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FILE NO. 170878 - '. RESOLUTIUN NO.

[Resolution of Intention to Form Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3, and Sub-Project,
Area G-4 - 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).

WHEREAS, California Statutes of 1968, Chapter 1333 (Burton Act) and the San
Francisco Charter Sections 4.114 and B3.581 empower the City and County of San
Francisco, acting through the San Francisco Port Commission, with the power and duty to |
use, conduct, operate, maintain, manage, reguiate and control the lands within Port
Commission jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, Under Government Code Section 53395 et seq. (IFD Law), this Board of
Supervisors is authorized to establish an infrastructure financing district and to act as the
legislative body for an infrastructure financing district; and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Section 53395.8 of the IFD Law, a waterfront district may be
divided into project areas; and

WHEREAS, On March 27, 2012, by Resolution No. 110-12 (Criginal Resolution of
Intention to Establish IFD), this Board of Supervisors declared its intention to establish a
waterfront district to be known as “City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing
District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco)” (IFD), and designated initial proposed project areas
within the IFD; and |

WHEREAS, On June 12, 2012, by Resolution No. 227-12 (First Amending Resolution),
this Board of Supervisors amended the Original Resolution of Intention to propose, among ‘

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Cohen 1
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WHEREAS, On November 17, 2015, by Resolution 421-15 (Second Amending
Resolution, and together with the Original Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD and the
First Amending Resolution, the “Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD"), this Board of
Supervisors amended the Original Resolution of Intention, as amended by the First Amended
Resolution, to propose, among other things, a further amended list of project areas, including
Project Area G (Pier 70), as a Pier 70 disfrict, and Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 — Historic
Core), as a Pier 70 district; and

WHEREAS, In the Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD, this Board of Supervisors
directed the Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco (Executive Director) to prepare an?
infrastructure financing plan for the IFD (Infrastructure Financing Plan) that would comply with
the IFD Law, and reserved the right to establish infrastructure financing plans in the future-
specific to other project areas and sub-project areas within the IFD; and 4

WHEREAS, in accordance with the IFD Law, at the direction of this Board of Directors,
the Executive Director prepared the Infrastructure Financing Plan; and

- WHEREAS, On February 23, 2016, by Ordinance No. 27-16 (Ordinance Establishing

IFD), this Board of Supervisors, among other things, declared the IFD to be fully formed and
established with full force and effect of law and adopted the Infrastructure Financing Plan; and

WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors wishes to declare its intention to establish three
additional sub-project areas within Project Area G (Pier 70) of the IFD designated Sub-Project
Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and
Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site); now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, By the Board of Supervisors as follows:

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

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

pursuant to the IFD Law.

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Cohen
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2. Name of Sub-Project Areas. The names of the proposed sub-project areas are:

a. Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site). Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70
- Waterfront Site) shall be a Pier 70 district and a sub-project area within Project Area G (Pier
70).

b. Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site). Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70
- Waterfront Site) shall be a Pier 70 district and a sub-project area within Project Area G (Pier |
70).

C. Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site). Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 :
- Waterfront Site) shall be a Pier 70 district and a sub-project area within Project Area G (Pier
70). |

3. Amended Boundaries Described. The proposed amended boundaries of the
{FD, which are amended to include (i) Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site} within
Project Area G of the IFD, (ii) Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) within Project
Area G of the IFD, and (iii) Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) within Project
Area G of the I[FD, are as shown on the amended map of the |FD on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors, which boundaries are hereby preliminarily approved and to which map
reference is hereby made for further particulars.

4. Facilities. The type of public facilities proposed to be financed by Sub-Project
Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site} and
Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) consist of those listed on Exhibit A to the :
Original Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD, and are particularly described in Appendix G- |
2, Appendix G-3 and Appendix G-4 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan described below.
Exhibit A to the Original Resolution of intention to Establish IFD, which lists the type of public .

facilities proposed to be financed by the IFD, inciuding, without limitation, Sub-Project Area G-

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Cohen
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2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project
Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), is attached hereto and incorporated herein.

5. Incremental Property Téx Revenue. This Board of Supervisors hereby declares
that, pursuant to the IFD Law, Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project
Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) will
use incremental property tax revenue from the City but none of the other affected taxing
entities within Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70
- Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) (in each case excepitc
the extent permitted by Section $3395.8(h) of the IFD Law) to finance the Facilities.

6. Infrastructure Financing Plan. The Executive Director is hereby directed fo
prepare an infrastructure financing plan for each of Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront
Site) Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 -
Waterfront Site) as appendices to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, to be designated
Appendix G-2, Appendix G-3 and Appendix G-4, respectively, that comply with the
requirements of the IFD Law. Appendix G-2, Appendix G-3 and Appendix G-4 shall be a Pier
70 enhanced financing plan with respect to Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), -
Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 -
Waterfront Site), respectively. The Executive Director shall cause the Infrastructure Financing
Plan to be amended to include Appendix G-2, Appendix G-3 and Appendix G4, and, to the .
extent required by the IFD Law, for the Infrastructure Financing Plan as so amended to be
sent to the San Francisco Planning Department and to this Board of Supervisors.

7. Public Hearing. This Board of Subervisors will conduct a public hearing on the
proposed establishment of Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area
G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) within
Project Area G (Pier 70) of the IFD, in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 1 Dr. Carlton B.

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Cohen
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Goodlett Place, City Hall, San Francisco, California, on a date to be established by the
Executive Director, in consultation with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors.

8. Notice of Public Hearing. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby
directed to cause notice of the public hearing to be published not less than once a week for
four successive weeks in a newspaper designated by this Board of Supervisors for the
publication of official notices in the City. The notice shall state that Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier ]
70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area :
G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) will be used to finance Facilities, briefly describe the Facilities -
and the proposed financial arrangements, including the proposed commitment of incremental
tax revenue, describe the boundaries of the proposed Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 -
Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4
(Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and state the day, hour and place when and where any persons
having any objections to the proposed Appendix G-2, Appendix G-3 and Appendix G-4 to the
Infrastructure Financing Plan, or the regularity‘of any of the prior proceedings, may appear
before this Board of Supervisors and object to the adoption of the proposed Appendix G-2,
Appendix G-3 and Appendix G4 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan by this Board of
Supervisors.

9. Further Action. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors and ali other officers and
agents of the City are hereby authorized and directed to take all actions necessary or
advisable to give effect to the transactions contemplated by this Resolution.

10. No Obligation. This Resolution shall in no way obligate the Board of
Supervisors to establish Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area
G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) or Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) within the

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Cohen
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l holding of the public hearing referred to above. The proposal to include property in the
constltute an approval of any specific land uses on such property.

! adoption of this Resolution and the estabilshment of Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 -
1

IFD. The estabiishment of Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area
| G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site} within the

| IFD, shall be subject to the approval of this Board of Supervisors by ordinance following the
i

boundarles of Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70
- Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) within the IFD does not

11.  California Environmental Quality Act. This Board of Supervisors hereby finds

(: that, pursuant to Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2),

Waterfront Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - Waterfront Site) and Sub-Project Area G4

i (Pler 70 - Waterfront Site) within the IFD are not “projects” under the California Environmental

‘1 Quallty Act because they do not result in a physical change in the environment.

|

. APPROVED AS TO FORM:

| _
| DENNIS J. HERRERA [ i
l City Attorney i

»m
,,a.--"
—

‘ Deputy City Attorney
F n:\legana‘as2017\1800030\01209120.docx

‘ Mayor Lee
|! BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING : ' FEBRUARY 23, 2016

items7 & 8 Department:
Files 17-0878 and 17-0879 Port

“EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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.

o 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.

e 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

e The Port’s IFD No. 2 provides for incremental property tax revenues generated by
development on Port property (including bonds secured by these revenuéS) 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
Woaterfront 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 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 ’

s Approve the proposed resolutions.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING ‘FEBRUARY 23,2016

MANDATE STA'[EI_\[II;IN‘T / BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

California Government Code Section 53395.8 authorizes the establishment Qf 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 22" 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 Facilityl, the Historic Corez, Crane Cove Park®, Irish Hill*, 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).% 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.

"DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

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;

*The Portissued a Request for Proposals in July 2017 to select a new operator for the ship repair facility.

* 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 lron 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.

* 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.

* Irish Hill Park is a'1.5 acre site adjacent to lilinois Street planned for open space. Irish Hill is a contributing
resource to the Historic District. _

* Infrastructure Financing District No. 1 was Rincon Hill Area, authorized by the Board of Supervisors in 2011.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS o BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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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 fhe
subproject areas in amounts not-to-exceed:

= $273,900,000 for Subproject Area G-2;
n $196, 100,000.f0r Subproject Area G-3; and
= $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_futuré 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 Hlinois Street on the west, the Bay on the
east, 20™ Street on the north, and 22™ Street and the former Potrero Power Plant on the south,
as shown in Exhibit 1 below.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING FEBRUARY 23, 2016

Exhibit 1: Proposed Waterfront Site Project

e . u3-1ig

SITE BOUNDARIES

- PIER 70 SUD : = Per0SiD
: . . LELLR: 2111
PHASING FLAN | soerddesle
SITELAB ubmstao onssorznz _ ~ o P

{8c7) Indicates open spast Zones
The project is divided into three phases.

w  Subproject Area G-2 incorporates phase 1 development. Phase 1 extends from
approxumately 2018 to 2021.

= Subproject Area G-3 incorporates phase 2 development from approxnmately 2022 to

2024.
» Subproject Area G-4 incorporates phase 3 development from approximately 2025 to
2028. 4 ‘
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - | ' BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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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 (CFD) assessments, including bonds issued against the IFD tax
increment and CFD assessments. Horizontal infrastructure work consists of: :

= Demolition and abatement .

= Sjte grading, drainage, and utility infrastructure

n Geotechnical improvements for seismic stability

= |ow pressure water system and non-potable water system
= Pedestrian, bicycle, and transportation access

= Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS)

u Combined sewer and storm water system

Infrastructure work in each of the phases consists of the following improvements within the
respective subpro;ect 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 | (Subproject Area G-2) is from approximately 2018 to 2021. Phase Il (Subproject Area G-
3) is from 2022 to 2024. Phase lll (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 (Flle 13-
0264). These guidelines include (among other provisions):

» 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.

= |f the State’s IFD law allows allocation of the State share of property tax incrementto 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 mcrement 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. ‘

. SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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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 Subp‘roject 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:

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.

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

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.

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 1,150,000,000
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 .allocate less than 20 percent of property tax
increment generated by Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING _ FEBRUARY 23, 2016

= 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 hew bonds secured by the ERAF
share of the property tax increment after 20 years.

FISCAL IMPACT.

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

2017 Dollars -
Sources : : .
Annual Tax Increment $596,719,453 .
Bond Proceeds 137,428,825
Developer Capital ' : 133,832,094
Advances of Land Proceeds . 164,931,373
Total Sources ' $1,032,911,784
Uses
Bond Debt Service o $253,892,744
‘Interest on Advanced Funds : 22,974,947
Repayment Developer Capital » 121,166,407
Repayment Advances of Land Proceeds 101,662,800
Subproject Areas Public Improvements 287,908,679
Pier 70 Wide Public Improvements 53,041,434
Sea Level Rise Protection , 130,378,925
Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund 8 : 61,885,847
Total Uses : $1,032,911,784

Source: Infrastructure Financing Plan:
Timing of Sources and Uses

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. '

® The $61.9 million allocation to ERAF is the estimated amount of ERAF tax increment that is not needed to pay
ERA_F—secured debt. . . .

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS i BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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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 percent’ 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 enrolied in the City’s tax rolls.

The Infrastructure Financing Plan® 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 nroperty fax increment of .
-$100,000 or more.’

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

Coom $273.9‘million for Subproject Area G-2;
= $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 million'®. 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.

"Based on approximately 65 percent City share and 25 percent ERAF share

® 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.

® The Berkson report estimated annual property tax increment of $15.6 million (2017 dollars). .

® The Infrastructure Finahcing 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 mcluded on Table 4, page 37 of the .
Infrastructure Financing Plan. .

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS "~ BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING o FEBRUARY 23, 2016

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 lmprovements described in the infrastructure Financing Plan, as noted
below :

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

A facilities in Appendix G-2 for Subproject Area G-2 is $141.3 million;

» 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

= 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.

POLICY gommaﬁﬂdnxj :

As noted in the Budget and Legislative Analyst’s report to the October 19, 2017 Budget an
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 tlght at
the time that the City is ready to issue the bonds.

According to the iInfrastructure 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 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.

"RECOMMENDATION

Approve the proposed resolution.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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introduction

= OhJuly 25, 2017 Mayor Leg introduced lengIaUOh (#170863) to approve a development
agresment between:the City and FC Pief 70, LLG; an affiliate of Forest City Development
California; Inc. The' agreement WOufd redeVe]op 35 acres of property Ioca‘ced in Pier 70 on -
the.central waterfront,

o Accompanymg leglslatlon (#170864) would amend the plannitg:code fo cteate the Pier

70 Special Use District (SUDJ. TheSUD legislation-would chatige allowable hélghts and
Tand uses for parcelsin this ares;

°Inaddition, an‘infrastructure Financlal District (IFD) Is planned to-useiincrémental
.'properiy tax revenue to fund needed mfrasu UCtUi e fox the area As ihls disir ct W]H Aot

cons;dermg 1he ec:onomlc lmpact lols spendmg m 'ths reporl

Controller's Dffice:aOffige of Ecenolmc Analyols
Clty andiGouiity of Sah’ Francisco:

Ht



Project Description

K788

on- pagesGand7 |
« The project-will be a.mixed-use development of abouit 35 acres, contalning two:
f.davé]op'm‘e nt.areas: |
- (1 )The “)8 acres:site” :compr, isirig of 15 parcelsiocated between 20’fh Michigan, and.2274 streets;
| and Sah Franusco Bay*
= {2 )The “Yllinofs P'ncels comprising of Zagres:of fand on four parcels labelled as: PKN PKS, HDY?.
arid HDY3 on pages (5] and 7.. :
#  The SUD: ZOmng legislation; and the Des[gn-for—DeveJopmenL agrcement define the
maximun helghts and: density Gontrols forthe 39 parcels,
& Within those constraints, the: -:developer Forest City, has some dlscre*tlo'h about how uch
housing and ofﬁce%space o butid

% Undera “maximumcomyrigrcla "“sconfa”r o the pr@Ject can mclude 2,262,350 gsfof ofﬂce

space‘and spacefor; 645 heusing units.

e Undera“maximyiny reSIdenilal” scenario'the project cafiinclude. 1, 102 250 gsr of office -
Space: and spage for3 025 housing units.

®  Both seenarios dlso.ihelude similar amounts oF retall, restaurants, arts and light mdustr;al
space, .

‘.»?ConLrol &r's: Of Hce a Office. of Economln Analysns .
"Ll and Cotiity of San T rancisco ’ : ' 5
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Project Desctiption: Continued

»  Underthe Development Agreement, therdeveloper will commit aset of publicbenefits.

including the revitalization of the Unign lrah Wotks Historic District; and bullding
waterfront parks, a:playground,.andrecreational fam lities and new open space fora
variety:of recreational activities,

»  The project would restore-and retain three historic building structures (labelled a5 parcel |
2, 12and: 27 on slides 6 and 7) that are .,c...@..‘n.SJ.d.are.du.s.l.‘g,nan,c.a it contributor to the Union
ffron’ Waorks Historie: District:

% Anotherelement of the proposed project s the creation of new affordable. housmg, The
developer will dedicate Tand for 327 units of affordable housing, whosé constrifction will
be funded by fees paid on market-rate housing and office develspierit'in the project:
area;and potentially’ the [FD: as:well; :l"n addltion, 20% of allnew: tg‘,e;njﬁc;al,hotis,ihjg; inthe.
area will be: requwed to.be affordable.

e The projectwill also provide a new space.in the projectiarea 1or tho artls[ commumty

cutrently located in the Noorian Bulldmg

conitroller's Office & Office of EcanoinicAhalysts.

LityandiCountyof SanFrancisca. - P
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Existing Uses, Retention & Rehabilitation of the Project Site

% The projettsite currently contains 21 buildings of app roximately 351,800 gsf area.

@ Thesell bU'iI'di"ngS‘ and Faclilities currently serve various Uses on the site. ranging from,
special:eventyvenuss, art studios; Warehouses, self~storage facilities, auto: siorage
parkmg !ot 50|I recyclmg yard as vveH as offlce spaces '

gsf) separately from and prlor to the approval of Lhe proposed prOJect The demolltlon of‘
that. bullding will undergs, envirormental review, as, requrr‘ed by CEQA:.

o lUnderthe Development. Agreement, th e.;.de-\_/el..f?p‘e-r hasagreed taq-netal.m,a‘fn'd. reh a'bfi'fl'i‘tai:te;}
about:65% for 227,800 gsf) 'of the existing bullding spacesihtheprojectarea. This
'retamed and reiha‘bmtated space will be lecated inthethree hisiorlcal buildirigs {labelled. .

4 x| 2, d'21-0n the nexttweo. slldes) that are-deemed: significant:contributors to.
the Urifon lron Works. Historle Districts

iGontroller's Ofﬂce 8.Office of: Ecorioimic.Analysls ’ . :
Clty alid: County of:San B a,nclsco o _ . ‘ st



LL1

Gen'eral Map}of the Proposed SUD Project Area: Height Limits of the
Parcels Under the Proposed Development Agreement
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Map of Aréa Parcels” Width & Heights
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Difference in Potential Development Capac ity:-Current Zoning versus

Development Agreement under the Proposed Zoning
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Economic Impact Factors -

The Propssed P& 70" SUD developmem is expected to afféct the local economy inthree
‘major wWays:

The'res zonmg from 40" helght to 90 helghiwﬂ expand the- potentia deve[opmen“t
capacity on: the site; leadingto afyincreasein housmg, retail’and. office space.in the city:
Thisiwill put downward. pressare o pricesand rents forresidential and-commercial real
- The tonstruction activity dile: re'zon'i'n"g‘”a‘rid'"t‘he'de\‘/e'lopmehi agreement wll| generaté’
additional-econemie activlijoverand: above what would have been possible tnder the:

ex sng zonmg

The direct valte of the subsxdy assocnaLed withthe on-site affordable housmg \NI|| both

;allev1ate‘th‘ ‘housin 'b:u‘rden of re51dent househoids and also releaso addltloml

consumer: spendmgf in; to thelocal ECONOMY:

Because the actual amount of housing and non-residential space: Lha’twm be constructed j5
Unknowiss, We: nodel“'dﬁ:bo’th the-Magifum Housmg and Maximurn Office sgenaf f0s;, both
elatlve forwhat: could be coneructed under uustmg zoning: |

[ Cohtraller:
'ClLy qnd CounLv ofsqxn anncnsco

ffice-e. Office of, Econmchnalysif




Impact of New Housingand Non-Residential Space

8L

o Increaseinthe housing: aupplv will put downward pressyre oh residential rents and home .
‘prices in San Frangisco.

= The proposed re:zoning and developm ehfzag reemeht-could expandthe city's-housing:

development capacity anyizhere from 587 units uhder the “maximum office” scenario, to:
1,958 units:underthe “maximum housing” scenafio; This: répresents the increased:
amount of housmg that-¢ould be built, under.eachscenario, compared to whatis allowed
under curreptzoning, |

o The OFEAestimatesthatunderthe two scenarios (as outimed on glide 8) the expanded
development capacity created by the re-zoning would result jnhdusirig prices in the:
rangeof 0.23% 10 0:79% lower thantheywould Hiave been otherwise.

& -?"G'i'véhfhé ameum‘bf h"cj‘h’ feéid'e‘,n‘t"a‘l space "th'a't m*a'y‘be 'deVelop‘e”d 'inc"ludi'h‘g'oﬁi'ce

m, non res.t.de.n”c,.la.l,r,enis o.f.. .b.etwe:enrOS% to 3,.. ,O.%.,, ,d.»epe..nd.l‘ng,..on the.scena..rl.qv

*':Conu oller's:Office’s Office of Econpmlc Analyqls
Clty:anel: Countv Gf:San:Frarclses. ‘ , CAE
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Impact of the Affordable Housing Subsidy

o 'I'Ehc'reasfi‘hg' the:numberof subsidized  housing units. Wf]'l"par'ti‘éu‘la iy benefit 'Iovvéincohwe
househo |ds, who experfence higher housing burdens: than higher-income households. in
the citys

. Based on requlrements in the: deve[opment agreemen*ﬂ We: prOJect the affordable

housing supply would frcrease by‘in anywherefrom 2990 437, compared to what

would be recuired thr ough the City’s Inclusionary housing:as appl!ed tothe existing
development capacity and zoning on thesite,

P We projectthat; at full Bulld-out, theseadditional affordable units would reduce housing

_payment the range: of 1.2 miillion ‘to 4.2 million per yearfor thelr low-iricome residents.
In-addition to reducing lowsincarme:housing burdens, this subsidy frees funds for
additional spending that stimulates the local economys

Contraller's: ()Fﬂce E Ofﬁce of Economlc Arialysfs.
Clty ancl Gounty of ban Frafciséo. : A3
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Construction Spending: Residential and Commercial

a Ac’c;g_lﬁdji’;n'g‘»‘,to"-,Sa‘h Francisco. housing constru ction. costs p ub'flishie:‘dfby RSMearis, average.
residem‘i'a'l t:ohs't‘rUc‘ti'on COst (’e‘xcl‘ud‘ing la‘hd) is. c'urren'tly a'bou't $“259 per squaré "fo’ot'

4-sq uare fooL

@ The.expected incréase in construction: spendlng—resultmg from increased development
'pOtEHTIa] asa results'of rezoning and the development agreement—in the city is

projected toincrease: anywhere from $532 milliefi {miax office: seenard 0} to:S545 rmillion
{max.housing scenario).

Contiblier's Office:s Office of Econamic:Analysts, :
Ciipand Countyof SarFrancisco | Az
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-comp]eted over a 2@-year horlzon beg nmg in .20183,
& Based oh'the discussion the ;p'f;e,yi,g'us".pﬂjagj‘ej}; ‘ fhe nodel anputs are. summarlzed below:

Cornitroller's Office.s. Omg:e of Ezonarmic /\nalysla
CliVand-Cpunty of:SanFrancisco . .
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Economic Impact Assessment and Conclusions.

o The proposed Pier 70 SUD rezoning:and the associated deveTopment ggreement will
“Expand the city’s economy,.by’ accommodatmg the city’s growmg demiand for- housmg
-and. office space..

« Asshown on the tabl"e on‘the nextpage, the maximium office scenario would lead to a
Targer-ecanomy, with.greateremployment and GDP. Ii-fact; populatlon is. expected to
also. grow more. urider-this scenario; even though it produces !ess housing: Housing prices

are: expected 0 risé, altholigh other prices would fall, and incomes would rise..

@ In the maximum housmg scerarlo, on the other hand, less. jOb and income:growth. would:
oecur, but housing prices fall.

‘2 Bothscenarios would lead o higher per capna ingomes, whieh Would be even hlgher

"when reduced prices are taken into accout.

-« Ingeneral, the maximum ‘office-scenario:would. have greaier aggregate benefits’ For more

pedple. On a:per-capita basis, however, mfa’uon adjuqted persomal income would grow
by more . In the maximum housing scehario; leading to-greater per caplta beneﬁLs for a
sivialler number of people. ‘

cotroller's Office & Ofice of Ecoromic: AnalVSlS

Clw and County of-Sar. l—lancir‘co ’ A - 14
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Staff Contacts.

“AstonKhan, Ph.D., Principal Econornist

asimikhan@sfEovory
(415) 554-5369

Ted Egan, Ph.D., Chief Economist
‘ted.egan @sfrov.ory;

(415) 554-5268

‘Controller's:Offlcers: Office of Econaric Andlysis:
Lity and County.of San Francisgo:
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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 cutreach 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 share 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 thatrecognizes 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 will 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):
o 1,400,000 square feet of new office space
e 2150 new housing units (Approximately1200 rentals and 950 condos)
e 400,000 square feet of active ground floor uses (traditional retail, arts uses, and PDR)
s - Over nine acres of new public open space '
* Preservation and rehabilitation of three historic buildings on site {2, 12, and 21) ‘

3

Public Benefits: A
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:

188



» Affordable Housmg Overall the project will result in 30% onsite affordability, with the followmg
components:

= Approximately 150 or more units of onsite rental mclu5|onary housing, representing 20% of the units
in all onsite rental buildings. These units 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 famlly and formerly
.homeless housing, in three buildings developed by local nonprofits located close to tran51t anda
children’s playground.

»  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% [ocal hiring commitment, local business enterprise (“LBE")
utilization, participation in OEWD's “First Source” hiring programs, and funding to support expansion of
CItyBUIId 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 lron
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 [rish
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.

* ACenterpiece 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.

e 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 improvements 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 DDA 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 (D4D) which will detail
develocpment 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 éonsistency 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 Secretary 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 (”EIR';),

3.

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.

Implementing Documents, including a Disposition and Development Agreerﬁent (DDA) 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 the financial deal, including public financing and
dispositicn of land proceeds.

Public Financing approvals, including establishment of an infrastructure financing district (IFD) 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.

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
A 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 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CAUFORN!A
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL PXN ’ ’

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 20™ 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 SAID 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 AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)

AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ 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 CONTA[NING

53,981 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

‘PARCEL C2B
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE.EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE)

AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22" STREET AND
[TS EAST ERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 677.50 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 85°38°01” EAST
120.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21/59” EAST 56.00 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 CZB THENCE NORTH 04°21°53” WEST
138.25 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 120.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21’5 9” EAST 138.25 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” WEST 120.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAIN ING 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 22" STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22" 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.

“ Page 1 of 2
199



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 85°3801” WEST 83.30 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 20,492 SQUARE FEET,
MORE OR LESS '

PARCELD
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22" STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATICN, NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 1012.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21°55” 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, CONTAIN[NG 24,552 SQUARE FEET, MORE
ORLESS.

PARCEL E2

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22" 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°21759” 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 NETWORK
DENSIFICATION (HPND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2013 COORDINATE SYSTEM (SFCS13).

IFD PCLS_AREA-G2.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-PRCIECT 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 FOLLOWS:

PARCEL PKS

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE), DISTANT THEREON

- NORTH 04°21’59” WEST 426.95 FEET FROM THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"". 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 ZZND STREET DIS"‘ANT 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” EAST 26.17
FEET; THENCE ALONG A TANGENT 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 B192, PAGE 384,
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH
85°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 FEETTO
SA]D POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 82,477 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL E1l

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)

AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ 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 AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38°01” EAST 1272.32 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST
438.79 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'58” EAST 81.30 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 85°38'01” 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.

Page 1 of 2
201



PARCEL E3

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE.OF 22" 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 POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 228.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH
85°38°01” EAST 243.10 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST 228.50; THENCE SOUTH 85°38’01” 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 DESCRIP&'!ONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING OF N03°41'33"wW
BETWEEN SURVEY CONTROL 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.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 COLvNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

" DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL C1A

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° 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
ORLESS.

" PARCEL C1B
BEGINNING AT “POINT A”, AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL C1A; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01” EAST
175.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS “POINT B”; THENCE SOUTH 04°21’55” 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 .

PARCEL Cic ’

BEGINNING-AT “POINT B”, AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL C1B; 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, CONTA[NING 10,722 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. :

PARCELB .

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)

AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND
-ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH O4f‘21’59" EAST 24.00 -

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°55” 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 AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) -
_.AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ 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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PARCEL H1

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE)

_ AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22™° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° 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 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 WlDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22" STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22™ 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 147.34FEET 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 DESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING DF '\|03 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.docx
09-13-17

Page 2 of 2
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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”) for City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San
Francisco) (“IFD”) 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 thls
Appendix shaII govem with respect to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4.

Baquround. Sub—PrOJect Areas G-2, G-3, and G4 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 “DDA"), 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 prowde for a separate 45-year tax
increment allocation period for each phase.

Sub-Project Area G-2: Phase |
" " Sub-Project Area G-3: Phase lI
Sub-Project Area G-4: Phase lll

Port as agent of the IFD 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 IFD 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 G4, are described in the maps attached to this Appendix as

Aitachment 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 boundari‘es.of assessor parcels. Tax
increment will not be allocated to the IFD 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 G4 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 them 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 G4 is the fiscal year in which

the assessed vaiue 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 G4

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 fo the IFD from each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-
3, and G4 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 G4 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.

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 53395.8(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.

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 G4, will constitute
debt/ERAF-secured debt of such Sub-Project Area:

"« funds (“Developer Capital’) to be advanced by Forest City (the “Developer”);

» fundsto 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 (“CFD”) 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 Facilities costs. The financial obligation of the IFD to fund Facilities costs
with Allocated Tax Increment from each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G4 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 Superwsors 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
1o 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 DDA) or meet contractual obligations that the I[FD or the Port -
is obiigated 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 depaosits 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 IFD. For example, if 100% of the City Share of Tax increment is
allocated to the IFD, then 100% of the ERAF Tax Ifcrement 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 Increment will be allocated to the IFD.

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

“Gross Tax Increment” is, for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G4, 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 Aréa;

“Incremental Assessed 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 G4 is a Pier 70 district.

“City Share of Tax Increment’ is 64.588206% of Gross Tax Increment;

“Allocated Tax increrhent” is, for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G4, the
sum of ERAF Tax Increment and City Share of Tax Increment.

“CFD Bonds” are the bonds issued by a CFD that are secured by the facilities special
taxes levied by the CFD and payable from Allocated Tax increment. Bonds issued by
the CFD that are secured by other special taxes will not be paid for by any Allocated Tax
Increment.
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C. M;—jximum Portion of Tax Increment Revenue of San Francisco and Affected Taxing
Agencies to be Committed to Sub—Project. Areas G-2, G-3, and G4

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:

o City Share of Tax Increment: 64.586206% of every.dollar.rof Gross Tax Increment,
which is 100% of the City Share of Tax Increment;

» ERAF Tax Increment: 25.330110% of every dollar of Gross Tax Increment, 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 [FD will have received $100 000 of tax increment from such Sub-
Pro;ect Area under the [FD 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 G4 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 IFP, subject to amendment of the IFP.

The initial tax increment limit for each Sub-Project Area is ﬁsted 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.

e The tax increment limit, mcludlng the limit on ERAF Tax Increment, for Sub—Pro;ect
* Area G-2 is initially established at $1,040,000,000.

e The tax increment limit; including the limit on ERAF Tax Increment, for Sub-Project
- AreaG-3 is lmtlally established at $77O 500,000.
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s The tax increment limit, inciuding the limit on ERAF Tax Increment, for Sub—Projecf
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)(Il) of the IFD Law, each of Sub-Project
Areas G-2, G-3, and G4 is subject to a limitation on the number of dollars of the ERAF
share o be dlvmed and allocated to the IFD from such Sub-Project Area pursuant to this
Appendix, which has been established in consuitation 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 contlngency factor of apmeImately
88%-92%.

o 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 G4 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 fo Appendix G-1, on a cumulative basis,
it is estimated that approximately 64% of the Allocated Tax Increment to the {FD 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 G4 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 allocations 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. Atime limit on the IFD’s authority to repay indebtedness with incremental tax revenues
received in the Sub-Project Area under the IFD 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 exceptions
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 IFD
actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area
G-2 under the IFD 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 IFD actually receives
$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub- Project Area G-2 under the IFD
Law. A

s 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 IFD first issued debft 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 prowstons 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 IFD
actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area
G-3 under the IFD Law. :

o 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 IFD actually receives
$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increlhent from Sub- Project Area G-3 under the IFD
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 IFD 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.

210



date in certain circumstances, and this Appendix incorporates those provisions by
this reference as if they were fully incorporated herein.

For Sub-Project Area G4, the following are the applicable fime 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 final day of the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the IFD
actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area
G-4 under thie IFD Law.

Date after which the |FD may no longer repay indebtedness with incremental tax
revenues received under the IFD Law from Sub-Project Area G-4: 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 Sub- Project Area G-4 under the IFD
Law.

Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub-
Project Area G-4: the final day of the 20th fiscal year after the fiscal year in
which the IFD first issued debt secured by Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-
Project Area G-4. 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 herem

For purposes of this Appendix, ERAF—secured debt for a Sub-Project Area includes the
obligation of the [FD 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 {FD actually receives

-$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area.

Description of Public Improvements and Facilities

The IFD Law reduires an infrastructure financing b|an 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 brovided by fhe private sector.

Under the reéquirements 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 not be repaid to vertical
developers from Allocated Tax Increment generated in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and
GH4.

Public facilities to be provided by governmental entltles without aSSIstance under the IFD
Law.

CFD special 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_—Z, 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 [FD.

Exhibi

Sub-Project Area G-2

Direct Construction Costs 2018 - 2021 $84,729,000
Consfiruction Contingency 2018 - 2021 $12,658,000
Design 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 Confingency 2022 - 2024 $6,126,000
Design Contingency 2022 - 2024 $2,042,000
Indirect Costs 2022 - 2024 $22,655,000
"+ |Indirect Cost Contlngency 2022 -2024 $1,338,000
Subtotal - Sub-Prcject Area G-3 $72,972,000
Sub-Project Area G-4
Direct Construction Costs 2025 - 2028 $20,393,000
Construction Contingency 2025 - 2028 $3,106,000-
- |Design Contingency 2025 - 2028 $1,035,000
Indirect Costs 2025 - 2028 $20,668,000
Indirect Cost Contingency 2025 - 2028 $1,061,000
Subtotal ~ Sub-Project Area G-4 -

$46,263,000

Pier 70 Wide (Subject to Port Commlssmn and Board of Supervisors Approval)

Irish Hill Park 2019 - 2030 $10,000,000
Building 106 Rehabilitation 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Building 111 Rehabilitation 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000
Shipyard Electrical Service - 2019 - 2030 $3,000,000
Crane Cove Park 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Shipyard Im provements 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000
Site:nterpretation 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 rehabllltatlon of

historic Buildings 12 and 21 within the 28-Acre Site.




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 Ievel
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 EXhlb't G-2ato
protecting the City against sea level rise.

4. Public facilities to be provided jointly by the private sector and govermnmental entities

Rehabilitation of historic resources will be undertaken in many cases by private eptities,

-inciuding 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 inciude 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 Allecated Tax
_Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G4 used on a pay-go basis, proceeds of
bonds issued by the IFD and a CFD, special taxes levied on property within an overlapping-
CFD, 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-4 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 CFD 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 DDA. 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 and Exhibit G-
2b address the portion of the Facilities fo 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 for the 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

Neminal Doliars

Antiéipated Sources of Funds

Annual Tax Increment

$596,720,000

$1,578,818,000

Bond Proceeds $137,429,000 - $169,593,000
Developer Capital $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
Interest on Advanced Funds $22,975,000 $27,042,000
Repay Developer Capital $121,166,000 $150,274,000
Repay Advances ¢f Land Proceeds $101,663,000 $192,200,000
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G4 Facilities $287,909,000 $329,382,000
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $53,041,000 $140,339,000
Sea Level Rise Protechon ' $130,379,000 $498,964,000
ERAF $61,886,000 $230,355,000

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

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 admlnlstenng the IFD with Allocated Tax

Increment from the Sub—PrOJect Areas.

Assessed values and property fax amounts are projected in Table 3 of this Appendix. -
Developer capital, advances of land proceeds, and bonds issuances to be repaid by the [FD

are projected in Table 4 of this Appendix.

. Accounting Procedures

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

term of this Appendlx

. Cost and Revenue Analysis

The financing section must include an analysis 6f: (a) the costs to the City’s General Fund
for providing facilities and services to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G4 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 G4. :

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 G4 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 G4, while they are being developed and after they are '
developed are detailed in Attachment 3: “Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Upda*e -
Pier 70 Mixed Use Development Project” and summarized in the following Exhibit G-2¢
and Exhibit G-2d, which are sourced from Attachment 3. As shown, the annual cost fo
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 CFD 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 G4 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
revenue 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-2¢: Annual Service Costs During Development (2017 $)

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

IED,

Pler 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Parks and Qpen 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/lllinois (104,000} (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)

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/lllinois (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)A (1,472,175) (1,561,786) (1,627,781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419) (1,944,000)

12
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ExhibitAG-Zd: Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $)

IFD
: . Pler 70 28-acre IFD’ IRFD sup
ltem i Waterfront Site  20th/lllinois St.  Annual Total HoedownYard 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 Recelpts 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 Baselme ($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 Fuhded 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 $8,256,200
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Pubhc 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 Generai + Other Revenues ‘525,789,200 ' $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 doliar 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 currenﬂy is
distributed to ERAF. The IRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) wilt only receive the General Fund share to pay for Project costs.

83117
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Appendix G-2

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX l‘NClggel\;gl;‘lT, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-2 (PIER 70 —
WATERFRONT)

FY 2015116 Base Year - $0
FY 2023/24" - , $2,283,000
FY 2024/25 : $4,323,000
FY 2025/26 $7,975,000
FY 2026/27 $8,134,000
FY 2027/28 . $8,297,000
FY 2028/29 o $8,463,000
FY 2029/30 | .$8,>632,000
FY 2030/31 $8,éos,ooo
FY 2031/32 - $8,981,000
FY 2032/33 $9,160,000

FY 203334 : ~$9,344,000
FY 2034/35 v ' $9,531,000
FY 2035/36 _ _ $9,721,000
FY 2036/37 ' $9,916,000
FY 2037/38 ' : $10,114,000
FY 2038/39 $10,316,000
FY 2039/40 $10,522,000
FY 2040/41 $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
FY 2047/48 ' : $12,329,000

" 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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Appendix G-2
Rider #1 Continued

FY 2048/49 $12,575,000
FY 2049/50 © $12,827,000
FY 2050/51 $13,083,000
FY 2051/52 $13,345,000
FY 2052/53 $13,612,000 -
FY 2053/54 - $13,884,000
FY 2054/55 $14,162,000
FY 2055/56 $14,445,000
FY 2056/57 $14,734,000
FY 2057/58 © $15,029,000
FY 2058/59 $15,329,000
" FY 2059/60 ° ' $15,636,000
FY 2060/61 $15,349,000
FY 206162 $16,268,000
FY 2062/63  $16,593,000
FY 2063/64 $16,925,000
FY 2064/65 $17,263,000
FY 2065/66 . $17,608,000
FY 2066/67 . $17,961,000
FY 2067/68 $18,320,000

Cumulative Total, Rounded

$542,187,000
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Appendix G-2

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCFTR:%?\III'::IT SUB-PROJECT AREA G-3 (PIER 70 -
WATERFRONT)

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0

. FY 2028/29° ' ' $5,715,000
FY 2029/30 $5,829,000
FY 2030/31 - $5,046,000
FY 2031/32 ‘ ‘ $6,064,000
FY 2032/33 $6,186,000
FY 203334 $6,309,000
FY 2034/35 : B  $6,436,000
FY 2035/36 | $6,564,000
FY 2036/37 1 ‘ $6,696,000
FY 2037/38 , - $6,830,000
FY 2038/39 : $6,966,000
FY 2039/40 ' ' » $§,106,ooo

. FY 2040/41 v $7,248,000
FY 2041/42 . $7,393,000

" FY 2042/43 . $7,540,000

Fya04344 ' $7,691,000
FY 2044/45 - ' $7,845,000
FY 2045/46 ' . $8,002,000
FY 2046/47 | |  $8,162,000
FY 2047/48 | $8,325,000
FY 2048/49 . $8,492,000
FY 2049150 : . $8,662,000
CFY 2050551 ‘ $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
lncrement from Sub-Project Area G-3 under the IFD Law. :
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Appendix G-2

Rider #2 Continued

FY 2053/54 $9,376,000

FY 2054/55 $9,563,000

.FY 2055/56 $9,754,000

FY 2056/57 $9,949,000 |
FY 2057/58 $10,148,000
FY 2058/59 $10,351,000
FY 2059/60 $10,558,000
FY 2060/61 $10,770,000
FY-2061/62 $10,985,000
FY 2062/63 $11,205,000
FY 2063/64 $11,429,000
FY 2064/65 $11,657,000
FY 2065/66 $11,890,000
FY 2066/67 $12,128,000
FY 2067/68 $12,371,000
FY 2068/69 $12,618,000
FY 2069/70 $12, 871;000
FY 2070/71 $13,128,000
FY 2071/72 $13,391,000
FY 2072/73 $13,658.,000

Cumulative Total, Rounded $410,845,0001
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Appendix G-2

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX lNCIT:\:g?\;I':ﬁT, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-4‘ (PIER70 —
: - WATERFRONT)

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0
FY 2029/30° $802,000
FY 2030/31 $1,003,000
FY 2031/32 $9,291,000
FY 2032/33 $9,477,000
FY 2033/34 $9,666,000
FY 2034/35 $9,860,000
FY 2035/36 $10,057,000
FY 2036/37 $10,258,000
FY 2037/38 $10,463,000
FY 2038/39 $10,673,000
FY 2039/40.° $10,886,000
FY 2040/41 $11,104,000
FY 2041/42 $11,326,000
FY 2042/43 $11,552,000
FY 2043/44 $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
FY 2048/49 $13,010,000
FY 2049/50 $13,270,000
FY 2050/51 $13,535,000
EY 2051/52 $13,806,000
FY 2052/53 $14,082,000
FY 2053/54 $14,364,000

® For purposes of illustration only. The actual commencement date for Allocated Tai 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 [FD Law.
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Appendix G-2
Rider #3 Continued

FY 2054/55

$14,651,000
FY 2055/56 $14,944,000
FY 2056/57 ° $15,243,000
FY 2057/58 $15,548,000
FY 2058/59 $15,859,000
FY 2059/60 $16,176,000
FY 2060/61 $16,500,000
FY 2061/62 $16,829,000
FY 2062/63 $17,166,000
FY 2063/64 . $17,509,000
FY 2064/65 $17,860,000
FY 2065/66 $18,217,000
FY 2066/67 $18,581,000
FY 2067/68 $18,953,000
FY 2068/69 $19,332,000
FY 2069/70 $19,718,000
FY 2070/71 $20,113,000
FY 2071/72 $20,515,000
FY 2072/73 $20,925,000
FY 2073/74 $21,344,000 -
Cumulaﬁve Total, Rounded $625,789,000
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Table 1
Appendix G-2

Improvements to be Funded by IFD ‘
IFD Public Facility Inprovement Schedule
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

Target Completion

- Type of Improvement Location of Improvement Timing. Es“;;g:‘;ds;ost
Sub-Project Area G-2 (Phase |) Facilities
Demolition and Abatement Existing buildings 15, 16, 19, 25, 2018 - 2021 - $5,437,000
' 32, 66 and at-/below-grade site o
. demolition - )
Auxiliary Water Supply System |Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $3,295,000
: ' Attachment 4: Phase 1 :

Submittal Exhibits

Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $3,509,000.
Attachment 4: Phase 1 '
Submittal Exhibits

Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $2,355,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1
Submittal Exhibits

-{Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through-ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $12,009,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1
_ Submittal Exhibits—

Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $3,872,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1 :
Submittal Exhibits

Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and  |See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $8,873,000

Retaining Walls . {Submittal Exhibits

Roadways See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $9,143,000
Submittal Exhibits

Streetscape See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $4,548,000 [
Submittal Exhibits )

Parks & Open Space See Aftachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $20,424,000
Submittal Exhibits . '

Historical Building Rehabilitation|Existing buildings 15 and 108 2018 - 2021 $9,480,000

Developer's Other Costs NAT1] - 2018 - 2021 $1,784,000

Construction Contingency .~ INA[1] 2018 - 2021 $12,658,000

Design Contingency NAT1] 2018 - 2021 . $4,219,000

Indirect Costs . NA[1] 2018 - 2021 $37,509,000

Indirect Cost Contingency NA[1] 2018 ~ 2021 $2,185,000

Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-2 (Phase I)

$141,300,000

[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed ébove.
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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 Franclsco

Estimated Cost

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement Targeﬁ_g;:in:;icﬁon (2017 $)
Sub-Project Area G-3 (Phase Il) Facilities
Demolition and Abatement Existing building 11 and at- 2022 - 2024 $2,746,000
. /below-grade site demolition
Auxiliary Water Supply System  |Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $209,000
Aitachment 4: Phasing Plan .
Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $1,100,000
. Altachment 4: Phasing Plan’ - : )
Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $669,000
. Attachment 4: Phasing Plan
Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 - $5,536,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan
Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 - $1,377,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan ' )
Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and  |See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022 - 2024 $3,091,000
Retaining Walls :
Roadways See Attachment 4 Phasing Plan 2022 - 2024 $2,742,000
Streetscape |See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022.- 2024 $1,552,000
Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022 - 2024 $20,875,000
Developer's Other Costs NA 1] 2022 - 2024 $914,000
Construction Contingency NA 1] 2022 - 2024 $6,126,000
Design Contingency NA [1] 2022 - 2024 + $2,042,000
Indirect Costs NA [1] 2022 - 2024 $22,655,000
Indirect Cost Contingency NA [1] 2022 - 2024 $1,338,000
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-3 (Phase ll) $72,972,000

[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above.
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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 Targetf(i:':ir:gletlon Estrg:;;ds;hm
Sub-Project Area G-4 (Phase lll) Facilities , :
Demolition and Abatement At-/below-grade site demolltlon 2025 - 2028 - $1,194,000
- |Auxiliary Water Supply System [Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $80,000

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan

Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $746,000

: Attachment 4. Phasing Plan .

Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2025 ~ 2028 $410,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan ]

Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $1,755,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan -

Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $889,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan :

Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and - |See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $4,348,000

Retaining Walls

Roadways See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $1,371,000

Streetscape See Aftachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $1,126,000

Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $7,962,000

Developer's Other Costs NA[1] 2025 - 2028 $512,000

Construction Contingency - NA[1] 2025 - 2028 $3,106,000

-|Design Contingency NA[1] 2025 - 2028 $1,035,000

Indirect Costs NA[1] 2025 - 2028 $20,668,000

Indirect Cost Contingency NA[1] 2025 -.2028 " $1,061,000

Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G4 (Phase lll) ’ $46,263,000

[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above.
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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 G4 (Pxer 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Type of Inprovement

Location of Improvement

Target Completion

Estimated Cost

23
2217

Timing (2017 §)-
Pier 70 Wide Facilities (Subject to Port Commission and Board of Supervisors Approval)
Irish Hill Park including Assessor's Block 4120/Lot 002 2019 - 2030 $10,000,000
Landscaping, Site Fumishings, |and potentially portions of .
Public Art, Recreation Assessor’s Block 4110/Lot
Equipment, Playground 008A
"|Equipment, and Stormwater

Management . - »
Building 106 Rehabilitation Assessor’s Block 4052/Lot 001 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Building 111 Rehabilitation Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000
Shipyard Electrical Service Assessor’s Block 4110/001, 2019 - 2030 $3,000,000
including Electrical Power Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001 ’
Separation ‘|andlor Assessor's Block

4052/Lot 001 . -
Crane Cove Park including Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Expanded Park to East,
Buildings 109 and 110
Rehabilitation, Site Furnishings,
and Park Upgrades . .
Shipyard {mprovements Assessor’s Block 4046/Lot 001, 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000
including Historic Resource Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 :
Rehabilitation, Facilities Disposal|and adjacent offshore areas
(Cranes and Drydocks), Pile and ’
Fill Removal, and Stormwater
Management
Pier 70 Wide Site Interpretation |Assessor's Block 4110/001, 2019 - 2040 $500,000
and Public Realm Improvements {Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001, : :

Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001, -

Assessor’s Block 4120/Lot 002

-land Assessor’s Block 4110/Lot

008A .
Subtotal - Pier 70 Wide Facilities $113,500,000°
Total Estimated Costs $374,030,000




‘Table 2
Appendix G-2

Sources and Uses of Funds lnfrastructure 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

Total 2017/18

Base Year

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits

$0

0%

0%

24

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Total NomInal . Year1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year5 - Year 6 Year 7
Dollars Dollars FY 15/16 . FY 16/17 FY 17118 FY 18119 FY19/20 - FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23
Avalilable Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD : . :
General Fund -~ . 100% $428,626,670  $1,134,072,900 $0 30 $0 $0 '$0 $0 $0 $0
- ERAF 100% $168,092,823 $444,744,900 $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 $596,716,483  $1,578,817,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 $0
Bond Proceeds $137,428,825 $169,502,682 $0 $0 %0 $0 $16,958,583 $13,803,768 $0  $17,276,277
Developer Capital $133,832,094 $150,273,580 $16,901,636 $10,218,627  $6,014,454 $0  $3,607,526 $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 $35,742,683 $30,037,795
IFD Uses of Funds : .
Bond Debt Service $253,892,744 $522,328,387 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Interest on Advanced Funds $22,974,947 $27,041,858 $0 $0 $0 $4,873,665 $1,724,148  $1,206,524 $0  $5,049,685
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- G4 Facliiities $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
Pler 70 Wide Facilities $53,041,434 $140,338,908 . $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 $Q $0 $0 $0 $0 ) $0
Total Uses of Funds $1,032,911,784 ° $2,090,884,490 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 . $6,014,454 $18,655418 $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%
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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

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11’ Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17
FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27/28 FY 28129 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/33
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD . . :
General Fund 100% $1,640,100  $3,105500  $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 $1,217,800 $2,246 400 $2,291,400 $2,337,200  $3,993,700 $4,299,600  $4437,600 $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  $8,296,800 $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 : 50 $23,945,542 $0 $0 -
Developer Capital $11,789,879 $2,685478  $7,866,007 - . %0 : $0 $16,181,016 $0 $0 $0 30
Advances of Land Proceeds $31,358,486  $28,315,966 $0  $14,204272 $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
 IFD Uses of Funds - : ’
Bond Debt Service . $1,600,268 $2,8985,924  $5,337,115 $5,384,638 $5,433,113 $9,270,235  $9,897,086 $10,135,220 $15,791,311 $15,982,973
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 30 $0
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds ) $0 $0 -$0 %0 $357,238  $3,647,068 $0 $15,970,530 $6,381,834  $6,633,634
Pier 70 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 $59,163,5623 $46,037,916 $34,005,585 $15,263,500 $39,698,942 $24,336,300 $24,823,200
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0

25
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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

Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits

26

Year 18 Year 18 Year 20 Year 21 Year22 Year 23 Year 24 Year 25 Year 26 Year 27

FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 FY 39740 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42143
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue fo IFD - : : )
General Fund 100% $18,187,100 $18,550,900 $18,921,900 $19,300,300 $19,686,300 $20,080,000 $20,481,600 $20,891,300 $21,308,200 $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 $25,825,000 $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

IFD Uses of Funds : .

Bond Debt Service $16,178/469 $16,377,874 $16,581,267 $16,788,728 $17,000,336 $17,216,182 $17,436,341 $17,660,804 $17,889,958 $18,123,593
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 $6,880,471 $7,152,445 $7,419,658 $7,692,215  $7,970,223  $8,253,792  $8,543,032 * 98,838,056 $9,138,982  $9,445,025
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities” - $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
ERAF . $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 - 80
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 30 $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%
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Table 2
Appendix G-2

Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Flnancmg 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

Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits

27

Year 28 Year 29 Year 30 Year 31 Year 32 Year 33 Year 34 Year 35 Year 36. Year 37
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
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 $24,867,100 $25466,500 $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 : i - : .
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 30 $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 $36,885,300
IFD Uses of Funds . : Co
Bond Debt Service ) $18,361,901 $18,604,975 $18,852,910 $18,105,804 $19,363,756 $19,626,867 $19,895,240 $20,168,981 $20,448,197 $18,477,228
Interest on Advanced Funds : $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Repay Developer Capital i) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Repay Advances of Land Proceecls $9,304,429 $9,368,666 $9,081,626 - $9,379,569 $9,673,270 $9,177,484  $9,365,819 $7,630,787 $0 §0
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ) $0
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $2743491  $2,798,273  $2,854,307  $2,911,467  $2,069,624  $3,029,145  $3,089,680 $3,151415  $3,214,474  $3,278,811
Sea Level Rise Protection $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 30 $0  $2,000,301  $8,688,976 $10,517,098
ERAF $454,579 $709,686 $1,312,457 $1,356,760 ' $1,401,850 $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 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 33% 30% 28% 27% 25% 24% 22% 21% 22% 22%
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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 Slte)

Port of San Francisco

Year 38 Year 39 Year 40 Year 41 Year 42 .Year 43 . Year 44 Year 45 . Year 46 Year 47

FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56 FY 56/57 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD .
General Fund ~ 100% $27,025200 $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 $11,935400 $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 $37,6_23,500 $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 30 $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 30 $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
IFD Uses of Funds : . : .
Bond Debt Service $15,286,214 $15,499,779 $14,356,963 $9,776,675 $8,999,753 $8,085,548 $2,218,029 $2,21 8,029 $0 $0-
Interest on Advanced Funds . 30 $0 $0 $0 %0 $0 $0 . 30 30 %0
Repay Developer Capital ) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Repay Advances of Land Praceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pier. 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 - 30 $0 $0 - $0
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $3,344,260 $3.411,185 $3,479,388  $3,540,006 $3,620,068 $3,692,359 $3,766,219  $3,841,438  $3,918418  $3,996,846
Sea Level Rise Protectlon $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 . $5,790,5654 $5,934462 36,406,082  $8,108,975 $8,568,655 $9,073,626 $11,003,278 $11,328,668 $12,244,995 $12,489,804
Total Uses of Funds $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,826,400 $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 Expendittres as a % of 23% 23% 24% 25% 26% C 27% 28% 29% 31% 32%

Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits

28
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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 Slte)

Port of San Francisco

Year48 Year 49 Year 50 Year 51 Year 52 Year 53 Year 54 Year 55 Year 56 Year 57

FY 63/64 FY 64/65 FY 65/66 FY 66/67 FY 67/68 FY 68/69 FY 69/70 FY 70/71 FY 71/72 FY 7273
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD ) .
General Fund 100% $32,943,500 $33,602,400 $34,274,500 $34,959,900 $35,659,200 $22,949,000 $23,408,900 $23,877,000 $24,354,600 $24,841,700
ERAF 100% $12,018,300 $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 $32,589,1 00 $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 30 $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 $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31 ,950,1‘00 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34 583 800
IFD Uses of Funds )
Bond Debt Service $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Interest on Advanced Funds %0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Repay Developer Capital 50 $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 Facllmes $0 . %0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pier 70 Wide Fagilities $4,076,608  $4,158,285 - $4,241447  $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 $29,627,428 $30,219,977 $30,824,377 $31,440,864 $20,235,040 $20,639,741 $21,052,535 $21,473,586 $21,803,058
ERAF i ©$12,739,692 $12,004,486 $13,254,376 - $13,5619,463 $13,789,853  $8,875017  $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 $34,58_3,800
Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 33% 34% 35% 36% 37% 38% 39% 40% 40%

Cumulative IFD increment Deposits

29

39%
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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’

. Year 58
FY 7374

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 $21,343,900
Bond Proceeds $0
Developer Capital . ‘ $0
Advances of Land Proceeds $0
Total Sources of Funds $21,343,900
IFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service ' $0
Interest on Advanced Funds . $0
Repay Developer Capital $0
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G4 Fagilities $0
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $1,897,268 -
Sea Level Rise Protection : $13,517,781
ERAF $5,928,851
Total Uses of Funds $21,343,900
Net IFD Fund Balange . $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

Property Tax Projectlon ) 2017/18 NPV FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27128 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 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 . $004,604 . $9822,608 $941,148 $959,976 $979,170 $908,766  $1,018,739

Property Tax Increment at 1% - 1.0% $253,111,498 ' $2,538,257  $4,808,052  $8,888,661 $8,048,041  $9,226980 $9,411,477 $9,599,755  $9,781,704  $89,987,656 $10,187,389
" Property Tax Distributed to IFD ’
General Fund . 64.58% $1863,484,690 $1,640,400  $3,105,500 $5,728,300  $5,842,800 $5,959,700  $6,078,800  $6,200,600 $6,324,500  $6,451,000 - $6,580,000
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $643,200  $1,217,900 $2.246400  $2291,400  $2,337,200  $2,383,800  $2,431,600 $2.480,200 $2,529,900  $2,580,500
Total <7 89.92% ~ $227597,860  $2,283300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200  $8,206,900  $8,462,800  $8,632,100  $8,804,700  $8,080,900  $8,160,500

Sub-Project Area G-3 , ’ '

Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) %0 $0 $0 $0 %0 $635532  $648,243 $661,199 | $674,422 $687,923

Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 30 $0 $0 $0 $0  $6,355,316 $6,482429 $6,611,988  $6,744,217  $6,879,226

Property Tax Distributed to IFD ) ’ . . :
General Fund 64.59%  $108,534,040 $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
Total X 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

Sub-Project Area G4 . ) . :

Ineremental AV on 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 $1 0,539,257

{

Property Tax Distributed to IFD . ) . )
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 ] $0 $0 $0 $0 . %0 $576,400 $720,600 $6,673,800  $6,807,300
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954 $0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 $0 $226,000 $282600 . $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  $3,105500  $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  $1,217,800  $2.246.400  $2,201,400  $2,337,200  $3,993,700  $4,299,600  $4,437,600  $6,855400  $6,992,600

Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $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
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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

FY 37/38

FY 39/40

Total Property Tax Distributed to lFD

2017118 NPV FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 38/39 FY 40141 FY 41/42 FY 42/43
Sub-Project Area G-2 X
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  $1,183,605 $1,217,482  $1,241,837
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253,111,499 $10,391,125 $10,508,866 $10,810,832 $11,027,135 $11,247,553 $11,472,531 $11,701,957 §$11,936,054 $12,174,822 $12,418,372
Property Tax Distributed to IFD :
General Fund . 64.59% $163,484,600 - $6,711,600 $6,845800  $6,982,700 $7,122400 $7,264,800 $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 $2,006,000 $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 $10,947,800 $11,166,600
Sub-Project Area G-3 .
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1 000s} $701,668 $715,714. $730,027 $744,617 $7598,520 $774,700 $790,202 $806,005 $822,120 $838,568
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 $7,016,681  $7,157,140  $7,300,267 $7,446,174  $7,585,196. $7,746,097 $7,902,024  $8,060,063  $8,221,197  $8,385,676
" Property Tax Distributed to IFD :
General Fund - 64.59% $108,534,940 $4,532,100  $4,622,800 34,715,200 $4,809,500 $4,905,700 $5,003,800  $5,103,900  $5,208,000 $5,310,100 $5,416,300
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $1,777,300  $1,812,800  $1,848,200 $1,885,100  $1,023,900 $1,962,300  $2,001,600 $2,041,600  $2,082,400 $2,124,100
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $6,309,400 $6,435700  $6,564,400 $6,605,600  $6,829,600 $6,968,100 $7,105500 $7,247,800 $7,392,500  $7,540,400
Sub-Project Area G-4 '
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,075,000 $1,006497 $1,118,438  $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% $242,483,203 $10,750,000 $10,964,969 $11,184,386 $11,408,029 $11,636,121 $11,868,883 §$12,106,206 $12,348421 $12,5695418 $12,847,309
Property Tax Distributed to IFD - - . ) . . ‘
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $68,043,400 .- $7,082,300 $7,224,000 $7,368,400 $7,515800 $7,666,100 $7,818400 $7,975800  $8,135400  $8,298,100
ERAF : 25.33% $61,415,054 $2,723,000  $2,777,400  $2,833,000  $2,889,700 '$2,847,400  $3,006,400  $3,066,500  $3,127,900  $3,190400  $3,254,200
“Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $98,666,400  $9,859,700 $10,057,000 $10,258,100 $10,463,200 $10,672,500 $10,885,000 $11,103,700 $11,325,800 $11,552,300
Total General Fund $428,626,670 $18,187,100 $18,550,800 $18,921,800 $19,300,300 $19,686,300 $20,080,000 $20,481,600 $20,891,300 $21,309,200. $21,735,460
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $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  -$8,523,800
$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

$596,719,483

32

236



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 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 52153
Sub-Proiect Area G-2 . .
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,266,670  $1,291,093  $1,317,838  $1,344,195  §1,371,074  $1,398,499  §1,426479  $1,455,004 $1,484,007 $1,513,779
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253,111,499 $12,668,704 $12,919,929 $13,178,381 $13,441,948 $13,710,743 $13,984,887 $14,264,791 $14,550,044 $14,840,870 $15,137,789
Property Tax Distributed to IFD i .
General Fund 84.59% $163,484,690 $8,181,400 $8,345,000 $8,511,800 $8,682,200 $8,855,800 $9,032,900 $9,213,600 $9,397,800  $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  $3,685500  $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 $888,801 $807,606 $925,856 $944,373 . $963,245 $982,518 $1,002,169  $1 ,022,220
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,038,743 $8,553,381 $8,724,422 $8,898,910 $9,076,957 $9,258,563 $9,443_,728 $9,632,451 $9,825178 $10,021,686 $10,222,198
Property Tax Distributed to IFD . - :
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $5,524,600 $5,635,100 $5,747,800 $5,862,800 $5,980,100 $6,088,700 $6,221,600 $6,346,10C0 . $6,473,000 $6,602,500
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $2,166,600  $2,209,900  $2,254100  $2,298200  $2,345200 '$2,392,100  $2.439,900 $2.488,700  $2,538,500  $2,589,300
Total 89.92% $151,008,840 $7,601,200 $7,845,000 $8,001,900 $8,162,000 $8,325300 $8,491,800 $8,661,500 $8,834,800 $9,011,500  $9,191,800
Sub-Project Area G4 . .
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,310,420  $1,336,633  $1,363,367 $1,390,636 $1,418,439 - $1,446818 $1,475,756 $1,505,260 = $1,535376  $1,566,081
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $13,104,204 $13,366,326 $13,633,674 $13,006,361 $14,184,386 $14,468,184 $14,757,562 $15,052,602 $15,353,759 $15,660,810
Property Tax Distributed to [FD . ’ : .
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $8,454,000  $8,633,300  $8,806,000 $8,882,100 $9,161,700  $8,345000  $9,531,900 $9,722,500 $8,917,000 $10,115,300
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954 - $3,319,300 $3,385,700 $3,453,400 $3,522,500 $3,5082,900 $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 $12,258,400 $12,504,600 $12,754,600 $13,009,800 $13,270,000 $13,535,300 $13,806,100 $14,082,200
Total General Fund $428,628,670 $22,170,000 $22,613,400 $23,065,700 $23,527,100 $23,997,600 $24,477,600 $24,867,100 $254686,500 $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  $9,508,300  $9,791,300  $9,987,000 $10,186,800 $10,380,600
Total Property Tax Distrlbuted to IFD $596,719,493 $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36,162,600 $36,885,900

$34,076,900
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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 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63
Sub-Proiect Area G-2 ) T .
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,544,061 $1,574,933  $1,806,439  $1,638,568  $1,671,341 $1,704,771 $1,738,857  $1,773,632 = $1,809,108  $1,845,2986
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253,111,499 $15,440,614 $15,749,333 $16,064,391 $16,385,676 $16,713,412 . $17,047,7QQ $17,388,568 $17,736,321 " $18,091,081 $18,452,958
" Property Tax Distributed to IFD _ :
General Fund 64.58% $163,484,690 $9,873,100 $10,172,500 $10,376,000 $10,583,500 $10,785,200 $11,011,100 $11,231,300 $11,455,800 $11,685,000 $11,918,800
ERAF 25.33% - $64,113,170 $3,011,100 $3,988,300 $4,068,100 $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 $14,445100 $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 OOOs) . $1,042,648 $1,063,512 $1,084,775  $1,106472 $1,128614 $1,151,168  $1,174,189  $1,197,676  $1,221,641 $1,246,074
Property Tax Increment at 1% . 1.0% $168,036,743 $10,426,480 $10,635,120 $10,847,754 $11,064,724 "$11,286,143 $11,511,677 $11,741,993 $11,976,757 $12,216415 $12,/460,743
Property Tax Distributed to IFD . ) .
General Fund 84.59% $108,534,840 $6,734,500  $6,869,200  $7,006,600  $7,146,700 $7,289,700 $7,435400 $7,584,200 $7,735,800  $7,890,600  $8,048,400
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $2,641,000 $2,603,800  $2,747,700  $2,802,700 $2,858,800  $2,815,900  $2,974,200  %$3,033,700  $3,094,400  $3,156,300
Total ' 80.92% $151,088,640 $9,375,500 $9,563,100 $9,754,300 $8,948,400 $10,148,500 $10,351,300 $10,558,400 $10,768,500 $10,985,000 $11,204,700
Sub-Project Area G4
Incremental AV on Tax Rolf ($1,000s) $1,597,308 , $1,629,348  $1,661,833  $1,6085173  $1,728,070  $1,763,657 $1,798,032 $1,834,809  $1,871,608  $1,909,041
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $15,973,877 §$16,293483 §$16,619,328 $16,051,735 §$17,290,703 $17,636,566 $17,888,324 $18,349,088 $18,716,081 $18,090,414
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 $4,127,1 00 $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 $428,628,870 $27,025,200 $27,565,700 $28,117,000 $28,679,300 $20,253,000 $29,838,000 $30,434,800 $31,043,400 $31,664,300 $32,297,700
Total ERAF $168,0982,823 $10,598,300 $10,810,300 $11,026,500 $11,247,100 $11,472,000 $11,701,400 $11,835400 $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 $39,928,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700
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Table 3

Appendix G-2

Assessed Value and Property Tax PrOJectlon
Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2

Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Slte)
Port of San Francisco-

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 63/64 FY 64/65 FY 65/66 FY 66/67 FY 67/68 FY 68/69 FY 69/70 FY 70171 FY 11172 FY 72173
Sub-Project Area G-2 X : ' . ‘
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) . $1,882,195  $1,919,851  $1,958,241  $1,897,388  $2,037,355 %0 - - %0 . %0 $0 $0
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253,111,499 $18,821,953 $19,198,510 $19,582,407 $19,973,877 $20,373,554 $0 . $0 . 30 $0 $0
Property Tax Distributed to IFD .
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,680 $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  $5.059400  '$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-Profect 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  $1,450,964 $1,489,168  $1,518,950
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 $12,708,853 $12,964,079 $13,ﬂ3,4_21 $13,487,878 $13,757,562 $14,032,807 $14,313,390 $14,599,644 $14,891,681 $15,188,502
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $8,208,300 $8,373,500 $8,541,000 $8,711,800  $8,886,000 $9,063,800 $9,245,000 .  $9,429,900 $9,618,500 $9,810,800
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $3,219,400  $3,283,800  $3,348,500  $3,416,500  $3,484,800  $3,554,500  $3,625,600  $3,698,100  $3,772,100  $3,847,500
Total 89.92% . $151,008,640 $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
Sub-Project Area G-4 . ‘ . ) o
incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,947,220 $1,986,165  $2,025,800 $2,066,403  $2,107,740 $2,149,880  $2,182,804 $2,236,744  $2,281,484  $2,327,113
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242 463,293 $19,472,188 $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 o , .
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° $14,163,800 $14,447,100 $14,736,100 $15,030,800
ERAF : 25.33% $61,415,954 $4.932,300 © $5,031,000 $5,131,600 $5234,200 $5,338,900 $5445700  $5,554,600 $5,665,700  $5779,000  $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 $34,959,000 $35659,200 $22,048,900 $23,408,900 $23,877,000 $24,354,600 $24,841,700
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $12,819,300 $13,177,800 $13,441,300 $13,710,100 $13,984,300  $9,000,200  $9,180,200  $9,363,800  $9,561,100  $9,742,100
_$33,905,700  $34,583,800

Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $696,719,493 $45,862,800 _$46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800

“
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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 Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pler 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Franclsco

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 73174
Sub-Project Area G-2 . )
Incremental AV on Tax Rall ($1,000s) $0
Property Tax Incremerit at 1% 1.0% $253,111,489 $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 64.58% $108,534,040 $0
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $0
Total . B8.92% $151,098,640 $0
Sub-Project Area G4
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 89.92% $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 IFD $21,343,900

$596,719,493
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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 Issuance Costs

Loan Terms Interest Rate Term bCcr [Reserves [1]
; !
Developer Capital 4.5%
Advances of Land Proceeds TBD A
IFD or CFD Bond 7.0% 30 110%-130% . 13%
S Total FY 15/16 " FY 16117 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21
~ Gross Loan Amounts : . 4

Developer Capital $150,273,590 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 - $0 $3,697,526.  $38,321,013
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 - %0 $0 $0  $18,655,418  $37,405,648  $19,988,040
IFD or CFD Bonds $215,987,727 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $22,372,801 $18,210,775
Total Gross Loan Arounts  $558,461,735 - $16,901,636 - $10,218,627 . $6,014,454  $18,655,418 $63,475,976 $76,519,829
Net Loan Proceeds , : .
Developer Capital $150,273,590 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014 454 $0 $3,697,526 $38,321,013
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $0 $0 . $0 $18,655,418 $37,405,648 $19,988,040
IFD or CFD Bonds $187,909,323 $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,464,337 $15,843,375
Total Net Loan Proceeds $530,383,330 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 " $6,014,454 $18,655,418 . $60,567,512 $74,152,428

Notes: '
[1]1 Excludes capitalized interest.
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Table 4

Appendix G-2 ‘

Developer Capital, Advances of Land Proceeds, and Bond lssuance,s to be Repaid by IFD
Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2

Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G4 (Pler 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Estimated Issuance Costs

Loan Terms Interest Rate Term DCR /Reserves [1]

Developer Capital 4.5%

Advances of Land Proceeds TBD

IFD or CFD Bond 7.0% 30 110%-130% 13%

. Total FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 28/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27

Gross Loan Amounts .

Developer Capital $150,273,590  $23,836,436  $12,761,518  $11,789,879 - $2,685478. $7,866,007 , $0

Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418  $11,906,197 $0 $31,358,486  $28,315,966 : $0  $14,294,272

IFD or CFD Bonds $215,887,727 $0  $19,857,790  $40,408/443  $24,520,256 ~ $0  $50,321,987

Total Gross LoanAmounts  $558,461,735  $35,742,633  $32,619,308  $83,556,808  $55,521,699 $7,866,007  $64,616,259 -

Net Loan Proceeds .

Developer Capital $150,273,680  $23,836,436  $12,761,518  $11,789,879 $2,685,478 $7,866,007 $0

Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $11,906,197 - %0 $31,358,486 $28,315,966 $0 $14,294 272

[FD or CFD Bonds $187,909,323 -$0  $17,276,277  $35,155,345  $21,332,623 - $0  $43,780,129
$530,383,330 $30,037,795  $78,303,710  $52,334,066 $7,866,007  $58,074,401

" Total Net Loan Proceeds

Notes:

1] Excludes capitalized interest.

$35,742,633

38 -

242



Table 4
Appendix G-2

Developer Capital, Advances of Land Proceeds, and Bond

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

Issuances to be Repéid by IFD

L.oan Terms

Developer Capital -
Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonq}

Gross Loan Amounts
Developer Capital o
"Advances of Land Proceeds

IFD or CFD Bonds

Total Gross Loan Amounts

Net L.oan Proceeds
Developer Capital
Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonds

Total Net L.oan Proceeds

Notes:
[1] Excludes capitalized interest.

Estirﬁated Issuance Costs
Interest Rate Term. DCR IReserves [1]
4.5%
TBD _
7.0% . 30 110%-130% 13%

Total FY27/28  FY 28/29 'FY 25/30 FY 30/31
$150,273,590 - %0 $16,181,016 $0 $0
$192,200,418 $26,629,322 $3,647,068 $0 $0
$215,887,727 $12,772,063 $0 $0 $27,523,611
$558,461,735 $39,401,385 $19,828,085 $0 $27,523,611
$150,273,590 $0 $16,181,016 $0 $0
$102,200,418 $26,629,322 - $3,647,068 $0 - $0
$187,909,323 $11,111,695 $0 $0 $23,045,542
$530,383,330 $37,741,01 6 $19,828,085 $0 $23,945,542°

39

243



Attachment 1:
Infrastructure Financing District Sub-Project Area Boundary Maps and Legal

Descriptions
(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-ACRE SITE)

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CﬂY 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 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE
NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 212.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04° 21’55” EAST 320.70 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01”
WEST 212.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILLINOIS '
STREET, NORTH 04°21’59” WEST 320.70 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 67,588 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 20™ 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 CONTAlNlNG
53,981 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL C2B
COMMENCING AT THE-POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE.EASTERLY LINE OF lLLlNOlS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22" STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38’01” EAST 677.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21’53" 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 85 °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 A

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 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 85°38’01” WEST 120.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTA!NING 16,589 SQUARE
FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL 12 ‘

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOJS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"’ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22" 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.

Page 1 of 2
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PARCEL 2

BEGINNING AT “POINT B”, AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL 12; THENCE NORTH 04°21'58” 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, CONTAINING 20,492  SQUARE FEET,
MORE OR LESS . ’

PARCEL D .

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF {LLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22™° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22> 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 SCUTH 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 FEET, MORE
OR LESS.

PARCEL E2 : :

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22" STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22" 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 NETWORK
DENSIFICATION (HPND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2013 COORDINATE SYSTEM (SFCS13).

IFD PCLS_AREA-G2.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-3 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE)

'ALLTHAT REAL PROPERTY S{TUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL PKS ’

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE), DISTANT THEREON
NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 426.95 FEET FROM THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22" STREET {66 FEET WlDE), 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 22"° 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" EAST 26.17
FEET; THENCE ALONG A TANGENT 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 B1i92, PAGE 384,
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH
85°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 E1 .

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)

AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ 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°2159” 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 AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)

AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF.20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND

ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38’01” EAST 1272.32 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21’59” EAST

438.79 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59"” EAST 81.30 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 85°38'01” 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 AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° 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 POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21’59” WEST 228.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH
85°38’01” EAST 243.10 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21’59” EAST 228.50; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” 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 CONTROL 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.doxx
09-13-17 e
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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:

PARCEL C1A

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF [LLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22" 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
ORLESS.

" PARCELC1B
BEGINNING AT “PCINT A”, AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL C1A; 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°21'55” WEST 128.00 FEETTO SAID PO:NT
- OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 22,400 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS .

PARCEL C1C

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 FE‘:TTO SAID POINT OF
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 10,722 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS . :

PARCEL B

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF lNTERSECTlON OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ZOTH STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21’59” EAST 24.00
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°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 AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ 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 .

Page 1 of 2
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PARCEL H1

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET AND
[TS 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 CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN BOOKB192, 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 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° 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°55” 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 DESCRIPTIONS 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.docx
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 RESOLUTION nO.

 [Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District

on Port Land]

Resolution adopting Guidelines for the Establishment and‘Usé of an Infrastructure

Financing Disfrict with Pro'ject Areas on Land Under the Jurisdiction of the San

Francisco Port Commission.

WHEREAS, Government Code Sécﬁohs 53395-53398.47 (IFD Law) authorizes certain
public agencies, including the City and County of San.Francisco, to establish infrastructure
financing districts (IFDs) to finance fhe.p-lanning, design, acquisition, construction, and .
impfovement of public facilities meeting the requirements of IFD Law; and ‘

WHEREAS, IFDs are formed to facilitate the design, acq'uisition, construction, and
improvement of neceésary public facilities and provide an aiternative means of financing when
Iocallresources are insufficient; and

WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395.8 and 53395.81 authorize thé
establishment of IFDs on land under tﬁe jurisdiction of the Port Commission of San Francisco
(Port) to finance additional public facilities to improve the San Francisco waterfronf and further
éuthorfzes the estéblishment of projéct areas within an IFD for the same purposes; and

WHEREAS, By Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board
Resolution No. -227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012, the Board stated its intention to form a
single IFD cohsisting of all Port land (waterfrontldistrict) with project areas corresponding to
Port development projects within the waterfront district; and |

WHEREAS, By Board Resolution. No. 66-11, adopted on February 8,.2011, the Board -

- adoptéd “Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts in the

111

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Kim
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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

Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San

Francisco Port Commission” (Port Guidelines) setting forth proposed policy criteria and -

' gUidelines for the waterfront district is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File

130264

No.™ ", which is hereby deC\ared to be a part of this Resolution as if set forth fully herein;

now, therefore, be it » ‘
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

i 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.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

'DENNIS J. HERRERA

City Attorney

éne Sakal

Deputy City Attomey

_ Mayor Edwin Lee

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' : ‘ . Page 2
: 7 3/19/2013
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" . OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

EDWIN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO

MAYOR

. TO: . Angela Calvil‘lo,‘Clerk of the Board of Supervisors - .

FROM:  {*Mayor Edwin M. Leg 3% :

RE: Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Usé of an Infrastructure
‘ Financing District on Port Land

DATE:

March 18, 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 Commission”.

Please note this item is coéponsored by Supervisors Kim
[ request that this itém be calendared.in Budget and Finance Committee.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott {(415) 554-5105. |
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING o _ APRIL 17,2013

ltem 6 ’ Department:
File 13-0264 ' Th Port ’

' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 Legislative Oblectlves

s The proposed resolution would adopt “Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure

Financing District (IFD) with Project Areas 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 required 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
specific to the Port, including removal of bay fill, storm water management 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 Port 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 of Supervisors in
late 2014,

» The Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends amendments to the proposed. Poxt IFD guidelines,
including to Threshold Criteria 6, 7, and 8, to clarify thc intent of the threshold crxtena, as noted in
the recommendauons below.

Fiscal lmpact

» Threshold Criteria 5 requires that finaacing 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 General Fund. The City’s
IFD Guidelines acknowledge that the Port’s use of IFD 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 pro;ect the net fiscal
impact to the City’s General Fund, as well as the net economic benefits.

Policy Considerations

v Property taxes are apportioned to the Educational Révenue Angmentation Fund (ERAF), the Clty s
Generzl 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 increment to the Port IFD in order to maximize
the Port’s ability to finance public improvements. Redirecting the ERAE’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 firture Board of Supervisors® decisions on allocation

of City and ERAF tax increment. Thereforé, approval of the proposed resolution is a pohcy decision
for the Board of Supervisors.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COM}\HTTEE MEETING - APRIL 17,2013

‘ Recommendations " - -
1. Amend the proposed resolution to request the Port to amend:

(2) The Port IFD Guidelines.to specify that the threshold criteria must be met in order to establish a
Port IFD or project area, and the strategic criteria should be comsidered 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 the net fiscal impact to
the City’s General Fund, as well 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 jmprovements in the City’s seawall 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.

A TE$3' ATEMENT AND BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

California Government Code Section 53395 et seq., which became law in 1990, authorizes cities

.and counties fo: establish Infrastructure Fi inancing Districts (IFD), subject to approval by the city
council or county board of supervisors, to finance “public capital facilities of communitywide
significance.” The definition of such public faciliﬁesincludes 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 nnprovement projects along the San Francisco
waterfront, such as structural répairs and improvements to piers, seawalls, and wharves as well
as historic rehabilitation of and seismic and life-safety imnprovements to existing buildings. The
establishment of a Port IFD is subject to approval by the Board of Superv1sors .

Background
State Law Authorizes the Establlshment of Infrastructure Financing Disfricts

In order to provide alternatlvc financing mechanisms for local jlll‘lSdlCthnS to fund public works
and services, State law' authorizes cities and counties to establish IFDs within individual city or’
county boundaries fo finance the:. . '

e 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; .

e Planning and des1gn work directly related to the purchase, construcnon, expans.ton,}
mprovament seismio retrofit or rehabilitation of that property;

. Reimbursement to a dcvcloper of a project located entirely within fhe boundaries of an
IFD for any permit expenses incurred and to offset additional expenses incurred by the
developer in constructing affordable housing units;

! California Government Code Section 53395 et seq.

-SAN FRANCIS CO'BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITIEE MEETING  APRL17,2013

» Costs incurred by a county in connection with the division oftaxes collected.

An IFD, once established with specific boundaries, obtalns 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 then be used to pay for the new public facilities that the IED was established to pay for.

The City’s Guidelines for IFDs, “Guidelines for the “BEstablishment and Use of Infrastructure
Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco” were adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on Febrnary 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 law” authorizes the establishment 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 I¥Ds.

A Port IFD may be divided into individual project areas, subject to Board of Supervisors .
approval. The State laws dcscnbed in this report would apply to each Port project area that the
Board of Supervisors approves.’ 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 Superv1sors amended the resolution of intention fo include
Seawall Lot 351 as the eighth project area in the Port IFD (Resolution No. 227-12). The eight
project areas for the Port IFD in the amended resolution of intention are:

1. Seawall Lot 330 (Project Area A)

Piers 30-32 (Project Area B)

Pier 28 (Project Area C)

Pier 26 (Project Area D)

Seawall Lot 351 (Project Area E)

Pier 48 (Project Area F)

Pier 70 (Project Area G)

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 below.

I I < U i o

The previously approved resolution of intention directs the Port E}J(ecuti% Director to prepére a
financing plan, which is subject to approval of the Board of Supervisors. According to Mr. Brad

2 California Govemnment Code Section 53395.8
* California Government Code Section 53395.8(g)

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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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 of Supervisors in late 2014, after the City has
completed environmental review of the proposed project.

According to State law?, the portlon 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 recipients of City property taxes, including the Bay Area Aijr Quality Management
District and Bay Area. Rapid Transit District, may be allocated to the Port IFD if a resolu’non
approving the financing plan is adOpted by that recipient and sent to the Board of Supemsors

Except for specified circumstances, State law® mandatés that any tax increment allocated to the
Port IFD must be used within the Port IFD’s boundaries. In addition, a minimum of 20 percent of
the tax increment allocated to the Port IFD must be set aside to be expended exclusively on
shoreline restoration, removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or envuonmental
remediation of the San Francisco waterfront.

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

Accordmg to State law’, the Port may use tax increment generated by the five project areas noted
below, which would otherwwe be allocated to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund®s
(BRAF), subject to spem.ﬁc 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 29 — 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 ERA¥’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.

# California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.¢.1
% California Governiment Code Section 53395.8.8.5.
6 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.il
7 On September 29, 2012, Assemnbly Bill (AB) 2259 was passed,
® 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 fimd for schools and community colleges (ERAF). The properly tax revenue is
-distributed to the county’s non-basic aid schools and commumity ¢olleges (i.e,school and community college
districts that receive more than the minimum 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 ocal 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 Stafe aid offsets Iosses to school and
community college districts from the redirected ERAF funds:

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Pier 70 Project Area

A Pier 70 project area may not be formed 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 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 IED.?

The Port may issue debt, secured by-the: ERAF share of tax incrément from the Pier 70 project
area for up to 20 fiscal years from the first Pier 70 debt issuance. Onee 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 the 21% fiscal year, ERAF’s share of tax increment may only be used to
meet debt service obligations for previously issued debt secured by ERAF’s allocation of tax
increment. ERAF’s share of tax mcrement exceeding dcbt service obligations must be paid into
ERAF. :

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

ERAF”s share of tax increment from Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 may only be
allocated to. find (2) construction of the Port’s Cruise Terminal at Pier 27,-(b) planning and
design work directly related to construction of the Port’s Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, (c) future
installations of shoreside power facilities on Port maritime facilities, and (d) planning, design,
acquisition, and construction of improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands held by
trustee agencies, such as the National Park Service, California State Parks, and City and County
of San Francisco Departments to be used as a public spectator vwwxng 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 fo these
project areas and canniof 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 planning,
‘design, acquisition, and construction of improvements to waterfront lands owned by Federal,
State, or local trustee agencies, such as the Natjonal Park Service or the Califomia State Parks.

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 from 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 Supervisors 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. .

* For example, for every $1.00 in Property. Taxes (not including Property Taxes designafed 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
to 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 0f $0.65), then the ERA share of tax increment is 50% (or $0.125 of $0.25).

O State law sets aside 20 percent from ERAR’s tax increment in leu of the minimum of 20 percent of the tax
increment. allocated to the Port IFD required to be set astde'to be expended exclusively on shoreline restoration,
removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental remediation of the San Francisco waterfront.

" SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ‘ BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Maps of the Port IFD, with specific prolect area boundaries defined, are provided in the
Attachment to thxs report.

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEG|SL_.ATION

The proposed resolution would adopt “Guidelines for the Bstablishmert 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 Port IFD Guidelines on January 2, 2013.

The Port IFD Guidelines identify 10 threshold criteria and four strategic criteria. According to _
Mr. Ben@on 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 g Port IFD. Because neither the proposed Port IFD Guidelines nor the proposed
resolution define the purpose of the threshold criteria and strategic criterid, 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 cstabhshment 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

L. Any Port IFD initially established is subject to Board of Supervisors approval and must:
»  Consist exclusively of Port prbpcrty; ' »
‘s Meet the threshold criteria proposed in the Port IFD Guidelines;

» Be accompanied By a pr0Ject area~specific financing plan that meets Statc law
_ requirements.

2. Potential property annexations to the Port IFD of non-Port property adjacent to Part 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 increment will be allocated to the Port IFD without completion of environmental
review. and recominendation for approval by the City’s Capital Planning Committee.

4. Public facilities financed by tax increment in project areas and any adjacent property
annexations approved by the Board of Supervisors must bc consistent with: .

« State law regarding IFDs; .

« The Port’s Waterfront Land Use Pl@;

" Any rcstiicﬁdns on Port land use pursuant to the Burton Act;
e The Port’s 10-Year Capital Plan.

5. The Port must demonstrate that the project area Wﬂl result in a net econormc beneﬁt to the
City in the project area-specific financing plan by including:

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS o _ BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYS'i‘
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» Total revenue ﬁxat the General Fund is projected to receive;

e Total number of jobs and other economic development benefits the project is expected to
: produce .

6. When an allocation of ER.AF s share of tax increment, identified in the Port IFD Guidelines
2s-$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 préviously 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;
e Enable proposed development projects to atfract equity;

» Fund debt service and debt. service coverage for any bonds issued in pubhc facilities -
financed by tax increment in Port IFD project areas;

» Fund the Port’s admm1strat1ve costs and authorized public facilities with available
revenue on a pay-as -you-go*! basis. :

8. Excess tax increment not required to fimd 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, contmgent upon Board of
Supervisors approval

9. The Port 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
revenue bonds as a source of funding.

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.

Strategic 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 of Port IFD financing and in the selection of projects
within the Port IFD. These strategic criteria are:

» Port IFD financing should be used for public facilities serving Port land where other Port
monies -are insufficient;

»' PortIFD ﬁnanomg should be used to leverage non—Clty resources, such as any additional
regional, State, or Federal funds that may be available;

'« The Port should continue utilizing the “’best-practices’ citizen participation procedures'
to help establish priorjties for public facilities serving Port land;

! Pay-as-you-go is a method of financing expenditures with funds that are currcnﬂy available rather than borrowed.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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o The Port, the Mayor’s Budget Office and the Controller should collaborate to conduct
periodic nexus studies, every ten years, at minimum, to éxamine 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 that the City receives from Port land.

HSGAL ANALYSIS —

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 Flscal Benefit fo the C[ty

Threshold Criteria 5 requires that the project area financing plan demonstrate a net economic
benefit to the City that, over the term of the project area, includes the (&) total estimated amount

. of revenue to the City’s General Fund; and (b) nummber of jobs and other economic development
benefits. In contrast, the City’s IFD Guidelines require that the IFD provuie a net fiscal benefit
over the 30-year term of the IFD, “guaranteemg that there is at least some gain tothe General
Fund in all circumstances”, In addmon, State 1 requxres onIy an analysis of costs and
revenues to the City.

Threshold Criteria 5 states that the project area ﬁnancmg plan should be smular 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 fiscal benefits
to the City than required by the proposed Port IFD Guidelines, including direct and indirect
financial benefits to the City, project construction costs, available ﬁmdmg to pay project costs,
ongoing maintenance and operating costs, and debt service costs.

The City’s IFD Guidelines acknowledge that the Port’s use of IFD law differs from the City in
that the Port intends to build infrastructure to affract private investment to create jobs, small
business, waterfront v151tors and other growth, and therefore would not necessarily be

“predicated on up-zonings™* that result in net fiscal benefits to the General Fund”. However, in
order to fully disclose the fiscal impact of the Port IFD on the City’s General Fund, the Budget
and chlslatlvc Analyst recommends that the proposed Port IFD Guidelines be amended -to
‘require that the project area ﬁnancmg plan project the net fiscal impact to the City’s General
- Fund, as well as the net economic benefits, over the term of the Port IFD.

12 Best practices citizen 'partici'paﬁon procedures include regular pﬁblicly-noficed 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, matitirne, and development project bpportunmes
and needs. .

B3 California Government Code Sectlou 53395.8.g.3.c.vii -

 «f Fp-zonings” are increases in height, bulk or density, allowing mcrcasad dévelopment.
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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
$1.00 in tax increment and ERAF’s Property Tax allocation is referred to as $0.25 per $1.00 in
tax increment. However, fiture State law may change these property tax allocations. In addition,

these property tax allocations are subject to approval by the State for ERAF and by Board of
Supérvisors 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 allocated to
the City and BRAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for ERAF and by the Board
of Supervisors for the City pursuant to the California 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 improvements 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 outlined 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 mcrement may not be re-allocated to the City’s General Fund or to improvements in the
City’s seawall and other measures to protect agamst sea level rise.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

State Law Allows ERAF Tax Incrément 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
maximize ERAF contributions in dcmgnated project areas by allocating the maximum City
contribution to those same project areas.!® The rationale for maximizing ERAF contributions 1 is
to maximize the Port’s ability to pay for development of public infrastructure 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 Appropriation Committée’s fiscal summary of the State law, diverting
ERAX’s share of tax increment could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill
those monies intendéd for education. However, the potential State General Fund cost is unknown
- because the economic activity that would be generated absent a Port IFD is unclear.

¥ ER AF’s share of tax increment 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 ;c'he Board of
Supervisors

’Ihc 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 2
policy decision for the Board of Supervisors. :

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Amend the proposed resolution to request the Pott to amend:

(a) The Port IFD Guidelines to specify that the threshold criteria 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-establish a Port IFD;

(b) Threshold Criteria 5 to require that the project-area ﬁnancmg plan pI‘O_]CCtS the net fiscal
impact to the City’s General Fund, as’ weIl as the net ecoriomic 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 Supérvisors for the City pursuant to the Cahforma Revenue and Taxation Code;
and

(d) Threshold Criteria 8 to spec1fy 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 pohcy dec1smn for the Board of
Superv1sors

SANFRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Draft Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on .
Land under the Jorisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission

[Revised 4/16/13 per Budget Analyst's recommendations). - —{ Formatted: Fort Not Bl

U

Threshold Criteria: The following Threshold Criteria must be miet to establish an infrastructure
financing district or project area on Port land,

1. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas fo Port land. Consistent with
California Infrastructure Financing District JED}-aw (Gov. Code §§ 53395-53398.47) (IFD
law), the City may form an IFD consisting only of land under the jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Port Commission (Port) without an election (waxerﬁnnt district). The formation of
a waterfront district consisting of all Port land with project areas corresponding to Port
development projects within the waterfront district' 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 Soen Francisco’ Port Commission {Port
Girdelines). The City will consider allocating property tax increment from a project area to
the waterfront district when the Port submits a project area-specific mfrastrucmre financing
plad that specifies: (2) the public facilities to be financed by tax increment” generated in the

 project area; (b) the projected cost of the proposed pubhc 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 facxhhas and (e) any
other matters required under IFD law.

2. Consider regnests to annex non-Porf land fo 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 Establishment
and Use of Iy jfrastrucmre Fmancmg Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City
Guidelines),

3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of
the Capital Planning Committee before approving any infrastructure financing plan
that aflocates tax increment from a'project area, The City may form the Port-wide
waterfront district without allocating tax increment to the waterfront district. The City will

1 In according with Board of Supervisors mlex-xtas stated in Boasd Resolution 'Nn 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 the Board latu‘ decxds to create multiple IFDs on Port Jand,
rather then & single waterfront districL

IFD law generally authorizes certain classes of public facilities to be financed through 1EDs, The Lepislature has broadened the types of .
authotized pubhc factiities for waterfront districts to include: (1) remediution of hazardous materials in, on, under, or arouad any real or tangible
propesty; (2) seismic and life-sefety improvemeats 1o existing buildings; (3) rehabilitation, restoration, and preseivation of structures, buildings,
prother facililes having special histodcal, architectursl, or aesthetic interest or value and that are listed on the Narional Register of Historic
Places, are eligible for hsung on the National Register of Histori Places individually or because of their focation within‘an eligible regmered
historic district, or ate listed on a state or Jocal register of historic landmarks; (4) structural repairs asd impro 1o plers, alls, and
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) removal of bay fill; (6} siormwaier management facilities, other utility infrastnciure, o public open-space
improvements; (7) shoreline restoration; (8) other repairs and improverments to muritime facilities; (9) planning and design work that is directly
related to any public facilites authorized to be financed by a waterfront distict; (10) reimbursement payments mede 1o the California
Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with IFD faw; (11) improversents, which rey be publicly owned, to protect
against potential sea level rise; (12) Port macitime facilities ar Pier 27; (B)shuresxd:  power installations at Port maritime facilities; and
(14) improvemeants to publicly-owned watecfront lands nsed as public spectator viewing sites for America’s Cup acnvmcs in San Francisco. Gov,

Code §§ 53395.3, 53395.8(d), and 53395.81(c)(1).

Adopted on February 8, 2011, by the Board of Supervisors Resolution No, 66-11. The City Guidelines do not apply to IFDs on lend owned
or managed by the Port.
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not approve an infrastructure financing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the
waterfront disirict 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.

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 apphcable statate; and (d) the Port’s 10-Year
Capital Plan, all as in effect on the datc the Cxty approves any project area infrastructure
financing plan.

The Port must demonstrate the net fiscal impact of the proposed project area on the City’s
General Pund 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. construction costs. available fimding to pay project costs. ongoing

operating and maintenance costs. and debt service -

Where applicable, maximize State contributions to project areas through matchiug City
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the State’s share of property tax
in¢rement 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 allocation of the State’s share of property tax increment fo a Port project area is
anthorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the waterfront district the amount of tax
increment from the project area that will maxitmize the amount of the State’s tax increment

* that js 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 -
roperty tax dollars allocated to the Ci 0.646 in FY 2012-2013), and the State annuall

approves the State’s share of City property tax dollars ($0.253 in FY 2012-2013). To .
Jjaximize State contributions to project areas through matching City contributions in project __ .. - { Formatted: Font: Not Bold

areas where the City's use of the State’s share is anthorizedde-se, the City would budget up
e sum of all of the City’s share of property tax dollars from the project area
lus all of the State s share of tax dollars from tbe.

aﬂd—ﬂae—smeels—shaf&eﬁax—meyemeﬂs}, until the earher to occur of (a) fu]l ﬁnancmg 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 authonzcd under the approved
infrastructure financing plan. ) .

Determine the amount of tax increment fo be allocated to tbe 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 fax
meremeﬂ-t—ﬁf—up—te%g% per—ug 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 penmnitted by ]PD law, ﬁle som of the Clgy s share of gr.ope;ly tax

dollars from the project area $8:65-¢ Fe in bination-vith plus
Statethe State’s share of uronerth dollars frorn the Drcnect area as estabhshed annua]ly by

the State’s-share-of tas-incrament, §

fund anthorized public facilities neccssary for each pmposed developmant prolect. Each
infrastructure financing plan must include projections of the amount of tax increment that
will be needed to fund necessary public facilities. The allocation should be sufficient to
enable the Port to: (2) obtain fair market rent for Port ground leases after build-out of the
project area; and (b) enable proposed:development projects to attract private equity. No tax
increment will be nsed 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 corrently measures
permissible developer return by reference to 2 published bond index and both the State
Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal tax law require a return that is copsistent
with industry standards. The Board of Supemsors in its discretion may allocate additional
tax increment to-other public facilifies serving the waterfront district that require funding.

An approved infrastrocture 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 thie project area in amounts sufficient to fund: (a) debt service and debt service coverage
for bonds issued under IFD law ([FD Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos
Commumty Facilities Act of 1982* (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the’

- Port is aiithorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized to 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.

Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Any portion of the City’s share.of Ttax
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 waterfront._Under IFD law. any

portion of the State’s share of tax increment fot needed to fund eligible public facilities
revers to the State and may not be re-allocated for citywide purposes.

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 Commiission 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 revenne 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 infrastructure financing plan only if the Port has ideptified anticipated
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed
with project area tax increment. Examples of acceptable souxces 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

# Gov, Code §§ 553311-53368.3 (Melio-Ross Acd).
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under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments levied by a copumuaity-benefits district; and (c) the
Port’s maintenance budget or other allocation of the Port tIarbor rund.

Strategic Criteria: are to be considered by the Board of Supervisors, but are not required to
establish a Port IFD or project area,

«  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 facxhtxes servmg Port
land when the Port does not othcr\mse 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 belp establish
pnomtles for public facilities serving Port land.. Cantinue to use the Port's “best-
practices” citizen participation procedures to: (a) establish community and municipal
priorities for construction of infrasticture serving Port land; and (b) ensore that
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas provide financing to help the Pon 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 coliaborate on a nexus study. The nexus analysis-will examing
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. :
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Draft
Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areason
Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission

Threshold Criteria:

1. At formatmn, limit waterfront districts and prOJect areas to Port land. Consistent with
California Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) law (Gov. Code §§ 53395-53398.47), the
City may form an IFD consisting only of land under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port
Comimission (Port) without an election (waterfront district). The formation of a waterfront
district consisting of all Port land w1th project areas corresponding to Port development
projects within the waterfront district’ 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 allocating property tax increment from a project area to the waterfront district
when the Port submits a project area—specxﬁc infrastructure financing plan that specifies:

(2) the public facilities to be financed by tax increment” 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 pubhc 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 Portpubhc facilities should be subject to the Guidelines for the Establishment
and Use of I Sﬁ‘aslructure Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City
Guidelines).

3. Require completmn of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of
the. Capital Planning Committee béfore 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 district. The City will
not approve an infrastructure ﬁnancmg plan that would allocate property tax increment to the

! In according with Board of Supervisors intent as stated in Board Resolution 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 the Board latér decides to create multiple IFDs on Port land,
ather than a single waterfront district.

z TFD law generally authorizes certain: classes of public facilifies to be ﬁnauced through IFDs. The Legislafure hds broadened the types of
authorized public facilities for waterfront districts fo include: (1) remediation of hazardous 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 of structures, buildings,
or other facilities having special historical, architectural, or assthetic nterest or value and that are listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places individually or becanse of their location within an eligible registered
histaric district, or are listed on a state or Jocal register of historic Tandmarks; (4) structural repairs and improvements to piers, seawalls, and
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) removal of bay fill; (6) stormwater management facilities, other utility 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
rélated to any public facilities anthorized to be financed by a waterfront district; (10) reimbursement payments mads to the California
Tnfrastructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with IFD law; (11) improvements, whick may be publicly owned, to protect
against potenttial sea level rise; (12) Port maritime facilities at Pier 27; (13) shoreside - power installations at Port sharitime facilities; and

(14) improvemenis to publicly-owned waterfront lands used as puhhc spectator viewing sites for America’s Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov,
Code §§ 53395.3, 53395.8(d), and 53395.81(c)(L).

Adopted on February 8,201 1, by the Board of Supervisors Resoluhon No. 66—11 The Cxty Guidelines do not apply to IFDs on land owned
or managed by the Port.

1
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~waterfront district from any pro; ject area, however, until the followmg have occurred: (a) the
City has completed environmental review of the proposed development project associated
with the project area and any proposed public facilitiesto be financed with property tax
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital Planning Committee bas recommended
approval of the related infrastructure financing plan.

. Public facilities financed by tax inerement 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 cousistent with: (a) IFD law; (b) the Port’s Waterfront Land Use
Plan; (c) any restrictions imposed by the pubuu trust for commerce, navigation, and- fisheries,
the Burton Act (stats. 1968, ch. 1333), or other applicable statute; and (@) the Port’s 10-Year
Capital Plan, all as in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure
financing plan.

. '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 prqected to
receive 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 thie 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.

. Where applicable, maximize State contrxbutmns to project areas through matching City
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the-State’s share of property tax A
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 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 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 the pI‘O_] ject area and the State’s share of tax increment), until the
earlier to occur of: (a) full financing of the anthorized 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 infrastructire financing plan.

. Determme the amount of tax in¢rement 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 find authorized public facilities necessary for each-
proposed development project. Each infrastructure financing plan must include projections
of the amount of tax inerement that will 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 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 profit metric in excess of limits imposed by applicable state and
federal law; the IFD law currently measures permissible developer retumn by reference to a
published bond index and both the State Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal
tax law reqmre a return that is consistent with industry standards. The Board of Supervisors

2
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in its discretion may allocate additionial tax mcrement to other public facilities serving the
waterfront district that require funding,

An approved infrastructure financing plan will state the Cﬂy s agreement that, for any debt

- secured by tax increment allocated to the waterfront district from a project area to finance

10.

authorized public facilities, the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district
from the project area in amounts sufficient to fimd: (2) debt service and debt service coverage
for bonds issued under IFD law (]FD Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos
Commumty Facilities Act of 1982* (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 extent not funded by special tax levies; and (b)-costs of °
administration and anthorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis. - .

Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Tax increment not required to fund
eligible project-specific public facilities will be allocated to the City’s General Fundorto
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.

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 adophng the Port’s Policy for
Fundmg 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 serv1ce coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment. .

Require each project area mfrastructure financing plan to identify sources of finding
to construct, operate, and maintain public facilities financed by project area tax
increment. Tax increment will be allocated to the waterfront district from a proj ject 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 Port 1IFD finahcmg for pubhc facilities sexving Port land where other Port moheys
are insufficient. Port IFD financing should be used to finance publi¢ facilities serving Port
land when the Port. does not otherwise have sufﬁcmni funds

Use Port IFD financing to leverage non~-City resources. Port IFD financing should be
used to leverage additional regwnal 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
prlorrtles 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 servmg Port land; and (b) ensure that

4 Gov. Code §§ 553311-53368.3 (Mello-Ross Act),
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infrastrocture financing plans for Port project areas prov1de ﬁnancmg to help the Port and the
City meet those priorities.

. The Port, the Mayor’s Budget Office, and the Controller shoula 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 exarnine
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.
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INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICTS

A cn‘y or county may form an Infrastructure Financing District (technically @
separdté political subdivision) to finance public improvemerits like new
streets, utility infrastructure and parks.

- The method of fmancmg fax mcremenf —is similar to redevelopmen’r

where growTh in property taxes may be capiured for periods of up to 45~

. years, except that in most cases, only local proper’ry tax may be captured.

Tax lncremenr may be used to pay for infrasiructure via the sale of bonds,
or on d pay-as-you go basis.

~ Port [FDs are structured to pro?id,e different types of public benefits than

redevelopment, which focused on affordable housing. By state law, 2 20% of
the Port IFD tax increment must be spent on purks, Bay access cmd fill
removql and env:ronmeniul remedlahon



)

- PORT 10 YEAR

CAPITAL PLAN

m Total Fu_ndihg ® Total Need

n Other

= Fedsral Funds

. ¥ GO Bond Proceeds

M IFD Bond Proceeds

® Developmeant Projects
m Rev. Bond Proceerds

W Terant Responsibility
o Port Funds
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" IFD LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS

~* SB 1085 (2005) — Authorized the Board of
Supervisors to form Infrastructure Financing Districts
along Port of San Francisco property

s, * AB 1199 (261 0) — ‘P'ie.'r 70 State Share of Tax
~ Increment |

* AB 664 & AB 2259 (2012) — 34" America’s Cup IFD
- State Share of Tax Increment " o |



PROPOSED. PORT IFD PoLICY
Nexus Analysis | |
= Chd»rfer and the Burfo;*\ Act established Por'r Harbor Fund

m 2004 and 2008 nexus qnqusfs (tfaxes and revenues frém Port
‘vs. cost of City services) |

= Taxes generated from Port property are sufficient to pay for
City services on leased property and the workorder budget

supports services on unleased property.

= Principle: General Fund should not subsidize City services for

“unleased Port property, and the Harbor Fund should not pay for

- City services on leased property.
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~ PORTWIDE IFD

= Eligible uses:

| >~Piers,"docks, wharves &
aprons |

> Installation of pil:es‘ |

> Seismic upgvrdde_s

> Utility infrastructure

> ST-ree%Ts and sfdqulks S

= Waterfront project areas for each project

- > Parks and Bay access
> Fill removal

> Environmental remediation

> Historic rehabilitation -
> Seawall and sea level rise .

> Port maritime facilities



'PROPOSED PORT IFD-PoLICY

Port land. Disiricts formed on Port property.

| Annexing Non-Port Land. Case-by-cdse pohcy decision. about
applying existing City IFD Gundelmes

. CEQA. Conduct CEQA prlor to adopting an Infrdsfrucfure

~ Financing Plan.

Priority of Al;m:p.rov.e.m-e‘nis. Consistent with: {IFD law, Wiaterfront
Plan, public trust and Capital Plan. |

797
295

Economic Benefit and General Fund Impact. Results in'total
net revenue.to General Fund, jobs and other economic
developmenf benefits. |

. State and City matching. confrlbuhons Mc:xumlze use of locql
" increment to leverage the maximum available State: share.
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PROPOSED Port IFD PoLicy

Amount of mcremenf alloccn‘ed Up to $0 65 per property

- tax dollar; or, where permitted by State law, up to $0.90 per

- 10.

property tax dollar, until the costs of required infrastructure
are fully paid or reimbursed. No increment will be used to
pay a developer’s return, except as permitted by law.
Excess increment. To the City’s General Fund or to
improvements to the City's seawall or to ad dress sed level

rise.

Port Annual Capital Progrqm If the Port issues revenue
bonds, debt service coverage to Port Capital Pregram.

Funding for Infrastructure Maintenance. Identify source to
maintain improvements. “



“PORT IFD- FORMATION

- Resolution 110-12 — “Cify and County of San Francisco
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco)”

City staff will develop an Infrastructure Finance Plan (“IFP”)
which will include a separate “IFP appendix” for ec:ch project

Port, DPW, SFPUC review of horlzon‘rdl mfrdsfruc’rure proposqls |

and third-party cost estimates

~ Mechanisms to ensure a fair infrastructure price (e.g., GMP
contracts)

CAPC_. recommendation to full BOS regardi‘ng- each IFP appendix

LT
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STRATEGIC CRITERIA & NEXUS

1. Use IFDs where other Port moneys are insufficient.

2. Use IFDs sfrq’regicqlly"ro leverage non-City resources.

3. Continue the “best-practices” citizen participation procedures
used to help City agencies prioritize implementation.

Conduct periodic nexus analysis every ten years to review net

economic benefits to City. What are the costs of City services to

 the proposed development vs. general taxes (nef of tax

increment)?2
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MAJOR WATERFRONT PROJECTS'

SWL 337 & Pier 48

®
3.6 million sf of mixed use development, est. all-in cost of $1.47 billion‘v
$341 million in tax increment captured to service deb’r (1 2.5% of total
generated over 75 year term)
Pier 70 Waterfront Site?
- > 3.5 million sf of mlxed use developmenf est. Cl” in cosT of $1.76 billion
e Piers 30-32 and SWL 330
~2 mnlllon sf of mixed use development, est. cost of $875-975 million
.Né’res: oo , :
Figures for all development projects (sf of development,-cost estimates and
.. financial projections are conceptual, pre-entitlement projections..
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.

8¢19
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"SWL 337 FiscAL IMPACT
' BASI:‘D ON CHAPTER 29 FISCAL FEASIBILITY REPORT
‘ PROJIECTION IS SUBJECT TO REFINEMENT

' Net Fiscal Benefit to CCSF

$13 million tax and dedicated revenue
- $2.5 million Police, Fire and DPW costs

= $7 0: 5 ‘million cnnuc:l fiscal benefit

‘While SEMTA is proiec’réd 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 related planning studies ~

After IFD pays for e,l'ig.ible' infros’rrucfuré costs, the project will
generate $8 million annually (in 2013 dollars) which the Board may

allocate to. the City’s seawall or for General Fund purposes. -



SWL 337 & PIER 48: COSTS FOR PARKS, STREETS,
HISTORIC REHAB, UTILITIES AND SITE WORK

INFLATED COSTS  START
(3%)

PHASE COMPONENT
pEnYEErRenta

Phase 1

UNINFLATED COSTS

531 832, 900

.‘:;862 i
$14,687, 439

$18 441 259

$107,489,636 . §125,721,237

- Notes:

* (Costs presented in 2012 USD.

* Phase 4 also includes projected costs for Pier 48 of
$22,050,000 (528,428,311 inflated), paid through ténant-
funded capital improvements and project IFD proceeds.

* Total = hard costs + 10% contingency + 25% soft costs.

_T L
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. Pier 70 Waterfront Site
Totql lnfrqsiructure & Site Conditions Costs

'l_'ype of lnfrastructuré _ | | Est. Cost
CEntidements ¢ | . $21,000;000
‘Roads and Utilities | ,  $38,856,000
Site Preparation - : | | $27.837060
Seacant Wall ** . . $23,413,000 §
Open Space ~ . | $28;894,000 §
Site Remediation - : ' $11,452,000 §
Off-site improvements : | $26,,894;6?QO, 1
Total' -~ . o o $178,346,000 | S
Notes: :

‘Costs presented:in 2012 USD.

Does not include approximately 590 million in historic building rehab work, net
-costs of which (after federal historic tax credits and building revenues) will be
eligible for IFD reimbursement.




WARRIORS: FISCAL FEASIBILITY & COSTS

1. Direct & indirect economic benefits of the project
x City Revenue: $19.4M (inc. tax increment )/ $53.8M (one- ’rlme)
* Visitor Spending: $6OM/yecxr |
= Jobs: 2,623 (con-sfruc‘rlon )/ 1,757 (pérmdnent)

2 Consiruchon costs: $875-975M (hurd & soft costs)

= City will reimburse Warriors. for agreed lmprovements to Piers 30 32
capped af $120 M |

u Reimbursemenf from 3 sources: Plers 30 32 Rent Credl’rs, Scile Price of
SWL 330, IFD ' ' ;

8083
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" Aftachment 3:

Fiécal and Economic Impact Ahalysis Update — Pier 70 Mixed Use Development Project’
o (See Attached)
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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 20% Street and lllinois -
Street (ZOth/llIinois); and 3) the PG&E-owned parcel further south known as the Hoedown Yard.

The entire Project area encompasses the 63-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 20" A

Financing District (IRFD) covering the Hoedown Yard. The districts will utilize portions of Project-

h/Hh’nois parcels; and an Infrastructure Revitalization

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
nl

area will result in a net economic benefit to the City.”” 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 20%/lllinois 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 Pfojectis provided in Chapter 1 of this report, and
Chapters 2 and 4 describe financing. Chapter 3 provides estimates of fiscal and economic
beneﬁts; .

All doliar amounts are expressed in terms of 2017 purchaéing power, unless otherwise rjoted.'
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.

¥

t -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.berksonassociates.com , : ' 1
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‘ Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
' August 31, 2017

FISCAL BENEFITS

The Pier 70 Waterfront Site, 20"/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. B

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 developmént. 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. Chapfer 3 further
describes fiscal revenue and expenditures estimates. »

FCONOMIC 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.'

*  52.1 billion of construction activity over a period of 15 to 20 years (including
infrastructure and building developmerit), 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 econemic 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.
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DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT

The Port of San Francisco, as property owner, will participate in and benefit finanéially 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
;ﬁarticipation in financial returns, tax increment and special taxes generat'ed 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 houﬁing, improvements to Port
property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation obportuniﬁes, and City-

wide fiscal and economic benefits as described in other sections of this report.
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1. THE PROJECT & COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

The Project will be constructedover a period of 10 to 15 years (including infrastructure and
building development), d.epending on fu’qufe 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 anal‘yﬁs, a “midpoint”
secenario is analyzéd, which assumes a roughly equivalent distribution of residential and
commercial uses. Taken together, the Pier 70 28-Acre Site and the 20"™/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 Revntallzatlon Fmancmg District (lRFD)

The scenario evaluated in the fiscal and economic analysns includes the followmg uses for the
total Project:

Office —Fofthe 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, busmesses and financial services,

convenience items, and personal services.

- The Arts and Light Industrial space will be eriented towards small-scale local proddction, arts

" and cultural uses, small business incubator uses, and other publiéally accessible and activating

' uses. The space will provide low-cost facilities to help grow local manufacturing and light
industrial businesses and encotrage 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 - Thls fiscal and economic analysxs assumes a'scenario consisting of 2,042 total
Project units in the SUD. Addltlonal sites will be dedlcated to affordable housing and -

" accommodate 322 additional affordable units.
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Affordable Housing— The Pier 70 Waterfront Site will provide 20% of rental units as ihdusionary
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 [llinois 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,” which will occur
over 15to 20 Years of buildout {infrastructure and buildings) depending on future market
conditjdns. 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 o $1,695,561,000  $1,732,826,000
20th/lilinois
Infrastructure " see Pier 70 cosfs  inc. in bldg.value .
Residential ' $159,730,000 $225,345,000
Total . $159,730,000 $225,345,000
Hoedown Yard .
infrastructure see Pier 70 cosfs  inc. in bidg.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 - 8/31/17

? Hard and soft development costs; land value included in assessed value.

www.berksonassociates.com ’ 6

317



P A _ Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
o ef:é August 31, 2017

2. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT

As described in the prior chapter, development costs are anti,cipatéd 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 facilifie§ 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 buildi.jgs 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 Clty for improved and”
entitled, land

* Netsales proceeds of the Port’ [ publlc offering of a portion of the 20™/lllinois Street
parcels adjacent 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.

*  CFD 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 Protecticn Facilities.

* Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) —~ The Board of Supervisors hés' 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 lssued
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 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 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 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 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/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.

www.berksonassociates.com . 8
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS:
FUNDING OF INFRASTRUCTURE l\/lAINTENAI\ICE
& 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 reduired 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 Z‘su’mmarizés 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 $5)

. ‘ IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD sup
Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St  Annual Total HoedcwsYard 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) a $0 - 4] $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) (968,000)
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 5248;400' $8,256,200
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 _$868,00D $'_l30,000 $998,000
. Possessory Interest/Property Taxes {1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3,111,000 $22,692,000
'i'OTAL, 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; tofal 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.
. : . 8/31/17
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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 wiii 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 $S)

321

. IFD 4
Pler7028-acre T~ T o~ IRFD Sub
ltem Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact 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 Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000  $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000
Other One-Time Revenues :
. Canstruction Sales Tax (1% Gen'l Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 $351,000 4 084,000 $0 4,081,000
Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000
Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000  $21,662,000  $155019,000  $29,094,000  $184,113,000
(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017. A i
(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses. ’ |
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF. 8/31/17 I
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.berksonassociates.com 10
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Table 4 Annual Service Costs During Development (2017 $5)

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

IFD :
Pler 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, Pler 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 o ‘
Pollce (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/lllinois - (104,000} (104,000) (104,000) (104,000} (104,000) (104,000) (1.04,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000} (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)
RED
Hoedown Yard - )
Parks and Opeh 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/lllinois ~ - (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

8/31/17
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Public Open Space .

The Pier 70 SUD will include approximately 9‘écres of public parks and open spaces.? 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 appli-céb!e 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 hardscape improvements, and roads.” 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 conitracts with the SFPD to provide two officers that respond to caiis-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 staggered shifts.” Police
‘staffing increases are expected to occur over the next several years to meet the City Charter
mandate for the number of sworn police officérs; this increase will help to address needs

created during development and at buildout of the Project.

Based on five officers at an average cost of $189,000 pér officer, theA 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;®

Increased police costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues generated during

Project development and at buildout.

r

* Notice of Preparation, May 6, 2015, pg. 4

* Maintenance Cost Projections 7/21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17.

5 DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-1, Dec. 21, 2016.

5 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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" Fire and EMS
The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) deploys services from the closest station with
available resources, supplemented 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 neighberhood, 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” depioyed 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.”
Ambulances are staffed with an EMT and a paramedic who provide bre—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, ét a total cost of $1,248,300 including taxes and benéefits, and

including the annualized capital and maintenance cost for an ambuiance.”

Increased fire service and EMS costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues
generated during Project development and at buildout. Cost reéovery from fees averages
approximately 22%, which would provide $274,600 of offsetting revenues, resulting in 3 net cost
of $973,700. '

SFMTA

The Pier 70 SUD Transportation Plan provides a comprehensive transportation program to guide

design, 'déveiopment, and eventual operation. of transportation elements of the P’rojeét'. 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.™

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 16™ 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.
¥ DEIR, Section 4.L, pg. 4.L.7, Dec. 21, 2016.

® Email correspondence from Mark Corso, Finance Division San Francisco Fire Department, Oct. 11, 2016,
to Rebecca Benassini, Port of San Francisco

%® pier 70 Transportation Plan Draft, 1/9/16.
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Management Agency (TMA).™ 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.™

No changes to Muni systém routes are proposed as a part of the preject. 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 Prdject will create new roadway connections, and improve existing streets. All streets wil}
have sidewélks, streetscape and street trees. Signalization improvements will be required.

Special taxes imposed on Vertical Developers by a maintenance CFD will fund maintenance of

streetscape improvements, landscaping and road maintenance. The CFD services budget

includes both ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic “life cycle” costs for repair

and replacement of facilities over time.

Public Health

Depending on the outcome of ongoing debates regarding the Affordaple 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 cos;ts

could be derived from the net surpluses generated by the Project.

'PUBLIC REVENUES

New fax revenues from the Project will include both ongoing annual revenues and one-time
revenues, as summarized inthe prior tables. The revenues represent direct, incremental
benefits of the Project. These tax revenues will be available to help fund publicimprovements
and services both within the Project and Citywide. The following sections describe key

assumptions and methodologies employed to estimate each revenue.

"' DEIR, pg. 4.E.44, Dec. 21, 2016.
12 R.Berkson correspondence with Kelly Pretzer, Forest City, 10/18/16.

¥ Maintenance Cost Projections 7/21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17. .
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Charter Mandated Baseline Requirements

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).* 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.”® 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 equwalent to property tax. Parcels on the
Waterfront Site may be sold for residential condominium development. The 20th/llhn0|s 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 50.25 of every property or
possessory interest tax dollar collected, although the State of California has authorized the
capture of this tax increment through an [FD for purposeé of furthering state interests at Pier 70,
pursuant to AB 1199." The DDA proposes to use IFD tax increment revenues, mcludlng the
ERAF share of tax lncrement to fund predevelopment horizontal development (sxte
‘preparation, mfrastructure, 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 colllected, beyond the
City’s $0.65 share and the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing: v
entities, including the San Francisco Unified School District, City College of San Francisco, the
Bay Area Rapld Transit District and the San Franusco Bay Area Air Quality Management Dlstrlct

These distributions will continue and will increase as a result of the Project.

% Jamie Querubin, San Francisco Controllers Office, correspondence with consultant, August 25, 2017. ’

5 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.

!& 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/lllinois 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; followihg development of
buildings (and their sale, if applicable) fche properiy 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 Iegs) as
permitted by State law, unless a transaction occurs which would reset the assessed value to the
transaction price, or unless depreciation or adverse econdmic 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

www.berksonassociates.com 16
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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 speciai dfstricts,
the San Francisco County Transportation Authofity and the San Francisco Public Financing -
Authority (related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a pertion 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
Durlng 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 pnor paragraph.

Transient Occupancy Tax uGT)

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 currently collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However, given tﬁat 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.

Parkmg Tax

The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parklng 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 anaIySIS
assumes that all new commercial parklng spaces envxsxoned for the Project will generate parking
tax. This analysis does not include any off-site parkmg 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
$10Ami'lli-on. The fiscal estimates assume an effective rate applicable to an average condo

transaction of $1 million, and an aVe'rage 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 tax
to the City. Actual amounts will vary depending on economic factors and the applicability of the

tax to specific transactions.

The residential-units oh-the ZOth/IIlinois 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'ojc 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:

* lobs Housing Linkage Program (Plénning Code Sec. 413) — Afee per each new square‘foot of
commercial development to fund housing progréms 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 providéonsite

inclusionary affordable units

* Child Care (Planhing 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. -

www.berksonassociates.com 18

329



. Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
4 ’ August 31, 2017

* Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) {Planning Code Sec. 411A) — This fee, effective December 25,
2015, replaced the Transit Impact Development Fee. Itis a fee per square foot paid by
" residential, non-residential, and PDR uses. The fee estimates assume that new Project

development pays 100 percént of the TSF fees.

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be
collécted 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 fnspection fees to cover City costs typically associated with new development

projécts.
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4. D'EBT LOAD TO BECARRIED BY THE CFD, 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
~Wr;aterfront Site, anq 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 obligati.oné 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 orthe
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. Inn 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
mérket 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 depénding on the amount of tax increment gererated 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 b‘y 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 [FD, 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, eccnomic activity, and increased public and private expenditures.

FISCAL BENEFITS

As described in Chapter 3, the Project is anticipated to generate a net $8.3 miilion 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 Waterfrbnt Site and lllinois 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 estfmates of these benéfits,
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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NS . RS . IRFD
_ "Pier 70 28-acre

Impact Category Waterfront Site  20th/lliinois Hoedown Yard TOTAL
Ongoing Project Employmerit )
Direct 6,050 30 10 6,090
Indirect 1,850 10 1,860
induced 3,380 20 10 3410

Total Employment 11,280 60 ' 20 11,360

Annual Economic Output

Employment

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 Employment {Job-Years)
Direct , : ‘ ‘ 8,350 790 1,090 10,230
Indirect 2,450 230 320 3,000
Induced 2,950 280 380 3610
Total Construction Employment (Job-Years) 13,2150 1,300 1,790 16,840
Economic Output from Construction .
Direct $1,695,561 ,bDO $159,730,000  $220,548,000 $2,075,833;000
Indirect 482,990,000 45,500,000 62,824,000 591,314,000
Induced 525,899,000 48,542,000 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'. 83117

New permanenﬁfull 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.”

" 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 lpcated at the
Project; these sources of income in turn are spent by the businesses on supplies, labor, and
‘profit required to produce the gobds and services provided by the businesses. In addition,
Project businesses will spend money on goods, supplies, and services in §an Franc’iséo, which will
generate additional “indirect” economic activity and support additional jobs at those suppliers.
The San Francisco households halding 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 20%/lllinois Street Parcel will
generate a small number of new jobs directly serving the residentiai buildings and occupants, for
examp]e 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 impéct numbers because the analysis projects economic activity generated by the
Project due to onsite jobs, and the indirect and induced expenditures éssociated with those
onsite jobs. However, the addition of a significant supply of residential units wili 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 inéluded inthe

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 their ongoing operations in the City. Additional sites will be dedicated to
development dedicated entirely to affordable housing. Fees paid by new Project devéiopment'
(e.g., the affordable housing in-lieu fees, and jobs-housing Iinkagé 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 ak:tivify and jobs on site, the construction expenditures will also generate new
buv‘si.ness and jobs “indirectly” for San Francisco firms serving the construction industry.
Expenditures in San Francisco by the houséholds of employees of companies benefiting from
these direct and indirect expéndifcures will create ad@itional “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 6ver time,
based on current'ﬁnancial'projectians 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 Proje{:t.

* Profit participation in land value, calculated as 55‘perceAnt of all horizontal cash flow
after Forest City achieves an 18 percent return on its préedevelopment 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 $5).

* 1.5 percent of alf net proceedsAfrom sale or refinancing of properties, estimated at $5.9
. million (NPV, 2017 $5).

- ¢ Ashare of prop'erty'tax incremént, designated for capital improvements at Pier 70
including the release of reserves, estimated at $38.9 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

* 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 V
$36.8 million (NPV, 2017 $8). ‘

*  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 $$).

. Sh‘oreiline Tax — A portion of the CFD 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 $3). - '

* 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 ZOth/Il'lino'is Street parcel for sale or 89-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 vaiue, wiil 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-acré Waterfront Park. A network of
landscaped pedestrian connections and multiple classes of bicycle néfworks, from commuting
lanes to recreational pathways, throughout the Project site will enhance accessibility. These:
facilities will benefit San Francisco residents, and provide amenities to enéourage 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 importarit component of
the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support
business, residential, Eetail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant
and Qnderutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of -
historic buildings, to be maintained‘ by the building owners/ten'ants. The redevelopment of the
Project will generate benefits for the City and comh'unity in the form of urban revitalization,
employment and living opportdnities, preservation of historic maritirﬁe facilities and structures,
improved publi¢ waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improvements to Port '
property including sea level rise protections, new qutdoqr 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 Expendithres
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

IFD :
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD - SUD

ltem Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois 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) 2
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (562.000) (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 | $8,256,200 |
‘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',489,460

- $31,946,200

(1) Untit 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.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table 1a
Annual Service Costs During Development
Pier 70-28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois 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) (689,767} (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/Minois )

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments B )

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/llinois (104,000) (104,000) (104,000} (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (1.04,000) (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) (1,4_89,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,418) (1,806,000)

IRED

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/lllinois (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) - (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/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

IFD : o
‘Pier 70 28-acre ] IFD IRFD ' suD
ltem o .~ Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total _ Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact Feés (1) =
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000
Affordable Housing-- §415 (1) $44,206,000 $'1 7,999,000 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 ngelopment 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'l 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 50 4,081,000
Total: Other One-Time 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 $1 84,113;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.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

8/31/17
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Table A-1
Project Description Summary (1)
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/llinois and Hoedown Yard

Gross
Bldg.
Item ‘ Sq.Ft. Units or Spaces  Notes
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Retail ' 75,893 na
Arts, Light Industrial . ) 205,880 na Inc. 115,700 sq.ft. Bldgs 12c, 21
Office . 1,387,228 na Inc. 60ksf Bldg 12a
Residential ’
Apartments . - .
Market Rate ' 709 units
Affordable - 177 units
Total, Apts 886 units
Condos
Market Rate - 587 units
Affordable - ' : units
Total, Condos 587 units
Total, Residential ' 1,473 units
Parking 1,569 spaces
20th/lllinois Street .
Retail . 6,600
Office 0 " na
Residential {condos) ' 248,615 - 239 units
Parking . '239 spaces
Hoedown Yard
Retail
Office : ’
Residential (condos) 349,353 330 units
Parking ' 126 spaces
TOTAL
Retail ’ . ) 82,493
Arts, Light Industrial . 205,880
Office - 1,387,228 _ .
Residential ‘ .
Apartmentis »
Market Rate 709
Affordable - : 177
Total, Apts ) 886
Condos
Market Rate ) 1,156
Affordable . 0
Total, Condos » 1,156
Total, Residential 1,614,106 2,042
Market Rate 1,865
Affordable : . 177
Parking 1,934 spaces

(1) From Financing Plan Base Case scenario (Updates 8/30/17).
Additional 100% affordable units can be constructed on dedicated sites. .
Source: Forest City; Port of San Franeisco; Berkson Associates ) 8/3117

Berkson Associates &/31/17 . Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xisx
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Table A-2
Population and Employment
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Slte 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

ftem . . Assumptions Total

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 3,344
Employment . (FTEs) '
Retail . 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 217
Arts, Light lndustnal 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 746
Office . © 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 5,026
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 53
Parking (2) 270 spaces per FTE (3) - 3]
Total . . ’ . 6,048
Total Service Population 9,391
lllinois Street Parcels (2)’ '
Popula’non n - 2.27 persons per unit 543
Employment (FTEs}
Retalil , 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 18
Office : 276 saq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential (4) 27.9 .units per FTE (3) 9
Parking (2) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 1
Total . . ‘ 28
Total Service Population 571
Hoedown Yard :
Population (1) , 2.27 persons per unit 749
Employment (FTESs) . :
Retail 350 sq.ft.-per FTE (2) 0
Office - 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential 4) 27.9 .units per FTE (3) 12
Parking (3) . 270 spaces per FTE (3) 8]
Total ) 12 -
Total Service Population ' . 761
- TOTAL .
Residents : ‘ 4,635
Employees . © 6,088
Service Population. : . 10,724
CITYWIDE .
Residents (5) . . : 866,583
Employees (6) _ 709,496
Service Population o ' 1,576,079
(1) Based on DEIR. . '
(2) DEIR, Table 4.C.5. Lo

(3) DEIR, Table 4.C.5.

(4) Includes building management, ]amtonal cleaning and repair, childcare, and other domestic serwces
(5) Cal. Dept. of Finance, Rpt. E-1, 2016

(6) BLS QCEW State and County Map, 2016Q3. . 8/31/17
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Table A-3
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

. Arts,

Item Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 1,886,740 1,387,228 82,493 205,880
New Residential Units 2,042
Adaptive Reuse (Bmldlngs 2,12, 21)

Units 107,736

Sq.Ft 107,616 60,000 .0 115,700

Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,528,771 1,327,228 ‘82,493 90,180
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) -
Jobs Housing Linkage -§413 (5) $33,831,042 $1,961,684 $1,807,207 $37,599,932
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $87,056,973 $87,056,973
Child Care-§414 (4) $3,607,919 $2,189,926 $0 $0 $5,797,845
Transportatlon Sustainability. Fee §411A (6) $17,250,361 $26,531,288 $1,649,035 $720,538 $46,151,222
TIDF-§411.3 (6) ’ . $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $107,915,252 $62,552,256 $3,610,719 $2,527,745 $176,605,972
(1) Resldentlal fees assume avg. 900 sq.ft. Junit.
(2) All Impact fees are as of January 2017.
(3) Plans antlcipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; lilinols Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee.

Assumes In-lleu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units.

(4) Chiidcare fee will not apply if child care facliities are constructed on site.
(5) Jobs-HouslIng fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace
{6) Transportation Sustainabllity Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in-2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% of TSF.

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retait fee for < 100,000 sq.ft.

8/31/17

Sources: Clty of San Franclsco, and Berkson Assoclates.

B~ -nAssociates 8/31/17
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Table A-3a : ]
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

Arts,
ltem ‘ . ' Resldential 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
8q.Ft. Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,281,156 1,327,228 75,893 - 90,180
Condos . 587 :
City Fees (per gross bullding 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 $19.98 $7.99 $40,529,942
TIDF-§411.3 (6) : ) : . $0
Total - ) . $58,427,100 $62,552,256 $3,321,837 $2,527,745 $126,828,938
20th/lilinois Street (2)
New Development (sq.it.) (1) 248,615. - 0 6,600 0
New Residential Units - : . 239
Condos ) 239
City Fees (per gross bu'ildiné 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 Sustainabliity Fee (6) : $9.18 $19.98 $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) : . o ‘ $0
" Total . $28,729,722 $0 $0 SO‘ $28,729,722 -

Pler70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xisx

344



Notes to Table A-3a:

(1) Resldential fees assume avg. 943 sq.ft./unlt.

(2) All Impact fees are as of January 2017.

(3) Plans anticlpate providing incluslonary rental units on Waterfront Site; lliinols Street assumed to be condos and pay an In-lleu fee.
Assumes In-lleu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdmn) times 20% of onsite market-rate units.

(4) Childcare fee will not apply If child care facilities are constructed on sits.

(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace.

(6) Transportation Sustalnability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF In 2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% of TSF.
Ars, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for < 100,000 sq.ft.

Sources: Clty of San Francisco, and Berkson Assoclates.

Be' :~n Assoclates 8/31/17

8/31/17
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Table A4 _
Assessed Value Estimate

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoed

own 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
Table A-4a

Assessed Value Estimatie

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/illinois and Hoedown Yard

ftem -

Development Cost Assesséd Value

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Infrastructure

Arts, Light Industrial (1)

Office (1)

Residential

Total

$260,535,000

$29,647,000
$636,626,000
$768,753,000

$1,695,561,000

inc. in bldg.value
$14,391,000
$728,073,000
$990,362,000

$1,732,826,000

20th/lllinois

Infrastructure see Pier 70 cosfs  inc. in bldg.value
Residential $159,730,000 $225,345,000

Total ' $159,730,000 $225,345,000
Hoedown Yard o
Infrastructure see Pier 70 cosfs  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.

8/31/17

Sources: Forest City; Porf of San Francisco; Berkson Associates

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-5
Possessory Interest and Property Tax Estimate
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

tem ‘ : Assumptions Total
Gross Property Tax/Possessory Interest Tax o 1.0% of new AV - $22,693,000
Allccation of Tax (2)
Net New ueneral Fund (1) 65.00% $14,750,450
ERAF 25.33% ' $5,748,000
SF Unified School District : 7.70% . © $1,747,000
Other ) 1.97% . $447.000
100.00% . $22,692,450
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Assoclates . ) 8/31/17
Belksqn Associates 8/31/17 Fier7T0Fiscal 2077—08-30__aug30p£xl.§x
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Table A-6
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Item |

Assumptions Total

Cltyw1de Total Assessed Value (1)
Total Citywide Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle Llcense 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/lllinois 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

 $212,173,326,106
$511,724,000

$1,732,826,000
, 0.82%
$1,729,000

$225,345,000
0.11%
$225,000

$311,146,000

Growth in Citywide AV due to Project - 0:15%
Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) $310,000
) : 1.07%
TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF $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.
(8) 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 8/31/17

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-7
Property Transfer Tax (2017 dollars)

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/illinois and Hoedown Yard

Item . Assumptions Total
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales
Residential Value (2) _
Residential Assessed Value (AV) $990,362,000 (avg. sale ance/15 years)
Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $66,024,000
. Transfer Tax From Residential Bulldlngs 2) -$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) $1,275,000
Commercial Value (2) ‘

Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) $742,464,000 (avg.sale once/15 years)

Avg.-Sales Value (1) . 6.7% annual turnover $49,498,000
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. saie) $956,000
Annual Average Transfer Tax © $2,231,000
20th/illinois Street
Annual Transfer Tax From Buijlding Sales
Residential Value (2) .

Residential Assessed Value (AV) $225,345,000 (avg. sale once/7 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 14.3% annual turnover $32,192,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings 2 $6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) $204,000
Commercial Value (2)

Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) (avg. sale once/15 years)

-Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $0
Transfer Tax From Commercial Bulldlngs @) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) $0
Annual Average Transfer Tax $204,000
Hoedowh Yard
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales
Residential Value (2)

Residential Assessed Value (AV) $311,146,000 (avg. sale once/7 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 14.3% annual turmover $44.449,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buﬂdmgs 2 $6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) $282,000
Commercial Value (2) ' ' ‘

Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV)~ $0 (avg. sale once/15 years) .

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $0
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) - $0
Annual Average Transfer Tax ' 282000
TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX $2,71A7,000
(1) Wateriront Site assumes all residential buiidings are rental units, and sales of all buildings average once every 15 years

{llinois Street Parcels assumed to be condos and seli 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.
’ 8/14/17 -
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Table A-8a 4
. Sales Tax Estimafes
" Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

item Assumptions Total
Taxable Saies From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $47,600 per household )
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $158,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $42,800
New Households 1,473
Total New Retail Sales from Households $63,044,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures{ $50,435,200
Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales _ $504,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft.
Innovation (3) 50% 102,940
Retail 75,893
Total 178,833
Retail Taxable Sales ‘
Innovation $300 per sq.ft. $30,882,000
Retall $300 per sq.ft. $22,767.900
Total ‘ $53,649,900
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $536,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (4) 25% of commercial sales ($134,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (5) 25% . ($134.000)
Net New Sales Tax to'GF from Retail Space $268,000
TOTAL Sales Tax o General Fund (1%) $772,000 .
Annual Sales Tax Allocation : 4
Sales Tax to the City General Fund (7) . 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $772,000
Other Sales Taxes .
Public Safety Sales Tax (6) 0.50% tax rafe x taxable sales $386,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $386,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (6) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $193,000

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)

Total Development Cost

Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, eic.)
. Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost

San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales

Sales Tax to San Franciscd General Fund

55.00%
60.00%
50.00%
1.0% tax rate x taxable sales

$1,695,561,000
$932,559,000
$559,535,000
$279,767,500
$2,798,000

1 Assumed average share of i income allocated towards rent or mor’tgage
{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 residents are assumed captured by retal! 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

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

350

8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pfxisx



ble A-8b

Source: Berkson Associates

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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~ales Tax Estimates
20th/lllinois Street
ltem Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses o
Average Annual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $45,000
New Households ' 239
Total New Retail Sales from Households $10,755,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $8,604,000
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $86,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft. ‘ 6,600
Retail Taxable Sales $300 per sq.ft. $1,980,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% fax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% ($5.000)
'Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $96,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation .
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $96,000
her Sales Taxes ' '
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000
San Francisco-County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000 -
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $24,000
One-Time Sales Taxes oﬁ Cbnstruction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost $159,730,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.} 55.00% $87,852,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $52,711,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $26,356,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $264,000
(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. ' i :
(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on fypical household spending as reported for the.
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(3) Aportion 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.
8/14/17



Table A-8c
Sales Tax Estimates
Hoedown Yard

Source: Berkson Associates

_ Berkson Associates 8/31/17

352

Item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses '
Average Annual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% ’ $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $45,000
New Households ' ] 330
Total New Retail Sales from Households _ $14,850,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $11,880,000
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $119,000 -
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space '
Retail Sq.Ft. 6,600
Retail Taxable Sales - $300 per sq.ft. $1,980,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% ($5,000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $129,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation )
Sales Tax to the City General Fund” 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $129,000
Other Sales Taxes :
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxabie sales $65,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $65,000
8F Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) . 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $32,000
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) ‘
Total Development Cost $220,548,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, efc.) 55.00% $121,301,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost ’ 60.00% $72,781,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $36,391,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $354,000
(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. }
(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) Aportion 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.
(6) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office.
8/31/17
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Table A-9
Parking Tax

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Item

Assumption

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Source: Berkson Associates

Berkson Assoclates 8/31/17

Total Spaces 569
Residential Spaces 1,569
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 0
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per year $0
San Francisco Parking Tax (3) 25% of revenue $0

- Parking Tax Allocation to General FundlSpemal Programs . 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
20th/lllinois Street
Non-Residential Spaces (1)
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per day $0
San Francisco Parking Tax : 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax procgeds $0
Hoedown Yard
Non-Residential Spaces (1)

- Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per day $0
San Francisco Parking Tax ) 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Speciat Programs 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipa! Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
(1) This analysis assumes that all non-residential Project parking will generate parkmg 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.

8/31/17
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Table A-10 .
_Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars)
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

. ' Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier (2) . Gross
ltem Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up fo $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 $0 : $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% ’ $0
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 Construction .
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%) 0.450% $3,730,234
20th/lllinois Street ' ' :
Business Income ) : :
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%| . 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $891
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $0
Parking (4) $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
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 $0 80 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Subtotal $267,000 . $267,486 ) $802
Total Gross Receipts $1,257,000 - $1,158,486 $1,693

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xisx
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Table A-10
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars)
" Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier 2) . Gross
Item ' Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up fo $1m $1m~$2.5m $2.5m - $25m $26m+  Receipts Tax
Project Construction .
Total Development Value (6) . $159,730,000 $160,000,000 , -
Direct Construction Cost (7) $87,852,000 $87,852,000 T 0.300% 0.350%] . 0.400% 0.450% $351,408
Hoedown Yard
Business Income ) '
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%] 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,411
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $41,076
Parking (4) . $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.185% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $1,568,000 - $9,465,300 ‘ . $42,487
Rental Income (5) ’ . ‘
Retail - - $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% .- 0.300% $1,234
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 $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Subtotal $411,000 $411,184 : . $1,234
Total Gross Receipts . $1 ,979,000' $9,876,484 - : $43,721
Project Construction . . | A
Total Development Value (6) $220,548,000 $220,548,000 :
Direct Construction Cost (7) $121,301,000 $121,301,000 0.300% 0.350% 0.400% 0.450% $456,000

*Note: reflects tax implementation after the payroll tax is phased out.
(1) Rounded; gross’ rec(aipts for retall, 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.
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..
(3) 10% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employmenf outside of San Francisco will be exempt. Rate based on retail; manufacturing w
(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, Sclentific 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) Pler 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 vertica! 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. : ’ : 8/31/17

Be~ "mAssociates 8/31/17 ' ' Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30 ¢

“nf.xlsx

355



356 .



Attachment 4:

Phasing Plan and Phase 1 Submittal Exhibits
(See Aftached)
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FILE NO. 130264 RESOLUTION.NO.

[Adoption of uu:dehnes for the Estabhshment and Use of an lnfrastructure Financing District
on Port Land]

Resolution adopting Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an lnfrastructuré
Financing District with Project Areas on Land Under the Jurisdiction of the San

Francisco Port Commission.

WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395~53398'.47 (IFD Law) authorizes certéin
public agencieé, including the City and County of San Francisco, to establish infrastructure
financing districts (IFDs) fo finance the .planning, design, acquisition, conétruction‘ and -
improvement of public facilities meeting the requirements of iFD Law; and |

‘WHEREAS, IFDs are formed to facilitate the design, acquisition, construction, and
improvement of necessary public facilities and provide an alternative means of financing when
focal resources are insufficient; and . |

WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395.8 and 53395.81 authorize the
establishment of IFDs on land under the jurisdiction of the Port Commission of San Francisco
(Port) to finance additional public facilities to improve the San Francisco waterfront and further |
authorizes the establishment of project areas within an IFD for the same purposes; and

WHEREAS, By Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27,2012, and Board
Resolution No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012, the Board stated its intention to form a
single IFD consisting of all Port land (waterfront d‘istrilct) wifh project areas corresponding to
Port development projects within the waterfront district; and |

WHEREAS, By Board Resolution No. 66-11, adopted on February 8, 2011, the Board
adopted "Guidelinés for the Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts in the
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" BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1

31912013

g




—

N ‘
© © o N O g Hhw N

—
-

13
14
15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
%5

City and County of San Francisco," which do not apply to land owned or managed by thé Port;
and - A
" WHEREAS, A draft document entitled “Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction qf the San
Francisco Port Commissién” (Port Guidelines) setting forth proposed policy criteria and
guidelines for the waterfront district is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supgrvisors in Filev
 No3926¢hich is herg’iiy declared to be a part of this Resolution as if set forth fully herein;
now, therefore, be'it . o | | '
RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that the Port Guidelines will enéure
that a rational and efﬁcient process is established for the formation the waterfront district and
: praject 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. .

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Attorney

Joanne Sakai
Deputy City Attorney

By:

i Mayor Edwin Lee . . .
: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ’ Page 2
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

EDWIN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO

‘MAYOR

TO: - Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM:  {#Mayor Edwin M. Lee 3% :
- RE: Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure
Financing District on Port Land
DATE:

March 19, 2013

Attached for infroduction 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 Commission”.

Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisors Kim - .
[ request that this item be calendared in-Budget and Finance Committee.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5108.
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING ‘ ‘ - APriL17,2013

ltem 6 L Department:
File 13-0264 - The Port *

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

' Legislative Objectives

| * The proposed resolution would adopt “Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure
Financing District (IFD) with Project Areas 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 TFD and. the strategic criteria that should be considered by the Board of
Supervisors but are not required to establish the Port IFD.

y 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
specific-to the Port, including removal of bay fill, storm water management 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 Port 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 Seawall Lot 330 to the Board of 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 ‘General Fund. The City’s
IFD Guidelines acknowledge that the Port’s use of IFD 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
impact 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 (BRAF), 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 increment to the Port IFD in order to maximize
the Port’s ability to finance.public improvements. Redirecting the ERAF’s share of tax incremerit
could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill those mionies intended for education.

= 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 pohcy decision
for the Board of Supetvisors.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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) ) Recommendations ’ . -
1. Amend the proposed resolution to request the Port to amend:

(2) The Port IFD Guidelines to specify that the threshold criteria 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 establish a Port IFD;

(b)Threshold Criteria 5 to require that the project area financing plan projects the net fiscal impact to

_the City’s General Fund, as well 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 anuually 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 resolutlon, as amended, is a policy decision for the Board of Supervisors.

MANDATE STATEMENT AND BACKGROUND ey -

Mandate Statement

California Government Code Section 53395 et seq., which became law in- 1990, authorizes citi¢s
and counties to establish Infrastructure Financing Districts (IFD), subject to approval by the city
council or county board of supervisors, to finance “public capital facilities 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 répairs 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 Board of Supervisors.

Background
State Law Authorizes the Establishment of Infrastructure Financing Districts

In order to prov1de alternatlvc financing mechanisms for Jocal Junsdmtlons to fund public works
and services, State law' authorizes cities and counties to establish IFDs within ind ividual 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, mcludmg
parks, other open space, and street. improvements;

- @ Planning and des1gn work directly related to the purchase,. construction, expansion,
improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilitation of that property;

» Reimbursement to a developer of a project located entirely within the boundaries of an
IFD for any permit expenses incurred and to offset additional expenses incurred by the
developer in constructing affordable housing units;

! California Government Code Section 53395 et seq.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING APRIL 17,2013

« 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 then be used to pay for the new public facilities that the IED 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 law” authorizes the estabhshment of a Port TFD 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 descnbed in this report would apply to each Port project area that the
Board: of Supervisors approves.” On March 27, 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved a
resolution of intention to establish a Port IFD (Resolution No. 110-12 2), with seven project areas..
On June 12, 2012, the Board of Supcmsors 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 for the Port IFD in the amended resolution of intention are:

1. Seawall Lot 330 (Project Area A)

Piers 30-32 (Project Area B)

Pier 28 (Project Area C)

Pier 26 (Project Area D)

Seawall Lot 351 (Project Area E)

Pier 48 (Project Area F)

Pier 70 (Project Area G)

Rincon Point-South Point (Project Area H)

The resolution of intention allows the Port to establish additional pro;ect areas in compliance
with State law, as noted Below.

o N e oA W

The previously approved rcsolutxon of intention directs the Port Executive Director to prepare a
financing plan, which is.subject to approval of the Board of Supervisors. According to Mr. Brad

% California Government Code Sectior 53395.8
? California Government Code Section 53395.8(g)

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Benson, Port Special Projects Manager, the Port intends to submit a Port IFD ﬂnancing 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 ptoject.

According to State law?, 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 recipients 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 resolu’non
approving the financing plan is adopted by that recipient and sent to the Board of Supervxsors

Except for specified circumstances, State law® mandates that any tax increment allocated to the
Port IFD must be used within the Port IFD’s boundaries. In addition, a minimum of 20 percent of
the tax increment allocated to the Port IFD 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 Increment. Allocated to PortIFD in
Specific Project Areas

According to State law”, the Port may use tax increment generated by the five project areas notcd
below, which would othermse be allocated to the Bducational Revenue Augmentation Fund®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 29 — 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 allocaté ERAF’s share. of tax increment
generated by any of the five project areas fo the Port IFD on a case-by-case basis when
considering whether to approve the proposed Port IFD financing plan.

¢ California Government Cods Section 53395.8.z.3.c.i
° California Government Code Section 53395.8.8.5.
¢ California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.ii
7 On September 29, 2012, Assembly Bill (AB) 2259 was passed.
¥ The Educational Revenue Angmentation Fund redirects one-fifth of total statewide property tax revenue from
cities, counties and special districts to school and cormmunity college districts. The redirected property tax revenue is
- deposited into a countywide find for schools and community colleges (ERAF). The property tax revenne is
distributed to the county’s non-basic aid schools and community colleges (i.e, school and community college
districts that receive more than the minimum amourit of state aid required by the State constitution). In 2004, the
State approved a complex financing mechanism, known as the iriple 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 citles 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 redirected ERAF funds, '

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Pier 70 Project Area

A Pier 70 project area may not be formed prior to Yanuary 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 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 ailocated to the Port IFD. 5

The Port may issue 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 issnance. 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 the 21% fiscal year, ERAF’s share of tax increment may only be used to
meet debt service obligations for previously issued debt secured by ERAF’s allocation of tax
increment. ERAR’s share of tax increment cxceedmg debt service obligations must be paid into
ERAF.

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

ERAF”s share of tax increment from Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 may only be
allocated to. fund (2) construction of the Port’s Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, (b) planning and
design work directly related fo construction of the Port’s Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, (c) future
installations of shoreside power facilities on Port maritime facilities, and (d) planning, design,
acquisition, and construction of improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands held by
trustee agencies, such as the National 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 planning,
design, acquisition, and construction of improvements to waterfront lands owned by Federal
State, or local trustes agencies, such as thc National Park Service or the California State Parks.!°

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 from 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 Supervisors would have to approve an
amendment the previously approved resolutjon of intention to form the Port IFD to authorize
Piers 19, 23 and 29 as Port IFD project areas.

? 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
to the other taxing entities (SFUSD; Community College District, BART, and Bay Area Air Quality Management
District). If the Board of Supervisors were to - approve 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 $0.125 of $0.25).

"% State law sets aside 20 percent from ERAF’s tax increment in liew 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,
remaval of bay fill, or waterfront public access 1o or environmental remediation of the San Francisco waterfront.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ) BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Maps of the Port IFD, with specific pl‘OJCCt area boundarxes deﬁned, are provided in the
Attachment to thls report.

DETAILS OF PROPOSEIH:EG!SLATION

The proposed resolution would adopt “Guidelines for the Establishmerit 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 Comm1ttee
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 g Port IFD. Because neither the proposed Port IFD Guidelines nor the proposed
resolution define the purpose of 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 Pert IFD Guidelines are summarized below.
o Threshold Criteia of the Port IFD Guidelines
L. Aﬁy 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 By a project . area-specific financing plan” that mects State law:
requirements.

2. Potential property annexations to the Port IFD of non-Port property ad_]acent 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 increment will be allocated to the Port IFD w1thout completion of environmental
review: and recommendation for approval by the City’s Capital Planning Committee.

4, Public facilities financed by tax increment in project areas and amy 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 on Port land use pursuant to the Burton Act;
» The Port’s 10-Year Capital Plan. '

5: The Port must demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to thc
City in the project area-specific financing plan by including:

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS J - BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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6.

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

e Total number of jebs and other economic development benefits the project is expected to
. produce .

When an allocation of ERAF 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

10.

Guidelines as $0.65 per $1.00 in tax increment. As préviously 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.

Tax increment amounts based on project area-specific financing plans for project areas ire
subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors and should be sufficient to enable the Port to:

e Obtain fajr market rent for Port leases after build-out of the project area;
« Enable proposed development projects to atfract equity; '

o Pund debt service and debt-service coverage for any bonds issued in public facilities -
financed by tax increment in Port [FD project areas;

¢ Fund' the Port’s admmrstratlve costs and authorized public facilities with available
revenue on a pay-as-you- go'! basis.

Excess tax increment not required to fund public facilities in project ateas will be allocated to
either (a) the City’s General Fund, (b) finding improvements to the City’s seawall, or (¢)
protecting the City against sea level rise, as allowed by State law, contmgent upon Board of
Supervisors approval

The Port 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
revenue bonds as a source of funding.

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.

Strategic 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 of Port IFD financing and in the selection of projects
within the Port IFD. These strategic criteria are:

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

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

o The Port should continue ut'rlizing the “’best-practices’ citizen participation procedures'
to help establish priorities for public facilities serving Port land;

"' Pay-as-you-go is a method of financing expenditures with funds that are currently available rather than borrowed,

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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« The Port, the Mayor’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 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 that the City receives from Port land.

ﬁscA:.ANALYSIS

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 C1ty

Threshold Criteria 5 Requires Net Economlc Not Fiscal, Benefit to the Clty

Threshold Criteria 5 requires that the project area financing plan demonstrate a net economic
benefit to the City that, over the term of the project area, includes the (a) total estimated amount
of revenue to the City’s General Fund; and (b) number 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, “guaranteeing that thcrc is at least some gain to’ the General
Fund . in all circumstances”, In addition, State law'? requires only an analyms of costs and
revenues to the City.

Threshold Criteria 5 states that the project area ﬁnancmg 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 fiscal benefits
to the City than required by the proposed Port IFD Guidelines, including direct and indirect
financial benefits to the City, project construction costs, available fundmg to pay.project costs,

ongoing maintenance and operating costs, and debt service costs.

The City’s IFD Guidelines acknowledge that the Port’s use of IFD law differs from the City in
that the Port intends to build infrastructure to attract private-investment to create jobs, small
business, waterfront v1s1tors and other growth, and therefore would not necessarily be

“predicated on up-zonings* that result in net fiscal benefits to the General Fund”. However, 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 term of the Port IFD. -

"> 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.

B California Government Code Section 53395.8.2.3.6.vii

* “Up-zonings” are increases in height, bulk or density, allowing increased development.
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. Threshold Crlterla 6 and 7 Refer to Specﬁ" c 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
$1.00 in tax increment and ERAF’s Property Tax allocation is referred to as $0.25 per $1.00 in
tax increment. However, future State law may change these property tax allocations. In addition,
these property tax allecations 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
recomumends that Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 specify that the share of tax increment allocated to
the City and ERAF is the tax rateestablished annually by the State for ERAF and by the Board
of Supervisors for the City pursuant to the California 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 pro;ect area-specific
public facilities sheuld be allocated to the General Fund or to improvements 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 outlined 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 in thc
City’s seawall and other measures to protect against sea level rise. -

| POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

State Law Allows ERAF Tax Incréement 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 .
maximize ERAF contributions in demgnated project areas by allocatmg the maximum City
contribution to those same project areas.'® The rationale for maximizing ERAF contributions i is
to maximize the Port’s ability to pay for development of public infrastructure 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 Appropriation Committee’s fiscal summary of the State law, diverting
ERAF’s share of tax increment could potentially result in a Stafe General Fund cost to backfill
those monies intendsd for education, However, the potential State General Fund cost is unknown
because the economic activity that would be generated absent a Port IFD is unclear.

15 ERAF’s share of tax increment is allocated in proportion to the percentage of City tax increment allocated to the
designatéd project areas.

- SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
. , 28 .

11373



BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING - ’ APRIL 17,2013

Approval of the Proposed Resolution is a Policy Decision for the Board of
Superwsors

~ 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.

‘REcéﬁhME“ﬂﬁAﬂows o

1. Amend the proposed resolution to request fhe Pott fo amend:

(a) The Port IFD Guidelines to specify that the threshold criteria 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-establish a Port IFD;

(b) Threshold Criteria 5 to require that the project-area fmancmg plan projects the net fiscal
impact to the City’s General Fund, as WeII as the net ecoriomic beneﬁts over the term of
the Port IFD; : oL

(c) Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 to specify that the share of tax increment allocated to the C1ty
and ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for the: ERAF and by the
Board of Supérvisors for the City pursuant to the Cahforma Revenue and Taxation Code
and

(d) Threshold Criteria 8 to specify that ERAF’s excess shme 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.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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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
{Revised 4/16/13 per Budget Analyst's recommendations)

Threshold Criteria; The following Threshold Criteria must be met o establish an infrastructure
financing district JFD) or project area on Port land. s

1. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port land. Consistent with
California Infrastrcture Financing District gED)-4aw (Gov. Code §§ 53395-53398.47)_ (IFD
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 district' 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 allocating property tax increment from a project area to
the waterfront district when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing
plami that specifies: (a) the public facilities to be financed by tax increment” 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 ares; (d) the amount of tax
increment that is proposed to be allocated to the IFD to finance public facilities; and (g) any
" other matters requited under IFD law. .

2. Consider requests fo 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 atea 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
notused for Port public facilities should be subject to the Guidelines for the Establishment
and Use of Igfmstmcture Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City
Guidelines)’ -

-3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of
the Capital Planuing 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 district. The City will

Ly aceording with Board of Supervisors intent s stated in Board Resolution No, 110-12, adopted oa March 27, 2012, z0d Board Resolution
No. 227-12, adopted on Juge 12, 2012, These Port Guidelines will apply even if the Board Jater decides to create multiple IFDs os Post Jand,
rather than a single waterfront district, :

IFD law generally authorizes certain classes of public facilities 10 be financed through IFDs, The Legislature lias broadened the types of
autharized public facilities for waterfront districts to include: (1) diation of hazardous materials in, on, under, or around any real or tangibie:
propenty; (2) seismic and life-safety improvements tg existing buildings; (3) rehabilitation, restoration, and preservation of structures, buildings,
or other facilities having special historical, architectural, or nesthetic interest or value und that are listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, are éligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places individually or because of their tocarion within an eligible registered
historic district, or are lsied on & state or local register of historic landmarks; (4) structural repairs and fmprovements 1o piers, seawalls, and
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) remnval of bay fill; (6) siormwater management facilities, other utility infrastructure, or public open-space
smprovements; (7) shoreline restoration: (8) other repairs and improvements to maritime facilities; (0) planning amd design work that is directly
related 10 any public facilifies authorized to be financed by & waterfron( district; (10) reimbursement payments made to the California
Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with IFD 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 fseilities; and
(14) improvemments to publicly-owned waterfront lands nsed as public spectatof viewing sites for America’s Cup aclivities in San Francisco. Gov.
Code §§ 53395.3, 53395.8(d), and 53395.81()(1).

Adopted on February 8, 2011, by the Board of Supervisors Resolution No, 66-11. The City Guidelines do not apply (0 JFDs on land owned
or managed by the Porw.
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not approve an infrastructure ﬁnancmg plan that would allocate property tax increment to the
waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following have occurred: (2) 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 Planmng Comnuttee has recommended
approval of the related infrastructure financing plas. .

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 as in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure *
financing plan.

The Port must demonstrate the net fiscal impact of the proposed project area on the City'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 _}ObS 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 similat 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. construction costs. available funding to pay project costs. ongoing

operating and maintenance costs. and debt service -

Where applicable, maximize State contributions to project areds through matching City
contributions. IFD1aw aunthorizes 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 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 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. In accordance with the California

Revenue and Taxation Code, the Board of Supetvisors 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 __

areas where the City’s use of the State’s share is authorizeddess, the City would budget up
the sum of all of the City’s share of property tax dollars from the gro]ect area

to-$0-00per-
plus all of the State s share of groge.rty tax dollars from the pro1ect area-

> fegeet—ma
aaé—the—S&a&e%—shaee—eﬂa&mefemeﬁt-} until the carher to occur of (a) full ﬁnancmg of the.
authorized public facilities by tax increment; or (b) the allocation to-the waterfront district of
the full amount of tax increment ﬁ:om the project area authonzcd under the approved
infrastructure financing plan.

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 ﬁnancmg plans for Port project areas that provide for allocations of tax

per—ug to the sum of property tax dollars allocated to the City from

2
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the project area in accordance with tax yates established annually by the Board of Supervisors
for the City, or, where permitted by TFD law, the sum of the City’s share of property tax

dollars from the project area $6-65-of tax-incrernent so-that;-in-combination-with plus
Statethe State’s share of property tax dollars from the Drolect area ag establlshed armua]lv by

the State’s-share-of tax-incroment, th
fund anthorized public facilities ncccssary  for cach proposed dcvelopment pro_|ect Each
infrastructure financing plan must include projections of the amount of tax increment that
will 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
project area; and (b) enable proposed development projects to atiract private equity. No tax
increment will be used to pay a developer's retiurn 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 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 consistent
with industry standards. The Board of Supervisors in its discretion may allocate additiopal
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 facilities, 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 (!FD Bonds), bonds igsued nnder the Mello-Roos
Commumty Facilities Act of 1982* (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the .
Port is aitthorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized to 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-yon-go basis.

8. Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Any portion of the City’s share of Ttax
increment that the City allocated to the waterfront district. 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 secawall and other measures to protect the City
against sea level rise or other foreseeable risks to the City’s waterfront,_Under IFD law, any
portion of the State's share of tax increment riot 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 fo provide
debt service coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment. :

10. Require each project area mfrastructure financing plan fo identify sources of fundmg
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 constract, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed
with project area tax increment. Examples of acceptable soarces 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

% Gov. Code §§ 553311-53368.3 (Mello-Ross Act).

_— 3

185
383



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 the Board of Supervisors, but are not required to - -[ Formatted: Keep with next, Keep lines J

establish a Port TFD or project area, togather
o= '{ 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 doilars for transportation projects.

* Continue the Port’s “best-practices”.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 1and; 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 Badget Office, and the Controllexr 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 recmpts and any other taxes the City receives from Port
land; and (c) any other revenues that ihe City receives from Port land .
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Draft
Guldelmes for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areason
Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission

Tlu‘eshold Crlterla

1. At formatlon, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port lzmd, Cons1stent with
California Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) law (Gov. Code §§ 53395-53398.47), ‘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- wrch project areas corresponding to Port development
projects within the waterfront district’ 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 allocating property tax increment from a project area to the watetfront district
when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing plan that specifies:

(a) the public facilities to be financed by tax increment” 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 pubhc facilities; and (e) any other matters
required under IFD law. ‘

2. Consider requests to annex non-Port iand to a prolect area on a case-by-case basus 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 sub]ect to the Guidelines for the Establishment
and Use of In 3ﬁ'asz‘ruct‘ure Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City
. Guidelines).

3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of
the Capital Plannmg Conimittee before approving any mfrastructure 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 district. The City will
niot approve an infrastructure financing plan that would allocate property tax mcrement to the

1 In according with Board of Supervisors intent as stated jn Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board Resolution
No. 227-12, adopted 'on June 12, 2012, These Poxt Gnidelines will apply even if the Board latér decides to create multiple IFDs on Port land,
rather than a single waterfront dlstnct. ’

IFD law generally authorizes certain-classes of public facilities to be financed through IFDs. The Legislature has broadened the types of
authorized public facilities for waterfront districts fo include; (1) remediation of hazardous 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 of structures, buildings,
or other facilitics having special historical, architectural, or acsthetic interest or value and that are listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, are eligible for listing on the National Regjster of Historic Places individually or becanse of their, location within an eligible registered
historic district, or are listed on a state or local register of historic landmarks; (4) structural repairs and improvéments to piers, seawalls, and
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) removal of bay fill; (6) stormwater management facilities, other utility ifrastructure, or public open-space
jmprovements; (7) shoreline restoration; (8) other repairs and improvements to maritime facilities; (9) planning and design work that is directly
sélated to any public facilities authorized to be financed by a waterfront district; (10) reimbursement payments made to the California
Infrestructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with IFD 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 rharitime facilities; and
. (14) improvements to publicly-owaed waterfront lands used as public spectator vxewmg sites for America’s Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov.
Code §§ 53395.3, 53395.8(), and 53395.81(c)(1).

Adopted on February 8, 2011, by the 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 the project area and any proposed public facilitiesto 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.

. 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 as'in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure
financing plan.

. '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 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.

. Where applicable, maximize State confrlbutmns 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 preportion to the City’s allocation of tax mcrement
to the Port project area to assist in financing specified Port pubhc facilities, such ashistoric -
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port’s new James R. Herman 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 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 the pl'Q] ject 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 under the approved infrastructure financing plan.

.. 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 fand 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. The
allocation should be sufficient to enable the Port to: (a) obtain fair market rent for Port
ground 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 profit metric in excess of limits imposed by applicable state and
federal law; the IFD law currently measures permissible developer réturn by reference toa -
published bond index and both the State Mello-Roos: Commuinity Facilities Act and federal
tax law require a return that is consistent with mdustry standards The Board of Superwsors
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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 facilities, the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district
from the project area in amounts sufficient to fund: () debt service and debt service coverage
for bonds issued under IFD law (IFD Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos
Community Facilities Act-of 1982* (CED Bonds), anid 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 extent not funded by special tax levies; and (b) costs of
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis. .

Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Tax increment not required to fund
eligible project-specific public facilities will be 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 waterfront.

Port Capital Budgeét. .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 adoptmg the Port’s Policy for
Fundmg Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will include anmually in its  Capital Budget
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to prov1de
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 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: (2) 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 Port IFD financing for public facilities serving Port land where other Port moneys
are insufficient. Port IFD financing should be used to finance.publi¢ facilities serving Port
land when the Port does not otherwise have sufﬁc1ent funds.

Use Port IFD financing to leverage non-Clty resources. Port IFD financing should be
used to leverage additional regwnal state, and federal funds. For example, IFD funds may
prove instromental in securing matching federal or state dollars for transportation projects.

Continue the Port’s “best—practlces” citizen participation procedures to help establish
prmrmes for public facilities serving Port land. Continue to use the Port’s “best- -
practices” citizen participation procedures to: (2) establish community and municipal
priorities for construction of infrastructure serving Port land; and (b) ensure that

4 Gov. Code §§ 553311-53368.3 (Mello-Rass Act).
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infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas provide ﬁnancmg 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 prov1ded 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 rece1ves from Port Jand.
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'CITY PoLICY FOR PORT IFD

" BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET COMMITTEE

SAN FRANCISCO
e
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INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICTS

A city or county may form an Infrastructure Financing District (Techniccxlly a
separate political subdivision) to finance public improvements like new
sireets, utility infrastructure and parks.

The_a method of financing — fax 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 local property tax may be captured.

* Tax increment may be used to pay for infrastructure via the sale of bonds,
-Or on d pay-ds-you go basis. '

“Port IFDs are structured to provide different types of public benefits than

- redevelopment, which - focused on affordable housing. By state law, 20% of
" the Port IFD tax increment must be spent on parks, qu access and fll]
removal and enwronmen’rql remedlahon



 PORT 10 YEAR
CAPITAL PLAN

* mTotal Funding M Total Need
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3200

AS&

n Cther

& Federal Funds

# GO Bond Proceeds
W [FD Bond Proceads

a8 - W Doveloprant Projects

= Rev. Bond Proceeds
B Terant Responsiy rhty
W Port Funds

YO7-16 YO8-17 Y09-18 YI0-19 Y11-20 Y12-21 Y13-22

793

391



IFD LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS

* SB 1085 (2005) — Authorized the Board of
Supervisors to form Infrastructure Financing Districts
along Port of San Francisco properTy

e AB 1199 (2010)) — Pier 70 STa’re Share of Tax
Incremem‘

368
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0 AB 664 & AB 2259 (201 2) — 34Th Amerlccl s Cup IFD

S’rcn‘e Shqre of Tc:x Incremem‘ R



PROPOSED PORT IFD PoLicy
Nexus Analysis -
= Charter dnd The'Burfoﬁ Act established Port Harbor Fund

= 2004 and 2008 nexus analysis (Taxés and revenues from Port
vs. cost of City services)

195
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= Taxes generated from Port property are sufficient to pay for
City services on leased property and the workorder budget
supports services on unleased property. - |

" .P~ri~n‘c‘i-.pl-“’es~:: G-‘enerql Fund should not subsidize City services for
“unleased Port property, and the Harbor Fund should not pay for
City services on leased property.



PORTWIDE IFD

= Waterfront project areas for each project

= Eligiblé.. uses:

> Piers, docks, wharves &  »> Parks and Bay access
aprons
- > Fill removal

> Installation of piles - -
- | ~ » Environmental remediation
> Seismic upgrades o o |

. | | - > Historic rehabilitation

> Utility infrastructure S ~ ) R
L - » Seawadll and sea level rise =

| > S_’r'reefs'qnd sidewalks - : R o |
| » Port maritime facilities



PROPOSED PORT IFD PoLicy

Port land. Districts formed on Port property.

An.nex—i'n.g Non-Port Land. Case-by-cdse policy decision about
applying existing City IFD Guidelines. -

CEQA. Conduct CEQA prior to ado.p'rin'g‘ an Infrastructure
Financing Plan. |

Priority of Improvements. Consistent with: IFD law, Waterfront
Plan, public trust and Capital Plan. |

Economic Benefit and General Fund Impqdf Results in total

net revenue:-to General rund |obs qnd other economic
development benefits..

. State and City: mcﬂchl-ng.co:ntni-bUﬁo:hs.a. Maximize .use of local

" increment to. leverage the maximum available State:share.
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PROPOSED PORT IFD PoLICY

Amount of increment allocated. Up to $0.65 per property
tax dollar, or, where permitted by State law, up to $0.90 per
property tax dollar, until the costs of required infrastructure
are fully paid or reimbursed. No increment will be used to
pay a developer s return, except as perml'r’red by law.

Excess increment. To the City's General Fund or to

lmprovemem‘s to the Cn“y s seawall or to address sea level
rise. |

Port Annual Capital 'Progrqm If the Port issues revenue

- bonds, debt service coverage to Port qul’rql Program.

- 10. .Fundmg for Infrastructure Mcun’renqnce Iden’rlfy source to

mcun’rcun lmprovemen’rs



PORT IFD: FORMATION

Resolution 110-12 — “Cify and County of San Francisco
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco)”

City staff will develop an Infrastructure Finance Plan (“IFP”)
,which will include a separate “IFPl appendix” for each project

397 .

Port, DPW, SFPUC review of horlzon'rdl mfrqsfruc’rure proposc:ls " 2
and third- pc:r’ry cost estimates | -

Mechqmsms ’ro ensure d fcnr mfrqsrrucfure prlce (e.d., GMP

'com‘rac’rs)

CPC recom-mé'nddﬁbn to full BOS ké'gdrdinsg' each IFP appendix
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STRATEGIC CRITERIA & NEXUS

1. Use IFDs where other Port moneys are insufficient.

- 2. Use IFDs s’rrd’regicqlly to leverage non-City resources.

3." Continue the “best-practices” citizen participation procedures
used to help City agencies prioritize implementation.

- Conduct periodic nexus analysis every ten yedrs to review net’
~ economic benefits to City. What are the costs of City. serwces to

- the proposed. developmen’r Vs, generc:l ques (net of tax
. mcremen’r)2 '
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'MAJOR WATERFRONT PROJECTS!

* SWL: 37 & Pier 48
3.6 million sf of mixed use Adevelopmem‘ est. all-in cost of $1. 47 billion
$341 million in tax increment captured to service debt (1 2.5% of total
generated over 75 year term)
* Pier 70 Waterfront Site?
> 3.5 million sf of mixed use dévelopmem‘, est. all-in cost of $1.76 billion
® Piers 30-32 and SWL 330
~2 million sf of mixed use development, est. cost of $875-975 million
No’res A |
Figures for all development projects (sf of development, -cost estimates and
... financial projections are concepiual, pre-entitlement projections. -
2  The Port proposes to form a broader infrastructure fmcmcmg district pr0|ec’r

area over all of Pier 70 (69 acres). The Waterfront Site is 25. acres.



- SWL 337 FiscAL IMPACT
| BASED ON CHAPTER 29 FISCAL FEASIBILITY REPORT
PROJ’ECTION IS SUBJECT TO REFINEMENT

Net FlSCClI Benefl’r to CCSF
$13 million tax and dedicated revenue
- $2.5 million Police, Fire and DPW costs

= $10:5 million annual fiscal beneﬁ’r

While SFMTA is proiec’reci to receive -$1.7 million of this amount, the
full costs of SFMTA service to the site will be furfher cmq[yzed durlng
QA clnd SFMTA’s related plcnnmg s’rudles

" After IFD pcys For ellglble mfras’rruc’rure cosTs the pro1ec’r Wl“

generate $8 million cmnuclly (in 2013 dollars) which the Board may
allocon‘e to the City’s seawall or for General Fund purposes.



'SWL 337 & PIER 48: COSTS FO.RPA-R:KS, STREET‘S,
HISTORIC REHAB, UTILITIES AND SITE WORK

INFLATED COSTS START
PHASE COMPONENT UNINFLATED COSTS (3%) YEAR
T T e A B ot e 3 ey - " . PRSI e

Parcels H, | &J

Total . $107,489,636 . §125,721,237

Notes:

* Costs presented in 2012 USD.

* Phase 4 also includes projected costs for Pier 48 of
422,050,000 ($28,428,311 inflated), paid through ténant-
fundedeépital improvements and project IFD proceeds.

*. Total = hard costs + 10% contingency + 25% soft costs.
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. * Costs presented in 2012 USD.

PIEH‘ 70 Waterfront Slfe
Toiql Infrasiructure & Slfe Conditions Cosis

Type of Infrastructure : . | Est. Cost
Entitléments ~ * | | '$21,000;000
Roads and Utilities | - $38,856,000

Site Preparation | - . $27,837:000
Seacant Wall =~ | n $23,413,000

Open Space . 428,894,000

Site Remediation o . ‘ | $11,452,000
Off—éi_te Improvements . : $26,894,0@0 1w
Total. . | SRSV ~ 0 .$178,346,000 |fY
Notes: - | »

* " Does notinclude approximately $90 million in hlStOFIC building rehab work, net -
-costs of which (after federal hlstorxc tax credlts and bulldlng revenues) w;ll be.
ellglble for IFD reimbursement. - ‘




WARRIORS: FISCAL FEASIBILITY & COSTS

1. Direct & indirect economic benefits 6f the project
= City Revenve: $19.4M (inc. tax increment / $53.8M (one- ’nme)
= Visitor Spending: $6OM/yec|r |
" Jobs: 2,623 (cons’rruc’non ) /1 757 (permdnenf)

2. Construction costs: $875-975M (hard & soft costs)

= City will relmburse Warriors for agreed |mprovements to Piers 30 32

capped-at $120 M-

- Relmbursemen’r from 3 sources: Plers 30-32 Ren‘r Credl’rs, Sc:le Prlce of
SWL 330, IFD ' ' ' -
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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 20" Street and lllinois
Street (ZOth/IIlinois); 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 districfs, the
designation of additional sub-project areas to an existing Infrastructure Financing District (“IFD”)
that includes the Waterfront Site and ZOth/IlIinois parcels; and an Infrastructure Revitalization
Financing District (IRFD) covering the Hoedown Yard. The districts will utilize portions of Project-
- generated prbperty 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 p.roject

area will result in a net economic benefit to the City.”*

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 sce’nar’ib; actual results will depend on
future market conditions and the timing, mix and value of new develdpment 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 20™/lllinois 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

benéfits;

All dollar amounts are expressed in terms of 2017 purchasing power, unless otherwise noted.
Certain values derived from the Finance Plan have been updated te 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.

! Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on
tand under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission {Adopted April 23, 2013 by Resolution
No. 123-13; File No. 130264)

www.berksonassociates.com _ 1
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FISCAL BENEFITS

The Pier 70 Waterfront Site, Zoth/lliinois Street parce! and the Hoedown Yard will create
approkimately $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 tak, 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 irﬁprovements 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. A

The new genefal 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.

*  52.1 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
pércent 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.berksonassociates.com 2
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DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT

The Port of San Francisco, as property ownér, will participate in and benefit financially from
development and ongoing leasing activities at the Project. Direct benefits totaling an estimated
5178 million in net present value {(NPV, 2017 $5) are described in Chapter 5 and include
participation in financial returns, tax increment and special taxes 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 nétworks. 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, resider)tial, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized /By vacant
and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will resultin the rehabilitation of
historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopmeht of the /
Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of Ljrban revitalization,
employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic 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.

www.berksonassociates.com 3
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Figure 1 Project Area
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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 fotal an estimated $2.1 billion, as described below. The
Developer will be responsibie 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 roughly equivalent distribution qf residential and '
commercial uses. Taken together, the Pier 70 28-Acre Site and the 20th/llli.nois 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 consfitutes a
separate Infra;structure 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 productibn, arts
and cultural uses, small business incubator Uses, and other publically accessible and activating
uses. The space will brovide 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 uniqdé Iobal character that will attract

residents and office tenants to the Waterfront Site.

Residential — This fiscal and eéonomic 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.com . 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 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 lllinois 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 bilI‘ion,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 $S)

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
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

8/31/17

2 . .
Hard and soft development costs; land value included in assessed value.

www.berksonassociates.com
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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, 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 ZO*h/IIIinois Street
parcels adjacent 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.

* CED special taxes not req'uired 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 Poft—wide IFD and a sub-project area over the Historic Core leasehold. The IFD would
be authorized to pledge tax increment from the sﬁb—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 local and State portions of the tax increment from taxable parcels in the Waterfront

www.berksonassociates.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 taxés. 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 increment in excess of amounts required {o

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 éssessed on all leased properties to fund

shoreline improvements by the Port.

In addition to the CFD fundingAfor 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.

www.berksonassociates.com : : ' .8
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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 generél 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-acre IFD IRFD ~ SUD
Item . Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois 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) (9689,000)
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 $8,256,200
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 $2,253,006 $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 ufilized 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.

: 8/31/17

www.berksonassociates.com : . 9

420



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
August 31, 2017

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 $3)

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD . Sub
Item ) Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact Fees (1) . N )
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 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'l 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-Time 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) reptaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF.

I\/IAINTENANCE 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 sefvicé costs will be incurred by the City prior to oécupancy 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 incurréd 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 buildi‘ng 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.berksonassociates.com , : 10
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Table 4 Annual Service Costs During Development {2017 83)

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 ) i .

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/Iilinois ‘

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} 4(52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) {52,000)
Total, 20th/lllinois (104,000) (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} .

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/lllinGis (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)  (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)

8/31/17
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Public Open Space .

The Pier 70 SUD will include approximately 9 acres of public parks and open»spacés.3 All of the
Waterfront Site’s at-grade parks and open spaces will be cwned 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 fhe parks and open spaces will be funded by special taxes imposed on Vertical
Developers by a maintenance CFD upon issuance of Certificates of Occupancy. Prefiminary
estimates of annual maintenance costs to be funded by the special taxes total apprqximately

- $2.9 million. The costs include administratioln, maintenance, and utility costs required for parks,
open space and hardscape improvements, and roads.” The costs include long-teri, .”Iife—cycle"

replacement of facilities, including major surface reconstruction of roads.

Police A

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 providé two officers that respend to calls for service on
Port property. Itis 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 stéggered shifts.> Police
staffing increases are expected to occur over the next several years to meet the City Charter
mandate for the number of sworn police oﬁiceré; this increase will help to address needs

created during development and at buildout of the Project.

Based on five officers at an 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 vacation, equipment, and the annual capitalized acquisition and

maintenance cost of vehicles.®

Increased police costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues generated during

Project develdpment and at buildout.

" ® Notice of Preparation, May 6, 2015, pg. 4
* Maintenance Cost Projections 7/21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17.
5 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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Fire and EMS

The San Francisco Fire Department {SFFD) deploys services from the closest station with

available resources, supplemented 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 residents and employees would require an
additional ambulance, under both a Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenario.”
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.’

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
transporfation 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.™

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 16™ 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.
® DEIR, Section 4.L., pg. 4.L.7, Dec. 21, 2016.

? Email correspondence from Mark Corso, Finance Division San Francisco Fire Department, Oct. 11, 2016,
to Rebecca Benassini, Port of San Francisco
'® pier 70 Transportation Plan Draft, 1/9/16.
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Management Agency (TMA).* 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 apgroximately $700,000 annually for

ot . . . : . . 12
operation of seven vehicles, a transportation coordinator, marketing and other costs.

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 CFD will fund rhaintenance of
streetscape improvements, landscaping and road maintenance. The CFD services budget
includes both ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic “life cycle” costs for repair

and replacement of facilities over time, *

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.

" DEIR, pg. 4.E.44, Dec. 21, 2016. .
12 R.Berksqn correspondence with Kelly Pretzer, Forest.City, 10/18/16.
¥ Maintenance Cost Projections 7/21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17.
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Charter Mandated Baseline Requirements

The City Charter requirés 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
discrétionary revenues generated by the Project (in addition to the share of parking revenues
dedicated to MTA, shown.separa’cely).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 wifh the Project.”® The development on parcels transferred
in fee will be charged property taxes, while the development on parcels under ground lease will
be charged a ”péssessory interest tax” in an amount equivalent to property tax. Parcels on the
Waterfront Site may be sold for residential condominium development. The 20th/IIIinlois 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 Augmentaﬁon Fund (ERAF) receives $0.25 of every property or
posée'ssory interest tax dollar collected, ,althbugh 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."° 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 5.0.10 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.

 jamie Querubin, San Francisco Controllers Office, correspondence with consultant, August 25, 2017.

'3 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. =~

18 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 20™/lllinois 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 pricé, 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

www.berksonassociates.com : 16
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In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in California, voter-
app.roved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two special districis,
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 hotel
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 eilsewhere in

the City), the impact-wiil not be direct and is excluded from this analysis.

Parking Tax

The City collects tax on parking chargeé 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 cﬁarge.' The
revenue may be deposited to the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter
of City p.olicy 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 spéces envisioned for the Projéct will generate parking
tax. This analysis does not include any off-site parking tax revenues that may be ge'n'erated 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 ah.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 tax
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 20“‘/Illinois Street Parcel and Hoedown Yard are éssumed 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
conserve;tively 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 ta.xes 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. ltis 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 1o 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 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.

www.berksonassociates.com ‘ 18
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* Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) (Planningb Code Sec. 411A) — This fee, effective December 25,
2015, réplaced 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. 4

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
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4. DEBT'LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CFD, »IFD
AND IRFD

The Pier 70-Waterfront Site proposés to use a'portion of newly created property tax funds from
‘ the Project, cq!‘!eg:ted 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 wili be refined as the financial planhing.continugs and
market conditions chénge, 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 doliars). 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 lllinois 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 !cnger-térm, pérmanent 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 thatin
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 §5)

iIFD IRFD

Pier 70 28-acre

Impact Category Waterfront Site  20th/lllinois Hoedown Yard TOTAL
Ongoing Project Employment.
Direct 6,050 30 10 6,080
indirect 1,850 10 1,860
Induced 3,380 20 10 - 3410
Total Employment 11,280 60 20 11,360
Annual Economic Output ,
Direct $1 722,251 ,OOb $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 Employment (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 Output from Constructi'on
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.

Employment

8/31/17

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

emplbymenf opportunities and implemehtation.of local hire policies.

The number and type of Arts and Light Industrial jobs depehd 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.”’

7 DEIR, Table 4.C.5, pg. 4.C.27, Dec. 21, 2016.
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Total Qutput

“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, 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 and 20"/llfinois Street Parcel will
generate a small number of néwjobs directly serving the residential buildings and occupants, for
example building méintenance, janitorial and repair services, waste collection, domestic
services, and childcare. Expenditures by the residents df the new units are not included in the
economic impact numbers because the analysis pfoj'ects 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 San Francisco, and that éxpenditures by residents re-
locating from other communities are also spent in the City. These effects will be a substéntial
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 businessés retain
employees critical to their 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 ”dlirect” -
construction activity and jobs on site, the construction expenditureé 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.
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As described in Chapter 3, construction activity will genekate 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 §9) 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 $5).

» 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 propertieé, estimated at $5.9
million (NPV, 2017 §5S).

» Ashare of property tax increment, designated for capital improvements at Pier 70
including the release of reserves, estimated at $38.9 million (NPV, 2017 $3).

» A $0.08 share of each dollar of property tax increment from the amount collected
annuaily, estimated at $23.6 million (NPV, 2017 $5).

* Condominium Transfer Fee — paid upon every sale of a condominium unit, estimated at
$36.8 million (NPV, 2017 $5).

* 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 $S).

* 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’s required returns are paid;
this is estimated at $16.1 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

* lLease Revenues from Parcel C-1A — this site, originally _prograrhmed for a parking garage,

will provide the Port with an estimated $8.9 million (NPV, 2017 $$).

www.herksonassociates.com - 24

435



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
August 31, 2017

The Port will publicly offer the 20"/1llinois 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 amotunt 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 rangé of public parks, public access, and open space, consisting of
approximately 9 acres of public barks, including a 4.5-acre Waterfront Park. A network of
landscaped pedeétrian 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 encouragé 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 comﬁonent 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 ben'eﬁts 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, improvenﬁents to Port
property inc'luding 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 Expéndi‘t_ures
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre , IFD IRFD SuUD

Item - Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois 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) ~ (62,000) (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 | $8,256,200 |
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) $17,32'8,00‘0 $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 pl’OjeCt. infrastructure costs are fully paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar génerated 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 [FD 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.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table 1a
Annual Service Costs During Development
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20§hllllinois 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) (%,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781} (1,552,767) (1,597,419) (1,702,000)

20th/1ilinois . ’

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/lllinois (104,000) » (1045000) (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)

IRFD

Hoedown Yard

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments R )

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/Hlinois (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) (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)

8/31/17
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Table 2

Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Total One-Time Revenues

$21,662,000

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre . o IFD IRFD SUD
ltem Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total . Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact 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'l 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-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 - $364,000 $7,507,000
$133,357,000 $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.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

8/31/17
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_ Table A-1
Project Description Summary (1)

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Gross
Bidg.
Item Sq.Ft. Units or Spaces  Notes
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Retail 75,893 na .
Arts, Light Industrial 205,880 na inc. 115,700 sq.ft. Bldgs 12¢, 21
Office . 1,387,228 na . Inc. 60ksf Bldg 12a
Residential
Apartments
Market Rate 709 units
Affordable 177 units
Total, Apts 886 units
Condos
Market Rate 587 units
Affordable units
Total, Condos 587 units
Total, Residential 1,473 units
Parking ‘ 1,569 spaces
20th/lilinois Street
Retail 6,600
Office 0 na
Residential (condos) 248,615 239 units
Parking 239 spaces
Hoedown Yard
Retail
Office )
Residential (condos) 349,353 330 units
Parking 126 spaces
TOTAL
Retail 82,493
Arts, Light Industrial 205,880
Office . 1,387,228
Residential '
Apartments
Market Rate 709
Affordable 177
Total, Apts - 886
Condos
Market Rate 1,156
Affordable 4]
Total, Condos 1,156
Total, Residential 1,614,106 2,042
Market Rate 1,865
Affordable 177
Parking 1,934 spaces

(1) From Financing Plan Base Case scenario (Updates 8/30/17).
Additional 100% affordable units can be constructed on dedicated sites.
Source: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-2
Population and Employment _
Pier 70 '28-acre Waterfroit Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

ltem ~ Assumptions Total

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site-

Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 3,344
Employment (FTEs) ‘
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) . 217
Arts, Light Industrial _ 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) o ] 746
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) - 5,026
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 53
. Parking (2) . 270 spaces per FTE (3) . 6
Total : ‘ 6,048
Total Service Population : . 9,391
lllinois Street Parcels (2)
Population (1) ' 2.27 persons per unit 543
Employment (FTEs) ‘
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 19
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 9
Parking (2) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 1
Total i . 28
Total Service Population 571
Hoedown Yard .
Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 749
Employment (FTEs)
Retsail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 12
Parking (3) ' ) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 0
Total ) 12
Total Service Population » 761
TOTAL ) :
Residents . 4,635
Employees : 6,088 .
Service Population 10,724
CITYWIDE
Residents (5) ’ 866,583
Employees (6) . 709,496
Service Population ) . 1,576,079

(1) Based on DEIR.

(2) DEIR, Table 4.C.5.

(3) DEIR, Table 4.C.5. )

{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, 2016Q3. 8/31/17

Berkson Associates 8/31/17 - " Pler70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xisx
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Tabile A-3°
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

. Arts,
Item . - Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL
- New Development (sq.ft.) (1) . 1,986,740 1,387,228 82,493 205,880
" New Residential Units 2,042

Adaptive Reuse (Bujldings 2, 12, 21) .

Units . 107,736 )

Sq.Ft. 107,616 60,000 o 115,700

Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,529,771 1,327,228 82,493 90,180
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) o :
Jobs Housing Linkage -§413 (5) $33,831,042 $1,961,684 $1,807,207 $37,599,932
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $87,056,973 $87,056,973
Child Care-§414 (4) ' $3,607,919 $2,189,926 - $0 $0 ' $5,797,845
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) $17,250,361 $26, 531 288 $1,649,035 $720,538 $46,151,222
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $107,915,252 $62,552,256 $3,610,719 $2,527,745 $176,605,972
(1) Residential fees assume avg. 900 sq.ft./unit.
(2) All impact fees are as of January 2017.
(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; lllinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee.

Assumes inieu 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 TSF.

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for < 100,000 sq.ft.

8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xisx
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Table A-3a
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

ltem ’ 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) a $o0
Total ) $58,427,100 $62,552,256 $3,321,837 $2,527,745 $126,828,938
20th/llinois Street (2) .
New Development (sd.ft.) (1) -+ 248,615 0 6,600 0
New Residential Units 23¢9
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
Cit'y' Fees-(per grosé 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

- Berk: Jciates 8/31/17
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Notes to Table A-3a;

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 943 sq.ft./unit.

(2) All impact fees are as of January 2017.

(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; Iilinois 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.

(8) 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 S8an Francisco, and Berkson Associates.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

8/31/17
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Table A-4 .
Assessed Value Estimate

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois 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
Table A-4a

Assessed Value Estimate

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Item

Development Cost Assessed Value

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site ‘

Infrastructure $260,535,000 inc. in bldg.value
Arts, Light Industnal (1) $29,647,000 $14,391,000
Office (1) $636,626,000 $728,673,000
Residential $768,753,000 $990,362,000
Totai $1,695,561,000 $1,732,826,000
20th/lilinois ,
Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs  inc. in bidg.value
Residential $159,730,000 $225,345,000
Total $159,730,000 $225,345,000

Hoedown Yard :
see Pier 70 costs

Infrastructure inc. in bldg.value
Residential $220,548,000 $311,146.000 .
Total $220,548,000 $311,148,000
TOTAL $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000

(1) Mixed use rétail 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 Associales 8/31/17

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-5 X
Possessory Interest and Property Tax Estimate
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

ltem : Assumptions Total
)
Gross Prbperty Tax/Possessory Interest Tax 1.0% of new AV A $22,693,000
Allocation of Tax (2) ] '
Net New General Fund (1) 65.00% $14,750,450
ERAF ’ 25.33% $5,748,000
SF Unified School District 7.70% $1,747,000
Other : 1.97% '$447,000
100.00% $22,692,450
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 8/31/17
Berkson Associates 8/31/17 : ‘ Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xlsx
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Table A-6

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard -

Item

Assumptions i Total

Citywide Total Assessed Value (1)

Total Citywide Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (2)

Pier 70.28-acre Watérfront Site
Project Assessed Value
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3)

$212,173,326,106
$211.724.000

$1,732,826,000
0.82%
$1,729,000

20th/lllinois 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

$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 Controllers 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 8/31/17

8/31/17
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Table A-7
Property Transfer Tax (2017 dollars)

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard

Item Assumptions Total
Pier 70 28-ac:;e Waterfront Site

Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales

Residential Value (2)

Residential Assessed Value (AV) $990,362,000 (avy. sale once/15 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover ' $66,024,000
Transfer Tax-From Residential Buiidings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) $1,275,000

- Commercial Value (2)

Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) $742,464,000 (avg.sale once/15 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $49,498,000
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) $956,000
Annual Average Transfer Tax ) $2,231,000
20th/illinois Street
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales
Residential Value (2)

Residential Assessed Value (AV) $225,345,000 (avg. sale once/7 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) ' 14.3% annual turnover $32,192,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) $6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) $204,000

" Commercial Value (2) ]

Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) - {avg. sale once/15 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $0
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) $0
Annual Average Transfer Tax ‘ $204,000
Hoedown Yard
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales
Residential Value (2)

Residential Assessed Value (AV) $311,146,000 (avg. sale once/7 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 14.3% annual turnover $44,449,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) $6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) $282,000
Commercial Value (2)

Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) $0 (avg. sale once/15 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $0
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) “$0
Annual Average Transfer Tax - 282000
TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX $2,717,000
(1) Waterfront Site assumes all residential buildings are rental un}ts, and sales of all buildings average once every 15 years.

lliinols Street Parcels assumed to be condos and sell once every 7 years.
Commercial buildings assume sale once every 15 years. o
(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.
8/14/17
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Table A-8a .
Sales Tax Estimates
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $47,600 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $158,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $42,800
New Households ' ' 1,473
Total New Retail Sales from Households $63,044,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $50,435,200
Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $504,900
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft. .
Innovation (3) 50% 102,940
Retail 75,893
"~ Total 178,833
Retail Taxable Sales _
Innovation $300 per sq.ft. $30,882,000
Retail $300 per sq.ft. $22,767,900
Total -~ $53,649,900
Sales Tax to San Francisco " 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $536,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (4) 25% of commercial sales " ($134,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (5) 25% ' ($134,000)
Net New Sales Tax-to GF from Retail Space $268,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund {1%) $772,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation :
Sales Tax to the City General Fund (7) 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $772,000
Other Sales Taxes _ A
Public Safety Sales Tax (6) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $386,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $386,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (6) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $193,000

One-Time Sales Taxes on Constructlon 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 fo San Francisco General Fund

55.00%
60.00%
50.00%
1.0% tax rate x taxable sales

$1,695,561,000
- $932,559,000
$559,535,000
$279,767,500
$2,798,000

1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage.
(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 residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above).
(5) Refiects 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

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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2 A-8b
L...es Tax Estimates

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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20th/lllinois Street
Item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% ‘ $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2} . 27% $45,000
New Households 239
Total New Retail Sales from Households $10,755,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $8,604,000
Net New Sales Tax tc GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $86,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft. 6,600
- Retail Taxable Sales ‘ $300 per sq.it. $1,980,000
Sales Tax fo San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% ($5,000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space- $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $96,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation : : .
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $96,000
ir Sales Taxes ' '
Public Safety Sales Tax (5 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000 -
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $24,000
‘ One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost ’ $159,730,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, efc.) 55.00% .$87,852,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $52,711,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $26,356,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $264,000
(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage.
(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 8/14/17
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Table A-8c
Sales Tax Estimates
Hoedown Yard

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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i

ltem Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Aniiual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $45,000
New Households 330
Total New Retail Sales from Households _ $14,850,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $11,880,000
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $119,000
~ Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft. 6,600
Retail Taxable Sales $300 per sq.ft. $1,580,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% . ($5.000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) - $129,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation . ,
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $129,000
Other Sales Taxes
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $65,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $65,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $32,000
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost $220,548,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 55.00% $121,301,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $72,781,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $36,391,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $364,000
(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards.rent or mortgage.
(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the
- 8an Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equahzatlon
(3) Aportion 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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Table A-9
Parking Tax

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Item

Assumption

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 '

$5,928 per year

25% of revenue
20% of tax proceeds
80% of tax proceeds

20th/lllinois Street
Non-Residential Spaces (1)

Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2)

San Francisco Parking Tax .
Parking Tax Aliocation to General Fund/Special Programs

Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund

$5,928 per day

25% of revenue
20% of tax proceeds
80% of tax proceeds

$0
$0

$0

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 day

25% of revenue
20% of tax proceeds
80% of tax proceeds

$0
$0

$0

(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 trarisit

as mandated by Charter Section 16.110.

Source; Berkson Associates

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xIsx
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Table A-10

Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars)
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lilinois 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-$2.56m $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 . . %0 $0 0.075% 0.100% - 0.135% 0.160% $0
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 Construction .
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%)] 0.450% $3,730,234
20th/lllinois Street
Business Iincome
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%)] 0.100% 0.135% . 0.160% $891
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $0
Parking (4) $0 . $0 '0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
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 30 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Residential -$0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Subtotal $267,000 $267,486 ’ $802
Total Gross Receipts $1,257,000 $1,158,486 $1,693

Berks sociates 8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug”™

'sX
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Table A-10
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars)

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Total Gross GR Allocated to ) Gross Revenue Tier (2) Gross
ltem Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up to $1m $1m-$2.6m  $2.5m - $25m $25m+ Receipts Tax
Project Construction :
Total Development Value (6) - $159,730,000 $160,000,000 .
Direct Construction Cost (7) $87,852,000 $87,852,000 0.300% 0.350% 0.400% . 0.450% $351,408
Hoedown Yard
Business Income . : '
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%] 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,411
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $41,076
Parking (4) - $0 $0 - 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $1,568,000 $9,465,300 ' $42,487
Rental Income (5)
Retail $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $1,234
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 $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% - $0
Subtotal $411,000 $411,184 : $1,234
Total Gross Réceipts $1,979,000 $9,876,484 $43,721
Project Construction
Total Development Value () $220,548,000 $220,548,000
Direct Construction Cost (7) $121,301,000 $121,301,000- 0.300% 0.350% 0.400% 0.450% $456,000

*Note: reflects tax implementation after the payroll tax is phased out.

(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.
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.
(3) 10% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject o the tax as small businesses and employment outside 'of San Francisco will be exempt. Rate based on retail; manufacturing w
{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.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xIsx
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ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
TODD RUFO, DIRECTOR :

EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR

To: Ali;sa Somera, Erica Major,A Linda Wong
From: - Sarah Dennis Phillips, OEWD

CC: Brad Benson, Christine Maher, Port
Date: ~October 6, 2017

Re: Infrastructure Financing District, related to-the Pier 70 Project (Board Files 170878)

On July 25™ 2017, Mayor lee and Supennsor 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 lnfrastructure Finance Plan that should be
placed in the file for informational purposes only. .

~ 1DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 448, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
(415) 554-6969 VOICE 469 (415) 554-6018 FAX



Print Form. ,

Introduction Form

By a Member of'the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

Time stamp
or meeting date

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).
[ ] 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

[ ] 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

[] 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor - . ‘ inquiries"

[] 5. City Attorney Request. ‘
[] 6. Call File No. from Committee. -

. [] 7 Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).
[[] 8. Substitute Legislation File No.

] 9. Reactivate File No.

[1 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on |

Please check tﬁe appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

[ ]Small Business Commission 1 Youth Commission [ 1Ethics Commission
[ ]Planning Commission [ |Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda)', use the Imperative Form.

‘Sponsor(s):

.|Cohen

Subject:

Resolution of Intention 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:

= 7

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: / / & W‘//b WM

For Clerk's Use Only.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

EDWIN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO : :

QE@S =WVED
E’f;gs@ ‘3 & Q‘ng

.TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board-of Supervisers
FROM: Qy( Mayor Edwin M. Lee @ / %
RE: - Pier 70 Project

DATE: July 25, 2017

 Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is legislation for the Pier 70
Project:

MResolution 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).

’ J - 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.infrastructure 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 FranClsco
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 determining other r“atters in connection
therewith.

- Resolution of intention 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. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FrRANCISCO, C LngNxA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



- 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.

| 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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