) and the San 

14 Francisco Charter Sections 4.114 and B3.581 empower the City and County of San 

15 . Francisco, acting through the San Francisco Port Commission, with the power and duty to 

16 use, conduct, operate, maintain, manage, regulate and control the lands within Port 

17 Commission jurisdiction; and 

18 WHEREAS, Under Government Code Section 53395 et seq. (IFD Law), this Board of 

19 SupeNisors is authorized to establish an infrastructure financing district and to act as the 

20 legislative body for an infrastructure financing district; and, 

21 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Section 53395.8 of the IFD Law, a waterfront district may be 

22 divided into project areas; and 

. 23 WHEREAS, On March 27, 2012, by Resolution No. 110-12 (Original Resolution of 

24 Intention to Establish IFD), this Board of SupeNisors declared its intention to establish a 

25 waterfront district to be known as "City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing 
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1 District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco)" (IFD), and designated initial proposed project areas 

2 within the IFD; and 

3 WHEREAS, On June 12, 2012, by Resolution No. 227-12 (First Amending Resolution), 

4 this Board of Supervisors amended the Original Resolution of Intention to propose, among 

5 other things, an amended list of project areas, including Project Area G (Pier 70); and 

6 WHEREAS, On November 17, 2015, by Resolution 421-15 (Second Amending 

7 Resolution, and together with the Original Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD and the 

8 First Amending Resolution, the "Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD"), this Board of 

9 Supervisors amended the Original Resolution of Intention, as amended by the First Amended 

1 O Resolution, to propose, among other things, a further amended list of project areas, including 

11 Project Area G (Pier 70), as a Pier 70 district, and Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic 

12 Core), as a Pier 70 district; and 

13 WHEREAS, In the Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD, this Board of Supervisors 

14 directed the Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco (Executive Director) to prepare an 

15 infrastructure financing plan for the IFD (Infrastructure Financing Plan) that would comply with 

16 the IFD Law, and reserved the right to establish infrastructure financing plans in the future 

17 specific to other project areas and sub-project areas within the IFD; and, 

18 WHEREAS, in accordance with the IFD Law, at the direction of this Board of Directors, 

19 the Executive Director prepared the Infrastructure Financing Plan; and 

20 WHEREAS, On February 23, 2016, by Ordinance No. 27-1.6 (Ordinance Establishing 

21 IFD), this Board of Supervisors, among other things, declared the IFD to be fully formed and 

22 established with full force and effect of law and adopted the Infrastructure Financing Plan; and 

23 WHEREAS, At its hearing on August 24, 2017, and prior to recommending the 

24 proposed Planning Code amendments for approval, by Motion No. 19976, the Planning 

25 Commission certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use 

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen ~ 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

2980 
Page 2 



1 District Project (Case No. 2014-001272ENV) (Project) pursuant to the California 

2 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), 

3 the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the 

4 Administrative Code. A copy of said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

5 Supervisors in File No. 170930, and, is incorporated herein by reference. In accordance with 

6 the actions contemplated herein, this Board of Supervisors has reviewed the FEIR, concurs 

7 with its conclusions, affirms the Planning Commission's certification of the FEIR, and finds 

8 that the actions contemplated herein are within the scope of the Project described and 

9 analyzed in the FEIR; and 

1 O WHEREAS, In recommending the proposed Planning Code Amendments for approval 

11 by this Board of Supervisors at its hearing on August 24, 2017, by Motion No. 19977, the 

12 Planning Commission also adopted findings under CEQA, including a statement of overriding 

13 consideration, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). A copy of said 

14 Motion and MMRP are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170930, 

15 and is incorporated herein by reference. This Board of Supervisors hereby adopts and 

16 incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the Planning Commission's CEQA 

17 approval findings, including the statement of overriding considerations. This Board of 

18 Supervisors also adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the 

19 Project's MMRP; and 

20 WHEREAS, In connection with the Project, this Board of Supervisors wishes to declare 

21 its intention to establish three additional sub-project areas within Project Area G (Pier 70) of 

22 the IFD designated Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 

23 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site); now, therefore, be it 

24 

25 
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1 

2 

RESOLVED, By the Board of Supervisors as follows: 

1. Authority. This Board of Supervisors proposes to conduct proceedings to 

3 establish three additional sub-project areas within Project Area G (Pier 70) of the lFD 

4 pursuant to the lFD Law; and 

5 

6 

2. 

a. 

Name of Sub-Project Areas. The names of the proposed sub-project areas are: 

Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site). Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 -

7 28-Acre Site) shall be a Pier 70 district and a sub-project area within Project Area G (Pier 70). 

8 b. Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site). Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 -

9 28-Acre Site) shall be a Pier 70 district and a sub-project area within Project Area G (Pier 70). 

10 c. Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site). Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 -

11 28-Acre Site) shall be a Pier 70 district and a sub-project area within Project Area G (Pier 70). 

12 3. Amended Boundaries Described. The proposed amended boundaries of the 

13 lFD, which are amended to include (i) Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within 

14 Project Area G of the IFD, (ii) Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within Project 

15 Area G of the IFD, and (iii) Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within Project Area 

16 G of the l FD, are as shown on the amended map of the I FD on file with the Clerk of the Board 

17 of Supervisors, which boundaries are hereby preliminarily approved and to which ~ap 

18 reference is hereby made for further particulars. 

19 4. Facilities. The type of public facilities proposed to be financed by Sub-Project 

20 Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-

21 Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) consist of those listed on Exhibit A to the Original 

22 Resolution of Intention to Establish lFD, and are particularly described in Appendix G-2 to the 

23 Infrastructure Financing Plan described below. Exhibit A to the Original Resolution of Intention 

24 to Establish IFD, which lists the type of public facilities proposed to be financed by the lFD, 

25 including, without limitation, Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area 
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1 G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), is attached 

2 hereto and incorporated herein. 

3 5. Incremental Property Tax Revenue. This Board of Supervisors hereby declares 

4 that, pursuant to the IFD Law, Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project 

5 Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) will use 

6 incremental property tax revenue from the City but none of the other affected taxing entities 

7 within Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre 

8 Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) (in each case except to the extent 

9 permitted by Section 53395.8(h) of the IFD Law or as a result of the allocation of the ERAF 

1 O share (as defined in the IFD Law) to finance the Facilities. 

11 6. Infrastructure Financing Plan. The Executive Director is hereby directed to 

12 prepare an infrastructure financing plan for Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), 

13 Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre 

14 Site) as an appendix to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, to be designated Appendix G-2 that 

15 complies with the requirements of the IFD Law. Appendix G-2 shall be a Pier 70 enhanced 

16 financing plan with respect to Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area 

17 G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site). The Executive 

18 Director shall cause the Infrastructure Financing Plan to be amended to include Appendix G-

19 2, and, to the extent required by the IFD Law, for the Infrastructure Financing Plan as so 

20 amended to be sent to the San Francisco Planning Department and to this Board of 

21 Supervisors. 

22 7. Public Hearing. That on Tuesday, September 11, 2018 at 3:00 p.m. or as soon 

23 as possible thereafter, in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 

24 City Hall, San Francisco, California, be, and the same are hereby appointed and fixed as the 

25 time and place when and where this Board of Supervisors will conduct a public hearing on the 
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1 proposed establishment of Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-

2 3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within Project 

3 Area G (Pier 70) of the IFD. 

4 8. Notice of Public Hearing. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby 

5 directed to cause notice of the public hearing to be published not less than once a week for 

6 four successive weeks in a newspaper designated by this Board of Supervisors for the 

7 publication of official notices in the City. The notice shall state that Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 

8 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 

9 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) will be used to finance Facilities, briefly describe the Facilities and the 

1 O proposed financial arrangements, including the proposed commitment of incremental tax 

11 revenue, describe the boundaries of the proposed Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre 

12 Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-

13 Acre Site) and state the day, hour and place when and where any persons having any 

14 objections to the proposed Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, or the regularity 

15 of any of the prior proceedings, may appear before this Board of Supervisors and object to the 

16 adoption of the proposed Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan by this Board of 

17 Supervisors. 

18 9. Further Action. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors and all other officers and 

19 agents of the City are hereby authorized and directed to take all actions necessary or 

20 advisable to give effect to the transactions contemplated by this Resolution. The Clerk of the 

21 Board of Supervisors is further directed to mail a copy of this Resolution to any affected taxing 

22 entities. 

23 10. No Obligation. This Resolution shall in no way obligate the Board of 

24 Supervisors to establish Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 

25 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) or Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within the IFD. The 
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1 establishment of Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 

2 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within the IFD, shall be 

3 subject to the approval of this Board of Supervisors by ordinance following the holding of the 

4 public hearing referred to above. The proposal to include property in the boundaries of Sub-

5 Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site.) and 

6 Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within the IFD does not constitute an approval 

7 of any specific land uses on such property. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING JULY 12, 2018 

Items Sand 6 Department: 

Files 17-0878 and 17-0879 Port 

These items were amended by the Board of Supervisors on December 5, 2017 and transferred 
to the Budget and Finance Committee 

Legislative Objectives . 

• File 17-0878 is a resolution establishing the City's intent to establish three subproject 
areas in Port Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) No. 2-: Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and 
G-4. 

• File 17-0879 is a resolution stating the City's intent to issue bonds, paid by incremental 
property tax revenue allocated to the IFD and generated within each of the subproject 
areas. 

• Approval of these two resolutions does not obligate the Board of Supervisors to establish 
the IFD subproject areas or issue bonds, which will be subject to future Board of 
Supervisors approval. 

Key Points 

• The Port's IFD No. 2 provides for incremental property tax revenues generated by 
development on Port property (including bonds secured by these revenues) to be used for 
construction of public improvements. The Board of Supervisors formed Port IFD No. 2 in 
February 2016, and the agreement between the Port and Forest City to develop the Pier 
70 Waterfront Site in October 2017. The three proposed IFD subproject areas - G-2, G-3, 
and G-4 - are for phase 1, 2, and 3 respectively of the development of the Pier 70 
Waterfront Site. Property tax increment will be allocated to public improvements within 
the three subproject areas, as well as to Pier 70-wide improvements. 

• 100 percent of the City and the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) share of 
property tax increment will be allocated to the subproject areas. The total limit on the 
property tax increment that can be allocated to the IFD from .the subproject areas over 
their 45-year terms is $3.0 billion. 20 percent of the property tax increment must be set­
aside for shoreline restoration, removal of bay fill, public access to the waterfront, and/or 
environmental remediation of the waterfront. 

Fiscal Impact 

• The proposed resolution to issue bonds (File 17-0879} would authorize the issuance of 
· bonds· in a not-to-exceed amount of $793.3 million, which is 3x the anticipated bond 

issuance of $216 million. According to t.he Port, this authorization accounts for property 
assessments that exceed projections, lower interest rates, and new waterfront projects. 

• While the proposed resolution states that the Board of Supervisors intends to authorize 
the issuance and sale of bonds in the maximum not-to-exceed amount of $793.3 million, 
according to the Port's bond counsel, the proposed resolution limits the use of bonds to 
pay for the costs of public improvements described in the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

Recommendation 

• Approve the proposed resolutions. 
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Mandate Statement 

California Government Code Section 53395.8 authorizes the establishment of an Infrastructure 

Financing District (IFD) .on Port property. Section 53395.8(c)(3) d'esignates the Board of 

Supervisors as the legislative body for the Port IFD. 

Port IFD No. 2 and Pier 70 

Pier 70 is an approximately 69-acre site on the Port's Central and Southern Waterfront, 

bounded by Mariposa, Illinois, and 22nd Streets. In 2014, Pier 70 was listed as the Union Iron 

Works Historic District on the National Register of Historic Places. Pier 70 includes the Ship 

Repair Facility1, the Historic Core 2
, Crane Cove Park3

, Irish Hi11 4
, and the Waterfront Site for 

mixed use development. On October 31, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved several 

pieces of legislation to establish the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project, and provide for the 

development of the 28-acre Waterfront Site within Pier 70. 

The Board of Supervisors formed the Port IFD No. 2 in February 2016 and adopted the 

Infrastructure Financing Plan (Ordinance 27-16). 5 IFD No. 2 provides for project areas, including 

Project Area G on Pier 70. Project Area G currently has one subproject area - Subproject Area 

G-1 - covering the Pier 70 Historic Core. At that time, the Board of Supervisors approved the 

issuance of up to $25.1 million in bonds to be repaid by the City's share of incremental property 

tax generated by development with the Pier 70 Historic Core (or Subproject Area G-1) to pay for 

street and sidewalk improvements, electrical improvements to Building 102, and improvements 

to Crane Cove Park. The Infrastructure Financing Plan provided for issuance of the. bonds in FY 
2021-22. 

File 17-0878: The proposed resolution establishes the City's intent to establish three subproject 

areas - Subproject Area G-2, Subproject Area G-3, and Subproject Area G-4 - in Port 

Infrastructure· Financing District No. 2. According to the proposed Resolution of Intent, the 

Board of Supervisors resolves to take the following actions: 

(1) Conduct proceedings to establish the three subproject areas on the 28-acre Waterfront 

Site within the Union Iron Works Historic District; 

1 The Port issued a Request for Proposals in July 2017 to select a new operator for the ship repair facility. 
2 The Historic Core of the Union Iron Works Historic District consists of the Bethlehem Steel Main Office Building 
and Powerhouse, the Union Iron Works Administration building, and the Union Iron Works Machine Shop and 
Foundry. The Board of Supervisors approved a 66 year lease with Orton Development, Inc., in 2014 to rehabilitate 
the five buildings. Rehabilitation of these historic buildings (except for the Powerhouse) is anticipated to be 
completed and the buildings ready for occupancy between fall 2017 and late 2018. 
3 Crane Cove Park is a 9-acre waterfront park; construction of phase 1 of the park, which is partially funded by 2008 
Clean and Safe Neighborhood General Obligation Bonds, is expected to be completed in March 2018. 
4 Irish Hill Park is a 1.5 acre site adjacent to Illinois Street planned for open space. Irish Hill is a contributing 
resource to the Historic District.· 
5 Infrastructure Financing District No. 1 was Rincon Hill Area, authorized by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. 
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(2) Direct the Port Executive Director to prepare an Infrastructure Financing Plan for each 
subproject area; 

(3) Declare the Board's intent to use incremental property tax revenue allocated by the City 
to the IFD and generated within the subproject areas to finance public facilities; and 

(4) Hold public hearings and take other actions necessary to establish the three subproject 
areas. 

The Resolution of Intent does not obligate the Board of Supervisors to establish each of the IFD 
subproject areas, which will be subject to future Board of Supervisors approval by ordinance. 

While the proposed resolution directs the Port Executive Director to prepare an Infrastructure 
Financing Plan for each subproject area, the Port has submitted the proposed Infrastructure 
Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. The proposed resolution does not 
provide for approval of the supplemental Infrastructure Financing Plan, which will be subject to 
approval when the Board of Supervisors considers the future ordinance establishing the three 
IFD subproject areas. 

File 17~0879: The proposed resolution states the City's intent to issue bonds, paid by 
incremental property tax revenue allocated to the IFD and generated within each of the 
subproject areas in amounts not-to-exceed: 

11 $273,900,000 for Subproject Area G-2; 

11 $196,100,000 for Subproject Area G-3; and 

11 $323,300,000 for Subproject Area G-4. 

According to the proposed resolution, the intent is to pay directly for some of the costs of 
public facilities in each of the subproject areas and to use a portion of the bond proceeds· to 
reimburse these costs. Approval of the proposed resolution does not obligate the Board of 
Supervisors to issue the bonds, which will be subject to future Board of Supervisors approval. 

Subproject Areas 

IFD Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 encompass the 28-acre Waterfront Site project within 
the Union Iron Works Historic District, bounded by Illinois Street on the west, the Bay on the 
east, 20th Street on the north, and 22nd Street and the former Potrero Powe.r Plant on the south, 

as shown in Exhibit 1 below. 
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Exhibit 1: Proposed Waterfront Site Project 

SUE BOUNOABIBS Pf!ASES 

PfER.10SUU 
. PHASING PLAN 

- P.R.- 70 SUD li'!lili Phase a.i; 
, .. _. 2S.,\creSite ~'.l Phase l 
- • - • Jnlnois Parcels l!lil PhaSa 2 

SltELABwbimS!udtt! 08/3012017 -Phase a 
~ lndicaliisupenspace.i:ones 

The project is divided into three phases. 

Subproject Area G-2 incorpor,ates phase 1 development. 
approximately 2018 to 2021. 

Phase 1 extends from 

11 Subproject Area G-3 incorporates phase 2 development from approximately 2022 to 
2024. 

11 Subproject Area G-4 incorporates phase 3 development from approximately 2025 to 
2028. 
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Public Improvements and Facilities to be Funded by the IFD Subproject Areas 

Forest City is responsible to develop (or cause to be developed) horizontal infrastructure for the 
2s..:acre Waterfront Site, subject to reimbursement with IFD tax increment and proposed 

Community Facilities Districts (CFD) assessments, including bonds issued against the IFD tax 
increment and CFD assessments. Horizontal infrastructure work consists of: 

111 Demolition and abatement 

111 Site grading, drainage, and utility infrastructure 

111 Geotechnical improvements for seismic stability 

111 Low pressure water system and non-potable water system 

111 Pedestrian, bicycle, and transportation access 

11 Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) 

111 Combined sewer and storm water system 

· Infrastructure work in each of the phases consists of the following improvements within the 

respective subproject areas: demolition and abatement of existing structures; earthwork, soil 
disposal, and retaining walls; work on AWSS, low pressure water, reclaimed water, and 
combined sewer/storm water systems; street, park and open ·space improvements; and 
historical building rehabilitation. 

Phase I (Subproject Area G-2) is from approximately 2018 to 2021. Phase II (Subproject Area G-
3) is from 2022 to 2024. Phase Ill (Subproject Area G-4) is from 2025 to 2028. 

Additional Pier 70-wide work to be funded by the proposed IFD subproject areas , subject to 
Board of Supervisors approval, include improvements to Irish Hill Park, rehabilitation of 
Buildings 106 and 111, shipyard electrical work ·and improvements, improvements to Crane 

Cove Park not funded by general obligation bonds, and public realm improvements. 

Port IFD Guidelines 

The Board of Supervisors approved guidelines in 2013 for establishment of the Port IFD (File 13-
0264). These guidelines include (among other provisions): 

11 The Infrastructure Financing Plan to be developed by the Port must include a projection 
of revenues to the City's General Fund that will be generated by the project area. 

11 If the State's IFD law allows allocation of the State share of property tax increment to a 
waterfront district, then the City must allocate to the waterfront district the share of 
Citi property tax increment that maximizes the State allocation. 

11 Property tax increment allocated to public improvements should be sufficient to attract 
developer equity and market rate development in the project area. 

111 Property tax increment in excess of the allocation to public improvement in the project 
area will be allocated to the City's General Fund. 
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11 Annual property tax increment will be allocated to maintain public infrastructure and 
improvements only if other sources are not available or sufficient. 

Proposed Infrastructure Financing Plan Provisions 

The proposed Infrastructure Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 contain the 
following provisions, which must be included in the financing plan to be prepared by the Port: 

11 The property tax increment would be allocated to the IFD from each subproject area for 
45 years beginning in the fiscal year in which the. property tax increment generated by 
the subproject area equals at least $100,000. 

11 The amount of the property tax increment in each year would be the difference 
between the assessed taxable property v·alue in FY 2015-16 and the assessed taxable 
property value in the tax year. 

11 The entire City and the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) share of 
property tax increment generated in the subproject areas will be allocated to the 
subproject areas. 

11 The total limit on the property tax increment that can be allocated to the IFD from the 
subproject areas over their 45-year terms is $3.0 billion, of which $845 million is the 
limit on the ERAF share and $2.15 billion is the limit on the City's share, as shown below. 
These limits reflect projected total property tax increment plus a contingency factor of 
approximately 90 percent to account for variables such as higher assessed values of 
taxable property due to resales. 

Subproject Area City Share ERAF Total 

G-2 $747,000,000 $293,000,000 $1,040,000,000 

G-3 553,500,000 217,000,000 770,500,000 

G-4 855,000,000 335,000,000 1,190,000,000 

Total $2,155,500,000 $845,000,000 $3,000,500,000 

11 20 percent of the property tax increment must be set-aside for shoreline restoration, 
removal of bay fill, public access to the waterfront, and/or environmental remediation 
of the Waterfront in accordance with California Government Code. The 20 percent 
allocation requirement applies to IFD Project Area G as a whole. Because the 
Infrastructure Financing Plan for IFD Subproject Area G-1 (covering the Historic Core of 

the Uni.on Iron Works Historic District), approved by the Board of Supervisors in 
February 2016, allocates 64 percent of the property tax increment to Crane Park and 
other waterfront projects, the Port may allocate less than 20 percent of property tax 
increment generated by Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. 
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Ill Bonds issued by the IFD and secured by the ~ity's share of the property tax increment 

must be repaid within 45 years. The IFD cannot issue new bonds secured by the ERAF 

share of the property tax increment after 20 years. 

Sources and Uses of Funds . 

Estimated sources and uses offunds are.$1.0 billion (2017 dollars), as shown in Exhibit 2 below. 

Exhibit 2: Sources and Uses of Funds 

Sources 

Annual Tax Increment 

Bond Proceeds 

Developer Capital 

Advances of Land Proceeds 

Total Sources 

Uses 

Bond Debt Service 

Interest on Advanced Funds 

Repayment Developer Capital 

Repayment Advances of Land Proceeds 

Subproject Areas Public Improvements 

Pier 70 Wide Public Improvements 

Sea Level Rise Protection 

Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund 6 

Total Uses 

Source: Infrastructure Financing Plan 

Timing of Sources and Uses 

2017 Dollars 

$596,719,493 

137,428,825 

133,832,094 

. 164,931,373 

$1,032,911, 784 

$253,892,744 

22,974,947 

121,166,407 

101,662,800 

287,908,679 

53,041,434 

130,378,925 

61,885,847 

$1,032,911,784 

The developer, Forest City, will contribute capital to pay for project costs, prior to property tax 

increment and other project funds becoming available. The Infrastructure Financing Plan 

assumes that the developer will contribute $133.8 million in developer capital through FY 2028-

29. 

Beginning in FY 2018-19, the Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes that proceeds from the sale 

of land or prepayment of ground leases will become available to begin paying for project costs, 

including repayment of the developer capital. 

6 The $61.9 million allocation to ERAF is the estimated amount of ERAF tax increment that is not needed to pay 
ERAF-secured debt. 
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Beginning in FY 2019-20, the Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes that the Port will begin 

issuing bonds, secured by property tax increment generated by Subproject Area G-2. Bond 

proceeds will be a source of funds to pay for public project costs. 

Estimates of Annual Property Tax Increment Generated by Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, G-4 

Incremental property taxes generated by development of Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 

depend on the assessed value of this development. A report prepared by Berkson Associates for 

the Port in August 2017 estimates that development in Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 will 

have an assessed value of $1.7 billion {2017 dollars), resulting in annual property tax increment 

of $17 million (based on 1.0 percent property tax rate), of which 90 percent7 equals $15.6 

million (2017 dollars). The actual assessed value and associated property taxes will depend on 

the mix of residential and commercial properties, and when each of these properties is 

completed and enrolled in the City's tax rolls. 

The Infrastructure Financing Plan 8 estimates that Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 would 

begin to generate incremental property taxes (which would be allocated to the IFD) in FY 2023-

24, FY 2028-29, and FY 2029-20 respectively. However, according to the plan, the actual 

commencement date for when property tax increment would be allocated to the IFD would 

depend on the fiscal year in which each subproject area generated property tax increment of 

$100,000 or more. 9 

Bond Issuance 

The proposed resolution (File 17-0879) provides for the intent to issue bonds, secured by 

property tax increment. The bond authorization would be for up to $793.3 million, including 

111 $273.9 million for Subproject Area G-2; 

111 $196.1 million for Subproject Area G-3; and 

11 $323.3 million for Subproject Area G-4. 

According to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, the Port anticipates issuing IFD bonds for 

Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 of up to $216 million 10
. The Port is requesting bond 

authorization of up to $793.3 million, or more than 3x the anticipated bond issuance, to 

· account for {a) property assessments that exceed projections, (b) issuance of additional bonds 

to pay for sea level rise and 'other projects, and (c) interest rates that are lower than the 

underwritten level. According to the Port, the Port is requesting a higher bonding cap to allow 

for flexibility should the project gene.rate more incremental property tax revenues or the cost 

offunds is lower than projected. 

7Based on approximately 65 percent City share and 25 percent ERAF share 
8 The Infrastructure Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 was prepared by the Port's consultant, 
Century Urban, and submitted to the Port in October 2017. 
9 The Berkson report estimated annual property tax increment of $15.6 million (2017 dollars). 
10 The Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes an interest rate of 7 percent, a term of 30 years, issuance 
costs/reserves of 13 percent, and an annual debt service cover ratio of 1:1 to 1:3. Estimated net loan proceeds to 
be applied to projects is $169.6 million. The amount of $216 million is included on Table 4, page 37 of the 
Infrastructure Financing Plan. 
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The proposed resolution states that the Board of Supervisors intends to authorize the issuance 
and sale of bonds for each subproject area in the maximum not-to-exceed amounts noted 
above, but that the resolution does not obligate the Board of Supervisors to issue bonds. 
According to the Port's bond counsel, the proposed resolution limits the use of bonds to pay for 
the costs of public improvements described in the Infrastructure Financing Plan, as noted 
below: · 

111 Bond authorization for Subproject Area G-2 is 273.9 million and the estimated cost of 

facilities in Appendix G-2 for Subproject Area G-2 is $141.3 million; 
11 Bond authorization for Subproject Area G-3 is $196.1 million and the estimated cost of 

facilities in Appendix G-3 for Subproject Area G-3 is $72.97 million; and 
111 Bond authorization for Subproject Area G-4 is $323.3 million and the estimated cost of 

facilities in Appendix G-3 for Subproject Area G-3 is $46.3 million. 

The bond authorization under the proposed resolution may also be applied to Pier 70-wide 
projects, in addition to the projects in the three subproject areas, subject to future Board of 
Supervisors approval. 

As noted in the Budget and Legislative Analyst's report to the October 19, 2017 Budget and 

Finance Committee, IFD and IRFD bond.s are a new debt instrument. Whether investors will be 
interested in purchasing these bonds is not known, especially if the credit markets are tight at 
the time that the City is ready to issue the bonds. 

According to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, bonds may be issued by the IFD or by CFDs 
formed within the Pier 70 IFD Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. While t_he proposed 
legislation states the City's intention to issue IFD bonds, the Infrastructure Financing Plan 
assumes that IFD or CFD bonds may be issued, and that property tax increment will be used to 
repay the bonds. The type of bond to be issued will be determined based on market conditions 
at the time of issuance. The Infrastructure Financing Plan provides for bonds to be issued in FY 
2019-20, although Subproject Area G-2 may not generate property tax increment until FY 2023-
24 to secure the bonds. Legislation to approve formation of CFDs within the three Pier 70 
subproject areas has not been introduced. 

Approve the proposed resolutions. 
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General Map of the· Proposed SUD Project Area: Height Limits of the· 
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Pier 70 Mixed Use Project Overview 

July.25, 2017 

Between 2007 and 2010 the Port led an extensive community process to develop the Pier 70 Preferred Master 

Plan, with the goal of redeveloping the site to bring back its historic activity levels through infill and economic 

development, and increasing access to the water and creating new open spaces, while maintaining the area's 

historic character and supporting its ship repair activities. The' Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan was endorsed by 

the Port Commission in 2010. The Port then issued a Request for Developer Qualifications for the Waterfront 
Site infill development opportunity, representing a 28 acre portion of Pier 70. In 2011, after a competitive 

solicitation process, Forest City was named as master developer. In 2013, the Port Commission and the Board of 

Supervisors each unanimously endorsed a term sheet, outlining the proposed land plan and transaction.terms 

for future development of Pier 70. In 2014, 73% of voters supported Proposition F, the 2014 ballot measure 

supporting Forest City's proposed vision for reuse of the area and enabling the Board of Supervisors to increase 

height limits at the project. Throughout this process, Forest City and the Port have undertaken extensive 

engagement and outreach efforts, hosting workshops, open houses, markets, tours, presentations and family 

events - more than 135 events at last count engaging over 75,000 people. These activating events have allowed· 

visitors to experience Pier 70, and ?hare their input as to its future, today rather than wait for Project · 
improvements. 

After a decade of outreach and concept development, the Pier 70 project has developed into a clear vision to 

reintegrate and restore the 28-Acre Site into the fabric of San Francisco, creating an active, sustainable 

neighborhood that recognizes its industrial past. As contemplated in the proposed Pier 70 SUD Design for 

Development, the future of the 28-Acre Site is envisioned as an extension of the nearby Dogpatch neighborhood 
that joins community and industry, engaging residents, workers, artists, and manufacturers into a lively mix.of 

uses and activities. The Project will reflect this diversity and creativity, inviting all to the parks, which are lined 

with local establishments, restaurants, arts uses, and event spaces, each with individual identities. And as a 
fundamental premise, the Project will create public access to the San Francisco Bay where it has never 
previously existed, opening up the shoreline for all to enjoy. 

New buildings within the site will complement the industrial setting and fabric in size, scale, and material, with 

historic buildings repurposed into residential use, spaces for local manufacturing and community amenities. The 

Project Vl.'ill include a diversity of open spaces at multiple scales, shaped by nearby buildings, framing the 
waterfront, and creating a platform for a range of experiences. 

Project Statistics (Mid Point Program - Pier 70 SUD): 

• 1,400,000 square feet of new office space 

• 2150 new housing units (Approximately1200 rentals and 950 condos) 

· • 400,000 square feet of active ground floor uses (traditional retail, arts uses, and PDR) 
• Over nine acres of new public open space 

• Preservation and rehabilitation of three historic buildings on site (2, 12, and 21) 

Public Benefits: 

The Supervisor's Office, OEWD, Port, and Forest City have negotiated a public benefit package that reflects the 

goals of the Southern Bayfront, and represents over $750M dollars of public benefits. Key benefits include: 
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" Affordable Housing: Overall the project will result in 30% onsite affordability, with the following 

components: 
• ApproximatelY, 150 or more units ofonsite rental inclusionary housing, representing 20% of the units 

in all onsite rental buildings. These uni~s will be affordable to households from 55% TO 110% of area 
median income, with the maximum number possible at the time of their lottery rented to applicants 
under the Neighborhood Resident Housing Preference program. 

• Approximately 320 or more fully-funded units of permanently affordable family and formerly 

h.omeless housing, in three buildings developed by local nonprofits located close to transit and a 

children's playground. 
11 Estimated $15- $20M in revenue dedicated to HOPE SF projects, including Potrero Rebuild. 

• Transportation Funding and On-Site Services: Transportation demand management on-site, facilities to 
support a new bus line through the project, an open-to-the-public shuttle service, and almost $50 million in 

funding that will be used to support neighborhood-supporting transportation infrastructure. Commitment to 

reducing total auto trips by 20% from amount analyzed in Project environmental review document.· 

• Workforce Development Program: 30% local hiring commitment, local business enterprise {"LBE") 
utilization, participation in OEWD's "First Source" hiring programs, and funding to support expansion of 

CityBuild and TechSF with outreach to District 10 residents. 

• Rehabilitation of Historic Structures at Pier 70: The Project will rehabilitate three key historic structures 
{Buildings 2, 12, 21) and include interpretive elements to enhance public understanding of the Union Iron 

Works Historic District in open space, streetscape and building design. 

" Parks: The project will provide over 9 acres of new open space for a variety of activities, including an Irish 

Hill playground, a market square, a central commons, public art, a minimum 20k square feet active rooftop 

recreation, and waterfront parks along 1,380 feet of shoreline. Project will pay for maintenance of its own 

parks. 

• Retail and Industrial Uses: The project will provide a 60,000 square foot local market hall supporting local 

manufacturing, is committing to a minimum of 50,000 square feet of on-site PDR space, and is developing a 

small business attraction program with OEWD staff. 

• A Centerpiece For the Arts: The project will include an up to 90,000 square foot building that will house 
local performing and other arts nonprofits, as well as providing replacement, permanently affordable studio 
space for the Noonan building tenants. The development will provide up to $20 million through fee revenue 
and a special tax for development of.the building. 

• Community Facilities: The Project will contribute up to $2.5M towards creating new space to serve the 
education and recreational needs of the growing community from Central Waterfront, from Mission Bay to 

India Basin and Potrero Hill, as well as include on-site childcare facilities. 

• ·Site Sea Level Rise Protection: The Project's waterfront edge will be designed to protect buildings against 

the high-end of projected 2100 sea-level-rise estimates established by the state, and the grade of the entire 
site will be raised to elevate buildings and ensure that utilities function properly. 

• City Seawall Improvement Funding Stream: The Project will include a perpetual funding stream of between 

$1 and $2 billion to finance future sea level rise improvement.s anywhere along the San Francisco 
waterfront. 
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The Project's commitment to these benefits will be memorialized in the Development Agreement; which must 
be recommended for approval by the Planning Commission, and the Disposition and Development Agreement, 
which will be approved by the Port Commission, before seeking final approval from the Board of Supervisors. 

Zoning and Design Controls: 
The DA and ODA are part of a larger regulatory approvals package that also includes a Planning Code text 
amendment creating a Special Use District ("SUD") for the Project Site, conforming Zoning Map amendments for 
height and to establish the Special Use District and a Design for Development (040) which will detail 
development standards and guidelines for buildings, open space and streetscape improvements. Under the 
Design for Development, the following components of the Project will be subject to review and approval as 
follows: 

• New Development: New buildings will be reviewed by Planning Department staff, in consultation with 
Port staff, for consistency with the standards and guidelines in the Design for Development, with a 
recommendation to the Planning Director who will approve or deny applications for proposed new 
buildings; 

• Historic Rehabilitation: Historic rehabilitation of Buildings 2, 12 and 21 will be reviewed by Port staff, in 
consultation with Planning Department staff, for consistency with Secreta·ry of the Interior's Standards 
for Treatment of Historic Properties ("Secretary's Standards") and the standards and guidelines in the 
Design for Development as part of the Port's building permit process, with a recommendation to the 
Port Executive Director, who will approve or deny plans for proposed historic rehabilitation projects; and 

• Parks and Open Space: Design of parks and open space will undergo public design review by a design. 
advisory committee appointed by the Port Executive Director, with a recommendation to the Port 
Commission, which will approve or deny park schematic designs. 

Project Approvals: 
The approvals relating to the proposed Project include: 

1. Entitlements, including certification and approval of a Final Environmental Impact Report ("ElR"), 
adoption of a Special Use District and its accompanying Design for Development, amendments to the 
City's General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning Map, and a Development Agreement. 

2. Implementing Documents, including a Disposition and Development Agreement {ODA) governing the 
transaction between the Port and Forest City, setting forth Forest City's obligations for horizontal 
development, including infrastructure, affordable housing and jobs, and establishing the timing for 
vertical development; and a Financing Plan setting forth th~ financial deal, including public financing and 
disposition of land proceeds. 

3. Public Financing approvals, including establishment of an infrastructure financing district {!FD) project 
area to support construction of infrastructure and rehabilitation of historic structures, an Infrastructure 
and Revitalization Financing District {IRFD} to support onsite affordable housing, and a series of 
community facilities districts {CFD} which will fund construction of infrastructure, maintenance of 
streets and open space, construction of the arts building, and combat sea level rise along the seawall. 

4. a Trust Exchange that requires approval and implementation of a Compromise Title Settlement and Land 
Exchange Agreement and an amendment to the Burton Act Transfer Agreement with the California State 
Lands Commission {"State Lands") consistent with the requirements of AB 418. 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2 
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-2 {PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE) 

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE ·cny AND COUN1Y OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

PARCEL PKN 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE), DISTANT THEREON 
SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 69.35 FEET FROM THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE 
NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 212.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04° 21'59;' EAST 320.70 FEET;.THENCE SOUTH 85"38'01" 
WEST 212.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY LINE OF ILLlf'JOIS STREET; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILUNOIS. 
STREET, NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 320.70 FEET TO.SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 67,988 SQUARE 
FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL A 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET(66 FEET WIDE}; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
!TS EASTERLY.PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 804.07 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°2l159" EAST 24.00 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGlNNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST.208.50 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 

. 04°21'59" EAST 255.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74°11'04" WEST 20.15 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 
188.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04"21'59" WEST 259.09 TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 
53,981 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

·PARCELC2B 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE.EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 677.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'591

' WEST 39.70 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01'' WEST120.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST.96.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS "POINT A:'; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01'1 EAST 
120.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 96.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 
11,520 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELS C2A 
BEGINNING AT 11POINT A:', AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL C2B; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 
138.25 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85~38'01" EAST 120.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 138.25 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01'1 WEST120.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 16,589 SQUARE 
FEET, MORE OR LESS • 

PARCEL 12 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE.OF ILUNOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) · 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 731.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 36.70 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 251.20 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN 
REFERRED TO AS "POINT B"; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 256.17 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
251.20 FEET;. THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 256.17 FEET TO. SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, · 
CONTAINING 64,351 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
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PARCEL 2 
BEGINNING AT "POINT B", AS DESC!\IBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL 12; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 246.01 

. FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 83.30 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 246.01 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 83.30 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAIN.ING 20,492 SQUARE FEET, 
MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL 0 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1012.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 
381.41 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 85~38'01" WEST 161.00 FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 152.50 FEET; THENCE N'ORTH 85°38'01" EAST 161.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°21'59" EAST 152.50 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 24;552 SQUARE FE~, MORE 
OR LESS. 

PARCEL E2 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT Of INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILUNOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 2zND STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 14.20 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 203:50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST250.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 203.~0 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 
250.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 50,875 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING OFN03°41'33"W 
BETWEEN SURVEY CONTROL POINTS NUMBERED 375 AND 376, Of THE HIGH PRECISION NETWOR.K 
DENSIFICATION (HPND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN .FRANCISCO 20HCOORDINATE SYSTEM (SFCS13). 

IFD P~LS_AREA-G2.doc;x • 
09-13-17 
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LEGAL DESCRlPTION 
FOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2 
PORT OF SAN FRANC1SCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-3 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE) 

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STf:\TE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

PARCEL PKS 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STRE'ET (80 FEET WIDE), DISTANT THEREON 

. NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 42.6.95 FEET FROM THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE 
NORTH 85°38'01'1 EAST 180.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 97 .90 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" 
WEST 180.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILLINOIS · 
STREET, NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 97.90 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 17,630 SQUARE 
FEET, MORE OR LESS . 

. PARCEL F/G . . 
BEGINNING AT THE EASTERLY TERMINUS OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE 22No STREET; DISTANT THEREON NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST 480.00 FEET FROM THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE); THENCE NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST 5.94 FEET; THENCE NORTH 5~028'14'' EAST 17.91 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST'26.17 
FEET; THENCE ALONG ATANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS 328.50 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE 11°06'07", AN ARC LENGTH OF 63.65 FEETTO THE BEGINNING OF A REVERSE CURVE WITH A RADIUS 
OF 270.00 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH, THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 11° 06'07", AN ARC LENGTH OF 52.32 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 368.74 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 174.20 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN 
DEED GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN BOOK B192, PAGE 384, 
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 
8S 0 30'01" WEST 431.57 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID PARCEL; THENCE ALONG THE 
LINES OF SAID. PARCEL, NORTH 25°06'47" WEST 56.46 FEET AND NORTH 42° 41'35" WEST 129.00 FEET TO 
SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 82,477 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL El 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 195.25 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 70.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 8S 0 38'01" WEST 125.25 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" · · 
EAST 115.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH S5°38'01" WEST 70.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 185.00 FEET 
TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 21,717 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL 21 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF.20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1272.32 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°2i'59" .EAST 
438.79 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 81.30 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 85°3.8'01" WEST 108.35 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04~21'59" WEST 81.30 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" 
EAST 108.35 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 8,809 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
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PARCEL E3 
COMMENONG ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLv° LINE OF 22Nb STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22ND STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 14.20 
FEET TO THE TRUE P.OINT OF J3EGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 228.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST 243.1.0 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 228..50; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'0i" WEST 
243.10 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 55,548 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING OF N03°41133"W 
BETWEEN SURVEY CONTROL POINTS NUMBERED 375 AND 376, OF THE J-llGH PRECISION NETWORK 
DENSIFICATION (HPND}, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2013 COORDINATE SYSTEM {SFCS13). 

IFP PCLS_AREA G-3.docx 
09-13-17 •• ·• 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2 
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-4 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE) 

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

PARCELClA 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT Of INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66-FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET, 
NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 426.95 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 285.50 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 133.00 FEET TO A POINT HERElN REFERRED TO AS "POINT P<';· 
THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 128.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 133.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 17,024 SQUARE FEET, MORE 
OR LESS . 

. PARCELClB 
BEGINNING AT "POINT P<', AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL ClA; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 
175.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS "POINT B"; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 128.00 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 175.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID ROINT 
OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 22,400 SQUARE FEET,. MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELClC 
BEGINNING AT "POINT B"; AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL ClB; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 79.00 
FEET; THENCE SOUTH 26°49'04" EAST 13.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 115.90 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 85°38'01'rWEST 84.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 10,722 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELS. 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04._0 21'59" EAST 2.4.00 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 292.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 46 ° 
07' 41" EAST 147.59 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 145.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74°38'42" WEST 
20.98 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°3?'01" WEST 363.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 255.09 TO SAID 
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 95,710 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS .. 

PARCEL E4 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 

.. AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1480.67 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" .EAST 
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 159.00 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 72 ° 01'08" WEST 110.45' FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 80.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST 185.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 187.85 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 33,357 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
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PARCELH1 
COMMENCING AT THE POJNT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE} 
AND THE N9RTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1073.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 45.80 
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 251.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°21'59" EAST 174.20 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN DEED 
GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORN.IA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN BOOK B192, PAGE 384, 
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 
85°38'01" WEST 251.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59".WEST 174.20 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 43,72459,UARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELH2 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND. 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 45.80 
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 156.60 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°21'59" EAST 10.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 82.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
28.00 FEIT; THENCE SOUTH 18°03'22" WEST 147.34-fEETTO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL 
OF LAND DESCRIBED IN D.EED GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN 
BOOK B192, PAGE 384, OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID 
SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 182.40 FEET;THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 174.20 FEET TO 
SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 36,917 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LE.SS. 

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THE ABOVE OESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING OF N03°41'3311W 
BETWEEN SURVEY CONTROL POINTS .NUMBERED 375 AND 376, OF THE HIGH PRECISION NETWORK 
DENSIFICATION (HPND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2013 COORDINATE SYSTEM (SFCS13}; 

IFD PClS_AREA-G4.docc 
09-13-17 
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Appendix G-2 Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 
(Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site). 

This Appendix supplements and amends the main body of the Infrastructure Financing Plan (the 
"IFP'j for City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San 
Francisco) ("!FD'? as it relates to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G~4 (collectively, the "Sub­
Project Areas", each a "Sub-Project Area'}. This Appendix includes the separate Infrastructure 
Financing Plan for each of Sub-Project Area G-2, G-3, and G-4. In the event of any 
inconsistency between the main body Of the IFP and this Appendix, the provisions of this 
Appendix shall govern with respect to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. · 

Background: Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 collectively include a largely unimproved 
28-acre area in the southeast corner of Pier 70 known as the "28-Acre Site". In the general 
election held in the City and County of San Francisco (the "City") on November 4, 2014, an 
initiative entitled, the "Union Iron Works Historic District Housing, Waterfront Parks, Jobs and 
Preservation Initiative" ("Proposition F"), was approved by the voters in the City. Pursuant to 
Proposition F, the voters in the City approved a policy of the City, that the City encourage the 
timely development of the 28-Acre Site with a development project that includes market-rate 
and affordable residential uses, commercial-office, retail, light industrial-arts use, parking, and 
infrastructure development including street improvements,, and public open space. 

The City, acting by and through the Port Commission (the "Port"), and Forest City Development 
California, Inc., or an affiliate thereof ('Forest City") anticipate entering into a Disposition and 
Development Agreement (the "DOA"), including a Financing Plan, which will govern the 
disposition and development of the 28-Acre Site and provide for the financing of certain capital 

· facilities and public services related to the proposed project. 

Forest City currently plans to develop the 28-Acre Site in three phases. Each Sub-Project Area 
·corresponds to one of the phases as shown below to provide for a separate 45-year tax 
increment allocation period for each phase. 

Sub-Project Area G-2: 
Sub-Project Area G-3: 
Sub-Project Area G-4: 

Phase I 
Phase II 
Phase III 

Port as agent of the /FD with respect to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4: The Board of 
Supervisors has appointed the City, acting by and through Port, as the agent of the !FD to 
implement this Appendix. · 

Boundaries and legal descriptions of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4: The boundaries 
of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4, are described in the maps attached to this Appendix as 
Attachment 1. The legal descriptions of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 are also attached 
to this Appendix as Attachment 1. 

The Sub-Project Areas do not initially correspond to the boundaries.of assessor parcels. Tax 
increment will not be allocated to the !FD from a Sub-Project Area until assessor parcels 
corresponding to the boundaries of the Sub-Project Area have been created. 

Enhanced Financing Plan: Each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 is a "Pier 70 district," 
as defined in Section 53395.8(c)(11) of the IFD Law,' and this Appendix includes a "Pier 70 
enhanced financing plan" for each of the Sub-Project Areas as defined in Section 
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53395.8(c)(12) of the IFD Law. Other initially-capitalized terms used, but not defined in this 
Appendix, have the meanings ascribed to.~hem in the IFD Law or the IFP. 

A. Base Year; Commencement of Tax Increment Allocation 

The "Base Year" for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 is the fiscal year in whjch 
the assessed value of taxable property in such Sub-Project Area was last equalized prior to 

, the effective date of the ordinance adopted to create Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 
or a subsequent fiscal year. The Base Year for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G­

. 4 is FY 2015-2016. 

Tax increment may begin to be allocated to the IFD from each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-: 
3, and G-4 beginning in the fiscal year following the Base Year, provided that no tax · 
increment will be allocated to the IFD from a Sub-Project Area until the amount of increment 
that will be allocated in the fiscal year is equal to at least $100, 000. 

B. Allocation of Tax Increment 

1. The annual allocation of tax increment generated in each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, 
and G-4 to the IFD for purposes of Section 53396(b) of the IFD Law will be the amount 
appropriated In each fiscal year by the Board of Supervisors for deposit in.the respective 
special fund established for such Sub-Project Area. 

2. The Board of Supervisors will appropriate 100 percent of the "Allocated Tax Increment" 
(as defined below) for allocation to the IFD until the IFD repays all debt (as defined in the 
IFD Law), including all ERAF-secured debt, payable from Allocated Tax Increment to 
fund the capital facilities authorized by Section 53395.S(d) and listed in.Table 1 of this 
Appendix (the "Facilities"). The financing of the Facilities satisfies Section 
53395.8(g)(3)(C)(ii) of the IFD Law, as described more completely in Section G. below. 

· 3. In order for the Facilities to be developed concurrently with the Pier 70 waterfront 
buildings, and because there will be some lag time between the construction of the 
Facilities and availability of Allocated Tax Increment, multiple sources of funding will be 
needed to pay for the Facilities, and such sources, to the extent repaid by the IFD with 
Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 or G-4, will constitute 
debt/ERAF-secured debt of such Sub-Project Area: 

• funds ("Developer Capital") to be advanced by Forest City (the "Developer"); 

• funds fo be advanced by the Port as either. direct Port capital or advances of land 
proceeds; and 

• proceeds from bonds. that would be issued by the IFD and/or a community facilities 
district ("CFO") that would be established by the City to include all or a portion of the 
property in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, ·and G-4. · 

In addition, the Port, as the agent of'the IFD, will use Allocated Tax Increment to pay 
directly for Facifities costs. The financial obligation of the I FD to fund Facilities costs 
with Allocated Tax Increment from each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4 is a 
debt/ERAF-secured debt for each of the Sub-Project Areas and will be reflected in the 
annual Statement of Indebtedness required by the IFD Law. 
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4. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the allocation made by the Board of Supervisors in this 
Appendix shall be the following: 

(A) The Board of Supervisors hereby irrevocably allocates all of the "City Share of Tax 
Increment" (as defined below) from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 to the IFD 
to the extent that the City Share of Tax Increment is necessary to repay bonds, notes 
or related agreements (including Project Payment Obligations and Pledge 
Agreements under the ODA) or meet contractual obligations that the IFD or the Port · 
is obligated to satisfy-with Allocated Tax Increment, in each case to the extent such 
bonds, notes, agreements or obligations have been approved by the Board of 
Supervisors. · 

(B) The Board of Supervisors retains the discretion to make annual appropriations for 
the allocation of City Share of Tax Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and 
G-4 to the IFD to pay for debt that is not described in the preceding clause (A), 
including the financial obligation to fund Facilities costs from annual deposits of 
Allocated Tax Increment. 

Under the IFD Law, the amount of City Share of Tax Increment allocated to the IFD from 
· Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 will determine the amount of ERAF Tax Increment 

allocated to the !FD. For example, if 100% of the City Share of Tax increment is 
allocated to the IFD, then 100% of the ERAF Tax Increment will be allocated to the IFD, 
and, if only 75% of the City Share of Tax increment is allocated to the IFD, then 75% of 
the ERAF Tax lncre·ment will be allocated to the IFD. 

5. For purposes of this Appendix, capitalized terms that are not otherwise defined are 
defined as follows: 

"Gross Tax Increment" is, for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4, 100% of 
· the revenue produced by the application of the 1 % ad valorem tax rate to the 

Incremental Assessed Property Value. of property within such Sub-Project Area; 

"Incremental Asse.ssed Property Value" is, in any year, for each of Sub-Project Areas 
G-2, G-3, and G-4, the difference between the assessed value of the property within 
such Sub-Project Area for that fiscal year and the assessed value of the property within 
such Sub-Project Area in the Base Year, to the extent that the difference is a positive 
number; · 

"ERAF Tax Increment" is 25.330110% of Gross Tax Increment. This "ERAF share" (as 
defined in Section 53395.8(c)(8) of the IFD Law) is available to be allocated to the IFD 
because each of Sub-Project Areas G-2 , G-3, and G-4 is a Pier 70 district. 

"City Share of Tax Increment" is 64.588206% of Gross Tax Increment; 

"Allocated Tax increment" is, for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4, the 
sum of ERAF Tax Increment and City Share of Tax Increment. 

"CFO Bonds" are the bonds issued .by a CFD that are secured by the facilities special 
taxes levied by the CFO and payable from Allocated Tax Increment. Bonds issued by 
the CFO that are secured by other special taxes will not be paid .for by any Allocated Tax 
Increment. 
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C. M~imum Portion of Tax Increment Revenue of Sa.n Francisco and Affected Taxing 
Agencies to be Committed to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 · 

100% of the City Share of Tax Increment and 100% of the ERAF Tax Increment shall be 
allocated to the IFD from each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G.::3, and G-4: 

• City Share of Tax Increment: 64.588206% of every dollar of Gross Tax Increment, 
which is 100% of the City Share of Tax Increment; 

• ERAF Tax Increment: 25.330110% of every dollar of Gross Tax lncrement, which is 
100% of the ERAF Tax Increment. 

Section 53395.8(g)(3)(D) of the IFD Law provides that the portion of incremental property 
tax revenue of the City. to be allocated to the IFD from a Sub-Project Area must be equal to 
the portion of the incremental tax revenue of the ERAF share proposed to be committed to · 
the Sub-Project Area. The portion of the City Share of Tax Increment and the ERAF Tax 
Increment are equal at 100% of the respective amounts . 

. None of the incremental tax revenue of the local educational agencies in the boundaries of 
the Sub-Project Areas will be allocated to the IFD. 

D. Projection of Tax Increment Revenue to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 

The financing section for a Sub-Project Area must include a projection of the amount of tax 
increment expected to be allocated to the IFD from the Sub-Project Area assuming an 
allocation period for such Sub-Project Area of 45 fiscal years after the fiscal year in which 
the City projects that the IFD will have received $100,000 of tax increment from such Sub­
Project Area under the IFD Law. 

The projection of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-2 to be allocated to the 
IFD is attached as Rider #1 to this Appendix. The projection of Allocated Tax Increment 
from Sub-Project Area G-3 to be allocated to the IFD is attached as Rider #2 to this 
Appendix. The projection of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-4 to be 
allocated to the IFD is attached as Rider #3 to this Appendix. 

E. Tax Increment Limit 

The financing section must include a limit on the total number of dollars of tax increment that 
may be allocated to the IFD pursuant to the lFP, subject to amendment of the IFP. · 

The initial tax increment limit for each Sub-Project Area is listed below. These limits reflect 
the projected total Allocated Tax Increment plus a contingency factor of approximately 88%-
92% to account for variables such as higher assessed values of taxable property due to 
resales. 

• The tax increment limit, including the limit on ERAF Tax Increment, for Sub-Project 
Area G-2 is initially established at $1,040,000,000. 

• The tax increment limit; including the limit on ERAF Tax Increment, for Sub-Project 
. Area G-3 is.initially established at $770,500,000. 
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• The tax increment limit, including the limit on ERAF Tax Increment, for Sub-Project 
Area G-4 is initially established at $1, 190, 000, 000. 

F. Pier 70 ERAF Allocation Limit 

In accordance with Section 53395.8(g)(3)(D)(ii)(ll) of the IFD Law, each of Sub-Project 
Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 is subject to a limitation on the number of dollars of the ERAF 
share to be divided and allocated to. the I FD from such Sub-Project Area pursuant to this 
Appendix, which has been established in consultation with the county tax collector and shall 

. be included in the Statement of Indebtedness that the IFD files for the 19th fiscal year after 
the fiscal year in which any ERAF-secured debt is first issued. 

The initial limits on the ERAF Tax Increment to be divided and allocated to the IFD from 
each Sub-Project Area are listed below. These limits reflect the projected ERAF Tax 
Increment allocation to each Sub-Project Area plus a contingency factor of approximately 
88%-92%. 

• The limit on the ERAF Tax Increment to be divided and allocated to the IFD from 
Sub- Project Area G-2 is initially established at $293,000,000. 

· • The limit on the ERAF Tax Increment to be divided and allocated to the IFD from 
Sub- Project Area G-3 is initially established at $217,000,000. . 

• The limit on the ERAF Tax Increment to be divided and allocated to the IFD from 
Sub- Project Area G-4 is initially established at $335,000,000. 

G. 20% Waterfront Set-Aside Requirement for Waterfront Districts 

Pursuant to Section 53395.8(g)(3)(C)(ii) of the IFD Law, 20%· of the Allocated Tax Increment 
("Set-Aside") must be set aside to be expended solely on shoreline restoration, removal of 
bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental remediation of the San Francisco 
waterfront ("Authorized Set-Aside Uses"). The IFD Law allows the Set-Aside Requirement 
applicable to Project Area G (Pier 70) to be met on a Project Area G (Pier 70)-wide basis 
rather than on a Sub-Project Area basis. Pursuant to Appendix G-1, on a cumulative basis, 
it is estimated that approximately 64% of the Allocated Tax Increment to the IFD from Sub­
Project Area G-1 will be used for Authorized Set-Aside Uses. As such, the Port, at its 
discretion, may wish to spend less than 20% of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project 
Areas G-2, G-3, or G-4 on Authorized Set-Aside Uses. · 

On a cumulative basis, it is estimated that approximately 43% of the Allocated Tax 
Increment to the IFD from Sub-Project Area G-2, 44% of the Allocated Tax Increment to the 
IFD from Sub-Project Area G-3, and 36% of the Allocated Tax Increment to the IFD from 
Sub-Project Area G-4 will be used for Authorized Set-Aside Uses. 

H. Time Limits 

The financing section must include the following time limits for each Sub-Project Area: 

1. A date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan and all tax 
increment allocc;itions to the Sub-Project Area will end, not to exceed 45 years from the 
date the IFD actually received $100,000 in incremental tax revenues from the Sub­
Project Area under the IFD Law; 
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2. A time limit on the IFD's authority to repay indebtedness with incremental tax revenues 
received in the Sub-Project Area under the I FD Law, not to exceed 45 years from the 
date the IFD actually received $100,000 in incremental tax revenues from the Sub­
Project Area under the IFD Law; and 

3. A time limit on the issuance of new ERAF-secured debt (as defined in Section 
53395.8(c){7) of the IFD law) to finance the Facilities, which (with certain e,xceptions 
described in the IFD Law) may not exceed 20 fiscal years from the fiscal year in which 
any Pier 70 district subject to a Pier 70 .enhanced financing plan first issues debt. 

For Sub-Project Area G-2, the following are the applicable time limits: 

• Date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan with respect to 
Sub-Project Area G-2 and all tax increment allocations to Sub-Project Area G-2 will 
end: the final day of the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the /FD 
actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area 
G-2 under the /FD Law. 

• Date after which the IFD may no longer repay indebtedness with incremental tax 
revenues received under the IFD Law from Sub-Project Area G-2: the final day of 
the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the /FD actually receives 
$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub- Project Area G-2 under the /FD 
Law. 

• Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub­
Project Area G-2: the final day of the 20th fiscal year after the fiscal year in 
which the /FD first issued debt secured by Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-

. Project Area G-2. The IFD law allows the IFD to issue ERAF-secured debt after this 
date in certain circumstances, and this Appendix incorporates those provisions by 
this reference as if they were fully incorporated herein. · 

For Sub-Project Area. G-3, the following are the applicable time limits: 

• Date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan with respect to 
Sub-Project Area G-3 and all tax increment allocations to Sub-Project Area G-3 will 
end: the final day of the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the /FD 
actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area 
G-3 under the /FD Law. 

• Date after which the IFD may no longer repay indebtedness with incremental tax 
revenues received under the IFD Law from Sub-Project Area G-3: the final day of 
the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the /FD actually receives 
$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub- Project Area G-3 under the /FD 
Law. · · 

• Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub- · 
Project Area G-3: the final day of the 20th fiscal year after the fiscal year in 
which the /FD first issued debt secured by Allocated Tax Increment from Sub­
Project Area G-3. The IFD law allows the IFD to issue ERAF-secured debt after this. 
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date in certain circumstances, and this Appendix incorporates those provisions by 
this reference-.as if they were fully incorporated herein. 

For Sub-Project Area G-4, the following are the applicable time limits: 

• Date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure.financing plan with respect to 
Sub-Project Area G-4 .and all tax increment allocations to Sub-Project Area G-4 will 
end: the fjnal day of the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year ln whlch the /FD 
actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area 
G-4 under the /FD Law. 

• Date after which the !FD may no longer repay indebtedness with incremental tax 
revenues received under the !FD Law from Sub-Project Area G-4: the final day of 
the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year ln whlch the /FD actually receives 
$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub- Project Area G-4 under the /FD 
Law. 

• Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub­
Project Area G-4: the flnal day of the 20th fiscal year after the fiscal year in 
which the /FD first issued debt secured by Allocated Tax Increment from Sub­
Project Area G-4. The !FD law allows the IFD to issue ERAF-secured debt after this 
date in certain circumstances, and this Appendix incorporates those provisions by 
this reference as if they were fully incorporate~ herein. 

For purposes of this Appendix, ERAF-secured debt for a Sub-Project Area includes the 
obligation of the IFD to use ERAF Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area to pay directly 
for Facilities. This ERAF-secured debt for a Sub-Project Area shall be considered to' be 
issued in the first fiscal year in which the IFD uses ERAF Tax Increment from the Sub­
Project Area to pay directly for Facilities and shall be payable for the period ending on the 
final day of the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the I FD actually receives 
$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area. 

I. ·Description of Public Improvements and Facilities 

The IFD Law requires an infrastructure financing plan to contain the following information 
with respect to each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. 

1. Public facilities to be provided by the private sector. 

Under the requirements of the proposed Pier 70 Special Use District and. Design for 
Development guidelines, vertical developers will be responsible for developing certain 
privately owned, public open spaces. These costs will tiot be repaid to vertical 
de\ielopers from Allocated Tax Increment generated in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and 
G-4. 

2. Public facilities to be provided by governmental entities without assistance under the IFD 
Law. 

CFO spe<?ial taxes are planned to be levied and collected from Pier 70 waterfront 
lessees and property owners to fund the planning, design, and construction of shoreline 
protection facilities. 
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3. Public facilities to be financed with assistance from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-
4. 

The Facilities that will be funded with Allocated Tax Increment from the Sub-Project 
Areas are listed in Table 1. The costs of the Facilities are summarized below in Exhibit 
G-2a. All of the Facilities are located in the boundaries of the IFD. 

Exhibit G-2a 

Sub-Project Area G-2 
Direct Construction Costs 2018- 2021 $84,729,000 
Construction Contingency 2018 - 2021 $12,658,000 
Desi n Contingency. 2018 - 2021 . $4,219,000 
Indirect Costs 2018 ":" 2021 $37,509,000 
Indirect Cost Contingency 2018- 2021 $2, 185,000 
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-2 $141,300,000 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Direct Construction Costs 2022- 2024 $40,811,000 
Construction Contingency 2022-2024 $6,126,000 
Design Contingenc 2022-2024 $2,042,000 
Indirect Costs 2022-2024 $22,655,000 
Indirect Cost Cantin enc 2022-2024 $1;338,000 
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-3 $72,972,000 

Sub-Project Area G-4 
Direct Construction Costs 2025- 2028 $20,393,000 
Construction Cantin enc 2025- 2028 $3,106,000· 
Design Contingency 2025-2028 $1,035,000 
Indirect Costs 2025-2028 $20,668,000 
Indirect Cost Cantin enc 2025- 2028 $1,061,000 
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-4 $46,263~000 

Pier 70 Wide {Sub"ect to Port Commission and Board of Supervisors Approval) 
Irish Hill Park 2019- 2030 $10,000,000 
Building 106 Rehabilitation 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000 
Buildin 111 Rehabilitation 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000 
Ship ard Electrical Service· 2019 - 2030 $3,000,000 
Crane Cove Park 2019- 2040 $30,000,000 
Shipyard Im rovements 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000 
Site:.lnterpretation and Public Realm Improvements 2019 - 2040 $500,000 
Subtotal - Pier 70 Wide $113,500,000 

Total Estimated Costs $374,035,000 

In addition to the costs listed above, Allocated Tax Increment may also fund the.Historic 
Building Feasibility Gap pursuant to the Financing Plan in relation to the rehabilitation of 
historic Buildings 12 and 21 within the 28-Acre Site. 

8 

3037 



Pursuant to Attachment 2: "Guidelines for Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure 
Financing District (IFD) with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Port Commission", which were adopted by the Board of Supervisors pursuant 
to Resolution No. 123-13 on April 23, 2013, excess tax increment not required to fund· 
public facilities in project areas will be allocated to either (a) the City's General Fund, (b) 
funding improvements to the City's seawall, or (c) protecting the City against sea level 
rise, as allowed by State law. Accordingly, the Port plans to allocate any excess tax 

·.increment not required to fund the public facilities listed in Table 1 and Exhibit G-2a to 
protecting the City against sea level rise. 

4. Public facilities to be provided faintly by the private sector and governmental entities 

Rehabilitation of historic resources will be undertaken in many cases by private entities, 
. including Developer, often using tax increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-
4. Examples include Building 12, Building 21, the frame of Building 15, Building 108, 
and resources listed under Pier 70 Wide Facilities in Table 1 and under Pier 70 Wide in 
Exhibit G-2a above.· 

J. Projected Sources of Financing for the Public Facilities 

The· financing section must include the projected sources of financing for the Facilities, 
including debt to be repaid with Allocated Tax Increment, projected revenues from future 
leases, sales, or other transfers of any interest in land within Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, 
and G-4, and any other legally available sources of funds. 

The financing plan is presented in Table 2 of this Appendix. As summarized in Exhibit G-2b. 
below, it is anticipated that the Facilities will be financed with a combination of Allocated Tax 
Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 used on a pay-go basis, proceeds of 
bonds issued by the IFD and a CFO, special taxes levied on property within an overlapping 
CFO, capital to be advanced by the Developer (to be repaid by the IFD with Allocated Tax 
Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4), and advances of land proceeds (to 
be repaid by the IFD with Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G:.. 
4). The Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-A may be used to 
finance any of the Facilities regardless of the geographic location of the Facilities within the 
IFD and regardless of which Sub-Project Area generated the Allocated Tax Increment. 

This Appendix hereby authorizes the IFD to issue IFD bonds; however, at this time, it is 
contemplated that either IFD bonds or CFO Bonds will be issued. In both cases, Allocated 
Tax Increment will be used to pay debt service. In the case of applying Allocated Tax 
Increment to pay CFD Bonds, the use and priority of the Allocated Tax Increment shall be as 

·set forth in the Financing Plan, any indenture for IFD bonds or CFD Bonds, and any Pledge 
Agreement under the DOA. The type of bond to be issued will be determined based on 
market conditions approaching the time of issuance. Additionally, the Port may potentially 
advance capital to finance facilities (to be repaid by the IFD with Allocated Tax Increment 
from the Sub-Project Areas) as well. However, other than advances of land proceeds, the 
amounts listed below do not assume any advances of Port capital. Table 2 ano Exhibit G-
2b address the portion of the Facilities to be financed by tax increment and do not address 
any other sources of funding that may be applied to the Facilities. 
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The amounts shown in Table 2 and Exhibit G-2b include ERAF Tax Increment and City 
Share of Tax Increment that will be allocated to the ·IFD .from the Sub-Project Areas to pay 
for Facilities on a pay-go basis pursuant to Government Code Section 53395.2. As 
described elsewhere in this Appendix, for each Sub-Project Area, the obligation of the IFD to 
use Allocated Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area to pay forthe Facilities under this 
Appendix constitutes a debt and an ERAF-secured debt and shall be payable from Allocated 
Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area through the period ending on the final day of the 
45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated 
Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area .. 

2017/18 Dollars Nominal Dollars 
Anticipated Sources of Funds 

Annual Tax Increment $596,720,000 $1,578,818,000 
Bond Proceeds $137,429,000 . $169,593,000 

$133,832,000 $150,273,000 
Advances of Land Proceeds $164,931,000 $192,200,000 

Total Sources $1,032,912,000 $2,090,884,000 

Anticipated Uses of Funds 
Bond Debt Service · $253,893,000 $522,328,000 

$22,975,000 $27,042,000 
$121,166,000 $150,274,000 
$101,663,000 $192,200,000 

Pier 70 Sub-Pro"ect Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 Facilities $287,909,000 $329,382,000 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities . $53 ,041,000 $140,339,000 
Sea Level Rise Protection $130,379,000 $498,964,000 
ERAF $61,886,000 $230,355,000 

Total Uses $1,032,912,000 $2,090,884,QOO 

This Appendix does not project the anticipated costs of administering the IFD, but the Port, · 
as agent of the IFD, expects to pay the costs of administering the IFD with Allocated Tax 
Increment from the Sub-Project Areas. · 

Assessed values and property tax amounts are projected in Table 3 of this Appendix. 
Developer capital, advances of land proceeds, and bonds issuances to be repaid by the IFD 
are projected in Table 4 of this Appendix. · 

K. Accounting Procedures 
. . 

The IFD will maintain accounting procedures for Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 in 
accordance, and otherwise comply, with Section 6306 of the Public Resources Code for the 
term of this Appendix. · 

L. Cost and Revenue Analysis 

The financing section must include an analysis of: (a) the costs to the City's General Fund 
for providing facmties and services to Sub-Project Areas G-2, .G-3, and G-4 while these Sub­
Project Areas are being developed and after they are developed and (b) the taxes, fees, 
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charges, and other revenues expected to be received by the-City's General Fund as a result 
of expected development in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. · 

1. Costs to the City's General Fund for providing facilities and services to Sub-Project 
Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 while they are being developed and after Sub-Project Areas G-
2, G-3, and G-4 are developed. · 

Estimates of costs to the City's General Fund for providing facilities and services to Sub­
Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4, while they are being developed and after they are 
developed are detailed in Attachment 3: "Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Update -
Pier 70 Mixed Use Development Project" and summarized in the following Exhibit G-2c 
and Exhibit G-2d, which are sourced from Attachment 3. As shown, the annual cost to 
the City's General Fund to provide services to the three Sub-Project Areas is estimated 
to be approximately $1.8 million in 2017 dollars. Service costs during the construction 
period are estimated to range from $1.0 million to $1.8 million in 2017 dollars. General 
Fund costs are comprised of costs to provide police, fire, and emergency medical 
services to the project. The cost of maintaining and operating Pier 70 waterfront parks, 
open spaces, and roads will not be funded by the General Fund. These costs will be 
funded by a CFO services tax. 

2. Taxes, fees, charges and other.revenues expected to be received by the City's General 
Fund as a result of expected development in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. 

Taxes, fees, charges and other revenues expected to be received by the City's General 
Fund as a result of expected development in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 are 
detailed in Attachment 3: "Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Update - Pier 70 Mixed 
Use Development Project" and summarized in the following Exhibit G-2d. As shown, 
upon stabilization, the project is anticipated to generate annually $9.8 million of net 
revenu'e to the City's General Fund. 

As shown in Exhibit G-2d, it is estimated that the Pier 70 development will annually 
generate a net fiscal surplus to the City's General Fund of $8.0 million per year 
expressed in 2017 dollars. 
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Exhibit G-2c: Annual Service Costs During DeveloQment {2017 il 

Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 

--
IFD 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 

Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (33,364) (117,608) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) (377,175) (466,786) (532,781) (699,767) (744,419) {849,000) 
Fire/EMS (853,000} (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000} (853,000) (853,000} (853,000) (853,000} (853,000) 

Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) (1,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781) (1,552,767) (1,597,419) (1,702,000) 

20th/Illinois 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (52,000) (52,000) .(52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 
Fire/EMS (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52;000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 

Total, 20th/Illinois (104,00oi (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) 

TOTALIFD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817). (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000) ,. 
..;; 

!RFD c 
Hoedown Yard C' 

Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (69,000) (69;000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) 
Fire/EMS (69,000} {69,000) {69,000) . {69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000} (69,000) 

Total, 20th/Illinois (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

TOTALIRFD (138,000) (138,000) (i38,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

TOTAL, SERVICE COSTS (1,128,364) (1,212,608) (1,295,072) (1;323,817) (1,323,817) (1,472,175) (1,561,786) (1,627,781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419) (1,944,000) 

8131117 
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Exhibit G-2d: Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $) 

IFD 

Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SUD 
Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total 

Annual General Revenue 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000 
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000 
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000 

. Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0 
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7,053,000 

Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000 
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline ($2,347,8002 ($105,4002 ($2,453,2002 ($96,6002 ($2,549,8002 
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10, 199,200 

Public Services Expenditures 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

·Roads Fuhded by Project Assessments 
Police· (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000) 
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,0002 (52,0002 (905,000} (69,0002 (974,000) 

Subtotal, Services ($1, 702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000) 

NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 I $8,256,200 1 

.................................................................................................. 
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue 
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 

Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000 

Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3,111,000 $22,692,000 

TOTAL, Net General + Other Revenues $25,789,200 . $2,666,600 $28,455,800 $3,489,400 $31,946,200 

(1) Until project infrastructure costs are fully paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar generated from the site will be utilized to fund bond debt 
service and on a pay-go basis fund infrastructure costs through an I FD/I RFD approved by the Board of Supervisors. The $0.65 represents the 
General Fund and dedicated funds share; total IFD revenues available for infrastructure will also include the State's share that currently is 
distributed to ERAF. The IRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) will only receive the General Fund share to pay for Project costs. 
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Appendix G-2 
Rider#1 . 

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCREMENT, SUB"PROJECT AREA G-2 (PIER 70...:. 
WATERFRONT) 

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0 

FY 2023/241 
· $2,283,000 

FY 2024/25 $4,323,000 

FY 2025/26 $7,975,000 

FY2026/27 $8,134,000 

FY2027/28 $8,297,000 

FY2028/29 $8,463,000 

FY 2029/30 $8,632,000 

FY 2030/31 $8,805,000 

FY 2031/32 $8,981,000 

FY 2032/33 $9,160,000 

FY2033/34 $9,344,000 

FY 2034/35 $9,531,000 

FY2035/36 $9,721,000 

FY.2036/37 $9,916,000 

FY 2037/38 $10,114,000 

FY 2038/39 $10,316,000 

FY2039/40 $10,522,000 

FY2040/41 $10,733,000 

FY 2041/42 $10,948,000 

FY 2042/43 $11, 167,000 

FY 2043/44 $11,390,000 

FY 2044/45 $11,618,000 

FY 2045/46 $11,850,000 

FY 2046/47 $12,087,000 

FY2047/48 $12,329,000 

· 
1 For purposes of illustration only. The actual commencement date for Allocated Tax Increment in Sub­
Project Area G-2 will be the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax 
Increment.from Sub-Project Area G-2 under the IFD Law. · 
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FY 2048/49 

FY2049/50 

FY 2050/51 

FY 2051/52 

FY2052/53 

FY 2053/54 

FY 2054/55 

FY 2055/56 

FY 2056/57 

FY 2057/58 

FY 2058/59 

FY 2059/60 

FY 2060/61 

FY 2061/62 

FY 2062!63 

FY 2063/64 

FY 2064/65 

FY 2065/66 

FY2066/67 . 

FY 2067/68 

Cumulative Total, Rounded 

Appendix G"2 
Rider #1 Continued 
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$12,575,000 

$12,827,000 

$13,083,000 

$13,345,000 

$13,612,000 

$13,884,000 

$14, 162,000 

$14,445,000 

$14,734,000 

$15,029,000 

$15,329,000 

$15,636,000 

$15,949,000 

$16,268,000 

$16,593,000 

$16,925,000 

$17,263,000 

$17,608,000 

$17,961,000 

$18,320,000 

$542, 187,000 



Appendix G-2 
. · Rider#2 

PROJECTION OF AlLOCATED TAX INCREMENT, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-3 (PIER 70 -
WATERFRONT) 

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0 

FY2028/29
2 $5,715,000 

FY2029/30 $5,829,000 

FY 2030/31 $5,946,000 

FY2031/32 $6,064,000 

FY2032/33 $6,186;000 

FY 2033/34 $6,309,000 

FY2034/35 $6,436,000 

FY 2035/36 $6,564,000 

FY2036/37 $6,696,000 

FY2037/38 $6,830,000 

FY2038/39 $6,966,000 

FY 2039/40 $7,106,000 

FY 2040/41 $7,248,000 

FY 2041/42 $7,393,000 

FY2042/43 $7,540,000 

FY 2043/44 $7,691,000 
/ 

FY2044/45 $7,845,000 

FY2045/46 $8,002,000 

FY2046/47 $8,162,000 

FY 2047/48 $8,325,000 

FY 2048/49 $8,492,000 

FY 2049/50 $8,662,000 

· FY 2050/51 $8,835,000 

FY 2051/52 $9,011,000 

FY 2052/53 $9, 192,000 

2 For purposes of illustration only. The actual commencement date for Allocated Tax Increment in Sub­
Project Area G-3 will be the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated tax 
Increment from Sub-Project Area G-3 under the IFD Law. 
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FY 2053/54 

FY2054/55 

FY 2055/56 

FY 2056/57 

FY 2057/58 

FY 2058/59 

FY 2059/60 

FY 2060/61 

FY 2061/62 

FY 2062/63 

FY 2063/64 

FY 2064/65 

FY 2065/66 

FY 2066/67 

FY 2067/68 

FY 2068/69 

FY 2069/70 

FY 2070/71 

FY 2071172 

FY 2072173 

Cumulative Total, Rounded 

Appendix G-2 
Rider #2 Continued 
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$9,376,000 

$9,563,000 

$9,754,000 

$9,949,000 

$10, 148,000 

$10,351,000 

$10,558,000 

$10,770,000 

$10,985,000 

$11,205,000 

$11,429,000 

$11,657,000 

$11,890,000 

$12,128,000 

$12,371,000 

$12,618,000 

$12,871,000 

$13, 128,000 

$13,391,000 

$13,658,000 

$410,845,000 



Appendix G-2 
Rider#3 

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCREMENT, SUB-PROJE;CT AREA G-4 (PIER 70 -
WATERFRONT) 

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0 

FY2029/303 $802,000 

FY 2030/31 $1,003,000 

FY 2031/32 $9,291,000 

FY2032/33 $9,477,000 

FY2033/34 $9,666,000 

FY2034/35 $9,860,000 

FY2035/36 $10,057,000 

FY 2036/37 $10,258,000 

FY 2037/38 $10,463,000 

FY2038/39 $10,673,000 

· FY 2039/40 $10,886,000 

FY 2040/41 $11, 104,000 

FY2041/42 $11,326,000 

FY2042/43 $11,552,000 

FY2043/44 $11,783,000 

FY 2044/45 $12,019,000 

FY 2045/46 $12,259,000 

FY 2046/47 $12,505,000 

FY 2047/48 $12,755,000 

FY2048/49 $13,010,000 

FY 2049/50 $13,270,000 

FY 2050/51 $13,535,000 

FY 2051/52 $13,806,000 

FY2052/53 $14,082,000 

FY 2053/54 $14,364,000 

3 For purposes of illustration only. The actual commencement date for Allocated Tax Increment in Sub­
Project Area G-4 will be the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax 
Increment from Sub-Project Area G-4 under the ll=o Law. 
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FY 2054/55 

FY 2055/56 

FY 2056/57 

FY 2057/58 

FY 2058/59 

FY2059/60 

FY 2060/61 

FY2061/62 

FY 2062/63 

FY2063/64 

FY2064/65 

F.Y 2065/66 

FY2066/67 

FY2067/68 

FY 2068/69 

FY2069no 

FY2070n1 

FY207W2 

FY2072n3 

FY2073n4 

Cumulative Total, Rounded 

Appendix G~2 
Rider #3 Continued 

' 
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. $14,651,000 

$14,944,000 

$15,243,000 

$15,548,000 

$15,859,000 

$16, 176,000 

$16,500,000 

$16,829,000 

$17,166,000 

$17,509,000 

$17,860,000 

$18,217,000 

$18,581,000 

$18,953,000. 

$19,332,000 

$19,718,000 

$20,113,000 

$20,515,000 

$20,925,000 

$21,344,000 

$625,789,000 



Table 1 
Appendix G-2 
Improvements to be Funded by IFD 
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule 
Infrastructure Financing. Plan 
Infrastructure Financ.ing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2,' G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target Completion 

Timing 

Sub-Project Area G-2 (Phase I) Facilities 
Demolition and Abatement Existing buildings 15, 16, 19, 25, 2018-2021 . 

32, 66 and at-/below-grade site 
demolition 

Auxiliary Water Supply System Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 
Attachment 4: Phase 1 
Submittal Exhibits 

Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2018- 2021 
Attachment 4: Phase 1 
Submittal Exhibits 

Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 
Attachment 4: Phase 1 
Submittal Exhibits 

Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 
Attachment 4: Phase 1 
Submittal Exhibits 

Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 
Attachment 4: Phase 1 
Submittal Exhibits 

Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 
Retaining Walls Submittal Exhibits . 
Roadways See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 -2021 

Submittal Exhibits 
Streets cape See Attachment 4: Pf:Jase 1 2018- 2021 

Submittal Exhibits 
Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018- ~021 

Submittal Exhibits 
Historical Building Rehabilitation Existing buildings 15 and 108 2018- 2021 
Developer's Other Costs NA [1] . 2018 - 2021 
Construction Contingency . NA [1] 2018 - 2021 
Design Contingency NA [1] 2018 - 2021 
Indirect Costs NA[1] 2018 - 2021 
Indirect Cost Contingency NA[1] 2018 - 2021 
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-2 {Phase I) 
[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above, 
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Estimated Cost 
(2017 $) 

$5,437,000 

$3,295,000 . 

$3,509,000. 

$2,355,000 

$12,009,000 

$3,872,000 

$8,873,000 

$9,143,000 

$4,548,000 

$20,424,000 

$9,480,000 
$1,784,000 

$12,658,000 
$4,219,000 

$37,509,000 
$2,185,000 

$141,300,000 



Table 1 
Appendix G-2 
Improvements to be Funded by IFD 
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target Completion 

Timing 

Sub-Project Area G-3 (Phase II) Facilities 
Demolition and Abatement Existing building 11 and at- 2022- 2024 

/below-grade site demolition 
Auxiliary Water Supply System Routing through ROW, see 2022-2024 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan · 
Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2022-2024 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, s~e 2022- 2024 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2022-2024 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2022- 2024 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022-2024 
Retaining Walls 
Roadways See }\ttachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022-2024 

Streets cape See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022.- 2024 

Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022.-2024 

Developer's other Costs NA [1] 2022-2024 
Construction Contingency NA f1l 2022- 2024 
Design Contingency NA[1] 2022- 2024 
Indirect Costs NA [1] 2022-2024 
Indirect CostContingencv NA [1] 2022- 2024 
Subtotal ~Sub-Project Area G-3 (Phase II) 
[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above. 
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Estimated Cost 
(2017 $) 

$2,746,000 

$209,000 

$1,100,000 

$669,000 

$5,536,000 

$1,377,000 

$3,091,000 

$2,742,000 

$1,552,000 

$20,875,000 

$914,000 
$6,126,000 
$2,042,000 

$22,655,000 
$1,338,000 

$72,972,000 



Table 1 
Appendix. G-2 
Improvements to be Funded by IFD 
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target.Completion 

Timing 

Sub-Project Area G-4 (Phase Ill ) Facilities 
Demolition and Abatement At-/below-orade site demolition 2025- 2028· 
Auxiliary Water Supply System Routing through ROW, see 2025- 2028 

Attachment 4:-Phasing Plan 
Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2025-2028 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2025- 2028 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2025-2028 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2025- 2028 

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 20.25- 2028 
Retaining Walls 
Roadways See Attachment 4: Phas.ing Plan 2025-2028 

Streets cape See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025-2028 

Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025- 2028 

Developer's other Costs NA [1] 2025-2028 
Construction Contingency NA [11 2025-2028 
Design Contingency NA[11 2025- 2028 
Indirect Costs NA[1] 2025-2028 
Indirect Cost Contingency NA [11 2025- 2028 
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-4 (Phase Ill) 
[1.l The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above. 
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Estimated Cost 
{2017 $) 

$1,194,000 
$80,000 

$746,000 

$410,000 

$1,755,000 

$889,000 

$4,348,000 

$1,371,000 

$1,126,000 

$7,962,000 

$512,000 
$3,106,000 
$1,035,000 

$20,668,000 
. $1,061,000 
$46,263;000 



Table 1 
Appendix G-2 
Improvements to be Funded by IFD 
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site} 
Port of San Francisco · 

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target Completion 

Timing 
Estimated Cost 

(2017 $) 

Pier 70 Wide Facilities (Subject to Port Commission and Board of Supervisors Approval) 
Irish Hill Park including Assessor's Block 4120/Lot 002 
Landscaping, Site Furnishings, and potentially portions of 
Public Art, Recreation Assessor's Block 411 O/lot 
_Equipment, Playground 008A 

· Equipment, and Stormwater 
ManaQement 
Building 106 Rehabilitation Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 
Building 111 Rehabilitation Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 
Shipyard Electrical"Service Assessor's Block4110/00~, 
including Electrical Power Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001 
Separation and/or Assessor's Block 

4052/Lot 001 
Crane Cove Park including Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001 
Expanded Park to Eas~ 
Buildings 109 and 110 
Rehabilitation, Site Furnishings, 
and Park Uoarades 
Shipyard Improvements Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001, 
including Historic Resource Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 
Rehabilitation, Facilities Disposal and adjacent offshore areas 
(Cranes and Drydocks), Pile and 
Fill Removal, and Sformwater 
Management 

Pier 70 Wide Site Interpretation Assessor's Block4110/001, 
and Public Realm Improvements Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001, 

Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001, 
Assessor's Block 4120/Lot 002 
and Assessor's Block 411 O/Lot 
008A 

Subtotal - Pier 70 Wide Facilities 

Total Estimated Costs 
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2019-2030 $10,000,000 

2019- 2040 $30,000,000 
2019- 2040 $20,000,000 
2019-2030 $3,000,000 

2019 ~ 2040 $30,000,000 

2019- 2040 $20,000,000 

2019- 2040 $500,000 

$113,500,000. 

$374,030,000 



Table 2 
Appendix Gw2 
Sources and Uses cif Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
SubwProject Areas Gw2, Gw3, and G-4 (Pier 70 w 28wAcre Site} 
Port of San Francisco 

Total 2017/18 Total Nominal Base Year . Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Years Year6 Year7 
Dollars Dollars FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17118 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY20/21 FY 21/22 FY22/23 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
General Fund 100% $428,626,670 $1, 134,072,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF 100% $168,092,823 $444, 7 44,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Annual Total $596,719,493 $1,578,817,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $596,719,493 $1,578,817,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Bond Proceeds $137,428,825 $169,592,682 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,958,583 $13,803,768 $0 $17,276,277 
Developer Capital $133,832,094 $150,273,590 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $0 $3,697,526 $38,321,013 $23,836,436 $12,761,518 
Advances of Land Proceeds $164,931,373 $192,200,418 $0 $0 $0 $18,655,418 $37,405,648 $19,988,040 . $11,906,197 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $1,032,911,784 $2,090,884,490 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $18,655,418 $58,061,758 $72,112,821 $35, 7 42,633 $30,037,795 

('I') 

IFD Uses of Funds LO 

Bond Debt Service $253,892, 7 44 $522,328,387 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 

Interest on Advanced Funds $22,['.)74,947 $27,041,858 $0 $0 $0 . $4,873,665 $1,724,148 $1,206,524 $0 $5,949,685 
('I') 

Repay Developer Capital $121,166,407 $150,273,590· $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,360,771 $12,597,244 $0 $11,326,592 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $101,662,800 $192,200,418 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,873,665 $0 $0 . $0 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $287,908,679 $329,382, 160 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $13,781,753 $41,103,174 $58,309,053 $35,742,633 $12,761,518 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $53,041,434 $140,338,906 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Sea Level Rise Protection $130,378,925 $498,964,093 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF $61,885,847 $230,355,078 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $Zl . $0 $0 
Total Uses of Funds· $1,032,911, 784 $2,090,884,490 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $18,655,418 $58,061,758 $72, 112,821 $35,742,633 $30,037,795 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Cumulative Waterfront _Expenditures as a % of 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Cumulative !FD Increment Deposits 

24 



Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and.Uses of Funds Infrastructure Fin'ancing Plari 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Years Years Year10 Year 11 Year12 Year 13 Year14 Year15 Year16 Year 17 
FY23/24 FY24/25 FY 25/26 FY26/27 FY 27/28 FY28/29 FY29/30 FY30/31 FY31/32 FY 32/33 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
General Fund 100% $1,640, 100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300 . $5,842,800 $5,959,700 $10, 183,800 $10,963,900 $11,315,800 $17,480,900 $17,830,600 

.ERAF 100% $643,200 $1,217,900 $2,246,400 $2,291,400 $2,337,200 $3,993,700 $4,299,600 $4,437,600 $6,855,400 $6,992,600 
Annual Total $2,283,300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200 $8,296,900 $14, 177,500 $15,263,500 $15,753,400 $24,336,300 $24,823,200 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $2,283,300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200 $8,296,900 $14, 177,500 $15,263,500 $15,753,400 $24,336,300 $24,823,200 
Bond Proceeds $29,498, 163 $20,263,603. $0 $36,735,051 $11, 111,695 $0 $0 $23,945,542 $0 $0 
Developer Capital $11,789,879 $2,685,478 $7,866,007 . $0 $0 $16, 181,016 $0 $0 $0 $0 
·Advances of Land Proceeds $31,358,486 $28,315,966 $0 $14,294,272 $26,629,322 $3,647,068 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $74,929,828 $55,588,446 $15,840,707 $59,163,523 $46,037,916 $34,005,585 $15,263,500 $39,698,942 $24,336,300 $24,823,200 

'<:f" 

IFD Uses of Funds LO 
0 

Bond Debt Service $1,600,268 $2,895,924 $5,337, 115 $5,384,639 $5,433,113 $9,270,235 $9,897,086 $10,135,220 $15,791,311 $15,982,973 Ct) 

Interest on Advanced Funds $2,952,868 $1,736,726 $856,074 $5,573,678 $908,566 $0 $734,870 $525,054 $0 $0 
Repay Developer Capital $27,025,375 $19,570,066 $1,072,667 $33,545, 146 $19,833, 115 $0 $3,274,746 $11,667,868 $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $357,239 $3,647,068 $0 . $15,970,530 $6,381,834 $6,633,634 
Pier70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $43, 148,365 $31,001,443 $7,866,007 $13,937,032 $18, 768,379 $19,828,085 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities. $202,952 $384,287 $708,845 $723,028 $737,505 $1,260,197 $1,356,797 $1,400,269 $2,163,155 $2,206,593 
Sea Level Rise Protection $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Uses of Funds $74,929,828 $55,588,446 $15,840,707 $59, 163,523 $46,037,916 $34,005,585 $15,263,500 $39,698,942 $24,336,300 $24,823,200 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and Uses of Punds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year'18 Year19 Year20 Year21 Year 22 Year 23 Year24 Year 25 Year 26 Year27 
FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY35/36 FY36/37 FY 37/38 FY38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42143 

Available Property /Possessory Interest.Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
General Fund 100% $18, 187, 100 $18,550,900 $18,921,900 $19,300,300 $19,686,300 $40,080,000 $20,481,600 . ~20,891,300 $21,309,200 $21, 735,400 
ERAF 100% $7,132,400 $7,275,000 $7,420,600 $7,569,000 $7,720,300 $7,874,700 $8,032,200 $8,192,900 $8,356,700 $8,523,900 
Annual Total $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259;300 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 
Bond Proceeds . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 LO 

LO 
IFD Uses of Funds 0 
Bond Debt Service $16, 178,469 $16,377,874 $16,581,267 $16,788,728 $17,000,339 $17,216, 182 $17,436,341 $17,660,904 $17,889,958 $18, 123,593 er:> 
Interest on Advanced Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $6,890,471 $7,152,445 $7,419,658 $7,692,215 $7,970,223 $8,253,792 $8,543,032 . $8,838,056 $9,138,982 $9,445,925 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facmties · . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $2,250,560 $2,295,582 $2,341,575. $2,388,357 $2,436,038 $2,484,727 $2,534,427 $2,585,240 $2,636,961 $2,689,782 
Sea Level Rise Protection $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ·$0 
Total Uses of Funds $25,319;500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 93% 80% 69% 61% 55% 49% 45% 41% 38% 35% 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site} 
Port of San Francisco 

Year28 Year29 Year30 Year31 Year32 Year 33 Year34 Year35 Year36. Year37 
FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45146 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
General Fund 100% . $22, 170,000 $22,613,400 $23,065,700 $23,527, 100 $23,997,600 $24,477,600 $24,967,100 $25,466,500 $25,975,800 $26,495,300 
ERAF 100% $8,694,400 $8,868,200 $9,045,600 $9,226,500 $9,411,000 $9,599,300 $9,791,300 $9,987,000 $10,186,800 $10,390,600 
Annual Total $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 $32, 753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36, 162,600 $36,885,900 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $30,864,400. $31,481,600 $32, 111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 . $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36, 162,600 $36,885,900 
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0' $0 $0 $0 .$0 
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36, 162,600 $36,885,900 

<.O 

IFD Uses of Funds LO 

Bond Debt Service $18,361,901 $18,604,975 $18,852,910 $19, 105,804 $19,363,756 $19,626,867 $19,895,240 $20,168,981 $20,448,197 $18,477,228 
0 
O? 

Interest on Advanced Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $9,304,429 $9,368,666 $9,091,626 . $9,379,569 $9,673,270 $9, 177,484 $9,365,819 $7,630,787 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- GA Facilities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $2,743,491 $2,798,273 $2,854,307 $2,911,467 $2,969,624 $3,029,145 $3,089,690 $3, 151,415 $3,214,474 $3,278,811 
Sea Level Rise Protection $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 $0 $0 $2,000,301 $8,688,976 $10,517,098 
ERAF $454,579 $709,686 $1,312,457 $1,356,760 $1,401,950 $2,243,405 $2,407,651 $2,502,015 $3,810,954 $4,612,762 
Total Uses of Funds $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36,162,600 $36,885,900 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a% of 33% 30% 28% 27% 25% 24% 22% 21% 22% 22% 
Cumulative !FD Increment Deposits 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year38 Year39 Year40 Year41 Year42 Year43 Year44 Year45. Year46 Year47 
FY 53/54 FY 54155 FY 55/56 FY 56/57 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 Fv59/60 FY60/61 FY61/62 FY62/63 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
General Fund 100% $27,025,200 $27,565,700 $28,117,000 $28,679,300 $29,253,000 $29,838,000 $30,434,800 $31,043,400 $31,664,300 $32,297, 700 
ERAF 100% $10,598,300 $10,810,300 $11,026,500 $11,247, 100 $11,472,000 $11,701,400 $11,935,400 $12,174,100 $12,417,700 $12,666,000 
Annual Total $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400. $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39, 143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,,217,500 $44,082,.000 $44,963, 700 
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0' $0 $0 $0 
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 . $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700 ,..... 

Lt: 
IFD Uses of Funds c 
Bond Debt Service $15,286,214 $15,499,779 $14,356,963 $9,776,675 $8,999,753 $8,085,548 $2,218,029 ~2,218,029 $0 $0 C'1 
Interest on Advanced Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $3,344,269 $3,411, 185 $3,479,388 $3,549,006 $3,620,058 $3,692,359 $3,766,219 $3,841,439 $3,918,418 $3,996,846 
Sea Level Rise Protection $13,202,463 $13,530,574 $14,811,067 $18,490,743 $19,536,533 $20,687,867 $25,292,674 $25,829,364 $27,918,588 $28,476,959 
ERAF $5,790,554 $5,934,462 $6,496,082 $8,109,975 $8,568,655 $9,073,626 $11,093,278 $11,328,668 $12,244,995 $12,489,894 
Total Uses of Funds $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39, 143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 23% 23% 24% 25% 26% 27% 28% . 29%' 31% 32% 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 
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Table 2 
Appendix G.-2 
Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year48 Year49 Year 50 Year51 Year52 Year53 Year 54 Year55 Year56 Year57 
FY 63/64 FY 64/65 FY 65/66 FY 66/67 FY 67/68 FY 68/69 FY 69170 FY 70/71 FY 71/72 FY 72173 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
$34,274,500 General Fund 100% $32,943,500 $33,602,400 $34,959,900 $35,659,200 $22,949,900 $23,408,900 $23,877,000 $24,354,600 $24,841,700 

ERAF 100% $12,919,300 $13, 177,800 $13,441,300 $13,710,100 $13,984,300 $9,000,200 $9,180,200 $9,363,800 $9,551,100 $9,742,100 
Annual Total $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589, 100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800 
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $6 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 .$0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950, 100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800 

00 

IFD Uses of Funds 
LO 
0 

Bond Debt Service $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 en 
Interest on Advanced Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $4,076,609 $4,158,285 $4,241,447 $4,326,160 $4,412,783 $2,840,043 $2,896,842 $2,954,696 $3,013,874 $3,074,138 
Sea Level Rise Protection $29,046,499 $29,627,429 $30,219,977 $30,824,377 $31,440,864 $20,235,040 $20,639,741 $21,052;535 $21,473,586 $21;903,058 
ERAF $12,739,692 $12,994,486 $13,254,376 $13,519,463 $13,789,853 $8,875,017 $9,052,518 $9,233,568 $9,418,240 $9,606,604 . 
Total Uses of Funds $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Eicpenditures as a % of 33% 34% 35% 36% 37% 38% 39% 39% 40% 40% 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 

29 



Table 2 
Appendix G-2 . 
Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub~Project Areas G-2, G-3., and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year58 
FY73/74 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
General Fund 100% $15,331,400 
ERAF 100% $6,012,500 
Annual Total $21,343,900 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment 
Bond Proceeds 
Developer Capital 
Advances of Land Proceeds 
Total Sources of Funds 

!FD Uses of Funds 
Bond Debt Service 
Interest on Advanced Funds 
Repay Developer Capital 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities 
Sea Level Rise Protection 
ERAF 
Total Uses of Funds 

$21,343,900 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$21,343,900 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$1,897,268 
$13,517,781 
$5,928,851 

$21,343,900 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a% of 41% 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site} 
Port of San Francisco 

Pro~erty Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY23/24 FY24/25 FY25/26 FY26/27 FY27/28 FY 28/29 FY29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/33 

Sub-Project Area G-2 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $253,926 $480,805 $886,866 $904,604 $922,698 $941, 148 $959,976 $979,170 $998,766 $1,018,739 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $253,111,499 $2,539,257 $4,808,052 $8,868,661 $9,046,041 $9,226,980 $9,411,477 $9,599,755 $9,791,704 $9,987,656 $10,187,389 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $1,640,100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300 $5,842,800 $5,959,700 $6,078,900 $6,200,500 $6,324,500 $6,451,000 $6,580,000 
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $643,200 $1,217,900 $2,246,400 $2,291,400 $2,337,200 $2,383,900 $2,431,600 $2,480,200 $2,529,900 $2,580,500 
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $2,283,300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200 $8,296,900 $8,462,800 $8,632,100 $8,804,700 $8,980,900 $9,160,500 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $635,532 $648,243 $661,199 . $674,422 $687,923 
Property Tax lncremenJ at 1 % 1.0% $168,036,743 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,355,316 $6,482,429 $6,611,988 $6,744,217 $6,879,226 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
64.59% 0 General Fund $108,534,940 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,104,900 $4,187,000 $4,270,700 $4,356,100 $4,443,300 

ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,609,800 $1,642,000 $1,674,800 $1,708,300 $1,742,500 u::> 
0 Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,714,700 $5,829,000 $5,945,500 $6,064,400 $6,185,800 ('I) 

Sub-Project Area G-4 
Incremental A Von Tax Roll ($1,000s) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $89,235 $111,566 $1,033,252 $1,053,926 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $242,463,293 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $892,349 $1,115,658 $10,332,518 $10,539,257 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
i 

General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $576,400 $720,600 $6,673,800 $6,807,::ioo 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $226,000 $282,600 $2,617,200 $2,669,600 
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $802,400 $1,003,200 $9,291,000 $9,476,900 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $1,640,100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300 $5,842,800 $5,959,700 $10, 183,800 $10;963,900 $11,315,800 $17,480,900 $17,830,600 
Total ERAF . $168,092,823 $643,200 $1,217,900 $2,246,400 $2,291,400 $2,337,200 $3,993,700 $4,299;600 $4,437,600 $6,855,400 $6,992,600 
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $~96,119,193 _ _ $2,28:!,_30Q__ _j4,:J23,4oo_ $7,97 4,7_QO _ $B, 134,2QQ_ _j8,296~L $H. 111,500 _j15,26~50Q_ i1s.753,'100 _ $2~,336,300 $24,823,200 
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Table 3. 
Appendix· G-2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY36/37 FY37/38 FY 38/39 FY39/40 FY 40/41 FY41/42 FY 42/43 

Sub-Project Area G-2 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,039,113 $1,059,887 $1,081,083 $1,102,714 $1,124,755 $1,147,253 $1,170,196 $1,193,605 $1,217,482 $1,241,837 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253, 111,499 $10,391,125 $10,598,866 $10,810,832 $11",027,135 $11,247,553 $11,472,531 $11, 701,957 $11,936,054 $12, 17 4,822 $12,418,372 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 . $6,711,600 $6,845,800 $6,982,700 $7,122;400 $7,264,BOO $7,410,100 $7,558,300. $7,709,500 $7,863,700 $8,021,000 
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $2,632,100 $2,684,700 $2,738,400 $2,793,200 $2,849,000 $2,906,000 $2,964,100 $3,023,400 $3,083,900 $3,145,600 
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $9,343,700 $9,530,500 $9,721, 100 $9,915,600 $10,113,800 $10,316,100 $.10,522,400 $10, 732,900 $10,947,600 $11, 166,600 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $701,668 $715,714. $730,027 $744,617 $759,520 $774,700 $790,202 $806,005 $822,120 $838,568 
PropertyTaxlncrement at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 $7,016,681 $7,157,140 $7,300,267 $7,446,174 $7,595,196 $7,746,997 $7,902,024 $8,060,053 $8,221,197 $8,385,676 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD ,...... 
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $4,532,100 $4,622,800 $4,715,200 $4,809,500 $4,905,700 $5,003,800 $5,103,900 $5,206,000 $5,310,100 $5,416,300 c.o 
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $1,777,300 $1,812,900 $1,849,200 $1,886,100 $1,923,900 $1,962,300 $2,001,600 $2,041,600 $2,082,400 $2,124,100 0 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $6,309,400 $6,435,700 $6,564,400 $6;695,600 $6,829,600 $6,966,100 $7,105,500 $7,247,600 $7,392,500 $7,540,400 C") 

Sub-Project Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,075,000 $1,096,497 $1,118,439 $1,140,803 $1,163,612 $1,186,888 $1,210,621 $1,234;842 $1,259,542 $1,284,731 
Property Tax Increment at 1% · 1.0% . $242,463 ,293 $10,750,000 $10,964,969 $11,184,386 $11,408,029 $11,63q,121 $11,868,883 $12,106,206 $12,348,421 $12,595,418 $12,847,309 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $6,943,400 .. $7,082,300 $7,224,000 $7,368,400 $7,515,800 $7,666,100 $7,819,400 $7,975,800 $8,135,400 $8,298,100 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415;954 $2,723,000 $2,777,400 $2,833,000 $2,889,700 "$2,947,400 $3,006,400 $3,066,500 $3,127,.900 $3,190,400 $3,254,200 

·Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $9,666,400 $9,859,700 $10,057,000 $10,258,100 $10,463,200 $10,672,500 $10,885,900 $11, 103,700 $11,325,800 $11,552,300 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $18,187,100 $18,550,900 $18,921,900 $19,300,300 $19,686,300 $20,080,000 $20,481,600 $20,891,300 $21,309,200 $21,735,400 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $7,132,400 $7,275,000 $7,420,600 $7,569,000 $7,720,SOO $7,874,700 $8,032,200 $8,192,900 $8,356,700 -$8,523,900 
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 

.. , 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 · 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Pro[!erty Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 

Sub-Project Area G-2 . 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,266,670 $1,291,993 $1,317,838 $1,344,195 $1,371,074 $1,398,499 $1,426,479 $1,455,004 $1,484,097 $1,513,779 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253, 11.1,499 $12,666,704 $12,919,929 $13,178,381 $13,441,948 $13,710,743 $13,984,987 $14,264,791 $14,550,044 $14,840,970 $15,137,789 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $8,181,400 $8,345,000 $8,511,900 $8,682,200 . $8,855,800 $9,032,900 $9,213,600 $9,397,900 $9,585,800 $9,777,500 
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $3,208,500 $3,272;600 $3,338,100 $3,404,800 $3,472,900 $3,542,400 $3,613,300 $3,685,500 $3,759,200 $3,834,400 
Total 89.92% $227;597,860 $11,389,900 $11,617,600 $11,850,000 $12,087,000 $12,328,700 $12,575,300 $12,826,900 $13,083,400 $13,345,000 $13,611,900 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $855,338 $872,442 $889,891 $907,696 $925,856 $944,373 $963,245 $982,518 -s1,po2,169 $1,022,220 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $168,036,743 $8,553,381 $8,724,422 $8,898,910 $9,076,957 $9,258,563 $9,443 .. 728 $.9,632,451 $9,825,178 $10,021,686 $10,222,198 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD N 
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $5,524,600 $5,635,100 $5,747,800 $5,862,800 $5,980,100 $6,099,700 $6,221,600 $6,346,100 $6,473,000 $6,602,500. m 
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $2,166,600 $2,209,900 $2,254,100 $2,299,200 $2,345,200 .$2,392, 100 $2,439.,900- $2,488,700 $2,538,500 $2,589,300 0 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $7,691,200 $7,845,000 $8,001,900 $8,162,000 $8,325,300 $8,491,800 $8,661,500 $8,834,800 $9,011,500 $9,191,800 (") 

Sub-Project Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,310,420 $1,336,633 $1,363,367 $1,390,636 $1,418,439 $1,446,819 $1,475,756 $1,505,260 $1,535,376 $1,566,081 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $13,104,204 $13,366,326 $13,633,67 4 $13,906,361 $14,184,386 $14,468, 194 $14,757,562 $15,052,602 $15,353,759 $15,660,810 

PropertY T.ax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $8,464,000 $8,633,300 $8,806,000 $8,982,100 $9,161,700 $9,345,000 $9,531,900 $9,722,500 $9,917,000 $10, 115,300 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954• $3,319,300 $3,385,700 $3,453,400 $3,522,500 $3,592,900 $3,664,800 $3,738,100 $3,812,800 $3,889,100 $3,966,900 
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $11,783,300 $12,019,000 $12,259,400 $12,504,600 $12,754,600 $13,009,800 $13,270,000 $13,535,300 $13,806,100 $14,082,200 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $22,170,000 $22,613,400 $23,065,700 $23,527,100 $23,997 ,600 $24,477,600 $24,967,100 $25,466;500 $25,975,800 $26,495,300 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $8,694,400 $8,868,200 $9,045,600 $9,226,500 $9,411,000 $9,599,300 .$9, 791,300 $9,987,000 $10,186,800 $10,390,600 
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,~3 _j30,864,40_Q_ $31,481,600 $32,111,300 ~,753,600~3Mlh.601l___j34,076,9Qtl___ $3<i,7_58,400 $3§..453,500 $36, 162,600 $36,885,900 
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.Table 3 
Appendix G-2· 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56 FY 56/57 FY57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63 

Sub-Project Area G-2 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,544,061 $1,574,933 $1,606,439 $1,638,568 $1,671,341 $1,704,771 $1,738,857 $1,773,632 $1,809,108 $1,845,296 
Property Tax lncr~ment at 1 % 1.0% $253, 11.1,499 $15,440,614 $15,749,333 $16,064,391 $16,385,676 $16,713,412 $17,047,709 $17,388,568 $17,736,321 . $18,091,081 $18,452,958 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $9,973,100 $10, 172,500 $10,376;000 $10,583,500 $10,795,200 $11,011,100 $11,231,300 $11,455,900 $11,685,000 $11,918,800 
ERAF 25.33% $64, 113, 170 $3,911,100 $3,989,300 $4,069,100 $4,150,500 $4,233,500 $4,318,200 $4,404,500 $4,492,600 $4,582,500 $4,674,100 
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $13,884,200 $14, 161,800 $14,445, 100 $14,734,000 $15,028,700 $15,329,300 $15,635,800 $15,948,500 $16,267,500 $16,592,900 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,042,649 '$1,063,512 $1,084,775 $1,106,472 $1,128,614 $1,151,168 $1,174,199 $1,197,676 $1,221,641 $1,246,074 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $168,036,743 $10,426,490 $10,635,120 $10,847,754 $11',064,724 . $11,286, 143. $11,511,677 $11,741,993 $11,976,757 $12,216,415 $12,460,743 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD C") 

General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $6,734,500 $6,869,200 $7,006,600 $7,146,700 $7,289,700 $7,435,400 . $7,584,200 $7,735,800 $7,890,600 $8,048,400 . <.O 
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $2,641,000 $2,693,900 $2,747,700 $2,802,700 $2,858,800 $2,915,900 $2,974,200 $3,033,700 $3,094,400 $3,156,300 0 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $9,375,500 $9,563,100 $9,754,300 $9,949,400 $10,14!l,500 $10,351,300 $10,558,400 $10,769,500 $10,985,000 $11,204,700 C") 

Sub-Project Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,597,398 $1,629,348 $1,661,933 $1,695,173 $1,729,070 $1,763,657 $1,798,932 $1,834,909 $1,871,608 $1,909,041 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 . $15,973,977 $16,293,483 $16,619,328 $16,951,735 $17 ,290 '703 $17,636,566 $17,989,324 $18,349,088 $18,716,081 $19,090,414 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
.General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $10,317,600 $10,524,000 $10,734,400 $10,949,100 $11,168,100 $11,391,500 $11,619,300 $11,851,700 $12,088,700 $12,330,500 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954 $4,046,200 $4,127,100 $4,209,700 $4,293,900 $4,379,700 $4,467,300 $4,556,700 $4,647,800 $4,740,800 $4,835,600 
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $14,363,800 $14,651, 100 $14,944,100 $15,243,000 $15,547,800 $15,858,800 $16,176,000 $16,499,500 $16,829,500 $17,166,100 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $27,025,200 $27,565,700 $28,117,000 $28,679,300 $29,253,000 $29,838,000 $30,434,800 $31,043,400 $31,664,300 $32,297,700 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $10,598,300 $10,810,300 $11,026,500 $11,247,100 $11,472,000 $11,701,400 $11,935,400 $12,174,100 $12,417,700 $12,666,000 
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400 $40, 725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,08~.ooo $44,963,700 

., 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre S'ite) 
Port of San Francisco· 

Pro~ert~ Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY63/64 FY64/65 FY65/66 FY66/67 FY67/68 FY 68/69 FY69170 FY 70171 FY71/72 FY72/73 

Sub-Project Area G-2 
Incremental AV c;m Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,882,195 $1,919,851 $1,958,241 $1,997,398 $2,037,355 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Property Tax lncre!)1ent at 1 % 1.0% $253, 111,499 $18,821,953 $19,198,510 $19,582,407 $19,973,977 $20,373,554 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $12,157,100 $12,400,300 $12,648,300 $12,901,200 $13, 159,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $4,767,600 $4,863,000 $4,960,200 $5,059,400 $5,160,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $16,924,700 $17,263,300 $17,608,500 $17,960,600 $18,319,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,270,985 $1,296,408 $1,322,342 $1,348,788 $1,375,756 $1,403,281 $1,431,339 $1,459,964 $1,489, 168 $1,518,950 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 $12,709,853 $12,964,079 $13,223,421 $13,487,878 $13,757,562 $14,032,807 $14,313,390 $14,599,644 $14,891,681 $15,189,502 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD .q 
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $8,209,300 $8,373,500 $8,541,000 $8,711,800 $8,886,000 $9,063,800 $9,245,000 $9,429,900 $9,618,500 $9,810,900 u:: 
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $3,219,400 $3,283,800 $3,349,500 $3,416,500 $3,484,800 $3,554,500 $3,625,600 $3,698, 100 $3,772,100 $3,847,500 c 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $11,428,700 $11,657,300 $11,890,500 $12,128,300 $12,370,800 $12,618,300 $12,870,600 $13, 128,000 $13,390,600 $13,658,400 C". 

Sub-Project Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,947,220 $1,986,165 $2,025,890 $2,066,403 $2,107,740 $2,149,889 $2,192,894 $2,236,744 . $2,281 ,484 $2,327,113 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $242,463,293 $19,472, 198 $19,861,655 $20,258,897 $20,664,035 $21,077,402 $21,498,888 $21,928,937 $22,367,438 $22,814,835 $23,271, 130 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $12,577,100 $12,828,600 $13,085,200 $13,346,900 $13,613,900 $13,886,100 $14,163,900 $14,447,100 $14,736,100 $15,030,800 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954 $4,932,300 $5,031,000 $5,131,600 $5,234,200 $5,338,900 $5,445,700 $5,554,600 $5,665,700 $5,779,000 $5,894,600 
Total 89.92% $218, 022, 994 $17,509,400 $17,859,600 $18,216,800 $18,581, 100 ·$18,952,800 . $19,331,800 $19,718,500 $20, 112,800 $20,515, 100 $20,925,400 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 . $32,943,500 $33,602,400 $34,274,500 $34,959,900 $35,659,200 $22,949,900 $23,408,900 $23,877,000 $24,354,600 $24,841,700 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $12,919,300 $13, 177,800 $13,441,300 $13,710, 100 $13,984,300 $9,000,200 $9,180,200 $9,363,800 $9,551,100 $9,742,100 
Total Property Tax Distributed to !FD $596, 719,493 $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,QOO $49,643,500 t31,95_0,_1 oo_ _ $n.~09,1 o_o $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Area~ G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco · 

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY73/74 

Sub-Proiect Area G-2 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $0 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $253, 111,499 $0 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $0 
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $0 
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 . $0 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $0 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $168,036,743 $0 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $0 
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $0 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $0 

Sub-Project Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $2,373,654 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $23,736,544 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $15,331,400 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954 $6,012,500 
Total f!9.92% $218,022,994 $21,343,900 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $15,331,400 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $6,012,500 
Total Property Tax Distributed to !FD $596,719,493 $21,343,900 

Lt: 
u::: 
0 
en 
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·Table 4 
Appendix G-2 
Developer Capital and Bond Issuances to be Repaid by IFD 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Estimated 
Loan Terms Interest Rate Term 

Developer Capital 4.5% 
Advances of Land Proceeds TBD 
IFD or CFO Bond 7.0% 30 

Total FY 15/16 
Gross Loan Amounts 
Developer Capital $150 ,273.,590 $16,901,636 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $0 
IFD or CFO Bonds $215,987,727 $0 
Total Gross Loan Amounts $558,461,735 . $16,901,636 

Net Loan Proceeds 
Developer Capital $150,273,590 $16,901,636 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $0 
IFD or CFO Bonds $187,909,323 $0 
Total Net Loan Proceeds $530,383,330 $16,901,636 

Notes: 
[1] Excludes capitalized interest. 

Issuance Costs 
OCR /Reserves [1] 

110%-130% 13% 

FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 

$10,218,627 $6,014,454 $0 $3,697,526 . $38,321,013 <D 
$0 $0 $18,655,418 $37;405,648 $19,988,040 <D 

$0 $0 $0 $22,372,801 $18,210,775 0 
en 

$10,218,627 $6,014,454 $18,655,418 $63,475,976 $76,519,829 

$10,218,627 $6,014,454 $0 $3,697,526 $38,321,013 
$0. $0 $18,655,418 $37,405,648 $19,988,040 
$0 $0 $0 $19;464,337 $15,843,375 

$1.0,218,627 . $6,014,454 $18,655,418 $60,567,512 $74,152,428 

,, 
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Table4 
Appendix G-2 
Developer Capital, Advances of Land Proceeds, and Bond Issuances to be Repaid by !FD 
Infrastructure Financing Plan · 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Estimated 
·Loan Terms Interest Rate Term 

Developer Capital . 4.5% 
Advances of Land Proceeds TBD 
IFD or CFO Bond 7.0% 30 

Total FY 21/22 
Gross Loan Amounts 
Developer Capital $150,273,590 $23,836,436 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $11,906,197 
IFD or CFO Bonds $215,987,727 $0 
Total Gross Loan Amounts $558,461,735 $35,742,633 

Net Loan Proceeds 
Developer Capital $15Q,273,590 $23,836,436 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $11;906,197 
IFD or CFO Bonds $187,909,323 ·$0 

· Total Net Loan Proceeds $530,383,330 $35, 742,633 

Notes: 
[1J Excludes capitalized interest. 

· Issuance Costs 
DCR /Reserves [1 J 

110%-130% 13% 

FY22/23 FY23/24 

$12,761,518 . $11 ,789,879 
$0 $31 ,358,486 

$19,857,790 $40,408,443 
$32,619,308 $83,556,808 

$12,761,518 $11,789,879 
$0 $31 ,358,486 

$17,276,277 $35, 155,345 
$30,037,795 $78,303, 710 

38 

FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 

$2,685;478 . $7,866,007 $0 r-
$28,315,966 $0 $14,294,272 

!.O 
0 

$24,520,256 $0 $50,321 ,987 ('I") 

$55,521,699 $7,866,007 $64,616,259 

$2,685,478 $7,866,007 $0 
$28,315,966 $0 $14,29.4,272 
$21,332,623 $0 $43,780,129 
$52,334,066 $7,866,007 $58,074,401 



Table 4 
Appendix G-2 
Developer Capital, Advances of Land Proceeds., and Bond Issuances to be Repaid by !FD 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre· Site) 
Port of San Francisco · 

Estimated Issuance Costs 
Loan Terms Interest Rate Term OCR ]Reserves [1] 

Developer Capital 4.5% 
Advances of Land Proceeds TBD 
!FD or CFO Bond 7.0% 30 110%-130% 13% 

Total FY 27128 FY 28129 .FY 29/30 FY 30/31 
Gross Loan Amounts 
Developer Capital $150,273,590 $0 $16,181,016 $0 $0 

·Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $26,629,322 $3,647,068 $0 $0 
!FD or CFO Bonds $215,987,727 $12,772,063 $0 $0 $27,523,611 
Total Gross Loan Amounts $558,461, 735 $39,401,385 $19,828,085 $0 $27,523,611 

Net Loan Proceeds 
Developer Capital $150,273,590 $0 $16,181,016 $0 $0 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $26,629,322 $3,647,068 $0 $0 
IFD or CFO Bonds $187,909,323 $11,111,695 $0 $0 $23,945,542 
Total Net Loan Proceeds $530,383,330 $37,741,016 $19,828,085 $0 $23,945,542 

Notes: 
[1] Excludes capitalized interest. 
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Attachment 1: 

Infrastructure Financing District Sub~ProjectArea Boundary Maps and Legal 
D~scriptions 

(See Attached) 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2 
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-2 {PIER 70 - 28-AC.RE SITE} 

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

PARCEL PKN 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE), DISTANT THEREON 
SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 69.35 FEET FROM THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE 
NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 212.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04° 21'59" EAST 320.70 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" 
WEST 212.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET; THENCE ALONG SAl_D LINE OF ILLINOIS 
STREET, NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 320.70 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 67,988 SQUARE 
FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL A 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 804.07 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 24.00 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH. 85°38'01" EAST.208.50 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 

. 04°21'59" EAST 255.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74°11'04" WEST 20.15 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 
188.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 259.09 TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 
53,981 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELC2B 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE.EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22Nn ST.REH (66 FEET WIDE}; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22Nn STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST677.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 39.70 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 120.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST 96.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS "POINT A"; THENCE NORTH S5°38'01" EAST 
120.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 96.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 
11,520 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELS C2A 
. . 

BEGINNING AT "POINT A!', AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL C2B; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 
138.25 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 120.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 138.25 FECT; 
THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 120.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 16,589 SQUARE 
FEET, MORE OR LESS . 

PARCEL 12 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22Nn STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22ND STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 731.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 36.7~ 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 251.20 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN 
REFERRED TO AS "POINT B"; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 256.17 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
251.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 256.17 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, 
CONTAINING 64,351 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS, 
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PARCEL 2 
BEGINNING AT "POINT B", AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL 12; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 246.01 
FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 83.30 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 246.01 FEET; THENCE 

. SOUTH 8S 0 38'01" WEST 83.30 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 20,492 SQUARE FEET, 
MORE OR LESS . 

PARCEL D 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22ND STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22ND STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1012.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 
381.41 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 161.00 FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 152.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 161.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°21'59" EAST 152.50 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 24,552 SQUARE FE~, MORE 
OR LESS. 

PARCELE2 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (.66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22ND STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59''. WEST 14.20 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 203.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST 250.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 203.50 FEET; THENCE SOUTH.85°38'01" WEST 
250.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 50,875 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS . 

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING OF N03°41'33"W 
BETWEEN SURVEY CONTROL POINTS NUMBERED 375 AND 376, OF THE HIGH PRECISION NETWOR.K 
DENSIFICATION (HPND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 20HCOORDINATE SYSTEM (SFCS13). 

IFD PCl5_AREA-G2.dooc 
09-13-17 

. ' 
._ . ., . 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2 
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-3 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE) 

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLO\(\/S: 

PARCEL PKS 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STRE.ET (80 FEET WIDE), DISTANT THEREON 
NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 426.95 FEET FROM THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22ND STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE 
NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 180.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 97.90 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" 
WEST 180.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILLINOIS · 
STREET, NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 97.90 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 17,630 SQUARE 
FEET, MORE OR LESS . 

. PARCEL F/G 
BEGINNING AT THE EASTERLY TERMINUS OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE 22ND STREET; DISTANT THEREON NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST 480.00 FEET FROM THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE); THENCE NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST 5.94 FEET; THENCE NORTH 55°28'14" EAST 17.91 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST26.17 
FEET; THENCE ALONG ATANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS 328.50 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE 11°06'07", AN ARC LENGTH OF 63.65 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A REVERSE CURVE WITH A RADIUS 
OF 270.00 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH, THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 11° 06'07", AN ARC LENGTH OF 52.32 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 368.74 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 174.20 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN 
DEED GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN BOOK Bl92, PAGE 384, 
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF ~AN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 
8S0 30'01" WEST 431.57 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID PARCEL; THENCE ALONG THE 
LINES OF SAID PARCEL, NORTH 25°06'47" WEST 56.46 FEET AND NORTH 42° 41'35" WEST 129.00 FEET TO 
SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 82,477 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL El 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDI;) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE)'; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 195.25 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST. 70.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 125.25 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" · 
EAST 115.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 70.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59'' WEST 185.00 FEET 
TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 21,717 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL 21 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WI.OE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF.20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
iTS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1272.32 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°2i'59" EAST 
438.79 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 81.30 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 85°3.8'01" WEST 108.35 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 81.30 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" 
EAST 108.35 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 8,809 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
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PARCEL E3 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22ND STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22ND STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 14.20 
FEET TO THE TRUE P.OINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04.0 21'59" WEST 228.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
85°38'01" EAST 243.1.0 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 228.50; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'0i" WEST 
243.10 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 55,548 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING OF N03°41'33"W 
BETWEEN SURVEY C.ONTROL POINTS NUMBERED 375 AND 376, OF THE HIGH PRECISION NETWORK 
DENSIFICATION (HPND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2013 COORDINATE SYSTEM (SFCS13). 

IFP PClS_AREA G-3.dooc 
09-13-17 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2 
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-4 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE) 

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

PARCELC1A 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE} 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22ND STREET {66 FEET WIDE}; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET, 
NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 426.95 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 285.50 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 133.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS "POINT A"; 
THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 128.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 133.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 17,024 SQUARE FEET, MORE 
OR LESS . 

. PARCELC1B 
BEGINNING AT "POINT A", AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL ClA; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 
175.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS "POINT B"; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 128.00 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 175.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID POINT 
OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 22,400 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELC1C 
BEGINNING AT "POINT B", AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL ClB; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 79.00 
FEET; THENCE SOUTH 26°49.'04" EAST 13.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 115.90 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 84.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 10,722 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL B 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04.0 21'59" EAST 2.4.00 
FEETTO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 292.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 46 ° 
07'41" EAST 147.59 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 145.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74°38'42" WEST 
20.98 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 363.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 255.09 TO SAID 
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 95,710 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL E4 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 2oTH STREET {66 FEET WIDE}; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1480.67 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" ,EAST 
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 159.00 FEET; THENCE · 
SOUTH 72 ° 01'08" WEST 110.45' FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85~38'01" WEST 80.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST 185.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 187.85 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 33,357 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
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PARCELH1 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1073.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 45.80 
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 251.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°21'59" EAST 174.ZO FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN DEED 
GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN BOOK B192, PAGE 384, 
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 
85°38'01" WEST 251.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59"'WEST 174.20 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 43,724 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL H2 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 45.80 
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 156.60 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°21'59" EAST 10.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 82.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
28.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 18°03'22" WEST 147.34 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL 
OF LAND DESCRIBED IN DEED GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN 
BOOK B192, PAGE 384, OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID 
SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 182.40 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 174.20 FEET TO 
SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 36,917 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THE ABOVE OESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING OF N03°41'33"W 
BETWEEN SURVEY CONTROL POINTS NUMBERED 375 AND 376, OF THE HIGH PRECISION NETWORK 
DENSIFICATION (HPND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2013 COORDINATE SYSTEM {SFCS13). 

IFD PCLS_AREA-G4.dooc 
09-13-17 
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Attachment 2: 

Guidelines for Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) with 
Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission 

(See Attached) 
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FILE NO. 130264 RESOLUllON 1-..rO. 

1 [Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of a~ Infrastructure Financing District 
on Port Land] · 

2 

3 Resolution adopting Guidel'ines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure . . . 
4 Financing District with Project Areas on Land· Under the Jurisdi.ction of the San 

5 Francisco ?ort C9mmission. 

6 

7 WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395-533~8 . .47 (IFD Law) authorizes certain 

8 public agencies, including the City and County of San Francisco, to establish infrastructure· 

9 financing districts (IFDs) Jo finance the.p·lanning, design, acquisition, construction, and 

1 o improvement of pub fie facilities meeting the requirements of IFD Law; and 

11 WHEREAS, IFDs are formed to facilitate the design, acquisition, construction, and 

12 improvement of necessary public facilities and provide an alternative means of financing when 

13 local resources are insufficient; and 

14 WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395.8 and 53395.81 authorize the 

15 establishment of IFDs on land under the jurisdrction of the Port Commission of San Francisco 

16 (Port) to finance additional public facilities to improve the San Francisco waterfront and further 

17 authorizes the establishment of project areas within an IFD for the same purposes; and 

18 WHEREAS, By Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board 

19 Resolution No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012, the Board stated its intention to fa.rm a 

20 single IFD consisting of all Port land (waterfront district) with project areas corresponding to 

21 Port development projects within the waterfront district;· and 

22 WHEREAS, By Board Re.solution No. 66-11, adopted on February 8~ 2011, the Board 

23 . adopted "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Finaneing Districts in the 

24 11 I 

25. 
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City and County of San Francisco," which do not apply .to land owned or managed by the Port; 

and 

WHEREAS, A draft document entitled "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use. of an 

Infra.structure Financing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San 

5. \ .Francisco Port Commission" (Port Guidelines) setting.forth proposed policy criteria and· · 
l'-

6 \ guidelines for the waterfront district is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 

7 \1 No~382~~hich is hereby declared to be a part of this Resolution as if set forth fully herein; 

8 
1

\ now, therefore, be it 
l 

9 

. 10 

11 

12 

13 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that the Port Guidelines will ensure 

that a rational and efficient process is established for the formation the waterfront district and 

project areas within it, and adopts the Port Guidelines; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Resolution and the Port Guidelines will be effective 

on the date the Board of Supervisors adopts this Resolution. 

14 I 
15 !j. APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

16 \ DENNI$ J. HERRERA 
I City Attorney 
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18 By: . ~ ( u ,V/V/VV 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

E.DWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

TO: Angela ~alvi!'!o, ·Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: ~ayor Edwin M. Lee~ 

RE: Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructur!3 
Financing District o.n Port land 

DATE: March 19, 2013 

Attached for introduction to the .Board of Supervisors is the Resolution adopting 
"Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure.Financing District with 
Project Areas on Land Under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Cotnmlssion". 

Please note thls item is cosponsored by Supervisors Kim 

I request that this item be calendared in Budget and F'inance Committee .. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-510.5 .. 

cc. Supervisor Jane Kim 

1 DR. CARLTON 8. GOODLETTPtACE, ROOM200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFOR.NIA·94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: 1t8 6) 554-6141 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING . APRIL 17, 2013 

L~gislative Objectives 
. • The proposed resolution would adopt "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure 

Financing District (IFD) with Project Ar~as on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
Port Commission". The Port IFD Guidelines establish the threshold criteria that must be met in 
order to eStablish a Port IFD and the strategic criteria that should be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors but are not requir~d to establishthe Port IFD'. 

· Key Points 

"' State law authorizes the establishment of a Port IFD to finance public improvement projects along 
the San Francisco waterfront. The Port IFD may finance the same types of improvement projects 
that are financed by non-Port IFDs (open space, parks, and street improvements), as well as projects 
specifi.c to the Port, including removal of bay :fill, storm water manag~ment facilities, shoreline 
restoration, and maritime facility improvements. Increased property· taX. revenues resulting frorn 
certain.Port development projects (tax increment) may be redirected from the General Fund to the 
Port IFD in order to finance public improvements, subject to Board of Supervisors approval. 

• The Board of Supervisors previously approved a resolution of intention (1) to establish the Port IFD 
consisting of eight project areas; and (2) directing i;b.~ Port Executive Difector to prepare a financing 
plan, subject to Board of Supervisors' approval. The Port intends to submit a Port IFD financing 
plan for proposed development on Piers 30-32 and Seawali Lot 330 to the Board qf Supervisors in 
late 2014. 

• The Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends amendments to the proposed.Port IFD guidelines, 
including to Threshold Criteria 6, 7, and 8, to clarify the intent of the threshold criteria, as noted in 
the recommendations below. · · · 

Fiscal Impact 

• Threshold Criteria 5 requires that financing plans for each of the Port IFD project areas demonstrate 
a net economic benefit, while the City's IFD Guidelines. Previously approved by the Board of. 
Supervisors require that the IFD demonstrate a net fiscal benefit to the ·oeneral Fund. The City's 
IFD Guidelines aclmowledge that the Port's use of IFD faw differs from the City. However, in order 
to fully disclose the fiscal impact of the Port IFD on the City's General Fund, the proposed Port IFD 
Guidelines should be amended to require that project.area financing plans project the net fiscal 
impa9t to the City's General Fund, as well as the net economic benefits. 

Policy Considerations 

• Property taxes are apportioned to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF), the City's 
General Fund, and other taxing entities. Under State law, in five of the Port IFD project areas, the 
ERAF portion of tax increment may be redirected to the Port IFD in an ru:nount proportional to the 
General Fund portion bf tax in<;rement that is redirected to the P.ort IFD. Threshold Criteria 6 
maximizes redirection of the ERAF portion' of tax incremenno the Port IFD in order to maximize 
the Port's ability to finance.public improvements. Redirecting the ERAF's.share of tax: increment 
could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill those monies intended for education. 

• The proposed Port IFD Guidelines will guide future Board of Supervisors' decisions on allocation 
. of City and E:RAF tax increment. Therefore, approval, of the proposed resolution is a policy decision 
for the Board of Supervisors. 
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BUDGET AND FmANcE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING APRIL 17,2013 

Recommendations 
1. Am.end the proposed re~olution to request the Port to amend: 

(a) The Port IFD Guidelines.to specify that the threshold criteria must be met in order to establish a 
Port IBD or project area, and the strategic criteiia should be· considered. by the Board of 
Supervisors but are not required to establish a Port IFD; 

(b )Threshold·Criteria 5 to require that the project area financing plan projects th~ net fiscal impact to 
the City's General Fund, as w.ell as the net economic benefits, over the term of the Port IFD; . 

(c)Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 t6 specify that the share of tax increment allocated·-to the City and 
ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for the ERAF and by the Board of 
Supervisors for the City pursuant to fue California Revenue and Taxation Code; and 

( d)Threshold Criteria 8 to specify that ERAF' s excess share of tax increment may not be re-allocated 
to the .City's General Fund or to .improvements in the City's seawall arid. other measures to protect 
against sea levd rise . 

.2. Approval of the proposed resolution, as amended, is a policy decision for th~ B.oard of Supervisors. 

Mandate Stater:nent 

California Gov-ernme:t?-t Code Section 53395 et seq., which became law in 1990, authorizes cities 
. and counties to· establish Infrastructure Financing Districts (.IFD), subject to approval by the city 
council or county board of supervisors, to finance "public capital faqilines of communitywide 
significance." The definition of such .public facilities includes parks, other open space, and street 
improvements. In addition, Section 53395.8 authorizes the establishment of an IFD by the Port 
of San Francisco (Port IFD) to finance additional improvement projects· along the San Francisco 
waterfront, such as structural repairs and improvements to piers, seawalls, and wharves as well 
as historic rehabilitation of and seismic and life-safety improvements to .existing buildings. The· 
establishment of a Port IFD is subject to approval by the J3oard of Supervisors: 

Background 

State Law Authorizes the Establishment of lnfrastructure"Financing Districts 

In order to provide alternative financing mechanisms for local jurisdictions to fund public works 
and services, State law1 authorizes cities and counties to establish IFDs within individu'al city or 
county boundaries to finance the:. 

• Purchase, .construction, expansion, improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilitation of any 
real or other tangible property with an estimated life of 15 years or longer, in<?luding 
parks, other open space, and street.ilnprovyments; · 

• Planning and design w·ork directly related to the purchase, construction, expansion, 
_improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilitation ofthat property; 

··; Reinibursement to a deyeloper of a project located entirely within ·the boundaries of an 
IFD for any permit expenses incurred and to offset additional expenses iI).curred by the 
dev~loper in constructing affordable housing units; 

1 California Government Code Section _53395 et seq. 
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• Costs incurred by a county in connection with the division of taxes collected. 

An IFD, once established with specific boundaries, obtains revenue in the same manner as 
former redevelopment districts. Assessed values on properties located within the IFD, and the 
·property taxes derived from those values, are :fixed at a baseline value. Increases in assessed 
value above the baseline and the associated increase in property tax, known as tax increment, 
may th.en be used to pay for the new public facilities that the IFD was established to pay for. 

The City's Guidelines for IFDs, "Guidelines for the "Establishment and Use of Infrastructure · 
Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco" were adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on February 8, 20'11 (Resolution No .. 66-11) .. The City's Guidelines do not apply to 
an !FD on land owned or managed by the Port. The City currently has one established IFD, 
located in Rincon }fill, which is subject to the adopted guidelines, and was approved by the 
Board of Supervisors on February 15, 2.011 (Ordinance No. 19-11). 

State Law Authorizes the Establishment of an Infrastructure Financing District on 
Port Property 

State law2 authorizes the establishment of a Port !FD to finance additional improvement projects 
·along the San Francisco waterfront. The additional improvement projects include removal of bay 
fill, storm water management facilities, shoreline restoration, maritime facility improvements, 
historic rehabilitation, and other improvement projects not included in non-Port IFDs. 

A Port IFD may be divided into individual project areas, ~ubject to Board of Supervisors 
approval. The State laws described in this report would apply to each Port project area that the 
Board of Supervisors approves.3 On March 27, 2012, the Board of Superv~sors approved a 
resolution of intention to establish a Port IFD (Resolution No. 110-12), with seven project areas. 
On June 12, 2012., the Board of Supervisors amended the resolution of intention to include 
Seawall Lot 351 as the eighth project area in the Port !FD (Resolution No. 227-12). The eight 
project areas f~r the Port IFD in the amended resolution of intention are: 

1. Seawall Lot330 (Project Area A) 

2. Piers 30-32 (Project Area B) 

3. Pier 28 (Project Area C) 

4. Pier 26 (Project Area D) 

5. Seawall Lot 3 51 (Project Area E) 

6. Pier 48 (Project Area F) 

7. Pier 70 (Project Area G) 

8. Rincon Point-South Point (Project Area H) 

The resolution of intention allows the Port to establish additional project areas in compliance 
with ~tate law, as noted below. 

The previously approved resolution of intention. directs the. Port E~ecutive Director to prepare a 
financing plan, whiph is.subject to approval of the Board of Supervisors. According to Mr. Brad 

2 California Government Code Section 53395.8 
3 CaliJ'.ornia Government Code Section 53395.S(g) 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITIEEMEETING APRIL 17, 2013 

Benson, Port Special Projects Manager, the Port intends to submit a Port IFD financing plan 
associated with the proposed multi-purpose venue on Piers 30-32 and the companion mixed use 
development on Seawall Lot 330 to the Board o~ Supervisors in late 2014, after the City has 
completed enyironmental review of the proposed project. 

According to State law4
, the portion of the tax increment allocated to local educational agencies, 

San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Community College District, and the San 
Francisco County Office of Education, may not be allocated to the Port IFD. The tax increment 
from other re.cipients of Cify property taxes, including the Bay Area Ail'. Quality Management 
District and Bay Area Rapid Transit District, may be allocated to the Port IFD if a resolution 
approying the financing plan is adopted by that recipient and sent to the Board of Supervis9:rs.5 

Except for specified c:ircumstances, State Iaw6 mandates that any tax increment allocated to tl:ie 
Port IFD must be used witJtln the Port IFD' s boundaries. In .addition, a minimum of 20 percent of 

. the tax increment allocated to the Port :i:FD must be set aside to be expended exdusively on 
· shoreline restoration, removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental 
remediation of the San Francisco waterfront. 

Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund Tax Increment Allocated to Port IFD in 
Specific Project Areas 

According to State law7
, the Port may use tax increment generated by the five proj~ct areas noted 

below, which would otherwise be allocated to the ;Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund8's 
. (ERAF), subject to specific limitations. Two of the five project areas - Seawall Lot 330 and Pier 

70 - were included in the resolution of intention, previously approved by the Board of 
Supervisors, while three of the :five project areas - Piers 19, 23, and 2? - may be proposed by the 
Port for inclusion in tb,e Port IFD ata future date. According to Ms. Joanne Sakai, Deputy City 
.Attorney, the Board of Supervisors may opt to not allocate "ERAF's share. of tax increment 
generated by any of the five project areas to the Port IFD on a case-by-case basis when 
considering whether to ~pprove the proposed Port IFD fi.n8.n.cing plan. 

4 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g3.c.i 
5 California Government .Code Secti.on 53395.8.g.5. 
5 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.ii 
7 On September 29, 2012, Assembly Bill (AB) 2259 was passed. 
8 The Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund redirects one-fifth of total statewide property tax revenue from 
cities, counties and special districts to school and community college districts. The redirected property tax revenue is 
deposited "into a countywide fund for schools and community c~lleges (ERAF). The property tax revenue is 

·distributed to tj:ie county's non-basic aid schools an,d comm.unity co1Ieges (i.e,. school and community college 
districts that receive more than the m~um amount of state aid required by the State constitution). In 2004, the 

· State approved a complex financing mechanism, lcnown as the triple flip, in which one-quarter cent of the local sales 
tax.is used to repay the Proposition 57 deficit financing bond; property taxes are redirected from ERAF to cities and 
counties to offset revenue losses from the one-quarter cent sales· tax; and State !!.id offsets losses to school and 
comm.unity college districts from the redii;ected ER.AF funds. 
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Pier 70 Project Area 

APier70.project area may not be formed prior to January 1, 2014.Accordingto Mr. Benson, the 
Port inten~ to submit a financing plan for the Pier 70 project area for Board of Supervisors 
consideration after it completes environmental review of the proposed Pier 70 mixed use 
development, likely in 2015 or 2016. The Port may allocate ERAF's share of tax increment.from 
the Pier 70 project area to the.Port IFD to fund public improvements at Pier 70. Under State law, 

· the amount of ERAF's share of tax increment allocated to the Port IFD is proportional to the 
City's share of tax increment allocated to the·.Port IFD.9 

. 

The Port may 1ssue debt, secured by-the· ERAF share of tax increment from the Pier 70 project 
area for up to.20 fiscal years from the first Pier 70 debt issuance. Once any ERAF-secured debt 
issued within the Pier 70 projec~ area has been paid, ERA.F's share of tax increment will be paid 
into ERAF. Beginning in the 21st fiscal year, ERAF's share of tax increment may only be used to 
meet debt service obligations for previously issued debt secured by ERA.F's allocation of tax 
increment. ERAF' s share of taX increment exceeding debt service obligations must be paid into 
ERAF. 

Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 Project Areas 

EMF"s share of tax increment from Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 may only be 
allocated to. fund (a) construction of the Port's Cruise Terrnjnal at Pier 27, (b) planning and 
desigri work directly related to construction of the Port's Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, (c) future 
installatiol;l.s of shoreside power facilities on Port maritim~ facilities, and (d) planning, design, 
acquisition, and construction of improvements to publicly~owned waterfront Ian.els held by . 
trustee agencies, such as the Natio~al Park Service, California State Parks, and City and County 
of San Francisco Departments to be used as a public spectator· viewing site for America's Cup · 
related events. 

ERAF's share of tax increment allocated to Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 project 
areas must be equal to the percentage of the City's share of tax increment allocated to these 
project areas and canriot exceed $1,000,000 annually. The Port must set aside a minimum of20 
percent ofERAF's share of tax increment allocated to these project areas to pay for plalining, 
·design, acquisition, and construction of improvements to waterfront lands owned by Federal, 
State, or local trustee agencies, such as the National Park Service or the California State Parlcs.10 

. ··~ . 
Any improvements made with ERAF's share of tax increment for the above purposes are not 
.required to be located witltlii the individual project areas from which ERAF's share of tax 
increment is allocated. To· eriable allocation of ERA.F's share of tax increment from all of the 
eligible project areas noted above, the Board of Supervisor.s would have to approve fill 

amendment the previously approved resolution of intention to form the Port IFD· to authorize 
Piers 19, 23 and 29 as Port IFD project areas. 

9 For example, for every $1.00 in Property. Taxes (not including Property Truces designated to pay General 
Obliga±ion bonds), $0.25 is allocated to ERAF, $0.65 iS allocated to the City's General Fund, and $0.10 is allocated 
fo the other taxing entities (SFUSD; CommunitJ. College District, BART, and Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District). If the Board of Supervisors were to ·approye 50% of the City's General Fund share of.tax increment (or 
$0.325 of$0.65), then the ERA share of true increment is 50% (or $0.12.5 of$0.25). · . 
10 State law sets aside 20 percent from ERAF's tax increment in lieu of the mi~imum of 20 percent of the tax 
increment. allocated to the Port IFD required to .be set aside· to be expended exclusively on shoreline restoration, 
removal of bay fill, or wa±erfront public access to or environmental remediation of the San Francisco waterfront 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMTITEE MEETING APRIL 17, 2013 

Maps of the Port IFD, with specific project area boundaries defined, are provided in the 
Attachment to this report. 

The proposed resolution would adopt "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an 
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of ·the San 
Francisco Port Commission" (Port IFD Guidelines). The City's Capital Planning Committee 
recommended approval of the PortIFD Guidelines on January 2, 2013. 

The Port IFD Guidelines identify 10 threshold criteria and four strategic criteria. According to 
Mr. Benson, the threshold criteria must be met in order to establish a Port IFD and the strategic 
·criteria should be considered by the Board. of Supervisors but are not . required for the 
establishment of ey. Port IFD. Beeause neither the proposed Port IFD Guidelines nor the proposed 
resolution define ·the purpose qf the threshold criteria and strategic criteria, the proposed Port 
IFD Guidelines .should be amended to specify that (1) the threshold criteria must be inet in order 
to establish a Port IFD, and (2) the strategic criteria should be considered by the Board ,of· 
Supervisors but are. not required for the establishment of a Port IFD; comparable to language in 
the City's Guidelines. · 

The Port IFD Guidelines are summarized below. 

Threshold Criteria of the Port IFD G·uidelines 

1. Puiy Port IFD initially established is subject-to Board of Supervisors approval and must: 

• Consist exclusively of Port property; 

• Meet the threshold criteria proposed in the Port IFD Guidelines; 

• J?e accompanied oy a project area-specific financing plan that meets State law 
requirements. 

2'. Potential property annexations to the Port IFD of non-Port property adjacent to Port property 
are subject to Board of Supervisors approval and will be evaluated individually to determine 
whether to annex the non-Port property. If annexation is approved, the percentage of the tax 
increment generated by the non-Port property not used to finance Port public facilities should . 
be subject to the City's IFD Guidelines. 

, 3. No tax. fucrement will be allocated to the Port IFD without completion.of environme~tal 
review and recommendation for approval by the City's Capital Planning Committee. 

4. Public facilities finaneed by tax increment in project areas and any adjacent property 
annexations approved by the Board of Supervisors m°:st be consistent with: 

• State law regarding IFDs;' 

• The Port's _YfaterfrontLand UsePla~; 

•' Any restrictions qn Port land use pursuant to the Burton Act; 

• ThePort's 10-YearCapitalPlan. 

5. T~e Port must_.demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to the 
City in the project area-specific (mancing plan by including: 
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BUDGET AND FJNANCE SUB-COMMJ.TIEE MEETING APRIL 17, 2013. 

.. Total revenue that the General Fund is projected to receive; 

111 Total number of jobs and ~ther economic development benefits ~he project is expected to 
produce. 

6. When an allocation ofERAF's share of tax increment, identified in the Port IFD Guidelines 
as·$0.25 per $1.00 in tax increment, is authorized under State law, the City, subject to Board 
of Supervisors approval, should maximize such contributions to those project areas by 
allocating the maximum amount of City tax increment to those areas, identified in the 

. Guidelines as $0.65 per $1.00 in tax increment. As previously noted, ERAF's share of tax 
increment is authorized for allocation within the Seawall Lot 330, Pier 19, Pier 23, Pier 29, 
and Pier 70 project areas. · 

7. Tax jllcrement amounts based on project area-specific financing plans for project areas are 
subjec~ to approval by the Board of Supervisors and should be sufficient to enable the :Port to: 

... Obtain fair market rent for Port leases after build-out of the project area;. 

"' Enable propo~ed development projects to attract ~quity; 

• Fund debt service and debt. ser\rice coverage for any bonds issued in public facilities 
financed by tax increment in Port.IFD project areas; 

• Fund the Port's administrative costs: and authorized public facilities with available 
revenue on a pay-as-you-go11 basis. . 

8. Excess tax increment not required to fund public facilities in project areas will be allocated to 
either (a) the City's· General Fund, (b) funding improvements to the City's seawall, or (c) 
protecting the City against sea level rise, as allowed by State law, contingent upon Board of 
Supervisors approval. 

9. The P.o'rt will include pay-as-you-go. tax increment revenue allocated to th~ project area in the 
Port's Capital Budget if the Port issues revenue bonds to be repaid by tax increment revenue 
generated in one or more Port project areas in order to provide debt service coverage for Port 
revenue bonds as a source offundirig. 

10. The Port is required to identify sources of funding to construct, operate and maintain public 
facilities by project area tax increment in the project. area-specific financing plan.. 

$trate~ic Criteria of the Port I FD Guidelines 

The four strategic criteria for the Board of Supervisors to consider, when approving the Port IFD, 
provide guidance in the appropriate use ~f Port IFD financing and in the selection of projects 
within the Port IFD. These ~trategic criteria are: 

" Port IFD financing should be used for public facilities serving Port land where other Port 
monies.are insufficient; · 

" ~.ort IFD financing should be used to leverage non-City resources, such as any additional 
regional, State, or Federal funds that may be available; " . . 

"' The Port shoulQ: continue utilizing the "'best-practices' citizen participation procedures12 

to help establish priorities for public facilities serving Port land; 

11 P.ay-as-you-go is a method of financing expenditures with funds that are currently available rather than borrowed. 
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• The Port, the May9r' s Budget Office and the Controller should collaborate to conduct 
periodic nexus ·studies. every ten years, at minimum, to exaniine whether the cost of basic 
municipal serviees, such as services provided by the Fire and Police Departments, are 
covered by the sum of the portion of property taxes the City receives from Port land, 
hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts taxes, and any other taxes the City receives from 
Port land, and any other revenues thatthe City receives from Port land. 

. ' 

While there is no direct fiscal impact of the proposed resolution to adopt the Port's Guidelines 
for Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financial District with Project Areas on Land 
under the Jurisdiction of the Port Commission, there are criteria within the Port IFD Guidelines 
that may have fiscal impacts to the Port and the City .. 

Threshold Criteria 5 Requires Net Economic, Not Fiscal, ~enefit to the City 

Thresliold Criteria 5 requires that i;he project area financing plan demonstrate a net economic 
· benefit to the City that; over the term of the project area, includes the (a) total estiniated ?-mount 
. of revenue to the City's General Fund; and (b) n).IIUber of jobs and other economic development 
benefits. In contrast, the City's IFD Guidelines require that. the IFD provide a net fiscal benefit 
over the 30-year term of the IFD, "gua;ranteeing that there is at least some gain to· the General 
Fund in all ·circumstances". In addition, State law13 requires only an analysis of costs and 
revenues to the City. · 

Threshold Criteria 5 states that the project area financing plan should be similar to findings of 
fiscal responsibility and feasibility reports prepared in accordance with Administrative Code. 
Chapter 29. Administrative Code Chapter 29 requires more detailed evaluation of fj.scal benefits 
to the City than required by the proposed Port IFD Guidelines, including direct and indirect 
:fillancial benefits to the City; project construction costs, available funding to pay project costs, 
ongoing maintenance and operating costs, and debt service costs. 

The City's IFD Guidelines acknowlvdge that the Port's use of IFD law differs from the City in 
tJ:iat the Port intends to build in:frastrµcture to att:act private investment to create jobs, small 
business, waterfront visitors and other groWth, and therefore would not necessarily · be 
"predicated on up~zon,ings14 that result ip net fiscal benefits to the General Fund". However, in 
order to fully disclose the fiscal impact of the Port IFD on the City's Genera:l Fund, the Budgf}t 
and Legislative Analyst recommends that the proposed Port IFD Guidelines be amended. to 
require that the project area financing plan project the net fiscal impact to the Cify's General 
Fund, as well as the riet economic benefits, over the term of the Port IFD. 

12 Best practi.:;:es citizen partidpation procedures include regulfil- p~blicly-noticed meetings of waterfront- advisory . 
committees to support ongoing communication with neighborhood' and waterfront st!ikeholders as :well as 
community plarui..ing processes for major waterfront open space, maritime, and development project bpportunities. 
and needs. · 
13 California Goverm'nent Code Sect~on 53395.8.g.3.c.vii 
14 "Up-zonings" are increases i.n height, bulk or density, allowing increased development. 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING APRIL 17, 2013 

Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 Refer to Specific Tax Increment Percentages Which are 
Subject to Change 

Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 refer to .specific property tax. rate allocations, as they are currently 
allocated. The City's property tax allocation is referred to in specific numeric terms as $0.65 per 
$LOO in tax increment and ERAF's Property Tax allocation is referred to as $0.25 per $1.00 D;1 
tax increment. How~ver, future State law may change these property ta:X. allocations. In addition, 
these property tax alk>cations are subject to approval by the State for ERAF and by Board of 
Supervisors for the City on an annual basis. Therefore, the Budget· and Legislative Analyst 
recommends that.Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 sp~cify that the share of tax increment allocatt?d to 
the City and ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for ERAF'and by the Board 
of Supervisors for th~ City pursuant to the C~lifomia Revenue and Taxation Code. 

Threshold Criteria 8 Does Not Specify ERAF's Excess Share of Tax Increment 
May Not be Re-Allocated to the City's General Fund 

'Threshold Criteria 8 states that excess tax increment not required· to fund project area-specific 
public facilities should be allocated to the General .Fund or to inlprovements in the City's seawall 
and other measures fo protect against sea level rise. However, Threshold Criteria 8 does not 
specify that ERAF' s excess share of tax increment inay not be diverted in the inanner outlirn?d by 
Threshold Criteria 8. State law contains specific restrictions for how ERAF's share of tax 
increment may be used, as described i11 the Background Section of this report. Therefore, the 
Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends that Threshold Criteria 8 should. specify that ERAF 
tax increment may not be re-ailocated to the Cify's General Fund or to improvements in the 
City's seawall' and other measures to protect against sea level rise. 

State Law Allows ERAF Tax Increment Intended-to Fund Local Education to be 
used to Fund Construction of the Pier 27 Cruise Terminal and Development at 

Pier 70 

As previously noted, ERAF' s share of tax increment may be allocated to five project areas within 
the Port IFD and used for limited purposes. Threshold Criteria 6 specifies ·that the City should 
max.llnize ERAF contributions in designated proj~ct areas by allocating the maximum City 
contribution to those same project are~.15 The rationale for maximizing ERAF contributions is 
to m~imize the Port's ability to pay for development of public infrastmctur.e along the Port,' 
such as the Cruise Terminal at Pier 27. Such allocations are subject to Board of Supervisors 

. · approval for each individual project area.. . 

According to the Senate App;ropriation Committee's fiscal summary of the State law, diverting 
ERAF' s · share of tax ,increm~nt could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill 
those monies intended for education. However, the potential State General Fund cost is unknown 

· .becaus~ the economic activity that would be generated absent a Port IFD is unclear. 

15 ERAF's share of tax increo;ient is allocated in proportion to the percentage of City tax increment allocated to the 
designated project areas. · 
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BUDGET AND.FINANCE ~UB-CoMMITlEE MEETING APRIL 17, 2013 

Approval of the Proposed Resolution is a Policy Decision for the Board of 
· Superviso('.s 

The proposed Port IFD Guidelines will guide future Board of Supervisors' decisions on 
allocation of City and ERAF tax increment. Therefore, approval of the proposed resolution ·is a 
policy decision for the Board of Supervisors. 

1. Amend the propos~d resolution to request the Port to amend: 

(a) The Port IFD Guidelines to specify that the threshold criteria must be met in order to 
· establish a Port IFD ol' project area, and the strategic criteria should be considered by the 

Board of Supervisors but are not required to.estab!i.sh a Port IFD; 

(b) .Threshold Criteria 5 to require that the project-area fu:iancing plan projects the' net fiscal 
impact to the City's General Fund, as· well as the net eporiomic benefits, over the term of 
the PortIFD; 

(c) Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 to specify that the share oftaX increment allocated to the City 
and ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for the ERAF and by the 
Board of Supervisors for the CitY p:Ursuant to the California Revenue and Taxation Code; 
and 

( d) Threshold Criteria 8 to specify that ERAF' s excess share of tax increment may not be re­
allocated to the City's General Fund or to improvements in the City's seawalr arid other 
measures to protect against sea level rise. 

2. Approval of the proposed resolution, as amended, is a .policy decision for the Board of 
SuperviSors. 
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Drart Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an 
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on . 

Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission 
,(Revised 4/16/13 ,per Budget Analyst's recommendations) ______ -; _____ --.:; : - :,,,F~o=rma=tte=d:=Font=:=N=ot=B=ol=d==~==< 

Formatted: Font: Not Bold 
Threshold Criteria; The following Threshold Criteria must be met to ·establish an infrastructure 
financing district (IFD) or project area on Port land. 

1. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port land. Consistent with 
California Infrastructure Financing District ~law (Gov. Code § § 53395-53398.47)_@'J2 
law}, the City may form an IFD consisting only of land under the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Port Commission (Port) without an election (waterfront district). The formation of 
a waterfront district consisting of all Port land with project areas corresponding to Port 
development projects within the waterfront district1 will be subject to the criteria in these 
Guidelines for Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project 
Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco· Part Commission (Port 
GUidelines), The Citjr will consider allocating property tax increment from a project area to 
the waterfront district when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing 
plrui that specifies: (a) the public facilities fo be financed by tax incrf)ment2 generated in the 
project area; (b) the projected cost of the proposed public facilities; ( c) the ,Projected amount 
·of tax increment that will be generated over the term of the project area; (d) the amount of tax 
increment that is proposed to be allocated to the IFD to finance public facilities; and (e) any 
other matters required under IFD law. . 

2. Consider requests to annex non-Port land to a project area on a case-by-case basis. If 
an owner" of non-Port land adjacent to a project area petitions to add the adjacent property to 
the project area in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider on a case-by-case 
basis: (a) whether to annex the non-Port property to the project area to assist in financing 
public facilities; and (b) the extent to which tax. increment generated by the non-Port land but 
not used for Port public facilities should be subject to the Guic[elines for the Establishment 
and Use of I1Jfrastructur~ Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City 
G.uidelines ). . . · 

3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of 
the Capital Planning.Committee before approving any infrastructure ffoancing plan 
that allocates tax increment from a ·project area. The City may form the Port-wide 
waterfront district without allocating tax increment to the waterfront districl The City will 

In according with. Boanl of Sopcrvisors intent as siated ia Board Re,o\ution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board Resolution 
No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012. These Port Guidelines will apply even if tb.e Board later deddes to create multiple lFDs on. Pon land, 
rather than a siagle waterfront.distrid 
2 

lFD law generally authorizes certain classes of public facilities lo be financed through lFDs. The Legislature has brondened the types of 
authorized public facilities for waterfront districts to include: (1) remedi>lion of hazardous mll!.oriais in, on, under, or around any real or tangi'ble 
property; (2) seismic and life-safoty improverru:nts to existing buildings; (3) rehabilitation, restoration, and preservation of sUUctures, buildings, 
or other facilities having special historical, archltectural, or aestlietlc iateiest or value aod that are listed on the Narional Register of Historic 
Places, are eligible for listlng on the National Regisl& ofI!i>toiic Places individually or because oflheir location within an eligible registered 
historic district, or are listed on a state or local register of historic landmarks; (4) structural repairs aod improvem:enrs to piers. seawalls. aod 
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) removal of bay fill; (6) stormwatcrmanagem"°'; facilities. other otility infrasttucture, or public open-space 
improvement<; (7) shoreline restoration; (8) other repairs and improvemenm to maritime facilities; (9) planning and design worl: that is directly 
related to any public facilities authorized to be financed by a waterfront diStrict; (10) reimbursement payments made to the California 
J.nfrasrructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with. !FD law; (11) improvements, which may be publicly owned, io protect 
against por~ntial sea level rlse; (12.) Port maritime facilities at Pier 2.7; (l3}·shoresioe power installations Bl Port m>ri.time facilities; and 
(14) improvements to publicly-owned walerfront lands nsed as public spectalor viewing sites for America's Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov, 
Code§§ 53395.3, 53395.S(d). and 53395.Sl(c)(l). . 
3 
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not approve an infrastructure fu).ancing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the 
waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following have. occurred: (a) the 
City has completed environmental review of the ~posed development project associated 
with the project area and any proposed public facilities to be financed with property tax 
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital P!airning Committee has recommended. 
approval of the related infrastructure financing plan. 

4. Public facilities' financed by tax increment must be co:psistent with applicable laws, 
policies, and the Port's capital plan. Project areas in the waterfront district· must finance 
public facilities that are consistent with: (a) IFD law; (b) the Port's Waterfront Land Use 
Plan; (c) any restrictions imposed by the public trust for commerce, navigation, and fisheries, 
the Burton Act (stats. 1968, ch: 1333), or other applicable statute; and (d) the Port's IO-Year 
Capital Plan, all as in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure 
financing plan. 

5. The Port must demonstrate the net fis~al impact of the proposed project area Oil the Citv's 
General Fund and show that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to the 
City, including the Port. The Port must include in the infrastructure :financing plan for each 
project area: (a) the total amount of revenue that the City's General Fund is projected to 
receive and the projected costs to the City's General Fund over the term of the project area; 
and (b) the number of jobs and other economic development benefits that the project assisted 
by the waterfront district is projected to produce over the term of the project area The 
projections in the infrastructure financing plan should be similar to those prepared to 
demonstrate that certain projects are fiscally feasible and responsible in accordance with 
Administrative Code Chapter 29 and include projections of direct and indirect financial 
benefits to 'the City. constmction costs. available ftmdirnr to pay project costs. ongoing 
operatin!!: and maintenance costs. and debt service 7 

6. Where·applicable, maximize State contributions to project areas through matching City 
contributions .. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the State's share of prQperty tax 
increment to certain Port project areas in proportion to the City'.s allocation of t;ax increment 
to tj:ie Port project area to assist in financing specified Port public·facilities, such as historic 
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port' & new James R. Henn an Cruise Terminal at Pier 27. 
When an allocation of the State's share of property tax increment to a Port project area is 
authorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the waterfront district the amount of~ 
increment frqm the pr9ject area that will niaxitnize the amount of the State's tax increment 
that is available to fund authorized public facilities. In accordance with the California 
Revenue and Taxation Code, the Board of Supervisors annually approves the share of City · 
property tax dollars allocated to the City ($0.646 in FY 2012-2013). and the State annually 
approves the State's share of City propertvtax dollars ($0.253 in FY 2012-2013). To 
maximize State contributions to project areas throuih matching City contributions in project ___ --{ Fµrmatted: Font: NotBofd 
areas where the City's use of the State's share is authorizedOO-ro, the City would budget lip 
ro $0.90 per the sum of all of the City's share of property tax dollars from the project area 
plus all of the State's share ofpmperty tax dollars from the project area (i.e., the sum of 
$0.65 of tax increment a:Hocat:ed by the City to the waterfront district from the project area 
and the State's share of tax incremeat), until the earlier to occur of: (a) full financing of the 

· authorized public facilities by tax increment; oi (b) the allocation to· the waterfront district of 
the full amount of tax increment from the project area authorized under the approved 
infrastructure f"mancing plan. 

7. Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to the waterfront district from a 
project area in relation to proje~t economics. The City will consider approving 
infrastructure financing plans.for Port project areas thatprovide for allocations of~ 
increment of up te $0.65 J.**:lip to the sum of property tax dollars allocated to the Citv from 
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the project area in accordance with tax rates established annually by the Board of Supervisors 
for the City, or, where pennitted by 1FD law, the ·smn of the City's share of property tax 
dollars from the project area $0. 65 of tax increrneRt sci that, in combination With plus 
Statethe State's share of property tax dollars from the project area as established annually by 
the State's shru-e of tax iBcrement, the total allocated is up to $0.90 per property tax dollar, to 
fund authorized public facilities necessary for each proposed development project Each 
infrastructure financing plan must include projections of the amount of tax. increment that 
will be needed to fund necessary public facilities. Tue allocation ~hould be sufficient to 
enable the Port to: (a) obtain fair market rent for Port grounp leases after build-out of the 
project area; and (b) enable proposed-development projec;ts to attract private equity. No tax 
increment will be used to pay a developer's .return on equity or other internal profit metric in 
excess of limits imposed by applicable state and federal law; the IFD law currently measures 
permissible developer return by reference to a published bond index and both the State 
Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal tax law require a return that is consistent 
with industry standards. The Board of Supervisors in its discretion may allocate additional 
tax increment to other public facilities serving the waterfront district that require funding. 

An approved infrastructure financing plan will state the City's agreement that, for any debt · 
secured by tax. increment allocated to the waterfront district from a project area to finance 
authorized public faciliti~. the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district 
from the project area in amounts sufficient to fund: (a) debt service and debt service coverage 
for bonds issued under 1FD law (Il'.D Bonds), bonds ~sued under the Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities Act of 19824 (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the 

· Port is authorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized t6 be financed in the 
infrastructure financing plan to the extent not funded ·by special tax. levies; and (b) costs ·of 
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

8. Use excess tax increment for citywide purp!>ses. Any portion of the City's share of :±'._tax 
increment that the City allocated to the waterfront district.from the project area but that is not 
required to fup.d eligible project-specific public facilities will be re-allocated to the City's 
General Fund or to improvements to the City's seawall an!l other measures to protect the City 

· against sea level rise or other foreseeable risks to the City's waterfrooJ. Under IFD law. any 
portion of the State's share of tax increment not needed to fund eligible public facilities 
reverts to the State and may not be re-allocated for citywide purposes. 

9. Port Capital Budget. If the Port issues Port revenue bonds (instead of CFD Bonds or IFD 
Bonds) to be repaid by tax increment revenue generated in one or more Port project areas, to 
further the purposes Port Comrriission Resolution No. 12-22 adopting the Port's Policy for 

· Funding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will include annually in its Capital Budget 
any tax. increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to provide 
debt service coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment 

10. Require each project area infrastructure finaiicing plan to identify sources of funding 
to construct; operate, and maintain public facilities financed by project area tax 
increment. Tax increment will be allocated to the waterfront district from a project area 
under a project area irifrastructure financing plan only if the Port has identified anticipated 
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed 
with project area tax increment .Examples of acceptable sou:rces for operation and 
maintenance are: (a) private financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners association 
assessm11nt; (b) a supplemental special tax levied by a community facilities district formed 

4 . 
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·under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments levied by a coplinunity benefits district; and (c) the 
Port's maintenance budget or other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund. 

Strategic ·Criteria: are to be considered by the Board of Supervisors. but are not required to Fonnatted: Keep with next, Keep lines 

establish a Port IFD or project area.,_ - - - - - - - .- - - ~ - ~ -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ·- - ~ - - -- - - - - - "":=:=r:=lfia=:=d:=F=on=t=. N=o=t B=o"'"id=, N=o=u=nd=erl=in=e===< 

Use Port IFD financing for public facilities serving Port land where other .Port moneys 
are insufficient. Port IFD financing should be used to finance public facilities serV:ing Port 
land when the Port does not otherwise have sufficient funds.· 

Use Port IFD financing to leverage non-City resources. Port IFD financing should be 
used to leverage additional regional, state, and federal. funds. ·For example, IFD funds may 
prove instrumental in securing matching federal or state dollars for transportation projects. 

Continue the Port's ''best~practices'~·citizen participation procedures to help establish 
priorities for public facilities· serving Port lam~ .. Continue to use the. Port's "best­
practices" citizen participation procedures to: (a) establish community and municipal 
priorities for construction of infrastructure serving Port land; and (b) ensure that 
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas provide financing to help the Port and the 
City meet those priorities. · 

The Port, the Mayor's Budget Office, fil\d the Controller should collaborate to conduct 
periodic nexus studies. No less than every ten years, the Port, the Mayor's Budget Office, 
and the Controller should collaborate on a nexus study. The nexus analysis will examine 
whether the cost of basic municipal services provided to Port property, such as services 
provided by the Fire and Police Departments, is covered by the sum of: (a) the portion of 
property tax.es the City.receives from Port land that is not allocated to the waterfront district; 
(b) hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts, and any other taxes the City receives from Port 
,land; and (c) any other revenues that the City receives from Port land. 
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Draft 
Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an 

. Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on . 
Land under the.Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission 

Threshold Criteria: 
. . 

1. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port land. Consistent with 
California Tnfrast;ructure Financing District (IFD) law (Gov. Code§§ 53395-53398.47), the 
City may f<?rm an IFD consisting only ofland under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port 
Commission (Port) without an election (waterfront district). The formation of a waterfront 
district consisting of all J:>ort land with project areas corresponding to Port development 
projects within the waterfront district1 will be subject to the criteria in these Guidelines for 
Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project Areas on Land 
under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission (Port Guidelines). The City 
will consider ~locating property tax increment from a project area to the· waterfront district 
when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing plan fuat specifies: 
(a) the public facilities to be fiiianced by tax incremenf generated in the project area; (b) the 
projected cost of the proposed public facilities; (c) the projected amount of tax increment that 
will be generated over the term of the project area; (d) the amount of tax. increment that is 
propos~d to be allocated to the IFD to fimmce public facilities; and ( e) any other matters 
required under IFD 1aw. · 

2. Consider requests to annex non-Port land to a project area on a case-by-case basis. If 
an owner of.non-Port land adjacent to a project area petitions to add the adjacent property to. 
the project area in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider on a case-by-case 
basis: (a) whether to annex the non-Port property to the project area to assist in financing 
public facilities; and (b) the extent to which tax increment generated by the non-Port land but 
not used for Port public facilities ·should be subject to the Guidelines for the Establfshment 
and Use of11Jfrastructuri Financing Districts in the C.ity and County of San Francisco (City 
Guidelines). . 

3. Require completion o.f environmental review and the affirmative recommendatio~ of 
the Capital Planning Committee before approving any infrastructn:re imancing plan 

· that allocates tu increment from a project area. The City may form the Port-wide 
water:frQnt district without allocating t~ increment to the waterfront district. The City will 
not approve an infrastructure financing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the 

l In aceording with Board of Supervisors intent as stated in Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on Marc!i 27, 2012, and Board Resolution 
No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012. These Port Guidelines ~ill apply even iffue Board later decides to cr~ate multiple 1FDs on Port lmd, 
rather 1han a single waterfront district. 
2 

IFD law generally authorizes certain.classes of public facilities to be financed through IFDs. The Legislature has broadened tb.e types of 
authorized public facilities forwater:frori.t districts to include: (1) remediajion of!ia,zardous materials in, on, under, or around any real or· tangible 
property, (2) seismic and life.safety improvements to existing buildings; (3) rellabilitation, restoration, and preseivaJ:!on of st:ructures, bm1dings, 
or oilier facilities having special historical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value and that are listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places, are eligible for listing on ihe Nanonal Register of Historic Places individually or because ofth.eir location within an eligi1Jle registered 
historic district, or are listed on a state or local register of historic 1andmarks; (4) structural repairs and unprovements to piers, seawalls, and 
wh.arves, and mttallation of piles; (5) removal of bay :fill; (6) stormwater management facilities, other utility infiastructure, or public open-space 
improvements; (7) s!ioreline restoration; (8) othe~ repairs and improvements to maritime facilities; (9) planning and design work that is directly 
related to any public facilities autl10rized to be financed by a waterfront district; (10) reimbursement payments made to tile California 
Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance wifu rPD law; (11) improvements, which may be publicly owned, to protect 
against potential sea level rise; (12) Port maritime facilities at Pier 27; (13) shoreside power installations at Port maritime facilities; and 
(14) improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands used as public spectator viewing sites for America's Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov. 
Code§§ 533953, 53395.8(d), and53395.8l(c)(l). · . 
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. waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following illive occurred: (a) the 
City has completed environmental review of the proposed development project associated 
with th~ project_area and any proposed public facilities-to be :financed with property tax ' 
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital Planning Committee has recommended 
approval of the related infrastructure financing plan. 

4. Public facilities :financed by tax increment·must be consistent with applicable laws, 
policies, and the Port's capital plan. Project areas in the waterfront district must finance 
public.facilities that are consistent with: (a) IFD law; (b) the Port's Waterfront Land Use 
Plan;· ( c) any restrictions imposed by the public trust for commerce, navigation, and fisheries, 
the Burton Act (stats. 1968, ch.. 1333), or other applicable statute; and (d) the Port's 10-Year 
Capital Plan, all ~ in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure 
financing plan. 

.. 
5. The Port must demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to 

the City, including the Port. The Port must include in the infrastructure financing plan for 
eaA:?h project area: (a) the total amount ofrevenue that the City's General Fund is projected to 
receive over the term of the projeet area; and (b) the number of jobs and other economic 
development benefits that the project assisted by the waterfront district is projected to 
produce over the term of the project area. The projections in the infrastructure fmancing plan 
should be similar to those prepared to demonstrate that certain projects are :fiscally feasible 
and responsible in accordance with Administrative Code Chapter 29. 

6. Where applicable, maximize State contributions to project areas through matching City 
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the· State's share of property tax 
increment to certain Port project areas in proportion to the City's allocation of tax increment 
to the Port project area to assist in financing specified Port public facilities, such as historic 
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port's new James R. Herman Cruise Terminal at Pier 27. · 
When an allocatiqn of the State's share of property tax increment to a Port proje.ct area is 
authorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the waterfront district the amount of tax · 
increment from the project area that will maximize the amount of the State's tax increment 
that is available to fund authorized public facilities. To do so, the City would budget up to 
$0.90 per property tax dollar (i.e., the sum of $0.65 of tax increment allocated by the City to 
the waterfront district from th~ project area and the State's share of tax increment), until the 
earlier to occur of: (a) full financing of the authorized public facilities by tax increment; or 
(b) the allocation to the.waterfront district of the full amount of tax increment from the 
project area authorized pnder the approved jn.fraStructure financing plan. 

7. Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to. the waterfront district from a 
project area in relation to project economics. The City will consider approving 
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas that provide for allocations of tax 
increment of up to $0.65 per property tax dollar,. or, where permitted by IFD law, $0.65 of 
tax increment so that, in combination with State's share 9ftax increment, the total allocated 
is up to $0.90 per property tax dollar, to fund autb.oriied public facilities necessary for each 
proposed development project. Each infrastructure financ~g plan must include projections 
of the am.omit of.tax increment that will be needed to fund necessary public facilities. The 
illocation should be sufficient to enable the Port to: (a) obtain fair mariet rent for Port 
ground leases after build-out of the project area; and (b) eruible proposed development 
projects to a,ttract private equity. No tax increment will be used to pay a developer's return. 

· on equity or other internal profit metric in excess· of limits imposed by applicable state and 
federal law; the IFD law currently measures p~rmissible developer retum by reference to a 
published bond index and both the State Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal 
tax law require a return that is coJ]Sistent with industry standards. The Board of Supervisors 

2 
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in its discretion may allocate additiorial tax increment'to other public facilities servrn.g the 
waterfront district that require funding. 

An approved infrastructure :financing plan will state the City's agreement tha~ for any debt 
. secured by tax increment allocated to the waterfront district from a project area to finance 
authorized public facilities, the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district 
from the project area in amounts sufficient to fund: (a) debt service anq debt service coverage 
for bonds issued under IFD law ~D Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos · 
Community Facilities Act of 19824 (CPD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the 
Port is authorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized tp be financed in the . 
infrastructure :financing plan to the extent not funded by special tax levies; and (b) costs of · 
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go ba8is. 

s~ Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Tax increment not required to fund 
.eligible project-i?pecific public facilities ~Ube allocated to the City's Genyral F~d or to 
improvements to the City's seawall and other me~ures to protect the City against sea level 
rise or other foreseeable risks to the City's waterfront 

9. Port Capi~al Budget. .If the Port issues Pol'trevenue bonds (ins.tead.ofCFD Bonds or IFD 
Bonds) to be repaid by tax increment revenue generated in one or piore Port project areas, to 
further the purposes Port Commission Resolu.tion No. 12-22 adopting the Port's Policy for 

· Funding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port~ include annually in its Capital Budget 
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to provide 
debt service coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment. 

10. Require each project area infrastructu.re financing plan to identify sources of :funding 
· to construct, operate, and maintain public facilities financed by project area tax 

increment. Tax.increment will be allocated to the waterfront district from a project area 
under a project area infrastructure financing plan only if the Port has identified anticipated 
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed 
with project area tax increment. Examples of acceptable sources for operation and 
maintenance are: (a) private financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners association 
assessment; (b) a supplemental special tax levied by a community facilities district formed 
under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments levied by a community benefits district; and ( c) the 
Port's maintenance budget or.other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund. 

Strategic· Criteria 

• Use PortIFD finwcing for public facilities serving Port land where other Port moneys 
are insufficient. Port IFD financing should be used to finance.public.facilities serving Port 
land when the Port.does not otherwise have sufficient funds. . 

• Use Port IFD financing to leverage non-City resources. Port IFD financing should be 
used to leverage additional regional, state, and federal.funds. For example, IFD funds may 
prove instrumental in securing matching federal or state dollars for transportation projects. 

" Continue the Port's "best-practices" citi.Zen'participation procedures to help establish 
priorities for public. facilities servfug Port land. Continue to use the Port's "best­
practices" citizen participation procedures to: (a) establish community and municipal 
priorities for construction of infra5tructure serving Port land; and (b) ensure that 

4 . 
Gov. Code§§ 553311-53368.3 (Mello-RDss Act). 

3 



in:frastrUcture :financing plans for Port project areas provide financing to help the Port and the 
City meet those priorities. 

• The Port,- the Mayor's Budget Office, and.the Controller should collabo}'.'ate to conduct 
periodic nexus studies. No less than every ten yeirrs, the Port, the. Mayor's Budget Office, 
and the Controller should collaborate on a nexus study. Tue nexus analysis will examine 
whether the cost of basic municipal services provided to Port property, such as services 
provided by the Fire and Police Departments, is covered by the sum of: (a) the portion of 
property taxes the City receives from Port land that is not allocated to the waterfront district; 
(b) hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts, and any other -taxes the City receives from Port 
land; and. ( c) aily other reve1;mes that the City receiyes from Port land. · 
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IN,fRASTRU1CTURE f INANCIN:G. DISTRICTS 

·• A city or county may form an Infrastructure Financing District (te.chnically a 
.. . .J;, 

• 

• 

• 

separate political subdivision) to finance public improvements like new 

streets, .utility infrastructure and parks. 

The m·ethod of financing ~ tax increment'-··is similar to redevelopment, 

where growth in property taxes may be captured for periods of up to 45 · 
years, except that in most cases, only l~cal prop~rty fax may be captured. 

Ta.x increment may be used to pay for infrastructure via the sale of bonds, 

or on a pay-as-you ge> basis~ 

Port fFDs are structured to provide different types of public benefits thon 

redevelopment, which focused on affordable housing. Hy state law, 20% of 

the Port IFD tax incre1ment must be spent on parks, Bay access and fill 

removal and environmental remediation. 



PORT 10 YEAR 

CAPITAL PLAN 
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. lf.D LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS 

· •· S.B· l08·5 (2005) ~Authorized the Board of_ 
Supervisors to fotm Infrastructure Financing Distr'icts 

along Port of S-cin Franclsco p.roperty 

• AB 1 ·199 (2010) - Pie_r 70 State ·Share of Tax 
Increment 

• • I ' 

AB 664· & AB 2259 (2.012) - 34th America's Cup .IFD 

· State Share of Tax Increment 



PRO·POS:E·:D. Po~RT l·F PO·LICY 

Nexus Analysis 

· • Charter and the Burton Act established· Port Harbo·r Fund 

11 2004 .and 2008 nexus analysis (taxes and revenues f,rom Port 

vs. cost of City services) 

11 Taxe·s ~renerated from Port property are sufficient to pay for 

City services on leased property and. the wo·rkorder bud.-get 

supports serv'i.ces on unle·ase·d property . 

. 11 · Prln·clph?:· G:enercil Fund should not subsidize City services for 

· unleased Port property, and the Harbor Fund .. should ·t:i·ot pay for 

City serv-i-ces on f e·a.sed property. 
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PORTWIDE IFD · 
• Waterfront .proiect areas for each proiect 

• Eligible. uses:. 

~ Piers, docks, wharves & 

aprons 

~ Installation of piles · 

· ~ Seismic upg_rad·es 

:>. Utility infrastructure 

>- Streets and sidewalks .· 

· ~ Park~ and Bay access 

~ Fill remova:I . 

~ Environ.mental .remediation 

>- Historic rehabilitation 

~ Seawall and sea level rise . 

~ Port maritime facilities 



· R:o,;.pos~e~o, ... p~o:R.T IFD·,"P-o·L-ICY 

1. Port land .. Di-stricts formed on Port property. 

2. An:nex-in_g :Non-Port La.n~·- Case-.by-cci.se policy dec:is.i:on. a·bout 

applying existing_ City IFD Guidelines. · 

3. · CEQ.A. Conduct CE.QA prio·:r to ado.pting an Infra.structure 

·Financing P.Jan .. 

4.. Priority .of -1,:m:p.r.ov.e.m·ents. Consisten.t with: "IFD low, .Wat~:rfront 
Pl·an, public .trust' dnd· C-~pi:tal ·Plan. 

5. Economic· Bene.fit and General Fund Impact. Results in· total 

net revenu.e.~-to·G_eneral Fund, ·jobs. and· .othe·r economi-c 

d evelo:p.ment. .benefits. 

6.. State and Ci'fy. ma-tch.i:n-g. c.o:nf:r.lbu.t.i:.o:n~s .. Max·imi~-e -.us·e. o.f loca'I 

· increment to leverage the maximum available State, share.· 

c: 
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PROPOS·ED. Po·Rr· tFD POLICY· 

7. Amount of increment aUocated. Up to $0.65 per pro·perty 
·. tax d·oll.ar, or, where perm.itted· by State law, up to $0.9·0 per 

property tax dollar, until the costs of required infrastructure 

are fully paid or r.efmbursed. No increment will be us·e-d to 

· pay a deveJoper's return, except as permitted by law. 
. . 

~ 8. Exc.~-s·s increment. To the City's General Fund or to 

improvements to the City's seawall or to a.-ddress sea level 
~ 
'3.0 
-CJ 

rise. 

9. Port .Annucd Ca.pit.al· Program~ If the Port issues revenue . . . 

bonds, debt service coverage to Port Capital Program. 

10. Fundin·g for ln.frastructu·re M·ainte.nance. Identify source to 

maintain. improvements. 



P··O.RT l·F··D ..... ,· f:o·.RM:ATl'ON 

• . Resolution 1 1 0- 1 2 - "Ci~y a·nd County of San Francisco 

Infrastructure Fina·ncing District No. 2 (Port of San Franci·sco )'.' 

• City staff will develop an Infrastructure Finance Plan C"IFP") 
which will ihclude a separate "IFP append.ix·" for ~ach pt6iect 

• Port}' DPW1 Sf PUC review of horizontal· inf~astructure proposals 
and third-party co.st estimates 

• Mechanisms to ensure a fair infrastructure· price (e.g., GM'P­
contracts) 

• CPC recom·mendation to full BOS regarding. ea.ch IFP appendix 

-~ 
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STRAT·EG:IC CRITE.RIA & .NEXUS 

1. · Use IFD~ where ot~er .Port moneys are insu.fficient. 

2. U·se IFD$ strategically to leverage non-City resources. 

3. Continue th~ "best-practices" citizen p·articipation proc~dures 

used, to help City agencies prioritize impl_ementation. 

Conduct periodic nexus·analysis every ten years to review net 

economic benefits to City. What are the cos.ts of City services to 

_the proposed development vs. general taxes (net of tax 

increment)? 



·AJ.OR·· ··r- PR:<OJEc1s1 

·SWL 337 & Pier 4-8 
3.6 million sf of mixed use development, est. all-in cost of $ L47 billion 

$341 million in tax increment captured to service debt ( 12.5.%- of total 
generated over 75 year term) · 

• · P·ier 70 Waterfront Site2 

> 3.5 million sf of mixed u~e development, est. all-in cost of $ 1.76 billion 

• Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 
--2 million sf of ·mixed use development, est .. cost of $87 5-97 5 million 

.Notes: 
· l Fig-ures ·for all development projects (s.f of development, ·cost estimates_ qnd 

financial projections are conceptual, pre-~ntitJement 12rojections., 

2 The Port proposes to form ·a· broader infrastructure financing district project 
area over all of Pier 70 (69 acres-). The Waterfront Site. is 25- acres. 
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BASED ON CHAPTER 29 FISCAL FEASIBILITY REPORT 
PROJ~CTION IS SUBJECT TO REFINEMENT 

• Net Fiscal Benefit to CCSF 

$1 3 million tax and dedicated revenue 
. . . 

- $2.5 million Police, Fire and DPW co·sts 

= $1 0~5. million annual fiscal benefit 

• While SFMTA ls proiected to receive $1 .7 million of this amount, the 
. . 

full costs of SFMTA service to the site will be further analyzed during 
. . 

CEQA and SFMTA's relate·d planning studies 

· • After JF.D pays for el'ig.ible _infrastructure costs, the proiec;;t will 
generate $8 mil:lion annually (in 201 3 doll·ars} which the Board may 

allocate to. the· City's seawall or for General FunQ purposes. · 



SW 337 & PIER 48:: COSTS FOR PARKS, STREETS, 

H.1sro~Rl·C R·EH·AB, UTILITl'ES AND .SITE Wo:.RK 

· INFLATED COSTS START 
PHASE COMPONENT UNINFLATED COSTS (3%J YEAR 

··e'"n1f1·:tte'm· 1"~i'1i~4l51"'!t!~!~f$~ii:1::1-E·n; ·.i1·"-'t@m··1".i:l-;i;:¢\~il··1'1-:,f.•.:,,:'·N'''$.""'O:'QOQ'·Do·o;.,., ... ,. :: ' ;,;.-~·1'-~-:~'$2·rnt o·da· '"o·o··'hi;:;l,;'i;:,(}:':·1''~1"2"'0· 1·!2·H~ :,. 
a~ :.... . .... ~ ..... ~,)~·~-!l~!i:, l~~,;~t~fl~~~:: ~~~ . ·.' ~ ;~ .... ~.·'( . '""-~!.L.,."); ::.:~:~~:.:':~}!" ~:;:·;·i~;: -~ .... J: . . ,. . :·. ~:;:~:;.;;t:;~:~f.:! .. ~i\-;r;. >\ ••• P.t . ' .... :, '·· :.:: .. ~t~-~~~:;;~~;:~::~~:~~.;.:t:;f~ .. :·., .:~ ,.:p;~ . .t 

Phase 1 Parcels A, B & C $18,390,613 . $21,523,162 2017 

t'.P..H'.~~~\ifil~1miill~Ji!ll~~i~~m:e~~Wl'.!P:"i~~1;,~=g~~\~i;i;;:·;;:1~~:,s'.:s~~r sJ·g122:r~; :;!!;r:~1::~1~11;;:11frl!~~1~~~1s~'.8Jii~tl!Wlm~mw1i!ilif~~~m~1w1~1 

Phase 2 Parcels G & K $31,8321 900 $38,227,462 2018 

imli!~~~~s~i1~1~~i~tlITfil~rrE~~~g!~il.~ir~ieli!it1~:~;~ffr1:~1;1~i~~;~:e.2ro1~~m).ii·i~:i:!:1~::;1;~1;t$1~~i!3.'.~4i~z~ilii~~di1!~J;iJ~1m1#~a~~ll~!~ 
·Phase 4 · Parce·ls H, I & J $141 687,489 $18,441,259 2020 

:i;'.:~1mm~~~¥1.~:=;!1*r~}J111~mi&r~i.1;:;t~1~~l~J1;~M;~i~1\~;!1!E!!!~;'.;;;'.;( :>;:;;;; ;:: · ;:.; ·':_, \,, : .. =;:'.;·.=:~:=: ::. '.'.: ;;::~·:: 't1if m;1:m?~11w1;;;i1;!M!i;rn11m;;;1;m;11;;~~~1~1~i:111~:1t~g1t:: 
Total $107,489,636 . $125,721,237 

Notes: 
• Costs presented in 2012 USO. 
• Phase 4 also includes ptojected costs for Pier 48 of 

·$22,050;000 ($281428,311 inflatedt paid through tenant­
funded capital improvements and project IFD proceeds. 

• Tota I = hard costs + 10% contingency+ 25% soft costs. 

F. -.,,.,.,,_,,., 
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Total· lnfrastructur·e 

Type of Infrastructure .. 
,, 

Enti.tl.~;men~s 

Roads and· Utilities 

Site Preparation 

Seacant Wall 
'• 

Open Space 

' •., 

Site Remediation 

Off-site l·rpp,.r.:ovem,ents 

Total· 

Notes: · 
• Costs presented in 201i USD. 

aterfr·ont ·Site 
Site Conditi·ons 

Est. Cost 

. $ 2 t.OQ q;.0,,p;Q· 

$38,856,000 

s 27 ~ s~s7:.o:ci 0 

$23,4.13;0.00 

$28~894>0.0G 

$11,452,000 

$2E?J~94~.a:.e.o. 
$178,346,000 

• Does not include approximately !$90 million in historic building rehab work, .net 
·costs of which (after.federal historic tax credits and building revenues) will be 
eligible for !FD reimbursement. 

o·sts 



.·AR:R.lO·RS: flSC.A·L f EASlBl-LITY ·S·TS· 

1. ,Direct & 'i-ndJrect ec'onomic benefit·s of the proiect 
11 City Revenue: $1 9·.4M '(inc. tax increment.)/ $5 3 .8M (one-time) 

. . 
• Visitor Sp·ending: $60M/year 

• Jobs: 21~23 (construction) / 117 57 (permanent) 
"t 

2. c·ons:tr:uctio·~ costs: $·s7 5~9.7'5:M. {ha.rd & s.o.ft costs) 
~ 

11 City w.ilJ. reimbtJrse Wcrrriors for. agreed im.provem.enfs-,to Piers 30-32 ~& 

cappe~d: at $..i 2-0 M 
11 Reimbursem.enf from 3 source.s: Piers 30-32 R~nt Cred.its1 Set.le _,Pdce of 

SWL 3301 IFD 
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Attachment 3: 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Update - Pier 70 Mixed Use Development Project 
(See Attached) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report updates a 2013 _evaluation of the fiscal feasibility of proposed development at Pier 

70. The Project consists of three areas evaluated in this report: 1) the Pier 70 28-Acre 

W~terfront Site (the "Waterfront Site"); 2) the Port-ovined property at 20th Street and Illinois 

Street (20th/Illinois); and 3} th~ PG&E-owned parcel further south known ~s the Hoedown Yard. 

The entire Project area encompasses the 69-acre Pier 70 Special Use District ("SUD"). 

The Project's Finance Plan includes.the creation of two Mello-Roos financing districts, the 

designation of additional sub-project areas to an existing Infrastructure Financing District ("IFD") 

that includes the Waterfront Site and 20th/Illinois parcels; and an lnfr~structure Revitalization 

Financing District (IRFD) covering the Hoedown Yard. The districts will utilize portions of Project­

generated property tax to fund Project infrastructure and affordable housing. To establish an 

IFD and IRFD, Port policies require the preparation of analysis to demonstrate that "the project 

area will result in a net economic benefit to the City."1 This update reports the number of jobs 

and direct and indirect financial benefits to the City, construction costs, available funding to pay 

project costs, ongoing operating and maintenance costs and public revenues, and debt service. 

The e~timates are based on one possible development scenario; actual results will depend on 

future m·arket conditions and the timing, mix and value of new development and the costs for 

infrastructure and facilities. 

The Port of San Francisco ("Port") owns the Waterfront Site, which it plansto·develop in 

partnership with FC Pier 70, LLC rForest City'') .. The Port also owns the 20th/Illinois property; a 

portion of the property will be sold to raise funds to fund the Project's infrastructure and other 

development costs. A description of the Project is provided in Chapter 1 of this report, and 

Chapters 2 and 4 describe financing. Chapter 3 provides estimates of fiscal and economic 

benefits. 

All dollar amounts are expressed in terms of 2017 purchasing power, unless otherwise noted. 

Certain values derived from the Finance Plan have been updated to 2017. Information and 

assumptions are based on data available as of August, 2017·. Actual numbers may change 

· depending on Project implementation and future economic and fiscal conditions. 

1 Guidelines· for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on 
Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission (Adopted April 23, 2013 by Resolution 
Np. 123-13; File No. 130264} 

www. berkson associates.com 1 
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FISCAL BENEFITS 
The Pier 70 Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois Street parcel and the Hoedown Yard will create 

approximately $8.3 million in new, annual ongoing general tax revenues to the City net of tax. 

increment, after deducting direct service costs, as described in Chapter 3. Additional one-time 

revenues, including construction-related sales tax and gross receipts tax, total $7.5 million. A 

portion of Project-generated property taxes will help to pay for Project infrastructure and 

facilities. Special taxes paid by the Project will help fund public services. 

Development impact fees to fund infrastructure improvements Citywide and to serve the 

Project total an estimated $184.1 million. Certain development fees, including Jobs Housing 

Linkage fees and Affordable Housing In-lieu fees, will help to fund affordable housing at the 

Project. 

The new general revenues will fund direct services needed by the Project, including police and 

fire/EMS services. Other services, including maintenance and security of parks, open space,. road 

maintenance, and transit shuttle services will be funded directly by tenants of new Project 

vertical development. The.estimated $8.3 million in net City general revenues, after deducting 

service costs and Charter-mandated baseline allocations of general revenues, will be available to 

the City to fund improved or expanded Citywide infrastructure and services. Chapter 3 further 

describes fiscal revenue and expenditures estimates. 

ECONOMIC BENEFiTS 
The Project will provide a range of dir.ect and indirect economic benefits to the City and the 

Port. These benefits include a range of economic benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, 

and increased public and private expenditures as described in Chapter 5 and summarized below: 

• 6,100 new jobs, plus another 5,300 additional indirect and induced jobs, for a total of 

11,400 jobs in San Francisco resulting from new businesses and employees. 

• $2.1 billion of construction activity over a period of 15 to 20 years (including 

infrastructure and building development), resulting in 16,800 direct, indirect and 

induced construction-related job-years during construction. 

• · Over 2,000 new residential units, plus sites for an additional 322 affordable units in 100 

percent affordable developments. This housing is critical to economic growth in San 

Francisco and the region. 

The Project provides space for Arts and Light Industrial uses that can help to retain. cultural 

activities in the City, and encourage innovation and growth of new small businesses in the crafts 

and arts trades, as well as high-tech industries. 

www. b erkson associates .com 2 
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DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT 
The Port of San Francisco, as property owner, will participate in a·nd benefit financially from 

development and ongoing leasing activities at the Project. Direct benefits totaling an estimated 

$178 million in net present value (NPV, 2017 $$) are described in Chapter 5 and include 

participation in financial returns, tax increment and special taxes generated by new 

d eve lo pm ent. 

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES 
The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access and open space, and a network of 

landscaped pedestrian connections and bicycle networks. These facilities will benefit San 

Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and attraction of businesses, 

employees, and residents. 

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS 
Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of 

the revitalization of the San·Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support 

business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant 

and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of 

historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the 

Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalizatiori, 

employment and living opportunities, preservatio.n of historic mar.itime facilities and structures, 

improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improvements to Port 

property including sea ·level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City­

wide fiscal and economic benefits as described in other sections qf this report. 

www .b erkson associates.com 3 
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Figure 1 Project Area 

:·-,~ Existing Pier 70 Area. 

c:J Existing Central Waterfront Plan Area 

D Union lro'n Works Historic District Boundary 

S'.ource: Turnstone Consulting/S'\/VCA 
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1. THE PROJECT & COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION 

The Project will be constructed over a period of 10 to 15 years (including infrastructure and 

building development}, depending on future economic conditions and market demand. The 

Project and its development costs total an estimated $2.1 billion, as described below. The 

Developer will be responsible for development of the Project; Chapter 2 further describes 

sources of development funding. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project proposes a mixed-use development, with the ability for certain parcels to be 

constructed as either residential or commercial uses. For purposes of this analysis, a "midpoint" 

scenario is analyzed, which assumes a roughiy equivalent distribution of residential and 

commercial uses. Taken together, the Pier 7o 28-Acre Site and the 20th/Illinois Street Parcels are 

in the Pier 70 Spe.cial Use District (SUD} and comprise the Pier 70 Infrastructure Financing 

District (IFD}. The Pier 70 SUD also includes the PG&E "Hoedown Yard", which constitutes a 
. . 

separate Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD}. 

The scenario evaluated in the fiscal and economic analysis includes the following uses for the 

total Project: 

Office -For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes construction of 1.4 million gross sql!are 

feet of office. 

Retail, Arts and Light Industrial - For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes that 281,800 

gross square feet of Retail, Arts and Light Industrial uses are constructed within the SUD. The 

uses are divided between traditional retail, and arts, culture and light industrial uses. 

The tra.ditional retail space includes restaurants and cafes, businesses and financial services, 

convenience items, and personal st:rvices. 

The Arts and Light Industrial space will be oriented towards small-scale local production, arts 

and cultural uses, small business incubator uses, and other publically accessible and activating 

uses. The space will provide low-cost facilities to help grow local manufacturing and light 

industrial businesses and encourage collaboration and networking through shared facilities. 

These uses will provide economic vitality and create unique local character that will attract 

residents and office tenants to the Waterfront Site. 

Residential-This fiscal and economic analysis assumes a· scenario consisting of 2,042 total 

Project units in the SUD. Additional sites will be dedicated to affordable housing and 

· accommodate 322 additional affordable units. 

www. b er ks on associates. corn 5 
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Affordable Housing-The Pier 70 Waterfront Site will provide 20% of rental units as inclusionary 

affordable units, producing about 177 affor.dable units. As noted above, additional sites will be 

dedicated to affordable housing and accommodate an additional 322 affordable units. 

All condominiums, including those on the Illinois Street parcels, are assumed to pay in-lieu fees 

representing 28% of total condo units. These fees will help fund onsite affordable housing. 

Parking-The number of parking spaces will be depend ori the actual mix of uses constructed. 

The fiscal and economic analysis assumes approximately 1,900 parking spaces. 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND ASSESSED VALUE 
- -

Table 1 summarizes development costs totaling approximately $2.1 billion,2 which will occur 

over 15 to 20 years of buildout {infrastructure and buildings) depending on future market 

conditions. These values provide the basis for estimates of various revenues and economic 

impacts. 

Tal;>le i Summary of Construction Costs and Assessed Value (2oi1 $$) 

Item Development Cost Assessed Value 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Infrastructure 
Ar.ts, Light Industrial (1) 
Office (1) 
Residential 

Total 

20th/Illinois 
Infrastructure 
Residential 

Total 

Hoedown Yard 
Infrastructure 
Residential 

Total 

TOTAL 

$260,535,000 
. $29,647,000 
$636,626,000 
$768,753,000 

$1,695,561,000 

see Pier 70 costs 
$159,730,000 

$15~, 730,000 

see Pier 70 costs 
$220,548,000 

$220,548,000 

$2,075,839,000. 

( 1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses. 
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value. 

Sources: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 

inc. in bldg. value 
$14,391,000 

$728,073,000 
$990,362,000 

$1,732,826,000 

inc. in bldg. value 
$225,345,000 

$225,345,000 

inc. in bldg. value 
$311, 146,000 

$311,146,000 

$2,269,317 ,000 

8131117 

2 Hard and soft development costs; land value included in assessed _value. 
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2. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT 

As described in the prior chapter, development costs are anticipated to total $2.1 billion ove.r 

the course of Project buildout. Several financing mechanisms and funding sources will assure 

development of the Project as summarized in this section. 

HORIZONTAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE & 
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 
Under the Development and Disposition Agreement ("DDA"), Forest City will be responsible· for 

horizontal development of the Waterfront Site, consisting of construction of infrastructure. and 

other public facilities and site preparation for vertical development: The Port will reimburse 

Forest City for these infrastructure, public facility, and site preparation costs,.including design 

and planning expenditures related to these improvements. Vertical construction of buildings will 

be the responsibility of the Developer. · 

Project-based sources.of funding and/or reimbursement include the following: 

• . Prepaid ground rent that vertical developers pay to Forest City for improved and·. 

entitled land; 

• Net sales proceeds of the Port's public offering of a portion of the 20th/Illinois Street 

parcels adjacent to the Waterfront Site; 

• 

• 

Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFO) bond proceeds ~ecured by CFD special 

taxes and tax increment- CFD bonds are expected to be the primary public financing 

mechanism for the funding of infrastru.cture costs. 

CFO special taxes not required for debt service may be used to fund Horizontal 

Development Costs on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. Special taxes could also fund a reserve 

for unanticipated increases in horizontal development costs or to fund planning and 

studies to develop plans for Shoreline Protection Facilities. 

• Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) - The Board of Supervisors has previously formed 

a Port-wide ·IFD and a sub-proj~;ct area over the Historic Core leasehold. The IFD would · . ,, 
be authorized to pledge tax increment from the sub-project area to secure bonds issued 

by the CFD and to issue bonds secured by tax increment from the sub-project area for 

the purpose of infrastructure 'and public facilities construction. Tax increment includes 

the lo.cal and State portions of the tax increment from taxable parcels in the Waterfront 

WWV)I. b er ks on associates. com 7 
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Site. Tax increment from the sub-project area not required for debt service may be used 

to fund horizontal development Costs on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. 

• Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) -- The IRFD will allow the capture 

of property tax increment for affordable housing and to reimburse the Developer for 

eligible public infrastructure expenses. The tax increment only includes the local share 

of property taxes. Under the IRFD, the district will collect pay-go taxes up until the final 

bond is issued, and tax increment necessary to service bond debt, debt service coverage 

and bond reserves. Subsequently, any tax increi:nent in excess of amounts required to 

service debt and fulfill, requirements of bond covenants will flow to the General Fund. 

• Condominium Facility Tax -- This is a CFD special tax that will be assessed on 

condominium units to initially provide an additional source of funding .to pay for 

infrastructure and later available to the City to fund shoreline protection facilities. 

• Shoreline Tax -A CFD special tax that will be assessed on all leased properties to fund 

shoreline improvements by the Port. 

In addition to the CFD funding for infrastructure and public facilities, as noted in the Chapter 3 

fiscal analysis, CFD special taxes will be paid by new vertical development to fund a range of 

public services including parks and open space, street cleaning and street/sid~walk 

maintenance. 

VERTICAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE & SPECIAL 
USE DISTRICT 
Building developers will be responsible for all costs and funding of vertical construction of 

buildings. 

One exception is Building E4. An arts special tax will be assessed to help the fund construction of . . 

the E4 building, which is designated for arts/innovation/maker uses. The building would not be 

financially feasible without the additional funding. 

www. be rkson associates. com 8 
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FUNDING OF INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE: 
& PUBLIC SERVICES 
Development of the Project will create new public infrastructure, including streets, parks and 

open space that will require ongoing maintenance. As described below, service costs will be 

funded tbrough special taxes paid by new development. Other required public services, 

including additional police, fire and emergency medical services (EMS}, will be funded by 

increased General Fund revenues from new development supplemented by charges for services. 

Table 2 summarizes total annual general revenues created by the Project Project, excluding tax 

increment al.located to the IFD and IRFD. After deducting service costs, $8.3 million is generated 

annually to the General Fund. Additional restricted revenues will be generated. 

Table 2 Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $$) 

IFD 

Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SUD 
Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St Annual Total Hoedown Y~rd Annual Total 

Anmial General Revenue 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000 
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000 
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000 
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0. 0 $0 0 
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7,053,000 

Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000 
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline @2,347,800) (§105,400) ($2,453,200) ($96,600) @2,549,800) 
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10, 199,200 

Public Services Expenditures 
Parks and Open Spare Funded by Project Assessments 
Roads Funded by Project AssessmeTJfS 
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000) 
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000) 

Subtotal, Services ($1, 702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000) 

NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 I $8,256,200 I 
... ---------------
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue 
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 '434,000 $65,000 499,000 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax §386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 

Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000 

· Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3, 111,000 $22,692,000 

TOTAL, Net General.+ Other.Revenues $25,789,200 $2,666,600 $28,455,800 $3,489,400 $31,946,200 . 

(1) Until P.r~ject infrastructure costs are fully paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar generated from the site will b~ utilized to fund bond debt 
service and on a pay-go basis fund infrastructure costs through an IFD/IRFD approved by the.Board of Supervisors. The $0.65 represents the 
General Fund and dedicated funds share; total IFD revenues available for infrastructure will also include the State's share that currently is . 
distributed lo ERAF. The IRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) wiil only receive the General Fund share to pay for Proj~ct costs. 

8131117 
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Table 3 summarizes one-time fees and revenues. The impact fee revenue will be dedicated and 

legally required to fund infrastructure and facilities targeted by each respective fee. In the case 

of Transit Impact Development Fees, the revenue will offset facility costs {i.e., additional buses) 

directly attributable to Project. Jobs-Housing and Affordable Housing Fees paid by the Pier 70 

development will fund affordable housing provided by the Project. Other impact fee revenues 

may be used Citywide to address needs created by new development. 

Table 3 Estimated One-Time Fees and Revenues (2017 $$) · 

IFD 
-Pier702S:a.cre - - - - - - - - - IFD - - IRFD 

Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St Total Hoedown Yard 

Develo12ment lm12act Fees (1) 

SUD 
Total 

Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000 
Affordable Housing- §415 (1) $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000 
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000 5,798,000 
TSF- §411Aand TIDF-§411.3 (3) §40,530,0ciO §2,414,000 42,944,000 §3,207,000 46,151,000 

Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000 

Other One-lime Revenues 
Construction Sales Tax (1 % Gen'I Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000 
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 §351,000 4,081,000· 1Q 4,081,000 

Total: Other One-lime Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000 

Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184, 113,000 

(1) Impact fee rates as ofJan.1, 2017. 
(2) Childcare fees only apply to offic;e and residential uses. 
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF. 

MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE COSTS 

SERVICE COSTS DURING DEVELOPMENT 

During development, the construction of new infrastructure will trigger a need for public 

services. Table 4 estimates service costs by area during development, based on: 

• No service costs will be incurred by the City prior to occupancy of buildings; the 

·Developer will be responsible for facility maintenance prior to acceptance by the City. 

• Parks and open space will be funded by assessments paid by building owners. 

• . Fire/EMS costs will be .incurred prior to initial occupancy to provide ambulance services .. 

• Roads will require minor and major maintenance over time; these costs will be funded 

by special taxes paid by building owners. 

• Police costs are phased as new development and occupancy occurs. 

Actual costs will depend on the level of future service demands, and Citywide needs by City 
. . 

departments at the time of development and occupancy. 

www. be rks on associates. com 10 
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Table 4 Annual Service Costs During Development (2017 $$) 

Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

IFD 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (33,364) (117,608) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) 
Fire/EMS (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) 

Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,8i7) (1,081,817) 

20th/Illinois 
Parks and Open Space 
Roads 
Police 
Fire/EMS 

Total, 20th/Illinois 

Funded by Project Assessments 

Funded by Project Assessments 

(52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 
(52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 

(104,000) (104,000) (104,000) 

(52,000) (52,000) 
(52,000) . ·(52,000) 

(104,000) (104,000) 

2026 2027 

Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

2028 2029 2030 2031 

(377;175) (466,786) (532,781) (699,767) (744,419) (849,000). 
(853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) 

(1,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781) (1,552,767) (1;597,419) (1,702,000) 

(52,000) 
(52,000) 

(104,000) 

(52,000) 
(52,000) 

(104,000) 

(52,000) 
(52,000) 

(104,000) 

(52,000) 
(52,000) 

{104,000) 

(52,000) 
(52,000) 

(104,000) 

(52,000) 
(52,000) 

(104,000) 

TOTAL IFD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000) 

IRFD 
Hoedown Yard 
Parks and Open Space 
Roads 
Police 
Fire/EMS 

Total, 20th/Illinois 

Funded by Project Assessments 

Funded by Project Assessments 

(69,000) (69,000) (69,000) 
(69,000) (69;000) (69,00Q). 

(138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

(69,000) 
(69,000) 

(138,000) 

(69,000) 
(69,000) 

(138,000) 

(69,000) 
(69,000) 

(138,00Pl 

(69,000) 
(69,000) 

(138,000) 

(69,000) 
·(69,000) 
(138,000) 

(69,000). 
(69,000). 

(138,000) 

(69,000) 
(69,000) 

(138,000) 

. (69,000) 
(69,000) 

(138,000) 

TOTAL !RFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

TOTAL, SERVICE COSTS (1,128,364) (1,212,608) (1,295,072) {1,323,817) (1,323,817) (1,472,175) (1,561,786) (1,627,781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419) (1,944,000) 

8131117 
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Public Open Space 

The Pier 70 SUD will include approximately 9 ~cres of public parks and open spaces.3 All of the 

Waterfront Site's at-grade parks and open spaces will be owned by, and will remain under the 

jurisdiction of, the Port and subject to conditions of the BCDC major permit applicable to 

portions of the Waterfront Site. 

Maintenance of the parks and open spaces will be funded by special taxes imposed on Vertical 

Developers by a maintenance CFD upon issuance of Certificates of Occupancy. Preliminary 

. estimates of annual maintenance costs to be funded by the special taxes total approximately 

$2.9 million. The costs include administration, maintenance, and utility costs required for parks, 

open space and hardsc·ape improvements, and roads.4 The costs include long-term, "life-cycle" 

replacement of facilities, including major surface reconstruction of roads. 

Police 

The SFPD will respond to police needs and calls for service generated by the Project. The Project 

area is located within the Bayview District of San Francisco Police Department {SFPD). The Port 

currently contracts with the SFPD to provide two officers that respond to calls for service on 

Por.t property. It is assumed that this current level of service by the contracted officers will 

continue. 

The draft EIR states that the addition of Project residents and employees would require an 

additional patrol unit, which typically consist of up to five officers on sfaggered shifts. 5 Police 

staffing increases are expected to occur over the next several years to meet the City Charter 

mandate for the number of sworn police officers; this increase will help to address needs 

created during development and at huildout of the Project. 

Based on five officers at an average i;ost of $189,000 per officer, the additional annual cost at 

buildout would total approximately $968,700. This cost includes employee taxes and benefits, 

overtime and backfill during vacation, equipment, and the annual capitalized acquisition and 

maintenance cost of vehicles.6 

Increased police costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues generated during 

Project development and at buildout. 

3 Notice of Preparation, May 6, 2015, pg. 4 

4 Maintenance Cost Projections 7 /21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17. 

DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-1, Dec. 21, 2016. 

Email correspondence from Carolyn Welch, Budget Manager San Francisco Police Dept., to Sarah . 
Dennis-Phillips, San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Sept. 21, 2016 .. 
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The San Fra.ncisco Fire Department (SFFD) deploys services from the closest station with 

available resources, su.pplemented by additional resources based on the nature of the call. The 

Project Site is within the first response area for Fire Station No .. 37 in Battalion 10 located in the 

Potrero Hill neighborhood, about 0.75 miles west of the project site. Other stations within 

Battalion that would respond include Stations 4, 9, 17, 25 and. 42; additional stations would 

respond if needed. Ambulances are "dynamically" deployed around the City depending on 

forecasts of need at any given time. 

According to the draft EIR, the addition of Project resid~nts and employees would require an· 

additional ambulance, under both a Maximum Residential and Maxi.mum Commercial scenario.7 

Ambulances are staffed with an EMT and a paramedic who provide pre-hospital advanced 

medical and trauma care.8 For coverage 24/7, a fully staffed ambulance would require a total of 

3.5 EMTs and 3.5 paramedics, at a total cost of $1,248,300 including taxes and ben.efits, and 

including the annualized capital and maintenance cost for an ambulance.9 

Increased fire service and EMS costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues 

generated during Project development and at buildout. Cost recovery from fees averages 

approximately 22%, which would provide $274,600 of offsetting revenues, resulting in a net cost 

of $973,700. 

SFMTA 

The Pier 70 SUD Transportation Plan provides a comprehensive transportation program to guide 

design, development, and eventl!al operation.oftransportation elements of the Project. The 

transportation plan presents goals, principles, and strategies to meet the travel demand needs 

ofthe site with an array of transportation options that meets the City's future mobility and 

sustainability goals.10 

A shuttle service is a key component of the Project. The shuttle would connect the Pier 70 SUD 

to regional transit hubs, like the Transbay Transit Center and 16th Street l Mission Street BART 

station. The service would be operated and maintained by a Pier 70 Transportation 

7 DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-2, Dec. 21, 2016. 

8 DEIR, Section 4.L., pg. 4.L.7, Dec. 21, 2016. 

9 
Email correspondence from Mark Corso, Finance Divis.ion San Francisco Fire Department, Oct. 11, 2016, 
to Rebecca Benassini, Port of San· Francisco 

10 
Pier 70 Transportation Plan Draft, 1/9/16. · 
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Management Agency {TMA). 11 The Tfy1A is likely to contract with a third-party shuttle operator. 

Fees collected from tenants of the Project would fund the shuttle service, which would be free 

to riders. Preliminary estimates indicate annual costs of approximately $700,000 annually for 

operation of seven vehicles, a transportation coordinator, marketing and other. costs.12 

No changes to Muni.system routes are proposed as a part of the project. Muni capital needs and 

operations would be funded through a combination of local, State and Federal sources as well as 

from fee revenues. Specific service increases and related funding have not been determined at . 

this point in time .. 

DPW 

The Project will create new roadway connections, and improve existing streets. All streets will 

. have sidewalks, streetscape and street trees. Signalization improvements will be required. 

Special taxes imposed on Vertical Developers by a maintenance CFO will fund maintenance of 

streetscape improvements, landscaping and road maintenance: The CFO services budget 

includes both ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic "life cycle" costs for repair 

and replacement of facilities over time. 13 

Public Health 

Depending on the outcome of ongoing debates regarding the Affordable Care Act, it is possible 

that current revenues to the Dept. of Public Health could be reduced. The new residents added 

by the Project could increase demands on public health facilities, including San Francisco 

General, and incur additional costs not estimated in the current analysis. Funding for these costs 

could be derived from the net surpluses generated by the Project. 

PUBLIC REVENUES 
New tax revenues from the Project will include both ongoing annual revenues and one-time 

revenues, as summarized in the prior tables. The revenues represent direct, incremental 

benefits of the Project. These tax revenues will be available to help fund public improvements 

and services both within the Project and Citywide. The following sections describe key 

assumptions and methodologies employed to estimate each revenue. 

11 DEIR, pg. 4.E.44, Dec. 21, 2016. . . . . 
u R.Berkson correspondence with Kelly Pretzer, Forest City, 10/18/16. 

13 Maintenance Cost Projections 7 /21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17. 
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The City Charter requires that~ certain share of various General Fund revenues be allocated t<;> 

specific programs, An estimated 2o percent of revenue is shown deducted from General Fund 

discretionary revenues generated by the Project {in addition to the share of parking revenues 

dedicated to MTA, sho\llfn separately}.14 While these baseline amounts are shown as a 

deduction, they represent an increase in revenue as a result of the Project to various City· 

programs whose costs areh't necessarily directly affected by the Project, resulting in a benefit to 

these services. 

Possessory Interest arid Property Taxes 

Possessory interest tax or property tax at a rate of 1 percent of value will be collected from the 

land and improvements associaterl with the Project.15 The development on parcels transferred 

in fee will be charged property taxes, while the development on parcels under ground lease will 

be charged a "possessory interest tax" in an amount equivalent to property tax. Parcels on the 

W<1terfront Site may be sold for residential ·condomi~ium development. The 20th/Illinois Street 

Parcel is assumed sold for condominium development. 

The City receives up to $0.65 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected. The 

State's Education Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) receives $0.25 of every pro~erty or 

possessory interest tax dollar collected, although the State of California has authorized the 

capture of this tax increment through an IFD for purposes of furthering state interests at Pier 70, 

pursuant to AB 1199.16 The DDA proposes to use IFD tax increme~t revenues, including the 

ERAF share of tax increment, to fund predevelopment, horizontal development (site 

preparation, infrastructure, and site-wide amenities}, and the development of parks and open 

space at the Waterfront Site. The IRFD on the Hoedown Yard will retain only the $0.65 portion, 

The remaining $0.10 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected, beyond the 

City's $0.65 share and the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing 

entities, including the San Francisco Unified School District, City College of San FranciscoJ the 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the San Francisco_ Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 

These distributions will continue and will increase as a result of the Project. 

14 Jamie Querubin, San Francisco Controllers Office,_correspondence with consultant, A.ugust 25, 2017. · 
15 Ad valorem property taxes supporting gene~al obfigation bond debt in excess of this 1 percent amount 

are excluded for purposes of this analysis. Such taxes require separate voter approval and proceeds are 
payable only for uses approved by the voters. 

u . . . 
Assembly member Ammiano, Chapter 664 of the statutes of 2010. 
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The ODA will provide that an 8 percent share of IFD taxes, not otherwise required for debt 

services or other Project costs, may be utilized for Port capital improvements elsewhere within 

Pier 70. 

For the Waterfront Site and the 20th/Illinois Street Parcel, land (and the possessory interest in 

the land), buildings, and other improvements will be assessed and taxed. In the event of the 

sale of a pa_rcel, the land will be assessed at the new transaction price; following development of 

buildings (and their sale, if applicable) _the property will be re-assessed. The County Assessor will· 

determine the assessed values; the estimates shown in this analysis are preliminary and may 

increase depending on future economic conditions and the type,.amount an_d future value of 

development 

The assessed value is assumed to grow at a 2 percent annual rate {or at CPI, whichever is less) as 

permitted by State law, unless a transaction occurs which would reset the assessed value to the 

transaction price, or unless depreciation or adverse economic conditions negatively affect 

assessed value. The analysis assumes that the overall growth in value, including increased 

ass.essed value due to resales, will keep pace with inflation. 

It is likely that taxes will also accrue during construction of infrastructure and individual 

buildings, depending on the timing and method of assessment and tax levy. 

Property Tax In-lieu of Vehicle License Fees 

The State budget converts a significant portion of former Motor Vehicle License Fee (VLF) 

subventions, previously distributed by the State using a per-capita formula, into property· tax 

distributions. These distributions increase over time based on assessed value growth within 

each jurisdiction. These revenues to the City are projected to increase proportionately to the 

increase.in the assessed value added by new development. 

Sales Taxes 

· The City General Fund receives l percent of taxable sales. Sales taxes will be generated from 

several Project-related sources: 

Sales at new retail and restaurant uses 

Taxable sales by other businesses; including those in the Arts 9nd Industrial space. Sales 

tax can also be generated by sales of businesses in the office space, but this has not 

been estimated 

• Taxable expenditures by new·residents and commercial tenants at the Project which are 

partially captured by retail and businesses at the Project 
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In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in California, voter­

approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two special districts, 

the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Public Financing 

Authority (related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a portion of sales taxes 

(0.50 <md 0.25 percent, respectively) in addition to the 1_percent local portion. The City also 

receives revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose of funding public safety­

related expenditures. 

Sales Taxes from Construction 

During the construction phases of the Project, one-time revenues will be generated by sales 

taxes on construction materials and fixtures. Sales tax will be allocated directly to the City and 

County of San Frandsco in the same manner as described in the prior paragraph. 

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT} 

Hotel Room Tax (also known as Transient Occupancy Tax or TOT) will be generated when hotel 

occupancies are enhanced by the commercial and residential uses envisioned for the Project. 

The City currentiy collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However, given that no hotels are 

envisioned for the Project (out-of-town visitors to the site will likely stay at hotels elsewhere in 

the City), the impact will not be direct and is excluded from this analysis. 

Parking Tax 

The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parking spaces open to the public or 

dedicated to commercial users. The tax is 25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The 

revenue may be deposited to the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter 

of City policy the SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax revenue; the other 20 percent is 

available to the General Fund for allocation to special programs or purposes. This analysis 

assumes that all new commercial parking spaces envisioned for the Project will generate parking 

tax. This analysis does not incluqe any off-site parking tax revenues that may be generated by 

visitors to the Project that park off-site. 

Property Transfer Tax 

The City collects a property transfer tax ranging from $5.00 on the first $1,000 of transferred 

value on transactions up to $250,000 to $25.00 per $1,000 on the amount of trarisactions above 

$10 million. The fiscal estimates assume an effective rate applicable to an average condo 

transaction of $1 million, and an average rental and office builc;ling transaction of $20 million. 

Several residential parcels could be sold to vertical developers and become condominiums; 

which will sell more frequently than residential rental and commercial properties. The fiscal 

analysis assumes that commercial property sells once every ten to twenty years, or an average 

of about once every 15 years. For estimating purposes, it is assumed that.sales are spr"ead 
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evenly over every year, although it is more likely that sales will be sporadic. An average tax rate 

has been applied to the average sales transactions to estimate the potential annual transfer ta.x 

to the City. Actual amounts will vary depending on economic factors and the applicability of the 

tax to specific transactions. 

The residential units on the 20th/Illinois Street Parcel and Hoedown Yard are assumed to be 

condos, which can re-sell Independently of one another at a rate more frequent than rental 

buildings, generating more transfer tax revenue than rental buildings. This analysis 

conservatively assumes that the average condominium will be sold to a new owner every seven 

years, on average. 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Estimated gross receipts tax revenues are generated from on-site businesses and rental income. 

This analysis does not estimate the "phase in" of this tax during the 2014 to 2017 period and 

assumes gross receipts taxes will substantially replace the existing payroll tax. Actual revenues 

from future gross receipt taxes Will depend on a range of variables, including business types and 

sizes, share of activity within San Francisco, and other factors; the estimates generally assume 

the lower rates if a potential range exists for a given category in the analysis. It is likely that the 

majority of businesses in the retail, arts and light industrial (RALi) space will be small businesses 

a.nd therefore exempt from the gross receipts tax. 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
The Project will generate a number of one-time City impact fees as a result of new development. 

Reuse of existing buildings is assumed to be exempt from the impact fees. Fees· include: 

Jobs Housing linkage Program (Planning Code Sec. 413) -A fee per each new square foot of 

commercial development to fund housing programs to meet affordable housing needs 

generated by new employment by the Project's commercial uses. These fees will h~lp fund 

affordable housing at the Project. 

• Affordable Housing (Planning Code Sec. 415) -Condominiums on the site will meet 

affordable housing requirements by paying the affordable housing fee representing 28% 

percent of the market rate units. 20 percent of new rental developments will provide onsite 

inclusionary affordable units 

• Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414, 414A) - A fee per square foot will be paid by the office 

and residential uses, applicable to the extent that. childcare facilities are not provided on­

site. 
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Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) {Planning Code Sec. 411A) - This fee, effective December 25, 

201.s,· replaced the Transit Impact Development Fee. It is a fee per square foot paid by 

· residential, non-residential, and PDR uses. The fee estimates assume that new Project 

development pays 100 percent of the TSF fees. 

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be 

collected b_ased on utility consumption and other factors. Other fees ·will include school impact 

fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. The Project will also pay various 

permit and inspection fees to cover City costs typically assotiated with new development 

projects. 
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4. DEBT LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CFO, IFD 
AND IRFD 
The Pier 70 Waterfront Site proposes to use a portion of newly created property tax funds from 

the Project, collected through an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) on the Pier 70 

Waterfront Site, and an Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District (!RFD) on Hoedown 

Yard properties to help pay for the horizontal development costs required by the Project. The 

IFD and !RFD obligations will be secured by property taxes (and possessory interest taxes) paid 
. . 

by the Project lessees and property owners, and will not obligate the City's General Fund or the 

Port's Harbor Fund. In the IFD, the property tax increment will be used to fund Project 

infrastructure and/or to repay !FD bonds, or to pay debt service on CFD bonds, as described 

below. In the !RFD, the property tax increment will be used to finance affordable housing and/or 

to repay !RFD Bonds. _ 

Although specific financing vehicles will be refined as the financial planning continues and 

market conditions change, it is expected that the annual !FD revenues will fund debt service on 

$397 million of net proceeds from bonds (nominal dollars). !RFD bond proceeds are .estimated to 

be approximately $45.9 million (nominal dollars). The actual amount of bonds issued could be 

greater depending on the amount of tax increment generated in future years. For the purpose 

of specifying debt issuance limits, a contingency has been add.ed to the anticipated required 

amounts and the amounts issued could be greater than the estimates noted above. 

Although CFD bonds (paid by !FD revenues) currently are anticipated to be the primary source of 

debt procei=ds, the specific mix of CFD and !FD bonds will be determined based on future market 

conditions, and on the appropriate mix necessary to minimize financing costs .. 

The formation documents for the IFD, IRFD and CFD, which are subject to approval by the Board 

of Supervisors, clarify that the debt incurred under these districts are obligations of the districts, 

and are not an obligation, responsibility or risk to the Port's Harbor Fund and the City's General 

Fund. 
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5. BENEFITS TO THE CITY AN·D PORT 
The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect benefits to the City and the Port. These 

benefits include tax revenues that exceed service costs, as well as a range of other economic 

benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, and increased public and private expenditures. 

FISCAL BENEFITS 
As described in Chapter.3, the P~oject is anticipated to generate a net $8.3 million annual 

general City tax rever:iues in excess of its estir:nated p·ublic service costs. These revenues would 

be available for expansion of local and/or Citywide services and public facilities. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY 
The construction of the Project on the Pier·70 Waterfront Site and Illinois· Street Parcel and 

. future economic activity of bu~inesses and households that will occupy the Project will create 

short-term construction spending and jobs, as well as longer-term, permanent jobs and 

econo.mic activity in San Francisco. The economic analysis provides estimates of these benefits, 

including the "multiplier" effects from expenditures by new businesses and households that in 

turn generate more business to suppliers and other industries supporting the new businesses at 

the Project. 

Table 5 summarizes the potential economic benefits of the Project. The following analysis 

provides a description of the types of benefits and an "order of magnitude" of benefits. 
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Table 5 Summary of Economic Impacts (2017 $$) 

IFD IRFD 
"Pfer102s-acre- - - - - - -

Impact Category Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois Hoedown Yard TOTAL 

Ongoing Project Em2loy:ment 

Direct 6,050 30 10 6,090 

Indirect 1,850 10 0 1,860 

Induced 3,380 ~ j.Q_ 3,410 

Total Employment 11,280 60 20 11,360 

Annual Economic Out2ut 

Direct $1,722,251,000 $8,095,000 '$3,501,000 $1,733,847,000 

Indirect 516,451,000 2,427,000 1,050,000. 519,928,000 

· Induced 616,257,000 2,897,000 1,253,000 620,407,000 

Total Annual Economic Output $2,854,959,000 $13,419,000 $5,804,000 $2,874,182,000 

. Construction-Related Em2loy:ment (Job-Years) 

()irect 8,350 790 1,090 10,230 

Indirect 2,450 230 320 3,000 

Induced 2,950 280 ~ 3,610 

Total Construction Employment (Job-Years) 13,750 1,300 1,790 16,840 

Economic OutRut from Construction 

Direct $1,695,561,000 $159,730,000 $220,548,000 $2,075,839,000 

Indirect 482,990,000 45,500,000 62,824,000 591,314,000 

Induced 525,899,000 49,542,000 68,406,000 643,847,000 

Total Economic Output from Construction $2, 704,450,000 $254,772,000 $351,778,000 $3,311,000,000 

Source: IMPLAN 2014; and Berkson Associates. 8/31117 

Employment 

New permanent full and part-time jobs will be created by the Project. The number of jobs to San · 

Francisco residents will depend on the ability of local residents to compete for Project 

employment opportunities and implementation of local hire policies. 

The number and type of Arts and Light Industrial jobs depend on the potential mix of businesses 

and uses, and may include shared office and manufacturing work environments, arts and 

culture, and food-related uses. For purposes of analysis, this report assumes average job 

densities similar to office uses, consistent with th~ environmental analysis of the Project.17 

17 . 
DEIR, Table 4.C.5, pg. 4.C.27, Dec. 21, 2016. 

www. berkson associates. com 22 

'J 1 ~n 



Total Output 

Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

"Direct" output refers to the total income from all sources to the businesses located at the 

Project; these sources of income in turn are spent by the businesses on supplies, labor, and 

profit requ.ired to produce the goods and services provided by the businesses. In addition, 

Project businesses will spend money on goods, supplies, and services in San Francisco, which will 
. . 

generate additional "indirect" economic activity and support additional jobs at those suppliers. 

The San Francisco households holding those direct and indirect jobs will spend a portion of their 

income in the City, which is an additional source of "induced" output. Total output is the sum of 

direct, indirect, and induced business income in the City as a result of the Project. · 

New Households and Affordable Housing 

Development of residential units at the Pier 70 Waterfront Site arid 20th/Illinois Street Parcel will 

generate a small number of new jobs directly serving the residential buil<;fings and occupants, for 

example building maintenance, janitorial and repair services, waste collection, domestic 

services, and childcare. Expenditures by the residents of the new units are not included in the 

economic impact numbers because the analysis projects economic activity generated by the 

Project due to onsite jobs, and the indirect and induced expenditures associated with those 

onsite jobs. However, the addition of a significant supply of residential units will help to ensure 

that induced expenditures are captured in Sa.n Franciscq, and that expenditures by residents re­

locating from other communities are also spent in the City. These effects will be a substantial 

benefit to San Franciscq business revenues. These potential taxable safes are included in the 

fiscal analysis of direct tax revenues· created, but are not shown in the economic analysis. 

As noted in Chapter 1, the Waterfront Site will provide 20 percent incfusionary affordable units 

on all rental projects. Con.dos are assumed to 'pay in-lieu fees per unit for 28 percent of total 

condo units. The availability of affordable housing will help San Francisco businesses retain 

employees critical to their ongoing operations in the City. Additional sites will be dedicated to 

development dedicated entirely to affordable housing. Fe~s paid by new Project development 

(e.g., the affordable housing in-lieu fees, and jobs-housing linkage fees} will help to fund the 

affordable housing. 

Construction Impacts 

$2.1 biliion of direct construction expenditures for site development and vertical construction 

will create a range of economic benefits to the City. In addition to generating "direct'' 

construction activity and jobs on site, the construction expenditures will also gener~te n~w 
business and Jobs "indirectly" for San Francisco firms serving the construction industry. 

Expenditures in San Francisco by the households of employees of c.omp.anies benefiting from 

these direct and indirect expenditures will create a~ditional "induced" benefits to the City. 

These benefits will occur over time during construction and through buildout of the Project. 
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As described in Chapter 3, construction activity will generate additional general revenues to the 

City, including sales tax on construction materials and gross receipts tax. 

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT 
The Port will receive various revenues over the 99-year lease period and in conjunction with. 

land sales; the estimates below. provide the Port with approximately $178 million in net present 

value (NPV, 2017 $$)of revenues that are projected to be generated to the Port over time, 

based on current financial projections based on the program assum.ptions described in Chapter 

1 of this report. Actual revenues will vary depending on the mix of land uses, Project costs and 

revenues, and future economic conditions, and will be generated over the life of the Project. 

• Profit participation in land value, calculated as 55 percent of all horizontal cash flow 

after Forest City achieves an 18 percent return on its predevelopment and infrastructure 

investments, estimated at $23.7 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Participation in modified gross rent from buildings, starting at 1.5 percent 30 years after 

cot)struction and increasing to 2.5 percent 60 years after construction, estimated at 

$22.8 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

1.5 percent of all net proceeds from sale or refinancing of properties, estimated at $5.9 

. million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• A share of property'tax increment, designated for capital improvements at Pier 70 

including the release of reserves, estimated at $38.9 million (NPV~ 2017 $$). 

• A $0.08 share of each dollar of property tax increment from the amount collected 

annually, estimated at $23.6 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Condominium Transfer Fee - paid upon every sale of a condominium unit, estimated at 

$3G.8 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Condominium Facility Tax..:.. This tax will fund capital improvements and Pier 70 public 

services; the portion available after d.ebts are paid will be applied to shoreline 

improvements, and is estimated at $1.5 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Shoreline Tax - A portion of the CFO special tax not required for Project costs and 

reserves will be available to the Port after the Developer's required returns are ·paid; 

this is estimated at $16,1 million (NPV, 2017 $$) .. 

• Lease Revenues from Parcel C-1A- this site, originally programmed for a parking garage, 

will provide the Port with an estimated $8.9 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

www. b er ks on associates. com 24 

3162 



. Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

The Port will publicly offer the 20th/Illinois Street parcel for sale or 99-year ground lease at fair 

market value through a proprietary public offering as soon as practicable after project approval. 

The Port's net proceeds, or an amount equal to the parcel's appraised farr market value, will be . 

used by the Port to reduce or pay off predevelopment costs and accrued return. . . 

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES 
The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access, and open space, consisting of 

approximately 9 acres of public parks, including a 4.5-acre Waterfro.nt P:ark. A network of 

landscaped pedestrian connections and multiple classes of bicycle networks, from commuting 

lanes to recreational pathways, throughout the Project site will enhance accessibility. These· 

facilities will.benefit San Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and . . . 

attraction of businesses, employees, and residents. 

As previously noted, maintenance of these facilities will be fonded by a CFD. Maintenance 

special taxes levied against each taxable development parcel, separate from special taxes levied · 

. to pay for infrastructure, will provide pay-as-you-go funds for operating and maintenance costs 
. . 

of public access, roads, parks and open space areas. 

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS 
Development of the Project represents an· opportunity to complete an important component of 

the revit<ilizatio~ of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support 

business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant 

and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of 

historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the 

Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of ur.ban revitalization, 

employment and living opportunities, preservation of histo.ric maritime facilities and structures, 

improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improvements to Port 

property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City­

wide fiscal and economic benefits as described in other sections of this report. 
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APPENDIX A: FISCAL ANALYSIS 
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Table 1 
Fiscal Results Summary, Ongoing Revenues and Expenditures 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

IFD 

Pier 70 28:.acre JFD !RFD . SUD 
Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total 

Annual General Revenue 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,'729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000 
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 .$0 2,435,000 
Sales Tax ·772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 ·997,000 
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 ' $0 0 I 

Gross Receipts Tax .7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 ~44,000 7,053,000 
Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000 
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline (~2,347,800) (~105,400) (~2,453,200) (~96,600) ($2,549,800) 

Net to General Fund $9,391,200 . $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,4QO $10,199,200 

Public Services Expenditures 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 
Roads Funded by Project Assessments 
Police . (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000) 
Fire/EMS (net of fees and cha~g~s) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000) 

Subtotal, Services ($1, 702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) (~1,943,000) 

NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 .. $8,006,800 $248,400 I $8,256,200 I 
~---

Annual Other Dedicated and-Restricted Revenue 
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 ·. 434,000 .m65,ooo 499,000 

Subtotal $772,0QO $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000 

Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3,111,000 $22,692,000 

TOTAL, Net General + other Revenues $25,789,200 $2,666,600 $28,455,800 $3;489,400 $31,946,200 

(1) Until project infrastructure costs are fuffy paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar generated tram the site will be utilized to fund bond debt 
service and on a pay-go basis fund infrastructure costs through an IFO/lRFD approved by the Board of Supervisors. The $0.65 represents the 
General Fund and dedicated funds share; total IFD revenues available for infrastructure will also include the State's share that currently is 
distributed to ERAF. The lRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) will only receive the General Fund share to pay for Project ccists. 

8131117 
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Table 1a 
Annual Service Costs During Development 
Pier 70·28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 

--
IFD 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (33,364) (117,608) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) (377,175) (466,786) (532,781) (699,767) (744,419) {849,000) 
Fire/EMS {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) 

Total, Pier 70 (886,364) {970,608) {1,053,072) {1,081,817) {1,081,817) {1,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781) . (1,552,767) (1,597,419) (1,702,000) 

20th/lllinois 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 
Fire/EMS (52,000) {52,000) {52,000) {52,000) {52,000) {52.,000) {52,000) {52,000) {52,000) (52,000) {52,000) 

Total, 20th/Illinois {104,000) {104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) {104,000). {104,000) {104,000) {104,000) (104,000) (104,000) CD 
CD 

TOTALIFD {990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) {1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000) ..-
(Y') 

IRFD 
Hoedown Yard 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000i {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000) 
Fire/EMS {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) 

Total, 20th/Illinois (138,000) {138,000) {138,000) (138,000) ·(138,000) {138,000) (138,000) {138,000) {138,000) {138,000) {138,000) 

TOTAL IRFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) {138,000) {138,000) - (138,000) . (138,000) 

TOTAL, SERVICE COSTS {1,128,364) (1,212,608) (1,295,072) ~1,323,817) {1,323,817) (1,472,175) (1,561,786) (1,627,781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419) (1,944,000) 
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Table 2 
Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

IFD -F>-ier-·nf 2a:a-cre--------------------------------fFo--------· IRFD. SUD 
Item · Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total 

DeveloQment lmQact Fees (1) 
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000 
Affordable Housing-- §415 (1) $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000 
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000· 5,798,000 
TSF - §411A and TIDF-§411.3 (3). ~40,530,000 ~2,414,000 42,944,000 ~3,207,000 46,151,000 

Total DEwelopment Impact Fees . $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000 

Other One-Time Revenues 
Construction Sales Tax (1% Gen'I Fund) $2,798,000 . $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000 
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 ~351,000 4,081,000 ~ 4,081,000 

Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000 
r-

Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184,113,000 
c.o 
...-
O? 

(1) fmpactfee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017. 

(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses. 
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in"2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF. . 8131117 
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TableA-1 
Project Description Summary (1) 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential 

Apartments 
Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Apts 
Condos 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Condos 

Total, Residential 
Parking 

20th/Illinois Street 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (condos) 
Parking 

Hoedown Yard 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (condos) 
Parking 

TOTAL 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential 

Apartments 
Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total,Apts 
Condos 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Condos 
Total, Residential 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Parking 

Gross 
Bldg. 
Sq.Ft. 

75,893 
205,880 

1,387,228 

6,600 
0 

248,615 

349,353 

82,493 
205,880 

1,387,228 

1,614,106 

(1) From Financin9 Plan Base Case scenario (Updates 8/30/17). 

Units or Spaces 

na 
na 
na 

709 units 
177 units 
886 units 

587 units 
units 

587 units 

1,473 units 
1,569 spaces 

na 
239 units 
239 spaces 

330 ·units 
126 spaces 

709 
177 
886 

1,156 

Q 
1, 156 
2,042 

1,865 
177 

1,934 spaces 

Additional 100% affordable units can be constructed on dedicated sites. 
Source: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 

3168 

Notes 

Inc. 115,700 sq.ft. Bldgs 12c, 21 
Inc. 60ksfBldg 12a 

8131117 
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TableA-2 
.Population and Employment 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Population (1) 

Employment CFTEs) 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential (4) 
Parking (2) 

Total 

Total Service Population 

Illinois Street Parcels (2) 
Population (1) 

Employment CFTEs) 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (4) 
Parking (2) 

Total 

Total Service. Population 

Hoedown Yard 
Population (1) 

Employment CFTEs) 
Reta11. 
Office 
Residential (4) 
Parking (3) 

Total 

Total Service Population 

TOTAL 
Residents 
Employees 
Service Population 

CITYWIDE 
Residents (5) 
Employees (6) 
Service Population 

(1) Based on DEIR. 
(2) DEIR, Table 4.C.5. 
(3) DEIR, .Table 4.C.5 ... 

Assumptions 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 

27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces pe( FTE (3) 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) 

·Total 

3,344 

217 
746 

5,026 
53 
§ 

6,048 

9,391 

543 

19 
0 
9 
1 

28 

571 

749 

0 
0 

12 
.Q 

12 

761 

4,635 
6,088 

10,724 

866,583 
709,496 

1,576,079 

(4) Includes building management, janitorial, cleaning and repair, childcare, and other domestic services. 
(5) Cal. Dept. of Finance, Rpt. E-1, 2016 · 
(6) BLS QCEW State and County Map, 201603. 8131117 
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TableA-3 
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 
New Residential Units 
Adaptive Reuse (Buildings 2, 12, 21) 

Units 
Sq.Ft. 
Net of Adaptive Reuse 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) 
Jobs Housing Linkage -§413 (5) 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) 
Child Care-§414 (4) 
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) 

Total 

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 900 sq.ft/unit. 
(2) All impact fees are as of January 2017. 

Residential 

1,986,740 
2,042 

107,736 
107,616 

1,529,771 

$87,056,973 
$3,607,919 

$17,250,361 

$107,915,252 

Arts, 
Office Retail Light Industrial 

1,387,228 . 82,493 205,880 

60,000 Q 115.700 
~.327,228 82,493 90,180 

$33,831,042 $1,961,684 $1,807,207 

$2,189,926 . $0 $0 
$26,531,288 $1,649,035 $720,538 

$0 $0 $0 

$62,552,256 $3,610,719 $2,527,745 

(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; Illinois Street assumed to be condos and. pay an in-lieu fee. 
Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units. 

(4) Childcare fee will not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site. 
(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace. 
(6) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TJDF in 2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% ofTSF. 

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for< 100,000 sq.ft. 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 

Berh~n Associates 8131117 

TOTAL 

$37,599,932 
$87,056,973 

$5,797,845 
$46,151,222 

$0 

$176,605,972 

8/31117 
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TableA-3a 
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Arts, 
Item Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL 

.Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 1,388,772 1,387,228 75,893 205,880 
New Residential Units 1,473 
Adaptive Reuse (buildings 2, 12, 21) . 

Units 120 
Sq.Ft. 107,616 60,000 115,700 

Sq.Ft. Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,281,156 1,327,228 75,893 90,180 
Condos 587 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $37,442,984 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $44,206,266 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $4,649,746 
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) '$9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $40,529,942 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) fil!. 
Total - $58,427,100 $62,552,256 $3,321,837 $2,527,745 $126,828,938 

20th/Illinois Street (2} 
,...... 
r-

New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 248,615 ' 0 6,600 0 ,...... 
New Residential Units 239 en 
Condos 239 

City Fees ·(per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $156,948 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $17,998,803 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $477,341 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $2,414,220 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 

Total $20,758,430 $0 $288,882 $0 $21,047,312 

Hoedown Yard (2} 
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 349,353 0 0 
New Residential Units 330 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2) 

Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $0 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $24,851,904 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.6S $670,758 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $3,207,061 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 

·Total $28,729,722 $0 $0 $0 $28,729,722 
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Notes to Table A-3a: 

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 943 sq.fl/unit 
(2) All impact fees are as of January 2017. 
(3) Plans anticipate providing incluslonary rental units on Waterfront Site; Illinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee. 

Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrrn) times 20% of onsite market-rate units. 
(4) Childcare fee will not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site. 
(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace. 
(6) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% ofTSF. 

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for< 100,000 sq.ft. 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 

Berhon Associates 8131117 
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TableA-4 
Assessed Value Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Development Cost Assessed Value 

Infrastructure $260,535,000 none assumed 
Arts, Light Industrial . $29,647,000 $14,391,000 
Office $636,626,000 $728,073,000 
Residential $1, 149,031,000 $1,526,853,000 

Total $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000 

TableA-4a 
Assessed Value Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Development Cost Assessed Value 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Infrastructure $260,535,000 inc. in bldg. value 
Arts, Light Industrial (1) $29,647,000 $14,391,000 
Office (1) $636,626,000 $728,073,000 
Residential $768,753,000 $990,362,000 

Total $1,695,561,000 $1,732,826,000 

20th/Illinois 
I rifrastructure see Pier 70 costs inc. in bldg. value 
Residential $159,730,000 $225,345,000 

Total .. ,$159,730,000 $225,345,000 .. 

Hoedown Yard 
Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs •inc. in bldg. value 
Residential $220,548,000 ~311,146,000 

Total $220,548,000 $311, 146,000 

TOTAL $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000 

(1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses . 
. Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value. 

Sources: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 8131117 
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TableA-5 
Possessory Interest and Property Tax Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Assumptions 

Gross Property Tax/Possessory Interest Tax 

Allocation of Tax (2) 
Net New General Fund (1) 
ERAF 
SF Unified School District. 
Other 

65.00% 
25.33% 
7.70% 
1.97% 

100.00% 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8/31117 

1.0% of new AV 

3174 

Total 

$22,693,000 

$14,750,450 
$5,748,000 
$1,747,000 

$447,000 
$22,692,450 

8131117 
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TableA-6 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Citywide Total Assessed Value ( 1) 
Total Citywide Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Project Assessed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF {3} 

20th/Illinois Street 
Project Ass-essed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 
· Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3} 

Hoedown Yard 
Project Assessed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) 

TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF 

(2) 

Assumptions Total 

$212, 173,326, 106 
.$211J724,000 

$1J732,826;000 
0.82% 

$1,729,000 
-------

$225,345,000 
0.11% 

$225,000 

$311,146,000 
. 0.15% 

$310,000 

1.07% 
$2,264,000 

(1) Based on the CCSF FY2015-16 total taxable assessed value recorded by Controller's Office, City and County of San Francisco. 
Annual Report 2016, Office of the Assessor-Recorder (pg. 22). 

(2) City and County of San Francisco Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017, page 126. 
(3) Equals the increase in Citywide AV due to the Project multiplied by the current Citywide Property Tax In Lieu of VLF. 

No assumptions included about inflation and appreciation of Pier 70 or Citywide assessed values beyond 2016. 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 
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TableA-7 
Property Transfer Tax (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

20th/lllinois Street 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

Hoedown Yard 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) · 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX 

Assumptions 

$990,362,000 (avg. sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$742,464,000 (avg.sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$225,345,000 (avg. sale oncefl years) 
14.3% annual turnover 
$6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) 

(avg. sale once/15 years)' 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$311,146,000 (avg. sale onceflyears) 
14.3% annual turnover 
$6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) 

$0 (avg. sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

Total 

$66,024,000 
$1,275,000 

$49,498,000 
$956,000 

$2,231,000 

$32, 192, 000 
$204,000 

$0 
$0 

$204,000 

$44,449,000 
$282,000 

282000 

$0 
$0 

$2,717,000 

(1) Waterfront Site assumes all residential buildings are rental units, and sales of all buildings average once every 15 years. 
Illinois Street Parcels assumed to be condos and sell once every 7 years. 
Commercial buildings assume sale once every 15 years. 

(2) Calculated estimate.assumes rate on $1 million average for condos, $20 million for apartments and commercial buildings. 
Rates range from $5/$1,000 on first $250,000 to $25/$1,000 on amounts above $10 million. 

8/14117. 
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Table A-Sa 
Sales Tax Estimates 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 

Item .· 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a% of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq.Ft. 

Innovation (3) 
Retail 

Total 

Retail Taxable Sales 
Innovation 
Retail 

Total 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (4) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (5) 

Net N·ew Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund (7) 

Other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (6) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (6) 

Assumptions 

$47,600 per household 
30o/o 
27% 

80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

50% 

$300 per sq.ft. 
$300 per sq. ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1.00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxabl~ sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

Total 

$158,700 
$42,800 

1,473 

$63,044,000 

$50,435,200 

. $504,000 

102,940 
75.893 

178,833 

$30,882,000 
$22,767,900 
$53,649,900 

$536,000 
($134,000) 
($134,000) 

$268,000 

$772,000 

$772,000 

$386,000 
$386,000 
$193,000 

-----------------------·------.:----------------------------------------------------------..!.----------------------------------------------------------
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
Total Development Cost 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 

. Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 

· Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

{1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

$1,695,561,000 
$932,559,000 
$559,535,000 . 
$279,767,500 

$2,798,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(3) Only a portion of the tenants of innovation space will generate sales ti3Xes (50% assumed). 
Innovation space will be distributed between shared office work environment, shared manufacturing, arts and 
culture, and food stall and kiosk retail uses. With the exception of food stall and kiosk retail, innovative retail uses are not assumed to 
generate substantial retail sales. 

(4) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project {calculated above). 
(5) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Proj.ect not built. 
(6) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. 

Source: Berkson Associates 8131117 

Berkson Associates 8131117 Pier70Fiscal_2017-0B-30_aug30pf.x/sx 
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'able A-Sb 

dales Tax Estimates 
20th/Illinois Street 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Res!dential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a% of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq.Ft. 

Retail Taxable Sales 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 

· Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Jax to General Fund (1 %) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

other Sales Taxes . 
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 

Assumptions 

$50,000 per household 
30% 
27% 

80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate.x taxable sales 

$300 per sq.ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1.00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

Total 

$166,700 
$45,000 

239 

$10,755,000 

$8,604,000 

$86,000 

6,600 

$1,980,000 

$20,000 
($5,000) 
($5.000) 

$10,000 

$96,000 

$96,000 

$48,000 
$48,000 
$24,000 

·------------------------------------------------------------------:-------------------------------------.----------------·--------------------------
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
Total Development Cost 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

$159,730,000 
$87,852,000 
$52,711,000 
$26,356,000 

$264,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for. the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above). 
(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built 
(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. 

Source: Berkson Associates 8114117 

Berkson Associates 8/31117 Pfer70Ffsca/_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xlsx 
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Table A-Sc 
Sales Tax Estimates 
Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a% of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Cor:nmercial Space 
Retail Sq.!=t. 

Retail Taxable Sales 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) Nevir On-Site Residential Sales (3) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Assumptions 

$50,000 per household 
30% 
27% 

80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

$300 per sq. ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

Total 

$166,700 
$45,000 

330 

$14,850,000 

$11,880,000 

$119,000 . 

6,600 

$1,980,000 

$20,000 
($5,000) 
($5,000) 

$10,000· 

$129,000 
---- --- -- - ----- --- - --- - -- ---- - --- --- - -----:. _ ------- --- ------------ --- :_ -- :_ _ --- -- - --- ------------ --- -- ------ --------- -------- ------ ---- - ------------
Annual Sales Tax Allocation 

Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

Other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5). 

1'.00% tax rate x taxable· sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
Total Development Cost 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

( 1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

$129,000 

$65,000 
$65,000 
$32,000 

. $220,548,000 
$121,301,000 
$72,781,000 
$36,391, 000 

$364,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. · . 

(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above). 
(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built. 
(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. 

Source: Berkson Associates 8/31117 

Berkson Associates 8131117 Pier70Fiscal2017-08-30_aug30pf.xlsx 
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TableA-9 
Parking Tax 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Assumption Total 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Total Spaces 
Residential Spaces 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax (3) 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

20th/Illinois Street 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

Hoedown Yard 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

$5,928 per year 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

$5,928 per day 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proce.eds 
80% oftaxproceeds 

$5,928 per day 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

(1) This analysis assumes that all non-residential Project parking will generate parking tax; includes parking in 
commercial buildings. 

(2) Including parking tax on monthly and daily rentals. 
(3) 80 percent is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit 

as mandated by Charter Section 16.110. 

Source: Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 

1,569 
1,569 

0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

8131117 
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TableA-10 
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

-
Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier (2) . Gross 

Item Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up to$1m $1m-$2.5m $2.5m-$25m $25m+ Receipts Tax 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Business Income 
R~tail (net of shift) (4) $11,384,000 $10,246,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $10,246 
Arts, Light Industrial (3) $15,441,000 $1,544,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,158 
Office (4) $1,431,376,000 $1,288,238,000 0.400% 0.460o/r, 0.510% 0.560% $6,570,014 
Parking lQ lQ 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% lQ 

Subtotal $1,458,201,000 $1,300,028,000 $6,581,418 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail· $3,076,000 $3,076,000 
Arts, Light Industrial $4, 150,000 $4,150,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $12,450 
Office $88,736,000 $88,736,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $266,208 
Parking $8,836,000 $8,836,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $26,508 

· Residential $40,027,000 ~40,027,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $120.081 
·Subtotal $144,825,000 $144,825,000 $425,247 

Total Gross Receipts $1,603,026,000 $1,444,853,000 $7,006,665 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- .. --------------------------------------------------------- ... 
Project ConstructiO"n 0 

Total Development Value (6) $1,695,561,000 $1,695,561,000 
... 
C" 

Direct Construction Cost (7) 
------ ----------------- -- ----

20th/Illinois Street 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,o'OO 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $891 
Office (4} '$0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $0 
Parking (4) lQ lQ 0.075% 0.100% 0.13!)% 0.160% lQ 

Subtotal $990,000 $891,000 $891 

Rental Income (5} 
Retail $267,000 $267;486 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $802 
Office $0 $0 0.285% . 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0 
Parking $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0 
Residential lQ lQ 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% lQ 

Subtotal $267,000. $267,486 $802 

Total Gross Receipts $1,257,000 . $1,158,486 $1,693 

Berkson Associates 8131117 Pier70Rsca!_ 2017-0B-30_aug30pf.xfsx 



TableA-10 
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Project Construction 
Total Development Value (6) 
Direct Construction Cost (7) 

Hoedown Yard 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) (4) 
Office (4) 
Parking (4) 

Subtotal 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail 
Office 
Parking 
Residential 

Subtotal 

Total Gross Receipts 

Project Construction 
Total Development Value (6) 
Direct Construction Cost (7) 

Total Gross 
Receipts (GR) 

$159,730,000 
$87,852,000 

$990,000 
$0 
iQ 

$1,568,000 

$0 
$0 
$0 
iQ 

$411,000 

$1,979,000 

GR Allocated to 
SF for GR Tax (1) 

$160,000,000 
$87,852,000 

$891,000 
$0 
iQ 

$9,465,300 

$0 
$0 
$0 
iQ 

$411,184 

$9,876,484 
------ ------- - - ------ - ------

$220,548,000 $220,548,000 
$121,301,000 $121,301,000 

*Note: reflects tax implementation after the payroll tax is phased· out. 

Gross Revenue Tier (2) 
up to $1m $1m -$2.5m $2.5m -$25m 

o.300%. o.350%[ ____ bAOoo/O] 

0. 075% 0. 100% 0.135% 
0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 
0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 

0.285%· 
0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 

0.300% 

0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 

0.350%1 H -o.406%! 

(1) Rounded; gross receipts for retail, office, and manufacturing uses are based on direct output of onsite uses, from IMPLAN. 
(2) Given uncertainty about business size among various categories, this analysis applies highlighted tax rate in tier for each use. 

$25m+ 

0.450% 

0.160% 
0.560% 
0.160% 

0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 

0.450% 

to $25 million per business. The actual gross receipts will depend on the size of business in each category and their gross receipts generated within the City. 

Gross 
Receipts Tax 

$351,408 

$1,411 
$41,076 

iQ 
$42,487 

$1,234 
$0 
$0 
iQ 

$1,234 

$43,721 
-------

$456,000 

(3) 10% of gross receipts are assumed to be S\lb]ect to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt. Rate based on retail; manufacturing 1i1 

(4) 90% of office gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt. · 
Gross receipts based on output per employee of $284,800 (IMPLAN). Tax rate based on Financial, Insurance, Professional, Scientific and Technical Services. 
Parking business income based on gross revenues (net of parking tax) from garages and commercial spaces (see parking tax estimates). Parking.rent for residential parking incl 

(5) Pier 70 office and residential rents include rent from retail and non-structured parking components. Estimates are based on the Pier 70 Financial Plan. 
(6) Based on vertical development cost plus infrastructure cost. 
(7) As a planning estimate, approximately 55% is assumed to represent direct construction costs. 

Sources: City of San Francisco; IMPLAN 2014; Berkson Associates. 8131117 

BP·'·~rm Associates 8/31117 Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xlsx 
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Attachment 4: 

Phasing Plan and Phase 1 Submittal Exhibits 
· (See Attached) 
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FILE NO. 130264 RESOLUTION 1'-fO. 

1 [Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District 
on Port Land] · · 

2 

3 Resolution adopting GuideVines for the Establishment and .use of an Infrastructure 

4 Financing District with Project Areas on Land· Under the Jurisdiction of the San 

5 Francisco Port C~mmission. 

6. 

7 WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395-533Q8'.47 (IFD Law) E1lithorizes certain 

8 public agencies, including the City and County of San Francisco, to establish infrastructure 

9 financing districts (IFDs) to finance the.planning, design, acquisition, construction, and 

1 O improvement of public facilities meeting the requirements of IFD Law; and· 

11 WHEREAS, IFDs are formed to facilitate the design, acquisition, construction, and 

12 improvement of necessary public facilities and provide an alternative means of financing when 

13 local resources are insufficient; and 

14 WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395.8 and 53395.81 authorize the 

15 establishment of IFDs on land under the jurisdiction of the Port Commission of San Francisco 

16 (Port) to finance additional public facilities to improve the San Francisco waterfront and further 

17 authorizes the establishment of project areas withjn an IFD for the .same purposes; and 

18 WHEREAS, By Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board 

19 Resolution No. 227-12, adopted or:i June 12, 2012, the Board stated its intention to form a 

20 single IFD consisting of all Port land (waterfront district) with project areas corresponding to 

21 Port development projects within the waterfront district; and 

22 WHEREAS, By Board Resolution No. 66-11, adopted on February 8, 2011, the Board 

23 adopted "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts in tile 

24 Ill 

25 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Kim 
. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

.-

City and County of San Francisco," which do not apply to land owned or managed by the Port; 

and 

. WHEREAS, A draft document entitled "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an 

Infrastructure F·inancing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San 

.Francisco Port Commission'' (Port Guidelines) setting'forth proposed policy criteria and · 
11 

6 . \I guidelines for the waterfront district is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 
1\ 4 

7 \I No~302~w'hich is hereby declared to be a part of this Resolution as if set forth fully herein; 

8 !\ now, therefore, be·it , 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

18 

19 

I 
RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that the Port Guidelines will ensure 

that a rational and efficient process is established for the formation the waterfront district and 

project areas within it, and adopts the Port Guidelines; and, be it . 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Resolution and the Port Guidelines will be effective 

on the date the Board of Supervisors adopts this Resolution. 

DENNI$ J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 

/l/11 ;//A A / 
By: ~ ( u rvv,vv 

Deputy City Attorney 

Mayor Edwin Lee 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

TO: Angela ~alvillo, Cf erk of the Board of Superv[sors 

FROM: ~ayor Edwin M. LeeC/1' 

RE: Adoption of Guidelines for the Establlshment and Use of an lnfrastructur~ 
Financing Distri.ct on Port Land 

DATE: March 19, 2013 

.Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is the Resolution adopting 
"Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure.Financing Dfstrict with 
Project Areas on Land Under the Ju·~isdictlon of the San Francisco Port Commission". 

Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisors Kim 

r request that this item be calendared in Budget and F'inance Committee. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason E'lliott (415) 554-5105. 

cc. Supervisor Jane Kim 

1 DR". CARLTON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFOR.NIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: 1'6 6) t'.54-6141 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING APRIL17,2013 · 

L~gislative Objectives 

• The proposed resolution would adopt "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure 
Financing District (IFD) with Project Ar~as on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
Port Commission". The Port IFD Guidelines establish the threshold criteria that must be met in 
order to establish a Port IFD and. the strategic criteria that should be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors but are not requir~d to establish the Port IFD~ 

Key Points 
• State law authorizes the establishment of a Port IFD to finance public improvement projects along 

the San Francisco waterfront. The Port IFD may finance the same types of improvement projects 
that are financed by non-Port IFDs (open space, parks, and street improvements), as well as projects 
specifi.c to the Port, including removal of bay fill, storm water manag~ment facilities, shoreline 
restoration, and maritime facility improvements. Increased property taX. revenues resulting from 
certain Port development projects (tax increment) may be redirected from the General Fund to the 
Port IFD in order to finance public improvements, subject to Board of Supervisors approval. 

• The Board of Supervisors previously approved a resolution of intention (1) to establish the Po1t IFD 
consisting of eight project areas; and(2) directing the Port Executive Director to prepare a financing 
plan, subject to Board of Supervisors' approval. The Port intends to submit a Port IFD financing 
plan for proposed development on Piers 30-32 and Seawali Lot 330 to the Board ~f Supervisors in 
late 2014. 

• The Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends amendments to the proposed.Port IFD guidelines, 
including to Threshold Criteria 6, 7, and 8, to clarify the intent of the threshold criteria, as noted in 
the recommendations below. · 

Fiscal Impact 
• Threshold Crite~ia 5 requires that financing plans for each of the Port IFD project areas demonstrate 

a net economic benefit, while the City's IFD Guidelines. Previously approved by the Board of 
Supervisors require that the IFD demonstrate a net fiscal benefit to the Deneral Fund. The City's 
IFD Guidelines aclmowledge that the Port's use ofrFD law differs from the City. However, in order 
to fully disclose the fiscal impact of the Port IFD on the City's General Fund, the proposed Port IFD 
Guidelines should. be amended to require that project.area financing plans project the net fiscal 
impayt to the City's General Fund, as well as the net economic benefits. 

Policy Considerations 
" Property taxes are apportioned to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF), the City's 

General Fund, and other taxing entities. Under State, law, in five of the Port IFD project areas, the 
ERAF portion of tax increment may be redirected to the Port IFD in an amount proportional to the 
General Fund portion of tax increment that is redirected to the Port IFD. Threshold Criteria 6 
maximizes redirection of the ERAF portion of tax incremenfto the Port IFD in order to maximize 
the Port's ability to finance.public improvements. Redirecting the ERAF's. share of tax increment 
could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill those monies intended for education. 

" The proposed Port IFD Guidelines will guide future Board of Supervisors' decisions on allocation 
of City ind ERAF tax increment. Therefore, approval, of the proposed resolution is a policy decision 
for the Board of Supervisors. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERV1SORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-CO.MMIITEEJ\1EETING APRIL 17, 2013 

Recommendations 
1. Amend the proposed re~olution to request the Port to amend: 

(a) The Port IFD Guidelines to specify that the threshold criteria must be met in order to establish a 
Port IBD or pr.oject area, and the strategic criteiia should be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors but are not required to establish a Port IFD; 

(b )Threshold Criteria 5 to require that the project area financing plan projects th~ net fiscal impact to 
the City's General Fund, as w.ell as the net economic benefits, over the term of the Port IFD; 

(c)Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 to specify that the share of tax increment allocated·to the City and 
ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for the ERAF and by the Board of 
Supervisors for the City pursuant to the California Revenue and Taxation Code; and 

(d)Threshold Criteria 8 to specify that ERAF's excess share of tax increment may not be re-allocated 
to the .City's General Fund or to ,improvements in the City's seawall and other measures to protect 
against sea level rise . 

. 2. Approval of the proposed resolution, as amended., is a policy decision for thy Board of Supervisors. 

Mandate Stater,nent 

California Go;vernmeJ?.t Code Section 53395 et seq., which became law in 1990, authorizes cities 
and counties to establish Infrastructure Financing Districts (IFD), subject to approval by the city 
council or county board of supervisors, to finance "public capital faC;ilities of communitywide 
significance." The definition of such .pub'nc facilities includes parks, other open space, a'nd street 

. improvements. In addition, Section 53395.8 authorizes the establishment t>f an IFD. by the Port 
of San Francisco (Port IFD) to· finance additional improvement projects along the San Francisco 
waterfront, such as structural repairs and improvements to piers, seawalls, and wharves as well 
as historic rehabilitation of and seismic and life-safety improvements to .existing buildfogs. The . 
establishment of a Port IFD is subject to approval by the :)3oard of Supervisors. 

Background 

State Law Authorizes the Establishment of Infrastructure Financing Districts 

In order to provide alternative financing mechanisms for local jurisdictions to fund public works 
and services, State Iaw1 authorizes cities and counties to establish IFDs within individtfal city or 
coup.ty boundaries to finance the:. 

• Purchase, construction, expansion, improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilitation of any 
real or other tangible property with an estimated life of 15 years or longer, including 
parks, other open space, and street.improvements; 

· • Planning and design work directly related to the purchase,. construction, expansion, 
improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilltation ofthat property; 

• Reimbursement to a developer of a project located entirely within the boundaries of an 
IFD for any permit expenses incuned and to .offset additional expenses incurred by the 
developer in constructing affordable housing units; 

I California Government Code Section 53395 et seq. 
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• Costs incurred by a county in connection with the division of taxes collected. 

An IFD, once established· with specific boundaries, obtains revenue in the same maimer as 
former redevelopment districts. Assessed values on properties located within the IFD, and the 
property taxes derived from those values, are fixed at a baseline value. Increases in assessed 
value above the baseline and the associated increase in property tax,.known as tax increment, 
JIJ.ay then be used to pay for the new public facilities that the IFD was established to pay for. 

The City's Guidelines for IFDs, "Guidelines for the "Establishment and Use of Infrastructure 
FinanCing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco" were adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on February 8, 2011 (Resolution No. 66-11). The City's Guidelines do not apply to 
an IFD on land owned or managed by the Port. The City currently has one established IFD, 
located in Rincon Hill, which is subject to the adopted guidelines, and was approved by the 
Board of Supervisors on February 15, 2011 (Ordinance No. 19-11). 

State Law Authorizes the Establishment of an Infrastructure Financing District on 
Port Property 

State law2 authorizes the ~stablfshment of a Port IFD to finance additional improvement projects 
along the San Francisco waterfront. The additional improvement projects include removal of bay 
fill, storm water management facilities, shoreline restoration, maritime. facility improvements, 
historic rehabilitation, and other improvement projects not included in non-Port IFDs. 

A Port IFD. may be· divided into individual project areas, subject to Board of Supervisors 
approval. The State laws described in this report would apply to each Port project area that the 
Board· of Supervisors approves.3 On March 27, 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved a 
resolution of intention to establish a Port IFD (Resolution No. 110-12), with seven project areas. 
On June 12, 2012, the Board of Supervisors amended the resolution of intention to include 
Seawall Lot 351 as the eighth project area in the Port IFD (Resolution No. 227-12). The eight 
project areas f~r the P01i IFD in the amended resolution of intention are: 

1. Seawall Lot 330 (Project Area A) 

2. Piers 30-32 (Project AreaB) 

3. Pier 28 (Project Area C) 

4. Pier 26 (Project Area D) 

5. Seawall Lot 351 (Project Area E) 

6. Pier 48 (Project Area F) 

7. Pier 7 0 (Project Area G) 

8. Rincon Point-South Point (Project Area H) 

The resolution of intention allows the Port to establish additional project areas in compliance 
with State law, as noted bel6w. 

The previously approved resolution of intention. directs the Port Executive Director to prepare a 
financing plan, whiph is.subject to approval of the Board of Supervisors. According to Mr. Brad 

2 California Government Code Section 53395.8 
3 Cali~ornia Government Code Section 53395.8(g) · 
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Benson, Port Special Projects Manager, the Port intends to submit a Port rFD financing plan 
associated with the proposed multi-purpose venue on Piers 30-32 and the companion mixed use 
development on Seawall Lot 330 to the Board of Supervisors in late 2014, after the City has 
completed environmental review of the proposed project. 

According to State law4
, the portion of the tax increment allocated to local educational agencies, 

San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Community College District, and the San 
Francisco County Office of Education, may not be ailocated to the Port IFD. The tax increment 
from other re_cipients of City' property taxes, including the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District and Bay Area Rapid Transit District, may be allocated to the Port IFD if a resolution 
approving the financing plan is adopted by that recipient and sent to the Board of Supervis9rs. 5 

Except for specified circumstances, State law6 mandates that any tax increment allocated to the 
Port IFD must be used within the Port IFD's boundaries. In.addition, a minimuni of20 percent of 
the tax increment allocated to the Port i:FD must be set aside to be expended exclusively on 
shoreline restoration, removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental 
remediation of the San Francisco waterfront. 

Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund Tax lricrement.Allocated to Port IFD in. 
Specific Project Areas 

According to State law7
, the Port may use tax increment generated by the five project areas noted 

below, which would otherwise he allocated.to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund8's 
(ERAF), subject to specific limitations. Two of the five project areas -Seawall Lot 330 and Pier 
70 - were included in the resolution of intention, previously approved by the Board of 
Supervisors, while three of the .five project areas. -Piers 19, 23, and 2? - may be proposed by the 
Port for inclusion in the Port IFD at a future date. According to Ms. Joanne Sakai, Deputy City 
Attorney, the Board of Supervisors may opt to not allocate 'ERAF' s share. of tax increment 
generated by any of the five project areas to the Port IFD on a case-by-case basis when 
considering whether to approve the proposed Port IFD financing plan. 

4 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.i 
5 California Government Code Secti.on 53395.~.g.5. 
6 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.ii 
7 On September 29, 2012, Assembly Bill (AB) 2259 was passed. 
8 The Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund redirects one-fifth of total statewide property tax revenue from 
cities, co~ties and special districts to school and community college districts. The redirected property tax revenue is 
deposited into a countywide fund for schools and community colleges (ERAF). The property tax revenue is 
distributed to the county's non-basic aid schools anp. community colleges (i.e, school and community college 
districts that receive more than the mini~um amount of state aid required by the State constitution). In 2004, the . 
State approved a complex financing mechanism, known as the triple flip, in which one-quarter cent of the local sales 
tax is used to repay the Proposition 57 deficit financing bond; property taxes are redirected from ERAF to cities and 
counties to offset revenue losses from the one-quarter cent sales tax; and State aid offsets losses to school and 
community college districts from the redi~ected ERAF funds. 
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Pier 70 Project Area 

A Pi.er 70.project area may not ~e forined prior to January 1, 2014. According to Mr. Benson, the 
Port intends to submit a financing plan for the Pier 70 project area for Board of Supervisors 
consideration after it completes environmental review of the proposed Pier 70 mixed use . 
development, likely in 20i5 or 2016. The Port may allocate ERAF's share of tax increment.from 
the Pier 70 project area to the.Port IFD to fund public improYements at Pier 70. Under State law, 
the amount of ERAF's share of tax increment allocated to the Port IFD is proportional to the 
City's share of tax increment allocated to the.Port IFD.9 

The Port may issue debt, secured by~the·ERAF share of tax increment from the Pier 70 project 
ai.:ea for up to 20 fiscal years from the first Pier 70 debt issuance. Once any ERAF~secured debt 
issued within the Pier 70 project area has been paid, ERAF's share of tax increment will be paid 
into ERAF .. Beginning in'tlie 21st fiscal year, ERA.F's share of tax increment may only be used to 
~eet debt service obligations for previously issued debt secured by ERAF's allocation of tax 
increment. ERAF's share of ta.X increment exceeding debt serYice obligations must be paid into 
ERAF. 

Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 ProieCt Areas 

ERAF"s share of tax increment from Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 may only be 
allocated to. fund (a) construction of the Port's Cruise Termj.nal at Pier 27, (b) planning and 
design' work directly related to construction of the Port's Cruise Tenninal at Pier 27, (c) future 
installatioµs of shoreside -power facilities on Port maritim~ facilities, and (d) planning, design, 
acquisition, and construction of improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands held by 
trustee agencies, such as the Natio~al Park Service, California State Parks, and City and County 
of San Francisco Departments to be used as a public spectator· viewing site for America's Cup · 
related events. 

ERAF's share of tax increment allocated to Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 project 
areas must be equal to the percentage of the City's share of tax increment allocated to these 
project areas and cannot exceed $1,000',000 annually. The Port must set aside a minimum of 20 
percent of ERAF's share of tax increment allocated to these project areas to pay for plai:ining, 
·design, acquisition, and construction of improvements to waterfront lands owned by Federal, 
State, or local trustee agencies, such as the National Park SerYice or the California State Parks.10 

. . •'• . . 

Any improvements made with ERAF's share of tax increment for the above purposes are not 
.required to be located·within the individual project areas frmn which ERAF's share of tax 
increment is allocated.· To enable allocation of ERAF's share of tax increment from all of the 
eligible project areas noted above, the Board of Supervisor.s would have to approve an 
amendment the previously approved resolution of :intention to form the Port IFD· to authorize 
Piers 19, 23 and 29 as Port IFD project areas. 

9 For example, for every $1.00 in Property. Taxes (not including Property Taxes designated to pay General 
Obligation bonds), $0.25 is allocated to ERAF, $0.65 is allocated to the City's General Fund, and $0.10 is allocated 
fo the other taxing entities (SFUSD; CommunitY. College District, BART, and Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District). If the Board of Supervisors were to ·approye 50% of the City's General Fund share of. tax increment (or 
$0.325 of$0.65), then the ERA share of tax increment is 50% (or $0.12.5 of$0.25). 
10 State law sets aside 20 percent from ERAF's tax increment in lieu of the minimum of 20 percent of the tax 
increment allocated to the Port IFD required to .be set aside· to be expended exclusively on shoreline restoration, 
removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental remediation of the San Francisco waterfront. 
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Maps of the Port IFD, with specific project area boundaries defined, are provided in the 
Attachment to this report. 

The proposed resolution would adopt "Guidelines for the Establishment and ·vse · of an 
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Port Commission" (Port IFD Guidelines). The City's .Capital Planning Committee 
recommended approval of the Port IFD Guidelines on January 2, 2013. · 

The Port IFD Guidelines identify 10 threshold criteria and four strategic criteria. According to 
Mr. Benson, the threshold criteria must be met in order to establish a Port IFD and the strategic 
criteria should be considered by the Board. of Supervisors but are not required for the 
establishment of!}. P01i IFD. Because neither the proposed Port IFD Guidelines nor the proposed 
resolutjon define the purpose qf the threshold criteria and strategic criteria, the proposed Port 
IFD Guidelines .should be amended to specify that (1) the. threshold criteria must be met in order 
to establish a Port IFD, and (2) the strategic criteria should be considered by the· Board ,of 
Supervisors but are. not required for the establishment of a Port IFD, comparable to language in 
the City's Guidelines. 

The Port IFD Guidelines are summarized below. 

Threshold Criteria of the Port IFD Guidelines 

1. Any Port IFD initially established is subject to Board of Supervisors approval and must: 

• Consist exclusively of Port property; 

• Meet the threshold criteria proposed in the Port IFD Guidelines; 

• Be accompanied oy a project . area~specific financing· plan ·that meets· State law: 
requirements. · 

2~ Potential property annexations to the Port IFD of non-Port property adjacent to Port property 
are s'ubject to Board of Supervisors approval and will be evaluated individually to determine 
whether to annex the non-Port property. If annexation is approved, the percentage of the tax 
increment generated by the non-Port property not used to finance Port public facilities should 
be subject to the City's IFD Guidelines. 

3. No tax increment will be allocated to the Port IFD without completion of environmental 
review. and recommendation for approval by the City's Capital Planning Committee. 

4. Public facilities financed by tax increinent in project areas and any adjacent property 
annexations approved by the Board of Supervisors must be consistent with: 

• State law regarding IFDs;· 

• The Port's Waterfront Land Use Plan; 

• Any restrictions qn Port land use pursuant to the Burton Act; 

• ThePort's IO-Year Capital Plan. 

5: The Port must .demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to the 
City in the project area-specific financing plan by including: 
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• Total revenue that the General Fund is projected to receive; 

• Total number of jobs and ~ther economic development benefits .the project is expected to 
produce. . . 

6. \Vhen an allocation ofERAF's share of tax increment, identified in the Port !FD Guidelines 
as $0.25 per $1.00 in tax:increment, is authorized under State law, the City, subject to Board 
of Supervisors approval, should maximize such contributions to those project areas by 
allocating .the maximum· ainount of City tax increment to those areas, identified in the 
Guidelines as $0.65 per $1.00 in tax increment. As previously noted, ERAF's share of tax 
increment is authorized for allocation within the Seawall Lot 330, Pier 19, Pier 23, Pier 29, 
and Pier 70 project areas .. 

7. Tax .increment amounts based on project area-specific financing plans for project areas are 
subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors and should be sufficient to enable the Port to: . . . 

• Obtain fair market rent for Port leases after build-out of the project area;. 

• Enable· ptopo~ed development projects to attract equity; 

• Fund debt service and debt ... ser¥ice coverage for any bonds issued in public facilities 
financed by tax increment in Port.IFD project areas; 

• Fund the Port's administrative costs· and authorized public facilities with available 
revenue on a pay-as-you-go11 basis. 

8. Excess tax increment not required to fund public facilities in project areas· will be allocated to 
either (a) the City's General Fund, (b).funding improvements to the City's seawall, or (c) 
protecting the City against sea level rise, as allowed by State law, contingent upon Board of 
Supervisors approval. . . 

9. The P.ort will include pay-as-you-go. tax increment revenue allocated to the project area in the. 
Port's Capital Budget if the Port issues revenue bonds to be repaid by tax increment revenue 
generated in one or more Port project areas in order to provide debt service coverage for Port 
revenues bonds as a source of funding. 

1·0. The Port is required to identify sources of funding to construct, operate and maintain public 
facilities by project area tax increment in the project. area-specific financing plan. 

Strate~ic Criteria of the Port'IFD Guidelines 

The four strategic criteria for the Board of Supervisors to consider, when approving the Port IFD, 
provide guidance in the appropriate use 9f Port !FD financing and in the selection of projects 
within the Port !FD. These ~trategic criteria are: 

• Port !FD financing should be used for public facilities serving Port land where other Port 
monies are insufficient; · 

• Port !FD financing should be used to leverage non-City resources, such as any additional 
regional, State, or Federal funds that may be available; 

• The Port should continue utilizing the "'best-practices' citizen participation procedures12 

to help establish priorities for public facilities serving Port land; 

n P.ay-as-you~go is a method of financing expenditures with funds that are currently available rather than borrowed. 
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• The Por~ the May9r's Budget Office and the Controller should collaborate to conduct 
periodic nexus ·studies. every ten years, at minimum, to examine whether the cost of basic 
municipal services, such as services provided by the Fire and Police Departments, are 
covered by the sum. of the portion of property taxes the City receives from· Port land, 
hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts taxes, and any other taxes the City receives from 
Port land, and any other revenues that the City receives from Port Ian.d. 

While there is no direct fiscal impact of the proposed resolution to adopt the Port's Guideli~es. 
for Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financial District with. Project Areas on Land 
under the Jurisdiction of the Port Commissiqn, there are criteria within the Port IFD Guideline~ 
that may have fiscal impacts to the Port and.the City. 

Threshold Criteria 5 Requires Net Economic, Not Fiscal, ~enefit to the City 

Thresl:\.old Criteria 5 requires that i;he project area financing plan demonstrate a net economic 
benefit to the City that, over the term of the project area, includes the (a) total e,stimated filllOUnt 
ofrevenue to the City's General Fund; and (b) ~umber of jobs and other economic development 
benefits. In contrast, the City's IFD Guidelines require that the IFD provide a .net fiscal benefit 
over the 30-year term of the IFD, "gua,ranteeing that there is at least some gain to· the General 
Fund in all ·circumstances". In addition, State law13 requires only an analysis of costs and 
revenues to the City. 

Threshold Criteria 5 states that the project area financing plan should be similar to findings of 
fiscal responsibility and feasibility reports prepared in accordance with Administrative Code 
Chapter 29. Administrative Code Chapter 29 requires more detailed evaluation of f!.scal benefits 
to the City than required by the proposed Port IFD Guidelines, . iii.eluding direct and indirect 
financial benefits to the City, project construction costs, available .funding ~o pay project costs, 
ongoing maintenance and operating costs, and debt service costs. 

The City's IFD Guidelines acknowl~dge that the Port's use of IFD law differs from the City in 
that the Port intends to build in:frastriicture to attract private· illvestment to create jobs, small 
l;msiness, waterfront visitors and other growth, and therefore would not necessarily be 
"predicated on up~zo11ings14 that result i~ net fiscal benefits to the General Fuiid" .. Hciwever, in 
order to fully disclose the fiscal impact of the Port IFD on the City's General Fund, the Budget 
and Legislative Analyst recommends that. the proposed Port IFD Guidelines be amended. to 
require that the project area financing plan project the net fiscal impact to the City's General 
Fund, as well as the net economic benefits, over the tenn of the Port IFD .. 

iz Best practices citizen °participation procedures include regular publicly-noticed meetings of waterfront advisory 
committees to support ongoing communication with neighborhood' and waterfront stakeholders as well as 
community planning processes for major waterfront open space, maritime, and development project opportunities_ 
and needs. 
13 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3,c.vii 
14 "Up-zonings" are increases in height, bulk or density, allowing increased development. 
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·Threshold Criteria 6 and 7Refer to Specific Tax lncr~ment Percentages Which are 
Subject to Change 

Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 refer to .specific property tax. rate allocations, as they are currently 
allocated. The City's property tax allocation is referred to in specific numeric terms as $0.65 per 
$1.00 in tax increment and ERA.F's Property Tax allocation is referred to as $0.25 per $1.00 b,1 
tax increment. How~ver, future State law tnay change these property tax allocations. In addition, 
these property tax alk1cations are subject to approval by the State for ERAF and by Board of 
Supervisors for the City on an annual basis. Therefore, the Budget 'and Legislative Analyst 
recommends that Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 specify that the share of tax increment allocat~d to 
the City and ERAF is the tax rate·established annually by the State for ERAF'and by the Board 
of Supervisors for th~ City pursuant to the C~lifornia Revenue and Taxation Code. 

Threshold Criteria 8 Does Not Specify ERAF's Excess Share of Ta:idncrernent 
May Not be Re~.Allocated to the City's General Fund 

Threshold Criteria 8 states that excess tax increment not required to fund project area-specific 
public facilities should be allocated to the General Fund or to in1provements in the City's seawall 
and other measures fo protect against sea level rise. However, Threshold Criteria 8 does not 
specify that ERAF' s excess share of tax increment may not be diverted in the manner outlin~d by 
Threshold Criteria 8. State law contains specific restrictions for how ERAF' s share of tax 
increment may be used, as described in the Background Section of this report. Therefore, the 
Budget and Legislative Analyst ,recommends that Threshold Criteria 8 should. specify that ERAF 
tax increment may not be re-allocated to the City''s General Fund or to improvements ih the 
City's seawall and other measures to protect against sea level rise. 

State Law Allows ERAF Tax Increment Intended. to Fund Local Education to be 
used to Fund Construction of the Pier 27 Cruise Terminal and Development at 

Pier70 

As previously noted, ERAF's share of tax increment may be allocated to five project areas within 
the Port IFD ·and used for limited purposes. Threshold Criteria 6 specifies ·that the City should 
ma:xllnize ERAF contributions in designated proj~ct areas by allocating the maximum City 
contributi9n to those same project aref!.8.15 The rationale for maximizing ERAF contributions is 
to mro.dmize the Port's ability to pay for development of public infrastructure along the Port,' 
such as the Cruise Tenninal at Pier 27. Such allocations are subject to Board of Supervisors 
approval for each individual project area. 

According to the Se.nate Appropriation Committee's fiscal summary of the State law, diverting 
ERAF's share oftax.increm~nt could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill 
those monies intended for education. However, the potential State General Fund cost is unknown 
becaus~.the economic activity that would be generated absent a Port IFD is unclear. 

15 ERAF's sha:re of tax incren;i.ent is allocated in proportion to the percentage of City tax increment allocated to the 
designated project areas: · 
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Approval of the Proposed Resolution is a Policy Decision for the Board of 
· Supervisors 

The proposed Port IFD Guidelines will guide future Board of Supervisors' decisions on 
allocation of City and ERAF tax increment. Therefore, approval of the proposed resolution ·is a 
policy decision for. the Board of Supervisors. 

1. Amend the propos~d resolution to request the Pott to amend: 

(a) The Port IFD Guidelines to specify that the threshold criteri.a must be met in order to 
establish a Port IFD or· project area, and the strategic criteria should be considered by the 
Board of Supervisors but are not required to.estab~ish a.Port IFD; 

(b) .T1rreshold Criteria 5 to.require that the project.area financing plan projects the' net fisca:l 
impact to the City's General Fund, as· well as the net eyoriomic benefits, over the term of. 
~~~ . . ... 

(c) Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 to specify that the share of tax increment allocated to the City 
and ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for the ERAF and by the 
Board of Supervisors for the City pursuant to the California Revenue and Taxation Code; 
and 

(d) Threshold Criteria 8 to specify that ERAF's excess share of tax increment may not be re­
allocated to the City's General Fund or to improvements in the City's seawall and other 
measures to protect against sea level rise. · 

2. Approval of the proposed resolution, as amended, is a .policy decision for the Board of 
Supervisors. 
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· Formatted: Font: Not Bold 
Threshold Criteria; The following Threshold Criteria must be met to establish an infrastructure 
financing district QFD) or project area on Port land. 

1. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port land. Consistent with 
California Infrastructure Financing District ~law (Gov. Code§§ 53395-53398.47)...QEQ. 
law), the City may form an IFD consistin:g only· of land under the jurisdiction of the San. 
Franc~sco Port Commission (Port) without an election (waterfront district). The formation of 
a waterfront district consisting of fill Port land with project areas corresponding to Port 
development projects within the waterfront district1 will be subject to the criteria in these 
Guidelines for Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project 
Areas an Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco· Port Commission (Port 
Guidelines). The City will consider allocating property tax increment from a project area to 
the waterfront district when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing 
plan that specifies: (a) the public facilities to be financed by tax increment2 generated in the 
project area; (b) the projected cost of the proposed public facilities; (c) the projected amount 
·of tax increment that will be generated over the term of the project area; (d) the amount of tax 
increment that is proposed to be allocated to the IFD to finance public facilities; and (e) any 
other matters required under lFD law. . 

2. Consider requests to annex non-Port l:ind to a project area on a case-by-case basis. If 
an owner of non-Port land adjacent to a project area petitions to add the adjacent property to 
the project area in accordance with the lFD law, the City. will consider on a case-by-case 
basis: (a) whether to 'annex the non-Port property to the project area to assist in financing 
public facilities; and (b) the extent to which tax increment generated by the non-Port land but 
not used for Port public facilities should be subject to the Guidelines for the Establishment 
and Use of I1Jfrastructure Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City 
Guidelines), · 

3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of 

I 
the Capital Planning Committee before approving any infrastructure financing plan 

· that allocates tax increment from a project area. The City may form the Port-wide 
waterfront district without allocating tax increment to the waterfront districl The City will 

In according with Boanl of Supervisors intent as stated in Board Resolution No. 110·i2, adopted on Maren 27, 2012, and.Board Resolution 
No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012. These Port Guidelines will apply·~ven ![lhe Board later decides to createmultlple IFDs on Port land, 
rather than a single waterfcoat district · · . 
2 

!FD law genernlly authorizes certain clasm of public facilities t9 be financed lhrough lFDs. The Legislature has broadened lhe types o[ 
aulhorized public facllilies for waterfront dislricts to ioclude:· (I) remediation ofhazardous materials in, on, under, or around any real or tBngiblc 
propeny; (2) seismic and life-safely improvements to existing. buildings; {3) rehabilitation, rei:,1oralion1 and preservation of structures. buildings, 
or other facilities having special historical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value and that are lisled on the National Register of Historic 
Places, are eligible for listing on the Notional Registet o[Historic Places individually or because of their location within an eligible registered 
hlstodc disu-icl, or are listed on a state or local register of historic landmarks; (4) stn1ctural repairs and improvements to piers, seawalls. and 
wharves, and iostalla\lon o[ piles; (5) removal of bay fill; (6) stormwater management. facilities, other utility infrastructure, or public open-•pace 
improvements; (7) shoreline restoration; (8) other repairs and improvements to maritime facilities; (9) planning and design work that is directly 
related to any public facilities authorized to be financed by a waterfront distric~ (10) reimbursement payments made to the California 
Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with !FD law; (11) improvements, which may be publicly owned, to protect 
against potential sea level rise; (12) Port maritime facilities ar Pier 27; (13) shoreside power installations Bl Port maritime facilities; and 
(14) improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands used as public spectatot viewing sites for America's Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov. 
Code§§ 53395.3, 53395.S(d), and 53395.Bl(c)(l). 
3 

Adopted on February 8, 2011, by the Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 66-11. The City Guidelines do not apply to JFDs on land owned 
or managed by the Port. · 
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not approve an -infrastructure fif!.ancing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the 
waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following have occurred: (a) the 
City has completed environmental review of the proposed development project associated 
with the project area and any proposed public facilities to be financed with property tax 
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital Planning Committee has recommended 
approval of the related infrastructure financing plan. · 

4. Public facilities financed by tax increment must be consistent with applicable.laws, 
policies, and the Port's capital plan. Project areas in the waterfront district·must finance 
public facilities that are consistent with: (a) IFD law; (b) the Port's Waterfront Land Use 
Plan; (c) any restrictions imposed by the public trust for commerce, navigation, and fisheries, 
the Burton Act (stats. 1968, ch. 1333), or other applicable statute; and (d) the Port's IO-Year 
Capital Plan, all as in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure · 
financing plan. 

. . 
5. The Port must demonstrate the net fiscal impact of the proposed project area on the Citv' s 

General Fund and show that the project area will ·result in a net economic benefit to the 
City, including the Port. The Port must include in the infrastructure financing pla11 for each 
project area: (a) the total amount of revenue that the City's General Fund is projected to · 
receive and the projected costs to the Citv' s General Fund over the tenn of the 'project area; 
and .(b) the number of jobs and other economic development benefits that the project assisted 
by the waterfront district is projected to produce over the term of the project area. The 
projections in the infrastructure financing plan should be similar to those prepared to 
demonstrate that certain projects art; fiscally feasible and responsible in accordance with 
Administrative Code Chapter 29 and include projections of direct and indirect financial 
benefits to the City. constmction costs. available fi.mdin!! to pay project costs. omming 
operating and maintenance costs. and debt service 7 

6. Where applicable, maximize State contributiQns to project areas through matching City 
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the State's share of property tax 
increment to certain Port project areas in proporti01.1 to the City's allocation of tax: increment 
to tfie Port project area to assist in financing specified Port public·facilities, such as historic 
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port'& new.James R Herman Cruise Terminal at Pi.er 27. 
When an aUocation of the State's share of property tax increment to a Port project area is. 
authorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the waterfront district the amount oft.ax 
increment fr~rn the project area that will maxirni.ze the amount of the State's tax increment 
that is available to fund authorized public facilities. In accordance with the California 
Revenue and Taxation Code. the Board of Supervisors annually approves the share of City 
property tax dollars allocated to the City ($0.646 in FY 2012-2013). and the State.annually 
approves the State's share of City property tax dollars ($0.253 in FY 2012-2013). To 
maximize State contributions to project areas through.matching City contributions in project __ ~ ~ -{formatted: Font; Nat Bold 
areas where the City's use of the State's share is authorizedde-oo, the City would budget 1:1.f3 
to $0 .90 per the sum of all of the City's share of property tax dollars from the project area 
plus all of the State's share of property tax doUars from the project area (i.e., the sum of . 
$0.65 of tax: increment allocated by the City to tho waterfront district from the proj~ct ~a 
and the State's share of tax increment), until the earlier to occur of: (a) full financing of the. 
authorized public facilities by tax increment; or (b) the allocation to·the waterfront district of 
the full amount of tax increment from the project ·area authorized under the approved 
infrastructure fmancing plan. · 

7. Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to the waterfront district from a · 
project area in relation to project economics. The City will consider approving 
infrastructure fmancing plans for Port project areas that-provide for allocations of ti!* 
increment of up to $0.65 JJBf-:Up to the sum of property tax dollars allocated to the City from 

2 
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the project area in accordance with tax rates established annually by the Board of Supervisors 
for the City, or, where permitted by IFD law, the snm of the City's share of property tax 
dollars from the project area $0.65 o.f tax increment so that, in combination with plus 
&tatethe State's share of property tax. dollars from the project area as established annually by 
the State's share of t1udncrcment, the total allocated is up to $0.90 per property tax dollar, to 
fund authorized public facilities necessary for each proposed development project. Each 
infrastructure :financing plan must include projections ofthe amount of tax. increment that 
will be needed to fund necessary public facilities. The allocation ~hould be sufficient to 
enable the Port to: (a) obtain fair market rent for Port grouni! leases after build-out of the 
project area; and (b) enable proposed development projects to attract private equity. No tax. 
increment will be used to pay a developer's.return on equity or other internal proftt metric in 
excess oflimits imposed by applicable state and federal law; the IFD law currently measures 

. permissible developer return by reference to a published bond index and both the State 
Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal tax. law require a return that is consistent 
with industry standards. Tb.e Board of Supervisors in its discretion may allocate additional 
tax increment to other public facilities serving the waterfront district that require funding. 

An approved infrastructure financing p Ian will state the City's agreement that, for any debt 
secured by tax increment allocated to the waterfront district froni a project area to finance 
authorized public facilitie$, the City will disburse tax. increment to the waterfront district 
from _the project area in amounts sufficient to. fund: (a) debt service and debt service coverage 
for bonds issued under IFD law (II:D Bonds), bonds i\;sued under the Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities Act of 19824 (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the 
Port is authorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized to be financed in the. 
infrastructure financing plan to the ex.tent not funded ·by special tax levies; and (b) costs -of 
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

8. Use excess tax increment for citywide purp~ses. Any portion of the City's share of +tax. 
increment that the City allocated to the waterfront distdct.from the project area but that is not 
required to fund eligible project-specific public facilities will be re-allocated to the City's 
General Fund or to improvements to the City's seawall and other measures to protect the City 
against sea level rise or other foreseeable risks to the City's waterfronL Under IFD law. any 
portion of the State's share of tax. increment not needed to fund eligible public facilities 
reverts to the State and may not be re-allocated for citywide purposes. 

9. Port Capital Budget. If the Port issues Port revenue bonds (instead of CFD Bonds or IFD 
Bonds) to be repaid by tax increment revenue generated in one or more Port project areas, to 
further the purposes Port Commission Resolution No. 12-22 adopting the Port's Policy for 

· Funding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will include annually in its Capital Budget 
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to provide 
debt service coverage on.any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax. increment. 

10. Require each project area infrastructure financing plan to identify sources of funding 
to construct; operate, and maintain public facilities financed by project area tax 
increment. Tax increment will be allocated to the waterfront district from a project area 
under a project area irifrastructure financing· plan only.if the Port has identified anticipated 
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed 
with project area tax. increment~ .Examples of acceptable sources for operation and 
maintenance are: (a) private financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners association 
assessm~nt; (b) a supplemental special tax levied by a community facilities district formed 

4 
Gov. Code§§ 55~311-53368.3 (Mello-Ross Act). 
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under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments levied by a community benefits district; and (c) the 
Port's maintenance budget or other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund. 

Strategic Criteria: are to be considered by lhe Board of Supervisors, but are not required to • - - - Formatted: Keep wltn next, Keep lines 
establish a Port IFD or project area., _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ together . 

· - - ·Formatted: Font: Not Bold, No underline 
Use Port IFD financing for public facilities serving Port land where other .Port moneys 
are insufficient. Port IFD financing should be used to finance public facilities serving Port 
land when the Port does not otherwise have sufficient funds. 

Use Port IFD financing to leverage non-City resources. Port IFD financing should be. 
used to leverage additional regional, state; and federal.funds. For example, IFD funds may 
prove instrumental in securing matching federal or state dollars for transportation projects: 

Continue the Port's "best~practices'~·citizen participation procedures to help establish 
priorities for public facilities serving Port Ian" .. Continue to use the. Port's "best­
practices" citizen participation procedures to: (a) establish community and municipal 
priorities for construction of infrastructure serving Port land; and (b) ensure that . 
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas provide financing to help the Port and the 
City meet those priorities. · 

The Port, the Mayor's Budget Office, and the Controller should collaborate to conduct 
periodic nexus studies. No less than every ten years, the Port, the Mayor's Budget.Office, 
and the Controller should collaborate on a nexus study. The nexus analysis will examine 
whether the cost of basic municipal services provided to Port property, such as services 
provided by the Fire and Police Departments, is covered by the sum of: (a) the portion of 
property taxes the City receives from Port land that is not allocated to the waterfront district; 
(b) hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts, and any other taxes the City receives from Port 
land; and ( c) any other revenues that the City receives from Port land. · 

4 



Draft 
Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an 

Infl'.astructnre Financing District with Project Areas on . 
La:nd under the.Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission 

Threshold Criteria: 
. . 

1. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port land. Consistent yvith 
California Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) law (Gov. Code§§ 53395-53398.47), the 
City may f~ffm a.ti IFD consisting only cif land under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port 
Commission (Port) without an election (waterfront district)~ The formation of a waterfront 
district consisting of all Port land with project areas corresponding to Port development 
projects within the waterfront district1 will be subject to the criteria in these Guidelines for 
Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project Areas on Land 
under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Cpmmission (Port Guidelines). The City 
will consider allocating property tax ~ncrement from a project area to the· waterfront district 
when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing plan that specifies: 
(a) the public facilities to be :financed by tax increment2 generated in the project area; (b) the 
projected cost of the proposed public facilities; (c) the projected amount of tax increment that 
will be generated over the term of the project area; ( d) the amount of tax increment that is 

. propos~d to be allocated to the IFD to finance public facilities; and (e) any other matters 
req_uired under IFD 1aw. . · 

2. Consider requests to annex non'."Port land to a project area on a case-by-case bas~s. If 
an owner of non-Port land adjacent to a project area petitions to add the adjacent property to 

. the project area in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider on a case-by-case 
basis: (a) whether to annex the non-Port property to the project area to assist in financing 
public faciliti~s;: and {b). the extent to which tax increment generated by the non-Port land but 
not used fot Port public facilities· should be subject to the Guidelines for the Estab#shment 
and Use of 11Jfrastructure Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (Ctty 

. Guidelines). · . 

3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of 
the Capital Planning Committee before approving any infrastructure fmancing plan 
that allocates ta;x. increment from a project area. The City may form the Port-wide 
waterfront district without allocating tl:)X increment to the waterfront district. The City will 
not approve an infrastructure financing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the 

1 
In according wi1h Board of Supervisors intent as stated in Bo.ard Resolution No. 110-12, adopted cin March 27, 2012, and Board Resolution 

No. 227-12, adopted 'on June 12, 2012. These Port Guidelines will apply even if the Board later decides to create multiple IFDs on Port land, 
rather than a single watemont district . 
2 

IFD law generally authorizes certain-classes of public facilities to be financed through lFDs. The Legislature has broadened the types of 
authorized public facilities forwaterfrmit districts to include: (1) remedia:tion ofha,zardous materials in, on, under, or around any real or tangible 
property; (2) seismic and life-safety.improvements to existing buildings; (3) rehabilitation, restoration, and preservation ofst:roctures, buildings, 
or other facilities having special hlstori~al, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value and that are l!sted on the National Register of Historic 
Places, are eligible for listing on fue National Register of Historic Places individually or because of their location within an eligi"ble registered 
historic district, or are listed on a state or lociil register.ofhistoric landmarks; (4) structural repairs and unprovements to piers, seawalls, and 
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) removal of bay fill; (6) stonnwater management facilities, otherutility infrastructure, or public open-space 
improvements; (7) shoreline restoration; (8) other repairs and improvements to maritime facilities; (9) planning and design work that is directly 
related to any public facilities authorized to be financed by a waterfront district; (10) reimbursement payments made to the California 
Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with lFD law; (11) improvements, which may be publicly owned, to protect 
against potential sea level rise; (12) Port maritime facilities at Pier 27; (13) shoresjde power installations at Port maritime facilities; and 
(14) improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands used as public spectatorvieWing sites for America's Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov. 
Code§§ 533953, 53395.S(d), and 53395.8l(c)(l). . 
3 

Adopted on February. 8, 2011, by fue Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 66-11. The City Guidelines do not apply to IFDs on land owned 
or managed by the Port 
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waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following have occurred: (a) the 
City has completed environmental review of the proposed development project associated 
with thy project area and any proposed public facilities-to be financed with property tax 
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital.Planning Committee has.recommended 
·approval of the related infrastructure financing plan. · 

4. Public facilities !manced by tax increment ·m.ust be consistent with applicable laws, 
policies, and the Port's capital plan. Project' areas in the waterfront district must finance 
public.facilities that are consistent with: (a) IFD'law; (b) the Port's :Waterfront Land Use 
Plan;· ( c) any restrictions imposed by the public trust for commerce, navigation, and fisheries, 
the Burton Act (stats. 1968, ch.1333), or other applicable statute; and (d) the Port's 10-Year 
Capital Plan, all~ in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure 
financing plan. 

5. The Port must demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to 
the City, including the Port. The Port must include in the infrastructure financing plan for 
each project area: (a) the total amount of revenue that the City's General Fund is projected to 
receive over the term of the projeet area; and (b) the number of jobs and other economic 
development benefits that the project assisted by the waterfront district is projected to 
produce over the term of the project area The projections in the infrastructure fmancing plan 
should be similar to those prepared to demonstrate that certain projects are fiscally feasible 
and responsible ill accordance with Administrative Code Chapter 29. 

6. Where applicable, maximize State contributions to project areas through matching City 
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the· State's share of property tax 
increment to certain Port project areas in proportion to the City's allocation of tax increment 
to the Port project area to assist in financing specified Port public facilities, such as historic · 
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port's new James R. Herman Cruise Terminal ;:i.t Pier 27. . 
When an allocatiqn of the State's share of property tax increment to a Port proj e.ct area is . 
authorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the waterfront district the amount oft~ 
increment from the project area that will maximize the amount of the State's tax increment 
that is available to fund authorized public facilities. To do so, the City would budget up to 
$0.90 per property tax dollar (i.e., the sum of $0.65 of tax increment allocated by the Cityto 
the waterfront district from the.project area and the State's share of tax increment), until the 
earlier to occur of: (a) fytll financing of the authorizedpublic'facilities by tax increment; or 
(b) the allocation to the waterfront district of the full amount of tax increment .from the 
project area authorized µnder the approved j,nfrastructure financing plan. 

7 .. Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to. the waterfront district from a 
project area in relation to project economics. The City will consider approving 
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas that provide for allocations of tax 
increment of up to $0.65 per property tax dollar, or, where permitted by IFD law, $0.65 of 
tax increment so that, in combination with State's share of tax increment, the total allocated 
is up to $0.90 per property tax dollar, to fund authorized public facilities necessary for each 
proposed development project. Each infrastructure financing plan must include projections 
of the amouri.t of tax: increment that wjJl be needed to fund necessary public facilities. The 
allocation should be sufficient to enable .the Port to: (a) obtain fair market rent for Port 
ground leases after build-out of the projel)t area; and.(b) enable proposed development 
projects to attract private equity. No tax: increment will be used to pay·a developer's return 
on equity or·other internal profit metric in excess of limits imposed by applicable state and . 
federal law; the IFD law currently measures permissible developer return by reference to a 
published bond index: ap.d both the State Mello-Roos Commtinity Facilities Act and federal 
tax law require a return that is consistent with industry standards. The }?oard. of Supervisors· 

. . . . 

.2 

788· 
3213 



in its discretion may allocate additional tax incremenHo other public facilities serving the 
waterfront district that require funding. 

An approved infrastructure financing plan will state the City's agreement that, for any debt 
secured by tax increment allocated to the waterfront district from a project area to finance 
authorized public facilities, the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district 
from the project area in amolints sufficient to fund: (a) debt service and debt service coverage 
for bonds issued under IFD law(Il'.D Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos · 
Community.Facilities Act of 19824 (CFD Bonds), ·and other forms of indebtedness that the 
Port is authorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized tp be financed in the . 
infrastructure :financing plan to the extent not fullded by special tax levies; and (b) costs of 
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go ba.Sis. 

8. Use excess ta:x increment for citywide purposes. Tax increment not required to fund 
.eligible project-~pecific public facilities will be allocated to the City's Gen~ral Fund or to 

· improvements to the City's seawall and other measures to protect the City againSt sea level 
rise ,or other foreseeable risks to the City's waterfront. · 

9. Port Capital Budget. .If the Port issues Port revenue bonds (instead.ofCFD Bonds or IFD 
Bonds) to be repaid by tax increment revenue generated in one or µiore Port project areas, to 
further the purposes Port Commission Resolu.tion No. 12-22 adopting the Port's Policy for 
Filnding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port ~l include annually in its Capital Budget 
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to provide 
debt service coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment. 

10. Require each project area infrastructure fmancing plan to identify sources of funding 
to construct, operate, and mainta~ public facilities financed by project area tax 
increment.. Tax.increment 'Will be allocated to the waterfront district from a project area 
under a project area infrastructure financing plan only if the Port has identified anticipated 
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed 

. with project area tax increment. Examples of acceptable sources for operation and 
maintenance are: (a) private financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners association 
assessment; (b) a supplemental special tax levied by a community facilities district formed 
under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments levied by a community benefits district; and ( c) the 
Port's maintenance budget ~r other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund. 

Strategic· Criteria 

" Use Port IFD fmancing for public facilities serving Port land where other Port moneys 
are insuffieient. Port IFD fmancing should be used to finance.public.facilities serving Port 
land when the Port. does not otherwise have sufficient funds.. · 

• Use Port IFD financing to leyerage non-City resources. Port IFD financing should be 
used to leverage additio11al regional, state~ and federal.funds. For example, IFD funds may 
prove ~trumental in securing matching federal or state dollars for transportation projects. 

• Continue the Port's "best-practict'.s" citizen' participation procedures to help establish 
priorities for public. facilities serving Port land. Continue to use the Port's "best­
practices" citizen participation procedures to: (a) establish community and municipal 
priorities for .construction of infrastructure serving Port land; and (b) ensure that 

4 
Gov. Code §§ 553311-53368.3 (Mello-Ross Act). 
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infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas provide :financing to hClp.the Port and the 
City meet those priorities. 

The Port,. the Mayor's Budget Office, and the Controller should collabo:i:ate to conduct 
periodic nexus studies. No less than every ten years, the Port, the: Mayor's Budget Office, 
and the Controller should collaborate.on a nexus study. The nexus analysis will examine· 
whether the cost of basic municipal services provided to Port property, such as services 
provid,ed by the Fire and Police Departments, is covered by the sum of: (a) the portion of 
property taxes the City receives from fort land that is not allocated to the waterfront district; 
(b) hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts, and any other taxes the City receives from Port 
land; and (c) aily other reve1;mes that the City receives from.Port land. 

4 

. 790 
3215 



7391 216 

.. :;;a "' . 

"' c: c 
m 
.-1 



IN,fRASTRU1CTURE f INANCIN: ISTRICTS. 

·• . A city or county may form an Infrastructure Financing District (technically a 

separate political subdivision) to finance public improvements like new 

streets, .utility infrastructure and parks. 

• The method of financing - tax increment - is similar to redevelopment, 

where growth in property taxes may be captured for perlods of up to 45 

years, except that in most cases, only local prop~rty tax may be captured. 
UJ ' .,....,...., 
-'CD 
......J..;J 

• Tax increment may be used ·to pay for infrastructure via the sale of bonds, 

· or on a pay-as-you go basis. 

• · Port JFDs ·are. structured t·o provide different types of public benefits thon 
. . . . . 

redevelopment, which· focused on of.fordable housing. By state law, 20% of 
· the Port IFD tax incre1me·nt musl be· spent on parks, Bay a.ccess and fill 

removal and environmental remediation. 
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IF:D LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS 
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Supe.rvisors to form Infrastructure. Financing Distr'icts 

along Port of S-c:tn Franci.sco p.roperty 

• AB 1 ·199 (2010) - Pier 70 State Share of Tax 

Increment 

. . 
• . • .. • • • f 

·• :AB 66.4· & AB 2259 (2.012)-~ 34~h Ameri~a's Cup .. IFD 

St.ate. Share of Tax Increment 



RO·POS.E·:D. Po~R.T l·F PO·LICY 

Nexus Analysis 

• Charter and the· Burton Act established Port Harbor Fund 

111 2004 and 2008 nexus analysis (taxes and revenues from Port· 
vs. cost of City services) 

111 Taxe-s ~lene·rated from Port property are sufficient to pay for 
City services on leased property and the wo:rkorder bud.-get 

supports services on unle·ase·d· property. 

111 Pri·n·ciph~,:· G:eneral Fund should .not subsidize City services for 
· unleased Port property, and the Harbor Fund .. should ~:ot pay for 

City servlce-s on le·a.sed property. 
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.PORTWIDE IFD 
111 Waterfront .proiecf are.as for each proiect 

111 Eligible. uses: 

· >- Piers, docks, wharves & 

aprons 

> Installation of piles 

Y Seismic upgrades 

>. Utility infrastructure 

> Streets· and sidewdlks -· 

>- Park~ and Bay access 

~ Fill remova.1 

. ~ Environ.mental .remediation 

> Historic rehabilitation 

· Y Seawall and -sea level rise . 

Y Port maritime facilities 



p R0~:pos1E~D· .-p,O:R.T IF D·'' ·P.o·L.I CY 

1.. Port land. Districts formed on Port property. 

2. Annex·in.g :Non-Port La.nd .. _ Case-.by-cd.se policy dec:is.i:on a·bout 

applying e.xisting. City IFD Guidelines. · 

3. CEQ.A .. Conduct CEQA prio:r to ado.pting an Infra.structure 

'Financing P.lan. 

4.. Priority .of ·l:.m:p.rove.m·ents.. Consisten.t with: ·IFD law, .Wate:rfront 

Pl·on,· public: .trust' and· C·~pital Plan. 

5.. Economic Bene.fit and General Fund Impact. Results in total 

net revenu.e0.to G.eneral Fund1 ·iob-s. and· .othe'r economi·c 

· devel.o:prnent .. benefits . 

. . 6.. State .e1nd Ci"fy:. ma.tcb.i:ng.c.o:nf:rJbu,f.i:.o:ns., Maxfrni2J·e .. use. o.f .loca'I. 

· increment.to l'E~~verage the maximum avail.able State· share~ 
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-PROPOS·ED PO.RT IF POLICY 

7. Amount of increment allocated. Up to $0.65 per pr_o·perty 
tax d·oll.ar, or, where perm.itted by State law, up to $0.9·0 per 

property tax dollar1 until the costs of required infrastructure 

are fully paid or ~eimbursed. No increment wilJ be us·e-d to 

pay a deve.loper's return, except as permitted by law. 

8. Ex·ce.s·s increment-.. To the City'·s General Fund or to 
- . 

improvements to the City's seawall or to a:ddress sea level 
ris·e. 

9. Pc;>rt Annua·I ~a.pit-al:.Program. If the Port issues revenue 
bonds, debt service coverage to Port Capital Program. 

1 O •. Fundin·g for ln.frastroctu·re M·ainte.nance. ld·entify. source to 

rri'aintdin improvements~. 



p:.Q.RT l·F·D .. _',' f:o·.RM:ATl'O 

• Resolution 1 10-1 2 - "City a·nd County of San Francisco 

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Franci·sco )" 

• City staff will develop an Infrastructure Finance Plan (''IFP") 
which will lnclude a separate "IFP append.ix·" for e.ach pr6iect 

• Port, DP.W1 Sf PUC review of horizontal' inf~astructure proposals 
·and third-party cost estimates 

' . . ' . . . 

• Mechanisms to :ensure 6 fair infrastructure· price (e.g~, GM'P: 

·contracts) 

. . . . . . . 

·• CPC recom·mendation to fulr BOS regarding each IFP appendix 
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STRAT·EG:IC CRITE-RIA & EXUS 

1. Use IFD~ where other Port moneys are insu.fficient. 

2. Use IFDs strategically to leverage non-City resources. 

3. · Continue th~ "best-practices" citizen participation proc~dures 

l)sed to help City ag·encies prioritize impl~mentation. 

. Conduct periodic._nexus analy~is every ten years to_ review net· 

· . ·economic- benefits· .to City. Wha+ are the. cos.ts of ·City. servlc~s ·.to . 

the· proposed· cl:e.v_elopm.erit vs. general taxe_s (net ·of tax 

: increment)?· .. · 



·AJ.OR --WATE~R~F~R T PR:OJECTS 1 

• -SWL 337 & Pier 4·8 
3.6 million sf of mixed use development, est. all-in cost of $1 .. 47 billion 

$341 million in tax increment captured to service debt ( 12.5% of total 
generated over 75 year term) -

• P·ie·r 70 Waterfront Site2 

> 3.5 million sf of mixed u~e development, est. all-in cost of $1.76 billion 

• P.iers 30-32 and SWL 330 
..._.2 million sf of mixed use development, est. .cost of $87 5-97 5 million 

Notes: 
· 1 Fig-ures ·for all development projects (s.f of development,·cost estimates and 

financial projections are conceptual,. pre-~ntitlement P-rojections. 

2 The Port proposes to form ·a· broader infrastructure financing district project 
area over all of Pier 70 ( 69 acres). The Wat.erf.ront Site· lS· 25. acres. 
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SWL 3·37 ·F1sc:AL l·MPA.cr 
BASED ON CHAPTER. 29 FISCAL FEASIBILITY REPORT 

PROJE_CTION 15 S()BJECT TO REFINEMENT 

• Net Fiscal Benefit to CCSF 

$1 3 million tax and dedicated revenue 

- $2.5 million Police, Fire and DPW costs 

= $1 0~5 million annual fiscal bene.fit 

I 

• While SFMTA ls projected to receive:$1.7 million· of this amount, the· 

full costs_of SFMTA service to the site will be further analyzed· during 
·cEQA and.·SFMTA's· relat~d planning. studies .. 

• . After JFD "pqys for el"ig.ible infrastructure costs, the _proieGt wHI 
generate $8 mil·lion annually (in 201 3 doll-a rs) which the· ·Board may 

allocate to: the City's seawall or for General Funtj purposes. 



SWL 337 & PIER 48:: COSTS FOR PARKS, STREETS, 

H.ISTO''.Rl·C R·EH·AB, UTILITl'ES AND .SITE 

INFLATED COSTS START 
PHASE COMPONENT UNINFLATED COSTS (3%J YEAR 

n~Efit!~!~~m~~~~m~~~4~ili~;il.f:i~i~J~&iS~~~~ft\'.~;~i~~;:;'.j~:1:1:1'.$2;pJ:0,oo·;·oo:q;:1:1:::1:;~1:~l8L?f$.Z.6.I_ciqg;:9q9.E\~1~1~i0!0:1tiillf.f.q1)?;;;1~;:, 
Phase 1 Parcels A, B & C $18,390,613 $21,523,162 2017 

[Ji:t1~~~!~~1M~~111111t~lm~1~:e~t.t:~J~!Pi~~i~:g~~t;1;~;~~·;::!~1:s.~:5;;.2rs:Jg[2 2:1:;:;~l}:~1:·;~1~H~=11;rl!$~;1m~~lsf/s~~l~U!!i1~;1:m'.lilli!if '.z~m~~l~J!'.l 
Phase 2 Parcels G & K $31,832,900 $38,227,462· 2018 

ii~~:~#~~3~;rn;}m1~m11:~illlnr0:t~~1~1.g~~1'.fj;;m;1i:i:~i:~lii:~j~i~!~~:~:s2fq1~m:;1ii·l-~i~H:::;~~li!;$\~~i1~:0~t~z~;1;,1~i;Mitil1J;i~F:1:t~~~'.Oi~~jm11~ 
·Phase 4 Parcels H, I & J $14,687,489 $18,441,259 2020 

:&:~t~fil~~}i¥m:~1*r!m~1lifim111~w~~t~~:~fr11;21~~·~)j~\;;~1~{i~!~;:;;:~ .. { :>;:~:~;:: ·;:~ ·':._, \,, :,/ .; .. :::··::;:.:'.: ~::~·:: ·uji:f;i;li1~;::;iwi;;;g;;m~i;mmi;m1i~i~Ji~r~1i:1:~~i;i?i~1st11; 
Total $107,489,636 . $125,721,237 

Notes: 
• Costs presented in 2012 USO. 
• Phase 4 also indudes p'rojected costs for Pier 48 of 

·s22,oso1·000 ($281 428,311 infl.ated)1 paid through tenant­
funded capital improvements arid project IFD proceeds. 

• Total= hard.costs+ 10% contingency+ 25% soft costs. 

· ... ::r .. ·-«r.'l ·. 
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Pier 70 Waterfr:ont Site 
Total -Infrastructure.& Site Conditi·ons 

Type of Infrastructure . 
Entitl.~,men~s 

Roads and Utilities 

Site Preparation 

Seacant Wall 

Est. Cost 

~ Open ·space · 

·sz i,.090;·0,p;,Q· 

$38,856,000 

$27:8'.317~~Cl'G0 

$23,4.13j0.00 

$28~894>0.0G 

$11,452,000 

$2GJ~94'P.QQ 

Site Remediation 

Off-site lt"f!P..t:ovements 

Total. 

Notes:·, 

. . : $178,346,000 

• Costs presented in 2012 USD. 

• . Do.es not inClude ap.proxirriately !$90 mill.ion 'inhist~ric.bu'ifdirig rehab work,'.net · 
co~;ts of_ which (after.federal ;historic tax credit~ and building-r_~venues) will be. 

. eligible for IFD reimbursement. . 

o·sts 

. l\ . . I 
u 
.J 



.R:RJ·o·RS: flSC.A·L f EAS1Bl-LITY ·S·TS· 

1.. ,Direct & 'i-nd]rect economic benefits of the proie·ct 

• City Revenue: $ l 9 .. 4M ·(inc. ta-x increment.)/ $53.8.M {one-time) 

• Visitor Spending: $60M/year 

• Job_s: 2i~23 (construction) / 1,757 (per:manent) 

2. c·ons.tr~uctio·~ costs: $-S7S..;9.75:M, (ha.rd & s.o-ft costs) 0 
infn 

N 
1111 City will reimburse ·Wa-rriors for. agreed· im.provem.ents-,-.to Piers 30-32 ~ 

cappe:d · a.t $..i 2·0 M -

• Reimburse·m.ent from 3 source.s: .Piers 30-32 Rent Cred.its, Sa-le :Pri-ce of 
· SWL 330 IFD · . . . - I 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report updates a 2013 evaluation of the fiscal feasibility of proposed development at Pier 

70. The Project consists of three areas evaluated in this report: 1) the Pier 70 28-Acre 

Waterfront Site (the "Waterfront Site"); 2) the Port-owned property at 20th Street and Illinois 

Street (20th/Illinois); and 3) the PG&E-owned parcel further south known as the Hoedown Yard. 

The entire Project area encompasses the 69-acre Pier 70 Special Use District ("SUD"). 

The Project's Finance Plan includes the creation of two Mello-Roos financing districts, the 

designation of additional sub-project areas to an existing Infrastructure Financing District ("IFD") 

that includes the Waterfront Site and 20th/Illinois parcels; and an Infrastructure Revitalization 

Financing District (IRFD) covering the Hoedown Yard. The districts will utilize portions of Project­

generated property tax to fund Project infrastructure and affordable housing. To establish an 

IFD and IRFD, Port policies require the preparation of analysis to demonstrate that "the project 

. area will result in a net economic benefit to the City."1 This update reports the number of jobs 

and direct and indirect financial benefits to the City, construction costs, available funding to pay 

project costs, ongoing operating and maintenance costs and public revenues, and debt service. 

The estimates are based on one possible development scenario; actual results will depend on 

future market conditions and the timing, mix and value of new development and the costs for 

infrastructure and facilities. 

The Port of San Francisco ("Port") owns the Waterfront Site, which it plans to develop in 

partnership with FC Pier 70, LLC ("Forest City"). The Port also owns the 20th/Illinois property; a 

portion of the property will be sold to raise funds to fund the Project's infrastructure and other 

development costs. A description of the Project is provided in Chapter 1 of this report, and 

Chapters 2 and 4 describe financing. Chapter 3 provides estimates of fiscal and economic 

benefits. 

All ,dollar amounts are expressed in terms of 2017 purchasing power, unless otherwise noted. 

Certain values derived from the Finance Plan have been updated to 2017. Information and 

assumptions are based on data available as of August, 2017. Actual numbers may change 

depending on Project implementation and future economic and fiscal conditions. 

1
. Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on 
Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission (Adopted April 23, 2013 by Resolution 

No. 123-13; File No. 130264) 

www. be rks on a sso ci.ates. com 1 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

FISCAL BENEFITS 
The Pier 70 Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois Street parcel and the Hoedown Yard will create 

approximately $8.3 million in new, annual ongoing general tax revenues to the City net of tax 

increment, after deducting direct service costs, as described in Chapter 3. Additional one-time 

revenues, including construction-related sales tax and gross receipts tax, total $7 .5 million. A 

portion of Project-generated property taxes will help to pay for Project infrastructure and 

facilities. Special taxes paid by the Project will help fund public services. 

Development impact fees to fund infrastructure improvements Citywide and to serve the 

Project total an estimated $184.1 million. Certain development fees, including Jobs Housing 

Linkage fees and Affordable Housing In-lieu fees, will help to fund affordable housing at the 

Project. 

The new general revenues will fund direct services needed by the Project, including police and 

fire/EMS services. Other services, including maintenance and security of parks, open space, road 

maintenance, and transit shuttle services will be funded directly by tenants of new Project 

vertical development. The estimated $8.3 million in net City general revenues, after deducting 

service costs and Charter-mandated baseline allocations of general revenues, will be available to 

the City to fund improved or expanded Citywide infrastructure and services. Chapter 3 further 

describes fiscal revenue and expenditures estimates. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS 
The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect economic benefits to the City and the 

Port. These benefits include a range of economic benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, 

and increased public and private expenditures as described in Chapter 5 and summarized below: 

• 6,100 new jobs, plus another 5,300 additional indirect and induced jobs, for a total of 

11,400 jobs in San Francisco resulting from new businesses and employees. 

• $2.1 billion of construction activity over a period of 15 to 20 years (including 

infrastructure and building development), resulting in 16,800 direct, indirect and 

induced construction-related job-years during construction. 

Over 2,000 new residential units, plus sites for an additional 322 affordable units in 100 

percent affordable developments. This housing is critical to econo'mic growth in San 

Francisco and the region. 

The Project provides space for Arts and Light Industrial uses that can help to retain cultural 

activities in the City, and encourage innovation and growth of new small businesses in the crafts 

and arts trades, as well as high-tech industries. 

www. be rks on associates. com 2 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT 
The Port of San Francisco, as property owner, will participate in and benefit financially from 

development and ongoing leasing activities at the Project. Direct benefits totaling an estimated 

$178 million in net present value (NPV, 2017 $$)are described in Chapter 5 and include 

participation in financial returns, tax increment and special ta~es generated by new· 

development. 

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES 
The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access and open space, and a network of 

landscaped pedestrian connections and bicycle networks. These facilities will benefit San 

Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and attraction of businesses, 

employees, and residents. 

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS. 
Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of 

the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support 

business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant 

and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of 

historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the 

Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization, 

employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic maritime facilities and structures, 

improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, irnprovemen_ts to Port 

property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City­

wide fiscal and economic benefits as described in other sections of this report. 

www.berksonassociates.com 3 
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Figure 1 Project Area 

Union Iron Works Historic District Boundary 

Source: Turnstone Consu\tingfSWCA 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

1. THE PROJECT & COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION 

The Project will be constructed over a period of 10 to 15 years (including infrastructure and 

building development), depending on future economic conditio.ns and market demand. The 

Project and its development costs total an estimated $2.1 billion, as described below. The 

Developer will be responsible for development of the Project; Chapter 2 further describes 

sources· of development funding. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project proposes a mixed-use development, with the ability for certain parcels to be 

constructed as either residential or commercial uses. For pur:poses of this analysis, a "midpoint" 

scenario is analyzed, which assumes a roughly equivalent distribution of residential and 

commercial uses. Taken together, the Pier 70 2a-Acre Site and the 20th/Illinois Street Parcels are 

in the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD) and comprise the Pier 70 Infrastructure Financing 

District (IFD). The Pier 70 SUD also includes the PG&E "Hoedown Yard", which constitutes a 

separate Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD). 

The scenario evaluated in the fiscal and economic analysis includes the.·following uses for the 

total Project: 

Office -For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes construction of 1.4 million gross square 

feet of office. 

Retail, Arts and Light Industrial - For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes that 281,800 

gross square feet of Retail, Arts and Light Industrial uses are constructed within the SUD. The 

uses are divided between traditional retail, and arts, culture and light industrial uses. 

The traditional retail space includes restaurants and cafes, businesses and financial services, 

convenience items, and personal services. 

The Arts and Light Industrial space will be oriented towards small-scale local production, arts 

and cultural uses, small business incubator uses, and other publically accessible and activating 

uses. The space will provide low-cost facilitie.s to help grow local manufacturing and light 

industrial businesses and encourage collaboration and networking through shared facilities. 

These uses will provide economic vitality and create unique local character that will attract 

residents and office tenants to the Waterfront Site. 

Residential - This fiscal and economic analysis assumes a scenario consisting of 2,042 total 

Project units in the SUD. Additional sites will be dedicated to affordable housing and 

accommodate 322 additional affordable units. 

www.berksonassociates.co m 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 
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Affordable Housing-The Pier 70 Waterfront Site will provide 20% of rental units as inclusionary 

affordable units, producing about 177 affordable units. As noted above, additional sites will be 

dedicated to affordable housing and accommodate an additional 322 affordable units. 

All condominiums, including those on the Illinois Street parcels, are assumed to pay in-lieu fees 

representing 28% of total condo units. These fees will help fund onsite affordable housing, 

Parking-The number of parking spaces will be depend on the actual mix of uses constructed. 

The fiscal and economic analysis assumes approximately 1,900 parking spaces. 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND ASSESSED VALUE 
Table 1 summarizes development costs totaling approximately $2.1 billion,2 which will occur 

over 15 to 20 years of buildout (infrastructure and buildings) depending on.future market 

conditions. These values provide the basis for estimates of various revenues and economic 

impacts. 

Table 1 Summary of Construction Costs and Assessed Value (2017 $$) 

Item Development Cost Assessed Value 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Infrastructure $260,535,000 inc. in bldg. value 
Arts, Light Industrial (1) $29,647,000 $14,391,000 
Office (1) $636,626,000 $728,073,000 
Residential $768,753,000 $990,362,000 

Total $1,695,561,000 $1,732,826,000 

20th/Illinois 
Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs inc. in bldg. value 
Residential $159,730,000 $225,345,000 

Total $159, 730,000 $225,345,000 

Hoedown Yard 
l nfrastructu re see Pier 70 costs inc. in bldg. value 
Residential $220,548,000 $311;146!000 

Total $220,548,000 $311,146,000 

TOTAL $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000 

( 1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses. 
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value. 

Sources: Forest- City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 8131117 

2 
Hard and soft development costs; land value included in assessed value. 
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2. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT 

As described in the prior chapter, development costs are anticipated to total $2.1 billion over 

the course of Project buildout. Several financing mechanisms and funding sources will assure 

development of the Project as summarized in this section. 

HORIZONTAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE & 
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 
Under the Development and Disposition Agreement ("DDA"), Forest City will be responsible for 

horizontal development of the Waterfront Site, consisting of construction of infrastructure and 

other public facilities and site preparation for vertical development. The Port will reimburse 

Forest City for these infrastructure, public facility, an.d site preparation costs, including design 

and planning expenditures related to these improvements. Vertical construction of buildings will 

be the -responsibility of the Developer. 

Project-based sources of funding and/or reimbursement include the following: 

• Prepaid ground rent that vertical developers pay to Forest City for improved and 

entitled land; 

• Net sales proceeds of the Port's public offering of a portion of the 201h/lllinois Street 

parcels adjacen.t to the Waterfront Site; 

• 

• 

Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) bond proceeds secured by CFD special 

taxes and tax increment - CFD bonds are expected to be the primary public financing 

mechanism for the funding of infrastructure costs. 

CFO special taxes not required for debt service may be used to fund Horizontal 

Development Costs on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. Special taxes could also fund a reserve 

for unanticipated increases in horizontal development costs or to fund planning and 

studies to develop plans for Shoreline Protection Facilities. 

• Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) - The Board of Supervisors has previously formed 

a Port-wide IFD and a sub-project area over the Historic Core leasehold. The IFD would 

be authorized to pledge tax increment from the sub-project area to secure bonds issued 

by the CFD and to issue bonds secured by tax increment from the sub-project area for 

the purpos~ of infrastructure and public facilities construction. Tax increment includes 

the local and State portions of the tax increment from taxable parcels in the Waterfront 
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Site. Tax increment from the sub-project area not required for debt service may be used 

to fund horizontal development Costs on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. 

• Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) -- The IRFO will allow the capture 

of property tax increment for affordable housing and to reimburse the Developer for 

eligible public infrastructure expenses. The tax increment only includes the local share 

of property taxes. Under the !RFD, the district will collect pay-go taxes up until the final 

bond is issued, and tax increment necessary to service bond debt, debt service coverage 

and bond reserves. Subsequently, any tax increment in excess of amounts required to 

service debt and fulfill requirements of bond covenants will flow to the General Fund. 

• Condominium Facility Tax -- This is a CFO special tax that will be assessed on 

condominium units to initially provide an additional source of funding to pay for 

infrastructure and later available to the City to fund shoreline protection facilities. 

• Shoreline Tax -A CFO special tax that will be assessed on all leased properties to fund 

shoreline improvements by the Port. 

In addition to the CFD funding for infrastructure and public facilities, as noted in the Chapter 3 

fiscal analysis, CFD special taxes will be paid by new vertical development to fund a range of 

public services including parks and open space, street cleaning and street/sidewalk 

maintenance. 

VERTICAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE & SPECIAL 
USE DISTRICT 
Building developers will be responsible for all costs and funding of vertical construction of 

buildings. 

One exception is Building E4. An arts special tax will be assessed to help the fund construction of 

the E4 building, which is designated for arts/innovation/maker uses. The building would not be 

financially feasible without the additional funding. 
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS: 
FUNDING OF INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE 
& PUBLIC SERVICES 
Development of the Project will create new public infrastructure, including streets, parks and 

open space that will require ongoing maintenance. As described below, service costs will be 

funded through special taxes paid by new development. Other required public services, 

including additional police, fire and emergency medical services (EMS), will be funded by 

increased General Fund revenues from new development supplemented by charges for services. 

Table 2 summarizes total annual general revenues created by the Project Project, excluding tax 

increment allocated to the IFD and IRFD. After deducting service costs, $8.3 million is generated 

annually to the General Fund. Additional restricted revenues will be generated. 

Table 2 Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $$) 

IFD 

Pier 70 28-aci"e IFD IRFD SUD 
Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total 

Annual General Revenue 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000 
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000 
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000 
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0 
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7,053,000 

Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000 
(less) 20%.Charter Mandated Baseline {$2,347,800} ($105,400} {~2,453,200} {$96,600} ($2,549,800} 
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10, 199,200 

Public Services Expenditures 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 
Roads Funded by Project Assessments 
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000) 
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) {853,000} (52,000) (905,000} (69,000} {974,000) 

Subtotal, Services ($1, 702,000) ($104,000) ($1 ,806,000) ($138,000) {$1 ,943,000) 

NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 I $8,256,200 I 
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue 
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax ~386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 

Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000 

Possessory Interest/Property Taxes {1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3,111,000 $22,692,000 

TOTAL, Net General + Other Revenues $25,789,200 $2,666,600 $28,455,800 $3,489,400 $31,946,200 

(1) Until project Infrastructure costs are fully paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar generated from the site will be utilized to fund bond debt 
service and on a pay-go basis fund infrastructure costs through an IFD/IRFD approved by the Board of Supervisors. The $0.65 represents the 
General Fund and dedicated funds share; total IFD revenues available for infrastructure will also include the State's share that currently is 
distributed to ERAF..The IRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) will only receive the General Fund share to pay for Project costs. 

8131117 
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Table 3 summarizes one-time fees and revenues. The impact fee revenue will be dedicated and 

legally required to fund infrastructure arid facilities targeted by each respective fee. In the case 

ofTransit Impact Development Fees, the revenue will offset facility costs (i.e., additional buses) 

.directly attributable to Project. Jobs-Housing and Affordable Housing Fees paid by the Pier 70 

development will fund affordable housing provided by the Project. Other impact fee revenues 

may be used Citywide to address needs created by new development. 

Table 3 Estimated One-Time Fees and Revenues (2017 $$) 

IFD 
. Pier7m:acre-· IFD IRFD 

Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Total Hoedown Yard 

DeveloQment lm12act Fees {1 l 

SUD 
Total 

Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000 
Affordable Housir:ig-- §415 (1) ' $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000 
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000 5,798,000 
TSF- §411Aand TIDF-§411.3 (3) $40,530,000 $2,414,000 42,944,000 $3,207,000 46,151,000 

Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000 

Other One-Time Revenues 
. Construction Sales Tax (1 % Gen'I Fund} $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000 
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 $351,000 4,081,000 $0 4,081,000 

Total: Other One-lime Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000 

Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184, 113,000 

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017. 
(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses. 
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF. 

MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE COSTS 

SERVICE COSTS DURING DEVELOPMENT 

During development, the construction of new infrastructure will trigger a need for public 

services. Table 4·estimates service costs by area during development, based on: 

• No service costs will be incurred by the City prior to occupancy of buildings; the 

Developer will be responsible for facility maintenance prior to acceptance by the City. 

• Parks and open space will be funded by assessments paid by building owners . 

Fire/EMS costs will be incurred prior to initial occupancy to provide ambulance services. 

• Roads will require minor and major maintenance over time; these costs will be funded 

by special taxes paid by building owners. 

• Police costs are phased as new development and occupancy occurs . 

Actual costs will depend on the level of future service demands, and Citywide needs by City 

departments at the time of development and occupancy. 
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Table 4 Annual Service Costs During Development {2017 $$) 

Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 

--
1fQ. 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (33,364) (117,608) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) (377,175) (466,786) . (532,781) (699,767) (744,419) (849,000) 
Fire/EMS [853,000) [853,000) [853,000) [853,000) [853,000) [853,000) {853,000) {853,000) [853,000) [853,000) {853,000) 

Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) (1,230;175} (1,319,786) (l,385,781) (1,552,767) (1,597,419) (1,702,000) 

20th/Illinois 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) . (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 

w Fire/EMS (52,000) . (52,000) [52,000) {52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) {52,000) {52,000) {52,000) 

N Total, 20th/Illinois (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,0QO) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) 
.;:.. 

(990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423, 786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000) co TOTALIFD 

IRFD 
Hoedown Yard 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads · Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) 
Fire/EMS [69,000) {69,000) {69,000) [69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) [69,000) 

Total, 20th/Illinois (138,000) {138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,_000) (138,000) {138,000) {138,000) 

TOTAL IRFD {138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

TOTAL, SERVICE COSTS (1,128,364) (1,212,608) (1,295,072) (1,323,817) (1,323,817) (1,472,175) (1,561, 786) (1,627~781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419) (1,944,000) 

8131117 
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Public Open Space 

The Pier 70 SUD will include approximately 9 acres of public parks and open spaces. 3 All of the 

Waterfront Site's at-grade parks and open spaces will be owned by, and will remain under the 

jurisdiction of, the Port and subject to conditions of the BCDC major permit applicable to 

portions of the Waterfront Site. 

Maintenance bf the parks and open spaces will be funded by special taxes imposed on Vertical 

Developers by a maintenance CFD upon issuance of Certificates of Occupancy. Preliminary 

estimates of annual maintenance costs to be funded by the special taxes total approximately 

$2.9 million. The costs include administration, maintenance, and utility costs required for parks, 

open space and hardscape improvements, and roads.4 The costs include long-term, "life-cycle" 

· replacement of facilities, including major surface reconstruction of roads. 

Police 

T~e SFPD will respond to police needs and calls for service generated by the Project. The Project 

area is located within the Bayview District of San Francisco Police Department (SFPD). The Port 

currently contracts with the SFPD to provide two officers that respond to calls for service on 

Port property. It is assumed that this current level of service by the contracted officers will 

continue. 

The draft EIR states that the addition of Project residents and employees would require an 

additional. patrol unit, which typically consist of up to five officers on st~ggered shifts.5 Police 

staffing increases are expected to occur over the next several years to meet the City Charter 

mandate for the number of sworn police officers; this increase will help to address needs 

created during development and at buildout of the Project. 

Based on five officers a.tan average cost of $189,000 per officer, the additional annual cost at 

buildout would total approximately $968,700. This cost includes employee taxes and benefits, 

overtime and backfill during vac;ation, equipment, and the annual capitalized acquisition and 

maintenance co.st of vehicles.6 

Increased police costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues generated during 

Project development and at build out. 

3 Notice of Preparation, May 6, 2015, pg. 4 
4 Maintenance Cost Projections 7/21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17. 

DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-1, Dec. 21, 2016. 
6 Email correspondence from Carolyn Welch, Budget Manager San Francisco Police Dept., to Sarah 

Dennis-Phillips, San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Sept. 21, 2016. 
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The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) deploys services from the closest station with 

available resources, supplemented by additional resources b.ased on the nature of the call. The 

Project Site is within the first response area for Fire Station No. 37 in Battalion 10 located in the 

Potrero Hill neighborhood, about 0. 75 miles west of the project site. Other stations within 

Battalion that would respond include Stations 4, 9, 17, 25 and 42; .additional stati.ons would 

respond if needed. Ambulances are "dynamically" deployed around the City depending on 

forecasts of need at any given time. 

According to the draft EIR, the addition of Project residents and employees would require an 

additional ambulance, under both a Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenario.7 

Ambulances are staffed with an EMT and a paramedic who provide pre-hospital advanced 

medical and trauma care.8 For coverage 24/7, a fully staffed ambulance would require a total of· 

3.5 EMTs and 3.5 paramedics, at a total cost of $1,248,300 including taxes and benefits, and 

including the annualized capital and maintenance cost for an ambulance.9 

Increased fire service and EMS costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues 

generated during Project development and at buildout. Cost recovery from fees averages 

approximately 22%, which would provide $274,600 of offsetting revenues, resulting in a net cost 

of $973,700. 

SFMTA 

The Pier 70 SUD Transportation Plan provides a comprehensive transportation program to guide 

design, development, and eventual operation of transportation ·elements of the Project. The 

transportation plan presents goals, principles, and strategies to meet the travel demand needs 

of the site with an array of transportation options that meets the City's future mobility and 

sustainability goals. 10 

A shuttle service is a key component of the Project. The shuttle would connect the Pier 70 SUD 

to regional transit hubs, like the Transbay Transit Center and 16th Street/ Mission Street BART 

station. The service would be operated and maintained by a Pier 70 Transportation 

7 
DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-2, Dec. 21, 2016. 

8 
DEIR, Section 4.L., pg: 4.L.7, Dec. 21, 2016. 

9 
Email co_rrespondence from Mark Corso, Finance Division San Francisco Fire Department, Oct. 11, 2016, 

to Rebecca Benassini, Port of San Francisco 

10 
Pier 70 Transportation Plan Draft, 1/9/16. 
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Management Agency (TMA).11 The TMA is likely to contract with a third-party shuttle operator. 

Fees collected from tenants of the Project would fund the shuttle service,' which would be free 

to riders. Preliminary.estimates indicate annual costs of approximately $700,000 annually for 

operation of seven vehicles, a transportation coordinator, marketing and other costs.12 

No changes to Muni system routes are proposed as a part of the project. Muni capital needs and 

operations would be funded through a combination of local, State and Federal sources as well as 

from fee revenues. Specific.service increases and related funding have not been determined at 

this point in time .. 

DPW 

The Project will create new roadway connections, and improve existing streets. All streets will 

have sidewalks, streetscape and street trees. Signalization improvements will be required. 

Special taxes imposed on Vertical Developers by a maintenance CFO will fund maintenance of 

streetscape improvements, landscaping and road maintenance. The CFO services budget 

includes both ongoing· maintenance of facilities as well as periodic "life cycle" costs for repair 

and replacement of facilities over time. 13 

Public Health 

Depending on the outcome of ongoing debates regarding the Affordable Care Act, it is possible 

that current revenues to the Dept. of Public Health could be reduced. The new residents added 

by the Project could increase demands on public health facilities, inclu.ding San Francisco 

General, and incur additional costs not estimated in the current analysis. Funding for these costs 

could be derived from the net surpluses generated by the Project. 

PUBLIC REVENUES 
New tax revenues from the Project will include both ongoing annual revenues and one-time 

revenues, as summarized in the prior tables. The revenues re.present direct, incremental 

benefits of the Project. These tax revenues will be available to help fund public improvements 

and services both within the Project and Citywide. The following sections describe key 

assumptions and methodologies employed to estimate each revenue. 

11 
DEIR, pg. 4.E.44, Dec. 21, 2016. 

12 R.Berkson correspondence with Kelly Pretzer, Forest City, 10/18/16. 
13 Maintenance Cost Projections 7 /21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17. 
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The City Charter requires that a certain share of various General Fund revenues be allocated to 

specific programs. An estimated 20 percent of revenue is shown deducted from General Fund 

discretionary revenues generated by the Project (in addition to the share of parking revenues 

dedicated to MTA, shown separately).14 While these baseline amounts are shown as a 

deduction, they represent an increase in revenue as a result of the Project to various City 

programs whose costs aren't necessarily directly affected by the Project, resulting in a benefit to 

these services. 

Possessory Interest and Property Taxes 

Possessory interest tax or property tax at a rate of 1 percent of value will be collected from the 

land and improvements associated with the Project.15 The development on parcels transferred 

in fee will be charged property taxes, while the development on parcels under ground lease will 

be charged a "possessory interest tax" in an amount equivalent to property tax. Parcels on the 

Waterfront Site may be sold for residential condominium development. The 20th/Illinois Street 

Parcel is assumed sold for condominium development. 

The City receives up to $0.65 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected. The 

State's Education Revenue Augmentation Fund ·(ERAF) receives $0.25 of every property or 

possessory interest tax dollar collected, although the State of California has authorized the 

capture of this tax increment through an IFD for purposes of furthering state interests at Pier 70, 

pursuant to AB 1199.16 The DDA proposes to use IFD tax increment revenues, including the 

ERAF share of tax increment, to fund predevelopment, horizontal development (site 

preparation, infrastructure, and site-wide amenities), and the ·development of parks and open 

space at the Waterfront Site. The IRFD on the Hoedown Yard will retain only the $0.65 portion. 

The remaining $0.10 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected, beyond the 

City's $0.65 share and the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing 

entities, including the San Francisco Unified School District, City College of San Francisco, the 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality. Management District. 

These distributions will continue and will increase as a result of the Project. 

14 Jamie Querubin, San Francisco Controllers Office, correspondence with consultant, August 25, 2017. 
15 Ad valorem property taxes supporting general obligation bond debt in excess of this 1 percent amount 

are excluded for purposes of this analysis. Such taxes require separate voter approval and proceeds are 
payable only for uses approved by the voters. 

16 Assembly member Ammiano, Chapter 664 of the statutes of 2010. 
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The DDA will provide that an 8 percent share of IFD taxes, not otherwise required for debt 

services or other Project costs, may be utilized for Port capital improvements elsewhere within 

Pier 70. 

For the Waterfront Site and the 20th /Illinois Street Parcel, land (and the possessory interest in 

the land), buildings, and other improvements will be assessed and taxed. In the event of the 

sale of a parcel, the land will be assessed at the new transaction price; following development of 

buildings (and their sale, if applicable) the property will be re-assessed. The County Assessor will 

determine the assessed values; the estimates shown in this analysis are preliminary and may 

increase depending on future economic conditions and the type, amount and future value of 

development. 

The assessed value is assumed to grow at a 2 percent annual rate (or at CPI, whichever is less) as 

permitted by State law, unless a transaction occurs which would reset the assessed value to the 

transaction price, or unless depreciation or adverse economic conditions negatively affect 

assessed value. The analysis assumes that the overall growth in value, including increased 

assessed value due to resales, will keep pace with inflation. 

It is likely that taxes will also accrue during construction of infrastructure and individual 

buildings, depending on the timing and method of assessment and tax levy. 

Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees 

The State budget converts a significant portion of former Motor Vehicle License Fee (VLF) 

subventions, previously distributed by the State using a per-capita formula, into property tax 

distributions. These distributions increase over time based on assessed value growth within 

each jurisdiction. These revenues to the City are projected to increase proportionately to the 

increase in the assessed value added by new development. 

Sales Taxes 

The City General Fund receives 1 percent of taxable sales. Sales taxes will be generated from 

several Project-related sources: 

• Sales at new retail and restaurant uses 

" Taxable sales by other businesses, including those in .the Arts and Industrial space. Sales 

tax can also be generated by sales of businesses in the office space, but this has not 

been estimated 

• Taxable expenditures by new residents and commercial tenants at the Project which are 

partially captured by retail and businesses at the Project 
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In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in California, voter­

approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two special districts, 

the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Public Financing 

Authority (related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a portion of sales taxes 

(0.50 and 0.25 percent, respectively) in addition to the 1 percent local portion. The City also 

receives revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose of funding public safety­

related expenditures. 

Sales Taxes from Construction 

During the construction phases of the Project, one-time revenues will be generated by sales 

taxes on construction materials and fixtures. Sales tax will be allocated directly to the City and 

County of San Francisco in the same manner as described in the prior paragraph. 

Transient Occupancy Tax {TOT) 

Hotel Room Tax (also known as Transient Occupancy Tax or TOT) will be generated when hote.1 

occupancies are enhanced by the commercial and residential· uses envisioned for the Project. 

The City currently collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However, given that no hotels are 

envisioned for the Project (out-of-town visitors to the site will likely stay at hotels elsewhere in 

the City), the impact will not be direct and is excluded from this analysis. 

Parking Tax 

The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parking spaces open to the public or 

dedicated to commercial users. The tax is 25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The 

revenue may be deposited to the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter 

of City policy the SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax revenue; the other 20 percent is 

available to the General Fund for allocation to special programs or purposes. This analysis 

assumes that all new commercial parking spaces envisioned for the Project will generate parking 

tax. This analysis does not include any off-site parki.ng tax revenues that may be generated by 

visitors to the Project that park off-site. 

Property Transfer Tax 

The City collects a property transfer tax ranging from $5.00 on the first $1,000 of transferred 

value on transactions up to $250,000 to $25.00 per $1,000 on the amount of transactions above 

$10 million. The fiscal estimates assume an effective rate applicable to an average condo 

transaction of $1 million, and an average rental and office building transaction of $20 million. 

Several residential parcels could be sold to vertical developers and become condominiums, 

which will sell more frequently than residential rental and commercial properties. The fiscal 

analysis assumes that commercial property sells once every ten to twenty years, or an average 

of about once every 15 years. For estimating purposes, it is assumed that sales are spread 
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evenly over every year, although it is more likely that sales will be sporadic. An average tax rate 

has been applied to the average sales transactions to estimate the potential annual transfer t9x 

to the City. Actual amounts will vary depending on economic factors and the applicability of the 

tax to specific transactions. 

The residential units on the 20th/Illinois Street Parcel and Hoedown Yard are ~ssumed to be 

condos, which can re-sell independently of one another at a rate more frequent than rental 

buildings, generating more transfer tax revenue than rental buildings. This analysis 

conservatively assumes that the average condominium will be sold to a new owner every seven 

years, on average. 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Estimated gross receipts tax revenues are generated from on-site businesses and rental income. 

This analysis does not estimate the "phase in" of this tax during the 2014 to 2017 period and 

assumes gross receipts taxes will substantially replace the existing payroll tax. Actual revenues 

from future gross receipt taxes will depend on a range of variables, including business types and 

sizes, share of activity within San Francisco, and other factors; the estimates generally assume 

the lower rates if a potential range exists for a given category in the analysis. It is likely that the 

majority of businesses in the retail, arts and light industrial (RALi) space will be small businesses 

and therefore exempt from the gross receipts tax. 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
The Project will generate a number of one-time City impact fees as a result of new development. 

Reuse of existing buildings is assumed to be exempt from the impact fees. Fees include: 

• Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Planning Code Sec. 413) -A fee per each new square foot of 

commercial developr:nent to fund housing programs to meet affordable housing needs 

generated by new employment by the Project's commercial uses. These fees will help fund 

affordable housing at the Project. 

• Affordable Housing (Planning Code Sec. 415) -Condominiums on the site will meet 

" 

affordable housing requirements by paying the affordable housing fee representing 28% 

percent of the market rate units. 20 percent of new rental developments will provide onsite 

inclusionary affordable units 

Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414, 414A) - A fee per square foot will be paid by the office 

and residential uses, applicable to the extent that childcare facilities are not provided on-

. site. 
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• Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) (Planning Code Sec. 411A} - This fee, effective December 25, 

2015, replaced the Transit Impact Development Fee. It is a fee per square foot paid by 

residential, non-residential, and PDR uses. The fee estimates assume that new Project 

development pays 100 percent of the TSF fees. 

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be 

collected based on utility consumption and other factors. Other fees will include school impact 

fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. The Project will also pay various 

permit and inspection fees to cover City costs typically associated with new development 

projects. 

www.berksonassociates.com 19 

3257 



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

4. DEBT LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CFD, IFD 
AND IRFD 
The Pier 70Waterfront Site proposes to use a portion of newly created property tax funds from 

the Project, collected through an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) on the Pier 70 

Waterfront Site, and an Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) on Hoedown 

Yard properties to help pay for the horizontal development costs required by the Project. The 

IFD and IRFD obligations will be secured by property taxes (and possessory interest taxes) paid 

by the Project lessees and property owners, and will not obligate the City's General Fund or the 

Port's Harbor Fund. In the IFD, the property tax increment will be used to fund Project 

infrastructure and/or to repay IFD bonds, or to pay debt service on CFD bonds, as described 

below. In the IRFD, the property tax increment will be used to finance affordable housing and/or 

to repay IRFD Bonds. 

Although specific financing vehicles will be refined as the financial planning continues and 

market conditions change, it is expected that the annual IFD revenues will fund debt service on 

$397 million of net proceeds from bonds (nominal dollars). IRFD bond proceeds are estimated to 

be approximately $45.9 million (nominal dollars). The actual amount of bonds issued could be 

greater depending on the amount of tax increment generated in future years. For the purpose 

of specifying debt issuance limits, a contingency has been added to the anticipated required 

· amounts and the amounts issued could be greater than the estimates noted above. 

Although CFD bonds (paid by IFD revenues) currently are anticipated to be the primary source of 

debt proceeds, the specific mix of CFD and IFD bonds will be determined based on future market 

conditions, and on the appropriate mix necessary to minimize financing costs. 

the formation documents for the IFD, IRFD and CFD, which are subject to approval by the Board . 

of Supervisors, clarify that the debt incurred under these districts are obligations of the districts, 

and are not an obligation, responsibility or risk to the Port's Harbor Fund and the City's General 

Fund. 
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5. BENEFITS.TO THE CITY AND PORT 
The Project will provide a range of direct' and indirect benefits to the City and the Port. These 

benefits include tax revenues that exceed service costs, as well as a range of other economic 

benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, and increased public and private expenditures. 

FISCAL BENEFITS 
As described in Chapter 3, the Project is anticipated to generate a net $8.3 million annual 

general City tax revenues in excess of its estimated public service costs. These revenues would 

be available for expansion of local and/or Citywide services and public facilities. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY 
The construction of the Project on the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and Illinois Street Parcel and 

future economic activity of businesses and households that will occupy the Project will create 

short-term construction spending and jobs, as well as longer-term, permanent jobs and 

economic activity in San Francisco. The economic analysis provides estimates of these benefits, 

including the "multiplier" effects from expenditures by new businesses and households that in 

turn generate more business to suppliers and other industries supporting the new businesses at 

the Project. 

Table 5 summarizes the potential economic benefits of the Project. The following analysis 

provides a description of the types of benefits and an "order of magnitude" of benefits. 
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Table 5 Summary of Economic Impacts {2017 $$) 

IFD IRFD 
·p-rer-10 2s:-c1cr:0··-----·--·---

Impact Category watertront Site 20th/Illinois Hoedown Yard TOTAL 

Ongoing Project Em~loyment. 

Direct 6,050 30 10 6,090 

Indirect 1,850 10 0 1,860 

Induced 3,380 .f.Q_ 1Q._ 3,410 

Total Employment 11,280 60 20 11,360 

Annual Economic OutQut 

Direct $1,722,251,000 $8,095,000 $3,501,000 $1,733,847,000 

Indirect 516,451,000 2,427,000 1,050,000 519,928,000 

Induced 616,257,000 2,897,000 1,253,000 620,407,000 

Total Annual Economic Output $2,854,959,000 $13,419,000 $5,804,000 $2,874,1si,ooo 

Construction-Related EmQloyment {Job-Years) 

Direct . 8,350 790 1,090 10,230 

Indirect 2,450 230 320 3,000 

Induced 2,950 280 380 3,610 

Total Construction Employment (Job-Years) 13,750 1,300 1,790 16,840 

Economic OutQUt from Construction 

Direct $1,695,561,000 $159,730,000 $220,548,000 $2,075,839,000 

Indirect 482,990,000 45,500,000 62,824,000 591,314,000 

Induced 525,899,000 49,542,000 68,406,000 643,847,000 

Total Economic Output from Construction $2, 704,450,000 $254, 772, 000 $351,778,000 $3,311,000,000 

Source: IMPLAN 2014; and Berkson Associates. 8/31117 

Employment 

New permanent full and part-time jobs will be created by the Project. The number of jobs to San 

Francisco residents will depend on the ability of local residents to compete for Project 

employment opportunities and implementation of local hire policies. 

The number and type of Arts and Light Industrial jobs depend on the potential mix of businesses 

and uses, and may include shared office and manufacturing work environments, arts and 

culture, and food-related uses. For purposes of analysis, this report assumes average job 

densities similar to office uses, consistent with the environmental analysis of the Project.17 

17 DEIR, Table 4.C.5, pg. 4.C.27, Dec. 21, 2016. 
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Total Output 

"Direct" output refers to the total income from all sources to the businesses located at the 

Project; these sources of income in turn are spent by the businesses on supplies, labor, and 

profit required to produce.the goods and services provided by the businesses. In addition, 

Project businesses will spend money on goods, supplies, and services in San Francisco, wh.ich will 

generate additional "indirect" economic activity and support additional jobs at those suppliers. . . 
The San Francisco households holding those direct and indirect jobs will spend a portion of their 

income in the City, which is an additional source of "induced" output. Total output is the sum of 

direct, indirect, and induced business income in the City as a result of the Project. 

New Households and Affordable Housing 

Development of residential units at the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and 20th/Illinois Street Parcel will 

generate a small number of new jobs directly serving the residential buildings and occupants, for 

example building maintenance, janitorial and repair services, waste collection, domestic 

services, and childcare. Expenditures by the residents of the new units are not included in the 

economic impact numbers because the analysis projects economic activity generated by the 

Project due to onsite jabs, and the indirect and induced expenditures associated with those 

onsite jobs. However, the addition of a significant supply of residential units will help to ensure 

that induced expenditures are captured in San Francisco, and that expenditures by residents re­

locating from other communities are also spent in the City. These effects will be a substantial 

benefit to San Francisco business revenues. These potential taxable sales are included in the 

fiscal analysis of direct tax revenues created, but are not shown in the economic analysis. 

As noted in Chapter 1, the Waterfront Site will provide 20 percent inclusionary affordable units 

on all rental projects. Condos are assumed to pay in-lieu fees per unit for 28 percent of total 

·condo units. The availability of affordable housing will help San Francisco businesses retain 

employees critical to ~heir ongoing operations in the City. Additional sites will be dedicated to 

development dedicated entirely to affordable housing. Fees paid by new Project development 

(e.g., the affordable housing in-lieu fees, and jobs-housing linkage fees) will help to fund the 

affordable housing. 

Construction Impacts 

$2.1 billion of direct construction expenditures for site development and vertical construction 

. will create a range of economic benefits to the City. In addition to generating "direct" 

construction activity and jobs on site, the construction expenditures will also generate new 

business and jobs "indirectly" for San Francisco firms serving the construction industry. 

Expenditures in San Francisco by the households of employees of companies benefiting from 

these direct and indirect expenditures will create additional "induced" benefits to the City. 

These benefits will occur over time during construction and through buildout of the Project. 

www. be rks on associates. com 

3261 

23 



.. ·~ - Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

As described in Chapter 3, construction activity will generate additional general revenues to the 

City, including sales tax on construction materials and gross receipts tax. 

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT 
/' 

The Port will receive various revenues over the 99-year lease period and in conjunction with 

land sales; the estimates below provide the Port with approximately $178 million in net present 

value (NPV, 2017 $$}of revenues that are projected to be generated to the Port over time, 

based on current financial projections based on the program assumptions described in Chapter 

1 of this report. Actual revenues will vary depending on the mix of land uses, Project costs and 

revenues, and future economic conditions, and will be generated over the life of the Project. 

Profit participation in land value, calculated as 55 percent of all horizontal cash flow 

after Forest City achieves an 18 percent return on its predevelopment and infrastructure 

investments, estimated at $23.7 million (NPV, 2017 $$}. 

• Participation in modified gross rent from buildings, starting at 1.5 percent 30 years after 

construction and increasing to 2.5 percent 60 years after construction, estimated at 

$22.8 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

1.5 percent of. all net proceeds from sale or refinancing of properties; estimated at $5.9 

million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• A share of property tax increment, designated for capital improvements at Pier 70 

including the release of reserves, estimated at $38.9 million· (NPV, 2017 $$). 

A $0.08 share of each dollar of property tax increment from the amount collected 

annually, estimated at $23.6 million (NPV, 2017 $$}. 

Condominium Transfer Fee - paid upon every sale of a condominium unit, estimated at 

$36.8 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Condominium Facility Tax -This tax will fund capital improvements and Pier 70 public 

services; the portion available after debts are paid will be applied to shoreline 

improvements, and is estimated at $1.5 million (NPV, 2017 $$}. 

• Shoreline Tax -A portion of the CFD special tax not required for Project costs and 

reserves will be available to the Port after the Developer'~ required returns are paid; 

this is estimated at $16.1 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

Lease Revenues from Parcel C-1A-this site, originally programmed for a parking garage, 

will provide the Port with an estimated $8.9 million (NPV, 2017 $$}. 
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The Port will publicly offer the 20th/Illinois Street parcel for sale or 99-year ground lease at fair 

market value through a proprietary public offering as soon as practicable after project approval. 

The Port's net proceeds, or an amount equal to the parcel's appraised fair market value, will be 

used by the Port to reduce or pay off predevelopment costs and accrued return. 

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES 
The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access, and open space, consisting of 

approximately 9 acres of public parks, including a 4.5-acre Waterfront Park. A network of 

landscaped pedestrian connections and multiple classes of bicycle networks, from commuting 

lanes to recreational pathways, throughout the Project site will enhance accessibility. These 

facilities will benefit San Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and 

attraction of businesses, employees, and residents. 

As previously noted, maintenance of these facilities will be funded by a CFD. Maintenance 

special taxes levied against each taxable development parcel, separate from special taxes levied 

to pay for infrastructure, will provide pay-as-you-go funds for operating and maintenance costs 

of public access, roads, parks and open space areas. 

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS 
Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of 

the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support 

business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant 

and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of 

historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the 

Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization, 

employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic maritime facilities and structures, 

improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improve~ents to Port 

property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City­

wide fiscal and economic benefits as described in other sections of this report. 
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APPENDIX ·A: FISCAL ANALYSIS 
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Table 1 
Fiscal Results ·summary, Ongoing Revenues and Expenditures 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

IFD 

Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SUD 
Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total 

Annual General Revenue 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000 
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000 
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000 
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0 
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7,053,000 

Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000 
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline (i2,347,800) (i105,400) (i2,453,200) (i96,600) (i2,549,800) 

Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10,199,200 

Public Services Expenditures 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 
Roads Funded by Project Assessments 
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000) 
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000) 

Subtotal, Services ($1, 702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000} 

NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 I $8,256,200 I 
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue 
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 i48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 

Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000 

Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3,111,000 $22,692,000 

TOTAL, Net General + Other Revenues $25,789,200 $2,666,600 $28,455,800 $3,489,400 $31,946,200 

(1) Until project infrastructure costs are fully paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar generated from the site will be utilized to fund bond debt 
s_ervice and on a pay-go basis fund infrastructure costs through an IFD/IRFD approved by the Board of Supervisors. The $0.65 represents the 
General Fund and dedicated funds share; total IFD revenues available for infrastructure will also include the State's share that currently is 
distributed to ERAF. The IRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) will only receive the General Fund share to pay for Project costs. 
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Table 1a 
Annual Service Costs During Development 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 

-
IFD 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Parks and.Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 
Roads Funded by Project Assessments 
Police (33,364) (117,608) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) (377,175) (466,786) (532,781) (699,767) (744,419) (849,000) 
Fire/EMS (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) 

Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) (1,230,175) (1,319, 786) (1,385,781) (1,552, 767) (1,597,419) (1, 702,000) 

20th/Illinois 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 
Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 
Fire/EMS (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,0Q.Ql (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 

w Total, 20th/Illinois (104,000) (104,000) (104,.000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) 
N 
en TOT ALI FD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000) 
en 

IRFD 
Hoedown Yard 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) 
Fire/EMS (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,0QQ.l (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) 

Total, 20th/Illinois (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000). (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

TOTALIRFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (:).38,000) (138,000) 

TOTAL, SERVICE COSTS (1,128,364) (1,212,608) (1,295,072) (1,323,817) (1,323,817) (1,472,175) (1,561,786) (1,627,781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419) (1,944,000) 
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Table 2 
Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

IFD 
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SUD 

Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total 

Develo12ment lm12act Fees (1} 
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000 
Affordable Housing-- §415 ( 1) $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000 
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000. 5,798,000 
TSF - §411Aand TIDF-§411.3 (3) ~40,530,000 ~2,414,000 42,944,000 ~3,207,000 46,151,000 

Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000 

Other One-Time Revenues 
Construction Sales Tax (1 % Gen'I Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000 
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 ~351,000 4,081,000 ~ 4,081,000 

Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 . $364,000 $7,507,000 
~ 
N Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184,113,000 en 
.....i 

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017. 

(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses. 
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced.TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF. 8131117 
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TableA-1 
Project Description Summary (1) 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential 

Apartments . 
Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Apts 
Condos 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Condos 

Total, Residential 
Parking 

20th/Illinois Street 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (condos) 
Parking 

Hoedown Yard 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (condos) 
Parking 

TOTAL 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential 

Apartments 
Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Apts 
Condos 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Condos 
Total, Residential 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Parking 

Gross 
Bldg. 
Sq.Ft. 

75,893 
205,880 

1,387,228 

6,600 
0 

248,615 

349,353 

82,493 
205,880 

1,387,228 

1,614,106 

(1) From Financing Plan Base Case scenario (Updates 8/30/17). 

Units or Spaces 

na 
na 
na 

709 units 
177 units 
886 units 

587 units 
units 

587 units 

1,473 units 
1,569 spaces 

na 
239 units 
239 spaces 

330 units 
126 spaces 

709 
177 
886 

1,156 
Q 

1, 156 
2,042 

1,865 
177 

1,934 spaces 

Additional 100% affordable units can be constructed on dedicated sites. 
Source: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 
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Notes 

Inc. 115,700 sq.ft. Bldgs 12c, 21 
Inc. 60ksf Bldg 12a 

8/31117 

Pier70Fisca/_2017-08-30 _ aug30pf.xlsx 



TableA-2 
Population and Employment 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Population (1) 

Employment (FTEs) 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential (4) 

. Parking (2) 
Total 

Total Service Population 

Illinois Street Parcels (2) 
Population (1) 

Employment (FTEs) 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (4) 
Parking (2) 

Total 

Total Service Population 

Hoedown Yard 
Population (1) 

Employment (FTEs) 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (4) 
Parking (3) 

Total 

Total Service Population 

TOTAL 
Residents 
Employees 
Service Population 

CITYWIDE 
Residents (5) 
Employees (6) 
Service Population 

(1) Based on DEIR. 

(2) DEIR, Table 4.C.5. 

(3) DEIR, Table 4.C.5. 

Assumptions 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 

27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) · 

27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) 

Total 

3,344 

217 
746 

5,026 
53 
§ 

6,048 

9,391 

543 

19 
0 
9 
1 

28 

571 

749 

0 
0 

12 
Q 

12 

761 

4,635 
6,088 . 

10,724 

866,583 
709.496 

1,576,079 

(4) Includes building management, janitorial, cleaning and repair, childcare, and other.domestic services. 

(5) Cal. Dept. of Finance, Rpt. E-1, 2016 
(6) BLS QCEW State and County Map, 201603. 8131117 
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TableA-3 
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 
New Residential Units 
Adaptive Reuse (Buildings 2, 12, 21) 

Units 
Sq.Ft. 
Net of Adaptive Reuse 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) 
Jobs Housing Linkage -§413 (5) 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) 
Child Care-§414 (4) 
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) 

Total 

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 900 sq.ft.lunit. 
(2) All impact fees are as of January 2017. 

Residential 

1,986,740 
2,042 

1.07,736 
107 616 

1,529,771 

$87',056,973 
$3,607,919 

$17,250,361 

$107,915,252 

Arts, 
Office Retail Light Industrial 

1,387,228 82,493 205,880 

60,000 Q 115,700 
1,327,228 82,493 90, 180 

$33,831,042 $1,961,684 $1,807,207 

$2,189,926 $0 $0 
$26,531,288 $1,649,035 $720,538 

$0 $0 $0 

$62,552,256 $3,610,719 $2,527,745 

(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; Illinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee . 
Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units. 

(4) Childcare fee will not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site. 
(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace. 
(6) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% of TSE 

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for< 100,000 sq.ft. 

· Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 

Berkson Associates 8/31117 

TOTAL 

$37,599,932 
$87,056,973 

$5,797,845 
$46,151,222 

$0 

$176,605,972 

8/31117 
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TableA-3a 
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Arts, 
Item Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 1,388,772 1,387,228 75,893 205,880 
New Residential Units 1,473 
Adaptive Reuse (buildings 2, 12, 21) 

Units 120 
Sq.Ft. 107,616 60.000 115.700 

Sq.Ft. Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,281,156 1,327,228 75,893 90, 180 
Condos 587 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $37,442,984 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $44,206,266 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $4,649,746 
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $40,529,942 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) !!! 
Total $58,427,100 $62,552,256 $3,321,837 $2,527,745 $126,828,938 

w 20th/Illinois Street (2) 
I'.) 

-.I New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 248,615 0 6,600 0 
--' New Residential Units 239 

Condos 239 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $156,948 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $17,998,803 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $477,341 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $2,414,220 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 

Total $20,758,430 $0 $288,882 $0 $21,047,312 

Hoedown Yard (2) 
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 349,353 0 0 
New Residential Units 330 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $0 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $24,851,904 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $670,758 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $3,207,061 
TIDF~§411.3 (6) $0 

Total $28,729,722 $0 $0 $0 $28,729,722 

Berkson Associates 8131117 Pier70FiscaL2017-08-30_aug30pf.xlsx 
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Notes to Table A-3a; 

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 943 sq.ft/unit. 
(2) All impactfees are as of January 2017. 
(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; Illinois Street assumed to be condos and pay a.n in-lieu fee. 

Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units. 
(4) Childcare fee will riot apply if child care facilities are constructed on site. 
(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace. 
(6) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% of TSF. 

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for< 100,000 sq.ft. 

Sources: City of Sa(l Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 

Berkson Associates 8/31117 

8131117 
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TableA-4 
Assessed Value Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Development Cost Assessed Value 

Infrastructure $260,535,000 none assumed 
Arts, Light Industrial $29,647,000 $14,391 ,000 
Office $636,626,000 $728,073,000 
Residential $1, 149,031,000 $1,526,853,000 

Total $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000 

TableA-4a 
Assessed Value Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Development Cost Assessed Value 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Infrastructure 
Arts, Light Industrial (1) 
Office (1) 
Residential 

Total 

20th/Illinois 
Infrastructure 
Residential 

Total 

Hoedown Yard 
Infrastructure 
Residential 

Total 

TOTAL 

$260,535,000 
$29,647,000 

$636,626,000 
$768,753,000 

$1,695,561,000 

see Pier 70 costs 
$159,730,000 

$159,730,000 

see Pier 70 costs 
~220,548,000 

$220,548,000 

$2,075,839,000 

( 1 ). Mixed use retail is included in the values for other u·ses. 
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value. 

Sources: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 

3273 

inc. in bldg. value 
$14,391 ,000 

$728,073,000 
$990,362,000 

$1,732,826,000 

inc. in bldg. value 
$225,345,000 

$225,345,000 

inc. in bldg. value 
~311,146,000 

$311,146,000 

$2,269,317,000 

8131117 
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TableA-5 
Possessory Interest and Property Tax Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Assumptions 

Gross Property Tax/Possessory Interest Tax 

Allocation of Tax (2) 
Net New General Fund (1) 
ERAF 
SF Unified School District 
Other 

65.00% 
25.33% 

7.70% 
1.97% 

100.00% 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8/31117 

1.0% of new AV 

3274 

Total 

$22,693,000 

$14,750,450 
$5,748,000 
$1,747,000 

$447,000 
$22,692,450 . 

8/31/17 

Pier70Fisca/_2017-0B-30_aug30pf.xlsx 



c.:> ,....,, 
-....J 
CJ'I 

TableA-6 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item. 

Citywide Total Assessed Value ( 1) 
Total Citywide Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (2) 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Project Assessed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) 

20th/Illinois Street 
Project Assessed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) 

Hoedown Yard 
Project Assessed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in lieu of VLF (3) 

TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF 

Assumptions Total 

$212,173,326,106 
$211, 724,000 

$1, 732,826,000 
0.82% 

$1,729,000 

$225,345,000 
0.11% 

$225,000 

$311,146,000 
0.15% 

$310,000 

1.07% 
$2,264,000 

(1) Based on the CCSF FY2015-16 total taxable assessed value recorded by Controller's Office, City and County of San Francisco. 
Annual Report 2016, Office of the Assessor-Recorder (pg. 22). 

(2) City and County of San Francisco Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017, page 126. 
(3) Equals the increase in Citywide AV due to the Project multiplied by the current Citywide Property Tax In Lieu of VLF. 

No assumptions included about inflation and appreciation of Pier 70 or Citywide assessed values beyond 2016. 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 

8131117 
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TableA-7 
Property Transfer Tax (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

20th/Illinois Street 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

Hoedown Yard 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) · 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX 

Assumptions 

$990,362,000 (avg. sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$7 42,464,000 (avg.sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$225,345,000 (avg. sale once/7 years) 
14.3% annual turnover 
$6.35 /$1.,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) 

(avg. sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$311,146,000 (avg. safe once/7 years) 
14.3% annual turnover 
$6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) 

$0 (avg. sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

Total 

$66,024,000 
$1,275,000 

$49,498,000 
$956,000 

$2,231,000 

$32, 192,000 
$204,000 

$0 
$0 

$204,000 

$44,449,000 
$282,000 

282000 

$0 
$0 

$2,717,000 

(1) Waterfront Site assumes all residential buildings are rental units, and sales of all buildings average orice every 15 years. 
Illinois Street Parcels assumed to be condos and sell once every 7 years. 
Commercial buildings assume sale once every 15 years. . 

(2) Calculated estimate assumes rate on $1 million average for condos, $20 million for apartments and commercial buildings. 
Rates range from $5/$1,000 on first $250,000 to $25/$1,000 on amounts above $10 million. 

8114117 
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Table A-Ba 
Sales Tax Estimates 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housin,g as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq.Ft. 

Innovation (3) 
Retail 

Total 

Retail Taxable Sales 
Innovation 
Retail 

Total 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (4) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (5) 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund (7) 

other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (6) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (6) 

Assumptions 

$47,600 per household 
30% 
27% 

80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

50% 

$300 per sq.ft. 
$300 per sq.ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1.00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
Total Development Cost 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 
Su.pply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

r 

Total 

$158,700 
$42,800 

1,473 

$63,044,000 

$50,435,200 

$504,000 

102,940 
75,893 

178,833 

$30,882,000 
~22,767,900 
$53,649,900 

$536,000 
($134,000) 
{~134,000) 

$268,000 

$772,000 

$772,000 

$386,000 
$386,000 
$193,000 

$1,695,561,000 
$932,559,000 
$559,535,000 
$279,767,500 

$2,798,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(3) Only a portion of the tenants of innovation space will generate sales taxes (50% assumed). 
Innovation space will be distributed between shared office work environment, shared manufacturing, arts and 
culture, and food stall and kiosk retail uses. With the exception of food stall and kiosk retail, innovative retail uses are not assumed to 
generate substantial retail sales. 

(4) A portion of new sales from San Francisco ri;isidents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above). 
(5) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built. 
(6) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. 

·Source: Berkson Associates 8131117 
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le A-Sb 

..... ales Tax Estimates 
20th/Illinois Street 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a% of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq.Ft. 

Retail Taxable Sales 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On~Site Residential Sales (3) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

her Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 

Assumptions 

$50,000 per household 
30% 
27% 

80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

$300 per sq.ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1.00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
Total Development Cost 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

Total 

$166,700 
$45,000 

239 

$10, 755,000 

$8,604,000 

$86,000 

6,600 

$1,980,000 

$20,000 
($5,000) 
($5,000) 

$10,000 

$96,000 

$96,000 

$48,000 
$48,000 
$24,000 

$159,730,000 
$87,852,000 

. $52,711,000 
$26,356,000 

$264,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above). 

(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built. 

(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. 

Source: Berkson Associates 8114117 
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Table A-Be 
Sales Tax Estimates 
Hoedown. Yard 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq .Ft. 

Retail Taxable Sales 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTALS.ales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 
SF Public Financing Authority {Schools) (5) 

Assumptions 

$50,000 per household 
30% 
27% 

.80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

$300 per sq.ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1.00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
Total Development Cost 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
~an Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

Total 

$166,700 
$45,000 

330 

$14,850,000 

$11,880,000 

$119,000 

6,600 

$1,980,000 

$20,000 
($5,000) 
($5,000) 

$10,000 

. $129,000 

$129,000 

$65,000 
$65,000 
$32,000 

$220,548,QOO 
$121,301,000 

$72,781,000 
$36,391,000 

$364,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above). 

(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built. 

(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. 

Source: Berkson Associates 8/31/17 
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TableA-9 
Parking Tax 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Assumption Total 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Total Spaces 
Resideritial Spaces 
Non-Residential Spaces ( 1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax (3) 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

20th/Illinois Street 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

Hoedown Yard 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

$5,928 per year 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

$5,928 per day 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

$5,928 per day 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

(1) This analysis assumes that all non-residential Project parking will generate parking tax; includes parking in 
commercial buildings. 

(2) Including parking tax on monthly and daily rentals. 
(3) 80 percent is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit 

as mandated by Charter Section 16.110. 

Source: Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 

1,569 
1,569 

0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

8131117 
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TableA-10 
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier (2) Gross 
Item Receipts (GR) SF for GRTax (1) up to $1m $1m-$2.5m $2.5m-$25m $25m+ Receipts Tax 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) (4) $11,384,000 $10,246,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $10,246 
Arts, Light Industrial (3) $15,441,000, $1,544,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,158 
Office (4) $1,431,376,000 $1,288,238,000 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $6,570,014 
Parking lQ lQ 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% lQ 

Subtotal $1,458,201,000 $1,300,028,000 $6,581,418 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail $3,076,000 $3,076,000 
Arts, Light Industrial $4,150,000 $4,150,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $12,450 
Office $88,736,000 $88,736,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $266,208 
Parking $8,836,000 $8,836,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $26,508 
Residential $40,027,000 ~40,027,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% ~120,081 

Subtotal $144,825,000 $144,825,000 $425,247 

Total Gross Receipts $1,603,026,000 $1,444,853,000 $7,006,665 

w 
Project Construction N 

co Total Development Value (6) $1,695,561,000 $1,695,561,000 ...... Direct Construction Cost (7) $932,558,550 $932,558,550 0.300% 0.350%[ ___ 0.400%1 0.450% $3,730,234 

20th/Illinois Street 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%1 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $891 
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510%1 0.560% $0 
Parking (4) lQ lQ 0.075% 0.100% 0.135%1 0.160% lQ 

Subtotal $990,000 $891,000 $891 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail $267,000 $267,486 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $802 
Office $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0 
Parking $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0 
Residential lQ lQ 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% lQ 

Subtotal $267,000 $267,486 $802 

Total Gross Receipts $1,257,000 $1,158,486 $1,693 

Berkson Associates 8/31117 Pier70Fisca/_ 2017-08-30_ aug30pf.xlsx 
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TableA-10 
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Project Construction 
Total Development Value (6) 
Direct Construction Cost (7) 

Hoedown Yard 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) (4) 
Office (4) 
Parking (4) 

Subtotal 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail 
Office 
Parking 
Residential 

Subtotal 

Total Gross Receipts 

Project Construction 
Total Development Value (6) 
Direct Construction Cost (7) 

Total Gross 
Receipts (GR) 

$159,730,000 
$87,852,000 

$99.0,000 
$0 
~ 

$1,568,000 

$0 
$0 
$0 
~ 

$411,000 

$1,979,000 

$220,548,000 
$121,301,000 

GR Allocated to 
SF for GR Tax (1) 

$160,000,000 
$87,852,000 

$891,000 
$0 
~ 

$9,465,300 

$0 
$0 
$0 
~ 

$411,184 

$9,876,484 

$220,548,000 
$121,301,000 

*Note: reflects tax implementation after the payroll tax is phased out. 

Gross Revenue Tier (2) 
up to $1m $1m -$2.5m $2.5m - $25m 

0.300% 0.350%1 ___ 6.400%] 

0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 
0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 
0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 

0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 

0.300% 

0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 

o.35o%1 0.400%1 

(1) Rounded; gross receipts for retail, office, and manufacturing uses are based on direct output of onsite uses, from IMPLAN. 
(2) Given uncertainty about business size among various categories, this analysis applies highlighted tax rate in tier for each use. 

$25m+ 

0.450% 

0.160% 
0.560% 
0.160% 

0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 

0.450% 

to $25 million per business. The actual gross receipts will depend on the size of business in each category and their gross receipts generated within the City. 

Gross 
Receipts Tax 

$351,408 

$1,411. 
$41,076 

~ 
$42,487 

$1,234 
$0 
$0 
~ 

$1,234 

$43,721 

$456,000 

(3) 10% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt. Rate based on retail; manufacturing VI 

(4) 90% of office gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt. 
Gross receipts based on output per employee of $284,800 (IMPLAN). Tax rate based on Financial, Insurance, Professional, Scientific and Technical Services. 
Parking business income based on gross revenues (net of parking tax) from garages and commercial spaces (see parking tax estimates). Parking rent for residential parking incl 

(5) Pier 70 office and residential rents include rent from retail and non-structured.parking components. Estimates are based on the Pier 70 Financial Plan. 
(6) Based on vertical development cost plus infrastructure cost. 
(7) As a planning estimate, approximately 55% is assumed to represent direct construction costs. 

Sources: City of San Francisco; IMPLAN 2014; Berkson Associates. 8131117 

Berkson Associates 8/31117 Pier70Fisca/_2017-08-30_aug30pf.x/sx 
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ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
TODD RUFO, DIRECTOR 

To: Alisa Somera, Erica Major, Linda Wong 

From: . Sarah Dennis Phillips, OEWD 

CC: Brad Benson, Christine Maher, Port 

Date: October 6, 2017 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR 

Re: Infrastructure Financing District, related to the Pier 70 Project (Board Files 170878) 

On July 25th 2017, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Cohen introduced a Resolution of Intention to establish Sub­
Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Board File 170878. Please find attached an Exhibit A as a 
supporting document submittal for that file. Also attached is an Infrastructure Finance Plan that should be 
placed in the file for informational purposes only .. 

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 448, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
(415) 554-6969 VOICE 3 2 9 6 (415) 554-6018 FAX 



Print rorm 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 
· or meeting date 

[{] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee . 

. D 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries" 
L-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_J 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee .. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No . 
.--~~-==============:::;-~~--' 

D 9. Reactivate File No. 
'--~~~~~~~~~~---' 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commiss.ion D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

· Sponsor(s): 

. Cohen 

Subject: 

Resolution oflntention to Form Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project Area G-4 of 
Infrastructure Financing District (Port of San Francisco) 

The text is listed: 

Attached 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Boar:e--otSiupe~rs 

FROM: ~Mayor Edwin M. Lee ~ ( 
RE: Pier 70 Project .... -
DATE: July 25, 2017 

EDWIN M. LEE 

f{~~·~VE;f:; 
ryJ.U5j"uJn(? 5~5t11f~w1 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is legislation for the Pier 70 
Project: 

YResolution of Intention to Issue Bonds in an Amount Not to Exceed 
$273,900,000, $196, 100,000 and $323,300,000 for Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub­
Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project Area G-4, respectively, City and County of San 
Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco). 

Resolution of Intention to establish Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 
and Sub-Project Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure 
Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco). 

Resolution authorizing and directing the Executive Director of the Port of San 
Francisco, or designee of the Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco to 
prepare an.jnfrastructure financing plan for City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) and determining other 
matters in connection therewith. 

Resolution of Intention to establish City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) on land 
within the City and County of San Francisco commonly known as the Hoedown 

. Yard to finance the construction of affordable housing within Pier 70 and Parcel K 
South; to call a public hearing on October 24, 2017 on the formation of the district 
and to provide public notice thereof; and determin'ing other matters in connection 
therewith. 

Resolution of i'ntention to issue bonds for City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) and 
determining other matters in connection therewith. 

Ordinance approving a Development Agreement between the City and County of 
San Francisco and FC Pier 70, LLC, for 28 acres of real property located in the 
Pier 70 area; waiving certain provisions of the Administrative Code, Planning 
Code, and Subdivision Code; and adopting findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, public trust findings, and findings of consistency with 
the City's General Plan and with the eight priority policies of Planning Code 
Section 101.1(b). 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO,~~~R.NIA 94102-4681 

,,.., ,-,...,uf"\"J?.~ i'1~\ t:;t:;.ll.-R 141 



Ordinance amending the Planning Code and the Zoning Map to add the Pier 70 
Special Use District; and making findings, including findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act and findings of consistency with the General Plan, the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1,. and Planning Code 
Section 302. 

Please note that the legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Cohen. 

I respectfully request that these items be calendared in Land Use Committee on 
October 16, 2017. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168. 
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B.UDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING FEBRUARY 23, 2016 

Items 7 & 8 
Files 17-0878 and 17-0879 

Legislative Objectives 

• File 17-0878 is a resolution establishing the City's intent to establish three subproject 
areas in Port Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) No. 2 - Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and 

G-4. 

• File 17•0879 is a resolution stating the City's intent to issue bonds, paid by incremental 
property tax revenue allocated to the IFD and generated within each of the subproject 

areas. 

• Approval of these two resolutions does not obligate the Board of Supervisors to establish 
the IFD subproject areas or issue bonds, which will be subject to future Board of 
Supervisors approval. 

Key Points 

• The Port's IFD No. 2 provides for incremental property tax revenues generated by 
development on Port property (including bonds secured by these revenues) to be used for 
c~nstruction of public improvements. The Board of Supervisors formed Port IFD No. 2 in 
February 2016, and the agreement between the Port and Forest City to develop the Pier 
70 Waterfront Site in October 2017. The three proposed IFD subproject areas - G-2, G-3, 
and G-4 - are for phase 1, 2, and 3 respectively of the development of the Pier 70 
Waterfront Site. Property tax increment will be allocated to public improvements within 
the three subproject areas, as well as to Pier 70-wide improvements. 

• 100 percent of the City and the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) share of 
property tax increment will be allocated to the subproject areas. The total limit on the 
property tax increment that can be allocated to the IFD from the subproject areas over 
their 45-year terms is $3.0 billion. 20 percent of the property tax increment must be set­
aside for shoreline restoration, removal of bay fill, public access to the waterfront, and/or 
environmental remediation of the waterfront. 

Fiscal Impact 

e The proposed resolution to issue bonds (File 17-0879) would authorize the issuance of 
bonds in a not-to-exceed amount of $793.3. million, which is 3x the anticipated bond 

issuance of $216 million. According to the Port, this authorization accounts for property 
assessments that exceed projections, lower interest rates, and new waterfront projects. 

• While the proposed resolution states that the Board of Supervisors intends to authorize 
the issuance and sale of bonds in the maximum not-to-exceed amount of $793.3 million, 
according to the Port's bond counsel, the proposed resolution limits the use of bonds to 
pay for the costs of public improvements described in the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

Recommendation 

• Approve the proposed resolutions. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
1 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING FEBRUARY 23, 2016 

Mandate Statement 

California Government Code Section 53395.8 authorizes the establishment of an Infrastructure 
Financing District {IFD) on Port property. Section 53395.8{c){3) designates the Board of 
Supervisors as the legislative body for the Port IFD. 

Port IFD No. 2 and Pier 70 

Pier 70 is an approximately 69-acre site on the Port's Central and Southern Waterfront, 
bounded by Mariposa, Illinois, and 22nd Streets. In 2014, Pier 70 was listed as the Union Iron 
Works Historic District on the National Register of Historic Places. Pier 70 includes the Ship 
Repair Facility1

, the Historic Core2
, Crane Cove Park3

, Irish Hill4, and the Waterfront Site for 
mixed use development. On October 31, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved several 
pieces of legislation to establish the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project, and provide for the 
development of the 28-acre Waterfront Site within Pier 70. 

The Board of Supervisors formed the Port IFD No. 2 in February 2016 and adopted the 
Infrastructure Financing Plan {Ordinance 27-16).5 IFD No. 2 provides for project areas, including 
Project Area G on Pier 70. Project Area G currently has one subproject area - Subproject Area 
G-1 - covering the Pier 70 Historic Core. At that time, the Board of Supervisors approved the 
issuance of up to $25.1 million in bonds to be repaid by the City's share of incremental property 
tax generated by development with the Pier 70 Historic Core {or Subproject Area G-1) to pay for 
street and sidewalk improvements, electrical improvements to Building 102; and improvements 
to Crane Cove Park. The Infrastructure Financing Plan provided for issuance of the bonds in FY 
2021-22. 

"' ~ " µ """ "'~;;:; ~ "" i 22""" """ " '0i "' 

DETAllES ©F PROP©SED LEGISlillATl©N ~ _ 0 
• , ::::,:~; •• '' ~·~;:~~.~./· ,:. ,Y/f!V:~:::',. 

File 17-0878: The proposed resolution establishes t.he City's intent to establish three subproject 
areas - Subproject Area G-2, Subproject Area G-3, and Subproject Area G-4 - in Port 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2. According to the proposed Resolution of Intent, the 
Board of Supervisors resolves to take the following actions: 

(1) Conduct proceedings to establish the three subproject areas on the 28-acre Waterfront 
Site within the Union Iron Works Historic District; 

1 
The Port issued a Request for Proposals in July 2017 to select a new operator for the ship repair facility. 

2 The Historic Core of the Union Iron Works Historic District consists of the Bethlehem Steel Main Office Building 
and Powerhouse, the Union Iron Works Administration building, and the Union Iron Works Machine Shop and 
Foundry. The Board of Supervisors approved a 66 year lease with Orton Development, Inc., in 2014 to rehabilitate 
the five buildings. Rehabilitation of these historic buildings (except for the Powerhouse) is anticipated to be 
completed and the buildings ready for occupancy between fall 2017 and late 2018. 
3 Crane Cove Park is a 9-acre waterfront park; construction of phase 1.ot'the park, which is partially funded by 2008 
Clean and Safe Neighborhood General Obligation Bonds, is expected to be completed in March 2018. 
4 Irish Hill Park is a 1.5 acre site adJacent to Illinois Street planned for open space. Irish Hill is a contributing 
resource to the Historic District. · 
5 Infrastructure Financing District No. 1 was Rincon Hill Area, authorized by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING FEBRUARY 23, 2016 

(2) Direct the Port Executive Director to prepare an Infrastructure Financing Plan for each 

subproject area; 

(3) Declare .the Board's intent to use incremental property tax revenue allocated by the City · 
to the IFD and generated within the subproject areas to finance public facilities; and 

(4) Hold public hearings and take other actions necessary to establish the three subproject 
areas. 

The Resolution of Intent does not obligate the Board of Supervisors to establish each of the IFD 
subproject areas, which will be subject to future Board of Supervisors approval by ordinance. 

While the proposed resolution directs the Port Executive Director to prepare an Infrastructure 

Financing Plan for each subproject area, the Port has submitted the proposed Infrastructure 
Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. The proposed resolution does not 
provide for approval of the supplemental Infrastructure Financing Plan, which will be subject to 
approval when the Board of Supervisors considers the future ordinance establishing the three 
IFD subproject areas. 

File 17-0879: The proposed resolution states the City's intent to issue bonds, paid by 

incremental property tax revenue allocated to the IFD and generated within each of the 
subproject areas in amounts not-to-exceed: 

11 $273,900,000 for Subproject Area G-2; 

11 $196,100,000 for Subproject Area· G-3; and 

11 $323,300,000 for Subproject Area G-4. 

According to the proposed resolution, the intent is to pay directly for some of the costs of 
public facilities in each of the subproject areas and to use a portion of the bond proceeds to 
reimburse these costs. Approval of the proposed resolution does not obligate the Board of 
Supervisors to issue the bonds, which will be subject to future Boc:ird of Supervisors approval. 

Subproject Areas 

IFD Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 encompass the 28-acre Waterfront Site project within 
the Union Iron Works Historic District, bounded by Illinois Street on the west, the Bay on the 
east, 20th Street on the north, and 22nd Street and the former Potrero Powe_r Plant on the south, 
as shown in Exhibit 1 below. 
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Exhibit 1: Proposed Waterfront Site Project 
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The project is divided into three phases. 

FEBRUARY 23, 2016 

SITE BOUNDARIES PHASES 
-·- Pler70SUD ~ Phi\$00.5 
• • • • 28-/1<:r~Site ~:1.l! Pha;o 1 
-·-· IHinol!;Pillt~b H PlmsU 

l!ii!l!lPll3'1~3 
@;ill lndiclrt~ opeMpoo~ tones 

11 Subproject Area G-2 incorporates phase 1 development. Phase 1 extends from 
approximately 2018 to 2021. 

11 Subproject Area G-3 incorporates phase 2 development from approximately 2022 to 
2024. 

11 Subproject Area G-4 incorporates phase 3 development from approximately 2025 to 
2028. 
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Public Improvements and Facilities to be Funded by the IFD Subproject Areas 

Forest City is responsible to develop (or cause to be developed} horizontal infrastructure for the 
28-acre Waterfront Site, subject to reimbursement with IFD tax increment ·and proposed 

Community Facilities Districts (CFO} assessments, including bonds issued against the IFD tax 
increment and CFD assessments. Horizontal infrastructure work consists of: 

II 

II 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

II 

II 

Demolition and abatement 

Site grading, drainage, and utility infrastructure 

Geotechnical improvements for seismic stability 

Low pressure water system and non-potable water system. 

Pedestrian, bicycle, and transportation access 

Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS} 

Combined sewer and storm water system 

Infrastructure work in each of the phases consists of the following improvements within the 
respective subproject areas: demolition and abatement of existing structures; earthwork, soil 
disposal, and retaining walls; work on AWSS, low 'pressure water, reclaimed water, and 

combined sewer/storm water systems; street, park and open space improvements; and 
historical building rehabilitation. 

Phase I (Subproject Area G-2} is from approximately 2018 to 2021. Phase II (Subproject Area G-
3} is from 2022 to 2024. Phase Ill (Subproject Area G-4} is from 2025 to 2028. 

Additional Pier 70-wide work to be funded by the proposed IFD subproject areas , subject to 
Board of Supervisors approval, include improvements to Irish Hill Park, rehabilitation of 
Buildings 106 and 111, shipyard electrical work and improvements, improvements to Crane 
Cqve Park not funded by general obligation bonds, and public realm improvements. 

Port IFD Guidelines 

The Board of Supervisors approved guidelines in 2013 for establishment of the Port IFD (File 13-
0264}. These guidelines include (among other provisions): 

ia The Infrastructure Financing Plan to be developed by the Port must include a projection 
of revenues to the City's General Fund that will be generated by the project area. 

Ill 

II 

Ill 

If the State's IFD law allows allocation of the State share of property tax increment to a 
waterfront district, then the City must allocate to the waterfront district the share of 

·City property tax increment that maximizes the State allocation. 

Property tax increment allocated to public improvements should be sufficient to attract 
developer equity and market rate development in the project area. 

Property tax increment in excess of the allocation to public improvement in.the project 
area will be allocated to the City's General Fund. 
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11 Annual property tax increment will be allocated to maintain public infrastructure and 
improvements only if other sources are not available or sufficient. 

Proposed Infrastructure Financing Plan Provisions 

The proposed Infrastructure Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 contain the 
following provisions, which must be included in the financing plan to be prepared by the Port: 

11 The property tax increment would be allocated to the IFD from each subproject area for 
45 years beginning in the fiscal year in which the property tax increment generated by 
the subproject area equals at least $100,000. 

11 The amount of the property tax increment in each year would be th~ difference 
between the assessed taxable property value in FY 2015-16 and the assessed taxable 
property value in the tax year. 

11 The entire City and the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) share of 
property tax increment generated in the subproject areas will be allocated to the 
subproject areas. 

11 The tot.al limit on the property tax increment that can be allocated to the IFD from the 
subproject areas over their 45-year terms is $3.0 billion, of which $845 million is the 
limit on the ERAF share and $2.15 billion is the limit on the City's share, as shown below. 
These limits reflect projected total property tax increment plus a contingency factor of 
approximately 90 percent to account for variables such as higher assessed values of 
taxable property due to resales. 

II 

Subproject Area City Share ERAF Total 

G-2 

G-3 

G-4 855,000,000 335,000,000 1,190,000,000 

Total $2,155,500,000 $845,000,000 $3,000,500,000 

20 percent of the property tax increment must be set-aside for shoreline restoration,· . 
removal of bay fill, public access to the waterfront, and/or environmental remediation 
of the waterfront in accordance with California Government Code. The 20 percent 
allocation requirement applies to IFD Project Area G as a whole. Because the 

· Infrastructure Financing Plan for IFD Subproject Area G-1 (covering the Historic Core of 
the Union Iron Works Historic District), approved by the Board of Supervisors in 
February 2016, allocates 64 percent of the property tax increment to Crane Park and 
other waterfront projects, the Port may a.llocate less than 20 percent of property tax 
increment generated by Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. 
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111 Bonds issued by the IFD and secured by the City's share of the property tax increment 
must be repaid. within 45 years. The IFD cannot issue new bonds secured by the ERAF 

share of the property tax increment after 20 years. 

Sources and Uses of Funds 

Estimated sources and uses of funds are $1.0 billion (2017 dollars), as shown in Exhibit 2 below. 

Exhibit 2: Sources and Uses of Funds 

Sources 

Annual Tax Increment 

Bond Proceeds 

Developer Capital 

Advances oHand Proceeds 

Total Sources 

Uses 

Bond Debt Service 

Interest on Advanced Funds 

Repayment Developer Capital 

Repayment Advances of Land Proceeds 

Subproject Areas Public Improvements 

Pier 70 Wide Public Improvements 

Sea Level Rise Protection 

Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund 6 

Total Uses 

Source: Infrastructure Financing Plan 

Timing of Sources and Uses 

2017 Dollars 

$596, 719,493 

137,428,825 

133,832,094 

164,931,373 

$1,032,911, 784 

$253,892,744 

22,974,947 

121,166,407 

101,662,800 

287,908,679 

53,041,434 

130,378,925 

61,885,847 

$1,032,911,784 

The developer, Forest City, will contribute capital to pay for project costs, prior to property tax 
increment and other project funds becoming available. The Infrastructure Financing Plan 
assumes that the developer will contribute $133.8 million in developer capital through FY 2028-
29. 

Beginning in FY 2018-19, the Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes that proceeds from the sale 
of land or prepayment of ground leases will become available to begin paying for project costs, 
including repayment of the developer capital. 

6 The $61.9 million allocation to ERAF is the estimated amount of ERAF tax incrementthat is not needed to pay 
ERAF-secured debt. 
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Beginning in FY 2019-20, the Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes that the Port will begin 
issuing bonds, secured by property tax increment ,generated by Subproject Area G-2. Bond 
proceeds will be a source of funds to pay for public project costs. 

Estimates of Annual Property Tax Increment Generated by Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, G-4 

Incremental property taxes generated by development of Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 
depend on the assessed value of this development. A report prepared by Berkson Associates for 
the Port in August 2017 estimates that development in Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 will 
have an assessed value of $1.7 billion (2017 dollars), resulting in annual property tax increment 
of $17 million (based on 1.0 percent property tax rate), of which 90 percent7 equals $15.6 
million (2017 dollars). The actual assessed value and associated property taxes will depend on 
the mix of residential and commercial properties, and when each of these properties. is 
completed and enrolled in the City's tax rolls .. 

The Infrastructure Financing Plan8 estimates that Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 would 
begin to generate incremental property taxes (which would be allocated to the. I FD) in FY 2023-
24·, FY 2028-29, and FY 2029-20 respectively. However, according to the plan, the actual 
commencement date for when property tax increment would be allocated to the IFD would 
depend on the fiscal year in which each subproject area generated property tax increment of 
$100,000 or more.9 

Bond Issuance 

The proposed resolution (File 17-0879) provides for the intent to issue bond~, secured by 
property tax increment. The bond authorization would be for up to $793.3 million, including 

11 $273.9 million for Subproject Area G-2; 

11 $196.1 million for Subproject Area G-3; and 

• $323.3 million for Subproject Area G-4. 

According to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, the Port anticipates issuing IFD bonds for 
Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 of up to $216 million10

. The Port is requesting bond 
authorization of up to $793.3 million, or more than 3x the anticipated bond issuance, to 
account'for (a) property assessments that exceed projections, (b) issuance of additional bonds 
to pay for sea level rise and other projects,· and (c) interest rates that are lower than the 
underwritten level. According to the Port, the Port is requesting a higher bonding cap to allow 
for flexibility should the project ·generate more incremental property tax revenues or the cost 
of funds is lower than projected. 

7Based on approximately 65 percent City share and 25 percent ERAF share 
8 

The Infrastructure Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 was prepared by the Port's consultant, 
Century Urban, and submitted to the Port in October 2017. 
9 The Berkson report estimated annual property tax increment of $15.6 million (2017 dollars). 
10 The Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes an interest rate of 7 percent, a term of 30 years, issuance 

. costs/reserves of 13 percent, and an annual debt service cover ratio of 1:1 to 1:3. Estimated net loan proceeds to 
be applied to projects is $169.6 million. The amount of $216 million is included on Table 4, page 37 of the 
Infrastructure Financing Plan. 
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The proposed resolution states that the Board of Supervisors intends to authorize the issuance 
and sale of bonds for each subproject area in the maximum not-to-exceed amounts noted 

above, but that the resolution does not obligate the Board of Supervisors to issue bonds. 

According to the Port's bond counsel, the proposed resolution limits the use of bonds to pay for 
the costs of public improvements described in the Infrastructure Financing Plan, as noted 

below: 

111 Bond authorization for Subproject Area G-2 is 273.9 million and the estimated cost of 

facilities in Appendix G-2 for Subproject Area G-2 is $141.3 million; 
111 B~nd authorization for Subproject Area G-3 is $196.1 million and the estimated cost of 

facilities in Appendix G-3 for SubprojeCt Area G-3 is $72.97 million; and 
111 Bond authorization for Subproject Area G-4 is $323.3 million and the estimated cost of 

facilities in Appendix G-3 for Subproject Area G-3 is $46.3 million. 

The bond authorization under the proposed resolution may also be applied to Pier 70-wide 
projects; in addition to the projects in the three subproject areas, subject to future Board of 
Supervisors approval. 

As noted in the Budget and Legislative Analyst's report to the October 19, 2017 Budget and 
Finance Committee, IFD and IRFD bonds are a new debt instrument. Whether investors will be 

interested in purchasing these bonds is not known, especially if the credit markets are tight at 
the time that the City is ready to issue the bonds. 

According to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, bonds may be issued by the IFD or by CFDs 
formed within the Pier 70 IFD Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. While the proposed 
legislation states the City's intention to issue IFD bonds, the Infrastructure Financing Plan 
assumes that IFD or CFD bonds may be issued, and that property tax increment will be used to 

· repay the bonds. The type of bond to be issued will be determined based on marketconditions 
at the time of issuance. The Infrastructure Financing Plan provides for bonds to be issued in FY 
2019-20, although Subproject Area G-2 may not generate property tax increment until FY 2023-
24 to secure the bonds. Legislation to approve formation of CFDs within the three Pier 70 · 

subproject areas has not been introduced. 

Approve the proposed resolution. 
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IFD 

Ordinance establishing Sub-Project Area G-2, 
Sub"'.Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project Area G-4 
of City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San 
Francisco) 

Resolution Authorizing Issuance of Bonds - Not to 
Exceed $273,900,000, $196, 100,000 and 
$323,300,000 for Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub­
Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project Area G-4, 
respectively, of City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San 
Francisco), including a Form of Indenture and a 
Form of Pledge Agreement 

I The steps to fonT1 the 
' IRFD are more involved 
due to the n1eed for a 
landowner election .. PG&E 
ovvns the 1-ioedown Yard. 

IRFD 

Resolution calling special election for City and County of 
· San Francisco Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing 

District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) 

Resolution proposing adoption of infrastructure financing 
plan and formation of City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 
(Hoedown Yard); and providing for future annexation 

Resolution approving infrastructure financing plan for City 
and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and 
Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) 

Resolution declaring results of special elections for City and 
County of San Francisco Infrastructure and Revitalization 
Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) 

Ordinance creating City and.County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 
(Hoedown Yard) and adopting an Infrastructure Financing 
Plan for such district 

Resolution authorizing issuance of bonds for City and 
County of San Francisco Infrastructure and Revitalization 
Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) therein in an 
aggregate principal amount not to exceed $91.9 million 
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