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FILE NO. 180773 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Establishing Sub-Project Areas G-2, .G-3 and G-4 and Adopting Appendix G-2 to 
Infrastructure Financing Plan (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70)] .. 

2 

3 Ordinance establishing Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project 

4 Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 

5 (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70); affirming the Planning Department's determination and 

6 making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and approving other 

7 matters in connection therewith. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
. Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 

Deletions to Codes are· in strikethrough italics Times }lew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

13 Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

14 (a) Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco 

15 hereby finds, determines, and declares based on the record before it that: 

16 (1) California Statutes of 1968, Chapter 1333 (Burton Act) and San Francisco 

17 Charter Section 4.114 and Appendix B, beginning at Section B3.581, empower the City and 

18 County of San Francisco ("City"), acting through the Port Commission ("Port"), with the power 

19 and duty to use, conduct, operate, maintain, manage, regulate, and control the lands within 

20 Port jurisdiction. 

21 (2) Under California Government Code Sections 53395 et seq. ("IFD Law"), 

22 the Board of Supervisors is authorized to establish an infrastructure financing· district and to. 

23 act as the legislative body for su·ch an infrastructure financing district. More specifically, the 

24 Board of Supervisors is authorized to establish "waterfront districts" under IRFD Law 

2.5 Section 53395.8, including a waterfront district for approximately 65 acres of waterfront land in 
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1 the area known as Pier 70 ("Pier 70 District"), and approve "Pier 70 enhanced financing plans" 

2 pursuant to !FD Law Section 53395.81. 

3 (3) Pursuant to IRFD Law Section 53395.8, a waterfront district may be 

4 divided into project areas, each with distinct limitations under IFD Law. 

5 (4) By Resolution No. 123-13, which the Board of Supervisors adopted on 

6 April 23, 2013, signed by the Mayor approved on April 30, 2013, the City adopted "Guidelines 

7 for the Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts on Project Areas on Land 

8 under Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission;' ("Port IFD Guidelines") relating to 

9 the formation of infrastructure financing districts by the City on waterfront property in San 

10 Francisco under the jurisdiction of the Port. 

11 (5) By Resolution No. 110-12, which the Board of Supervisors adopted on 

12 March 27, 2012, and signed by the Mayor on April 5, 2012 ("Original Resolution of Intention to 

13 Establish IFD"), the City declared its intention to establish a waterfront district to be known as 

14 "City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San 

15 Francisco)" (!FD), and designated initial proposed project areas within the IFD ("Project 

16 Areas"). 

17 (6) By Resolution No. 227-12, which the Board of Supervisors adopted on 

18 June 12, 2012 and signed by the Mayor on June 20, 2012 ("First Amending Resolution"), the 

19 City amended the Original Resolution of Intention to Establish !FD to propose, among other 

20 . things, an amended list of Project Areas. 

21 (7) By Resolution No. 421-15, which the Board of Supervisors adopted on 

22 November 1.7. 2015, and signed by the Mayor on November 25, 2015 ("Second Amending 

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

24 First Amending Resolu~ion, the "Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD"), the Board of 

25 Supervisors amended the Original Resolution of Intention, as amended by the First Amended 
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1 R~solution, to propose, among other things, a further amended list of project areas, including 

2 Project Area G (Pier 70), as a Pier 70 District, arid Sub-Project Area .G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic 

3 Core), as a Pier 70 District within ProjectAr~a G (Pier 70). 

4 (8) In the Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD, the Board of Supervisors 

5 directed .the Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco ("Executive Director") to prepare 

6 . an .infrastructure financing plan for the IFD ("Infrastructure Financing Plan") that would comply 

7 with the IFD Law, and reserved the right to establish infrastructure financing plans in the 

8 future specific to other project.areas and sub-project areas within the IFD. · 

.9 (9) In accordance with the IFD Law, at the direction of the Board of 

10 Supervisors, the Executive Director prepared the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

n. (10) By Ordinance No. 27-16, which the Board of Supervisors adopted on 

12 -· · -February 23, 2016, and signed by the Mayor on Mqrch 1-1, 2016-("0rdinance Establishing 

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

. 14 established with full force arid effect of law and adopted the Infrastructure Financing Plan.· 

15 {11) By Resolution No. 232-18, which the Board of Supervisors adopted on 

16 July 24, 2018, and signed by the Mayor on July 26, 2018) ("Resolution of Intention to 

17 Establish Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4"), the Board of Supervisors declared its 

18 intention to establish three additional sub-project areas within Project Area G (Pier 70) of the . 

19 IFD designated Sub:-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 '." 

20 28~Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) collectively, the ("Sub-Project 

21 Areas"). 

22 (12) The Sub-Project Areas are within the Pier 70 District and are anticipated 

23 to be rehabilitated pursuant to a Disposition and Development Agreement (the DOA), by and 

24 between the City, acting by and through the Port, and FC Pier 70, LLC (Forest City). 

25 (13) The Sub-Project Areas are within the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen 
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6 (14) In the Resolution of Intention to Establish Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 

7 and G-4, the Board of Supervisors concurred with the FEIR conclusions, affirmed the 

8 Planning Commission's certification of the FEIR, and found that the actions contemplated in 

9 the Resolution of Intention to Establish Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4 are within the 

1 O scope of the Project described and analyzed in the FEIR. 

11 (15) In recommending the proposed Planning Code Amendments for approval· 

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

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

14 consideration, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 

15 (16) In the Resolution of Intention to Establish Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 

.16 and G-4, the Board of Supervisors also adopted the Planning Commission's CEQA approval 

17 findings and adopted the Project's MMRP. 

18 (17) The Resolution of Intention to Establish Sub-Project Area G-2, G-3 and 

19 G-4 directed the Executive Director to prepare Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing 

20 Plan relating to the Sub-Project Areas that complies with the requirements of the IFD Law. 

21 (18) As required by the IFD Law, the Executive Director: 

22 (A)·. ·Prepared Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, 

23 proposing an allocation of property tax increment from the Sub-Project Areas to finance the 

24 public facilities described in Appen~ix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, which 

25 development and publicfacilities have been analyzed under CEQA in the FEIR; and, 
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1 (B) Sent the Infrastructure Financing Plan, including Appendix G-2, 

2 along with the ·FEIR, to the City's Planning Department and the Board of Supervisors. 

3 (19) The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors made the Infrastructure Financing 

4 Plan, including Appendix G-2, available for public inspection. 

5 (20) Following publication of notice consistent with the requirements of the IFD 

6 Law, the Board of Supervisors held a public hearing on September 11, 2018, relating to the 

7 proposed Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan . 

. 8 (21) At the hearing any persons having any objections to the proposed 

9 Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, or the regularity of any of the prior 

1 O proceediogs, and all written and oral objections, and all evidence and testimony for and 

11 against the adoption of Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, were heard and 

12 considered, and a full and fair hearing was held. -

13 (22) Pursuant to the ODA, Forest City and the City anticipate forming one or 

14 more special tax districts ("Special Tax Districts") under the.San Francisco Special Tax 

15 Financing Law (Admin. Code ch. 43, art. X) to finance (i) certain public infrastructure within 

16 the Sub-Project Areas, including facilities for shoreline protection, and (ii) the operation and 

17 maintenance of such infrastructure. 

18 (23) Appendix G-2 (i) contemplates the potential issuance of bonds by the 

19 Special Tax Districts that are secured by tax increment from the Sub-Project Areas to help 

20 finance the public facilities described in Appendix G-2, and (ii) expects that 100% of the cost 

21 of maintaining and operating spaces/facilities within and around the Sub-Project Areas will be 

22 funded by speeial taxes levied within the Special Tax Districts, not th.e City's general fund. 

23 (b) CEQA. The Board of Supervisors has reviewec:I and considered the FEIR and 

24 ·finds that the FEIR is adequate for its use for the actions taken by this Ordinance and. 

25 incorporates the FEIR and the CEQA findings contained in the Resolution of Intention to 
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1 Establish Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4 herein by this reference. 

2 (c) Formation of IFD and Approval of Appendix G-2. By the passage of this 

3 Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors hereby (i) declares the Sub-Project Areas to be fully 

4 formed and established with full force and effect of law, (ii) approves Appendix G-2 to the 

5 Infrastructure Financing Plan, subject to amendment as permitted by IFD Law, and 

6 (iii) establishes the respective base years for the Sub-Project Areas as set forth in Appendix 

7 · G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, all as provided in the proceedings for the formation of 

8 Sub-Project Area G-2 within the IFD and in the IFD Law. It is hereby found that all prior 

9 proceedings and actions taken by the Board of Supervisors with respect to the IFD, including 

1 O the Sub-Project Areas, were valid and in conformity with the IFD Law and the Port !FD 

11 Guidelines. 

12 (d) Port as Agent with respect to the Sub-Project Areas. The Board of Supervisors 

13 hereby appoints the Port Commission to act as the agent of the !FD with respect to the Sub-

14 Project Areas, which agency shall include the authority to: (1) disburse tax increment from the 

15 Sub-Project Areas as provided in Appendix G-2; (2) enter into one or more acquisition 

16 · agreements that would establish the terms and conditions under which the Port and other City 

17 agencies would acquire the public facilities described in Appendix G-2; (3) determine in 

18 collaboration with the Office of Public Finance whether and in what amounts the !FD will issue. 

19 or incur indebtedness for the purposes specified in Appendix G-2 and enter into agreements 

20 related to such indebtedness; ( 4) if the IFD issues or incurs indebtedness, direct the 

21 disbursement of the debt proceeds in conformance with Appendix G-2; and (5)prepare the 

22 annual statement of indebtedness required by the IFD Law for each of the Sub-Project Areas. 

23 (e) Special Tax Districts. Consistent with the provisions of the ODA, the Board of 

24 Supervisors hereby directs the Executive Director to bring, when the Executive Director 

25 determines the time is appropriate, a request to the Board of Supervisors to form the Special 
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1 Tax Districts to help finance the construction, operation and maintenance of the public 

2 facilities described in Appendix G-2. 

3 (f) Severability. . If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word of 

4 .this Ordinance, or any application thereof to any person or circumstance, is held to be invalid · 

5 or unconstitutional by a decision of a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not 

6 affect the validity of the remaining portions or applications of the ordinance. The Board of 

7 Supervisors hereby declares that it would have passed this Ordinance and each and every 
. . . ' 

8 section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and word not declared invalid or 

9 unconstitutional without regard to whether any other portion of this Ordinance or application 

1 O thereof would be subsequently declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

11 (g) Publication. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors shall cause this Ordinance to 

12 be published within-5 days of its passage and again within 15 days after its passage, in each 

13 case at least once in a newspaper of general circulation published and circulated in the City. 

14 (h) Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. 

15 Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance 

16 unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within 10 days of receiving it, or the Board of 

17 Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

18 

19 APPROVED AS TO F 
DENNIS J. HERRE 

20 

21 \ 

22 By: 

23 

24 

25 

n:\port\as2018\ 1100292\01291346.docx 

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

60 
Page 7 



FILE NO. 180773 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Establishing Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4 and Adopting Appendix G-2 to 
Infrastructure Financing Plan (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70)] 

Ordinance establishing Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project 
Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
(Port of San Francisco, Pier 70); affirming the Planning Department's determination and 
making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and approving other 
matters in connection therewith. 

Existing Law 
This is new legislation. 

Background Information 

Under California Government Code Sections 53395 et seq. ("IFD Law"), the Board of 
Supervisors is authorized to establish an infrastructure financing district and to act as the 
legislative body for such an infrastructure financing district. Specifically, the Board of 
Supervisors is authorized to establish "waterfront districts" under the IFD Law, including a 
waterfront district for approximately 65 acres of waterfront land in the area known as Pier 70 
(a "Pier 70 district"), and approve "Pier 70 enhanced financing plans" under the IFD Law. 
Under the IFD Law, a waterfront district may be divided into project areas, each with distinct 
limitations under IFD Law. 

By the passage of this Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors will (i) declare the Sub-Project 
Areas (i.e. defined in the Ordinance as Sub Project Areas G-2, G3 and G-4) to be fully formed 
and established with full force and effect of law, (ii) approve Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan, subject to amendment as permitted by IFD Law, and (iii) establishes the 
respective base years for the Sub-Project Areas as set forth in Appendix G-2 to the 
Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

Under the Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors will appoint the Port Commission to act as the 
agent of the IFD with respect to the Sub-Project Areas with authority to: (1) di.sburse tax 
increment from the Sub-Project Areas as provided in Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan; (2) enter into one or more acquisition agreements to establish the terms and 
conditiof1s under which the Port and other City agencies would acquire the public facilities 
described in Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan; (3) determine in collaboration 
with the Controller's Office of Public Finance whether and in what amounts the IFD will issue 
or incur indebtedness for the purposes specified in Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan and enter into agreements related to such indebtedness; (4) if the IFD issues 
or incurs indebtedness, direct the disbursement of the debt proceeds in conformance with 
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Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan; and (5) prepare the annual statement of 
indebtedness required by the IFD Law for each of the Sub-Project Areas. 

The Board of Supervisors confirms CEQA findings of the Planning Department related to the 
IFD. 

n:\port\as2018\1100292\01291717.docx 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS SITIING AS A COMMITIEE OF THE WHOLE SEPTEMBER 11, 2018 

Items 14 and 15 Department: · 

Files 18-0773 and 18-0781 Port 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Legislc;itive Objectives 

• · File 18-0773 is an ordinance establishing three subproject areas - Subproject Area G-2, 
Subproject Area G-3, and Subproject Area G-4 - in Port Infrastructure Financing District 
(IFD) No. 2; and approving Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure F,inancing Plan. 

• File 18-0781 is a resolution approving the issuance of Port Infrastructure Fina ricing District 
. Bonds, and the Indentures of Trust and Pledge Agreements. The Port Infrastructure 

Financing District Bonds would be paid by incremental property tax revenue all~cated to 
the IFD and generated within each of the subproject areas in am.cunts not-to-exceed (a) 
$273,900,000 for Subproject Area G-2; (b) $196,1001000 for Subproject Area G-3; and (d) 
$323,300,000 for Subproject Area G-4. 

The proposed resolution approves the sale of bonds in one ·or more series, but the bonds 
shall not be issued until the Board of Supervisors has approved the terms of the sale, and 
has approved the associated documents. · ' 

Key Points 

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

• 100 percent of the City and the Educational Revenue A!Jgmentation Fund (ERAF) share of 
property tax increment will be allocated to the subprojec.t 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 fax 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 (File 18-0781) authorizes 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. According to the 
Port's bond counsel, the proposed resolution limits the use of bonds to pay for the costs 
of public improvements described in the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

Recommendation 

• Approve the proposed ordinance and resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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,. 

MANDATE STATEMENT/ BACKGROUND . 

Mandate Statement 

California Government Code Section 53395.8 authorizes th~ establishment of an Infrastructure 
Financing District. {IFD) on Port property. Section 53395.8{c){3) designates the Board of 
Supervisors as the legislative body for the Port IFD. 

Port IFD No. 2 and Pier 70 

Pier 70 is an approximately 6·9-acre site. on the Port's Central and Southern Waterfront, 
bounded by Mariposa, Illinois, and 22nd Streets. In 2014, Pier 70 was listed as the Uni.on Iron 
Works Historic District on the Nationa.I Register of Historic Places. Pier 70 includes the Ship 
Repair Facility\ the Historic Core 2

, Crane Cove Park3
, Irish Hill4

, and the Waterfront Site for 
mixed use development. On October 31, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved several 
pieces of legislation to establish the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project, and provide for the 
development of the 28-acre Waterfront Site within Pier 70. 

The Board of Supervisors formed the Port IFD No. 2 in February 2016 and adopted the 
Infrastructure Financing Plan {Ordinance 27-16). 5 IFD No. 2 provides for project areas, including 
Project Area G on Pier 70. Project Area G currently has one subproject area - Subproject Area 
G-1 - covering the Pier 70 Historic Core. At that time, the Board of Supervisors approved the 
issuance of up to $25.1 million in bonds to be repaid by the City's share of incremental property 
tax generated by development with the Pier 70 Historic Core {or Subproject Area G-1) to pay for 
street and sidewalk improvements, electrical improvements to Building 102, an.d improvements 
to Crane Cove Park. The Infrastructure Financing Plan provided for issua.nce of the bonds in FY 
2021-22. 

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 
. . 

File 18-0773: The proposed ordinance establishes three subproject areas·- Subproject Ar~a G-2, 
Subproject Area G-3, and Subproject Area G-4 - in Port Infrastructure Financing District No. 2; 
and approves Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

File 18-0781: The proposed resolution approves the issuance of Port Infrastructure Financing 
District Bonds, and the Indentures of Trust and Pledge Agreements. The Port Infrastructure 

.. 
1 The Port issued a Request for Proposals in July 2017 to select a new operator for the ship repair facility. 
2 The Historic Core of the Union Iron Works Historic District consists of the Bethlehem Steel Main Office Building 
and Powerhouse, the Union Iron Works Administration building, arid the Union Iron Works Machine Shop and 
Foundry. The Board of Supervisors approved a 66 year lease with Orton Development, Inc., in 2014 to rehabilitate 
the five buildings. Rehabilitation of these historic buildings (except for the Powerhouse) is anticipated to be 
completed and the buildings ready for occupancy between fall 2017 and late 2018. 
3 Crane Cove Park is a 9-acre waterfront park; construction of phase 1 of the park, which is partially funded by 2008 
Clean and Safe Neighborhood General Obligation Bonds, is expected.to be completed in March 2018. 
4 Irish Hill Park is a 1.5 acre site adjacent to Illinois Street· planned for open space. Irish Hill is a contributing 
resource to the Historic District. · 
5 Infrastructure Financing District No. 1 was Rincon Hill Area, authorized by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. 
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Financing District Bonds would be paid by incremental property tax revenue allocated to the 
IFD and generated within each of the subproject are.as in amounts not~to-exceed: 

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

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

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

According to the proposed resolution, the Board of Supervisors may increase the maximum 
amount of the bonds by adopting a resolution. The bonds may be issued on behalf of the IFD or 
may be issued on behalf of a special tax district to be established at a later date. 

The proposed resolution approves the sale of bonds in one or more series, but the bonds shall not be 

issued until the Board of Supervisors has approved the terms of the sale, and has approved the 

associated documents. 

Subproject Areas 

The Board of Supervisors approved the intent to establish the three IFD Subproject Areas G-2, 
G-3, and G-4 in July 2018. The th.ree subproject areas encompass the 28-acre Waterfront Site 

project within the Union Iron Works Historic District, bounded by Illinois Street on the west, the 
Bay on the east, 20th Street on the north, and 22nd Street and the former Potrero Power Plant 

on the south, as shown in Exhibit 1 below. 
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Exhibit 1; Proposed Waterfront Site Project 

PIEB 70 SUD 
PHASING.PLAN 

SITEl.AB rnba~s!udlO 08/30/2017 

The project is divided into three phases. 

.s1n:·ao()Ji!i)Ailll:s 
_,.,.Pier7o·suo 
• ••• 2&-Aer~sibi 
--.-IUinois~ 

• s.ubproject Area G-2 incorporates phase 1 development. 
approximately 2018 to 2021. 

SEPTEMBER 11, 2018 

.~ 
Jl!i!!ll PhaseO:S 
CJ2 Phasei 
1111111Phase2 
11!!11!!1 Phase3 
~ lnd~esopen.1picoronos 

Phase 1 extends from 

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

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

Forest City is responsible t.o develop (or cause to be developed) h.orizontal 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. Horizontaf infrastructure work consists of: 

• Demolition .and abatement 

• Site grading, drainage, and utility infrastructure 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

Geotechnical improvements for seismi~ stability 

Low pressure water system and non-potable water system 

Pedestrian, bicycle, and transportation access 

Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) 

Combined sewer and storm water system 

Infrastructure work in each of the phases consists of the following improvements within the 
respective subproject areas: demolition and abatement of existing structures; earthwork, soil 
disposal, and retain_ing walls; work on AWSS, low pressure water, reclaimed water, and 
combined sewer/storm water systems; street, park and open space improvements; and 
historical building rehabilitation. 

Phase I (Subproject Area G-2) is from approximately 2018 to 2021. Phase ·11 (Subproject Area G
. 3) is from 2022 to 2024. Phase Ill (Subproject Area G-4} is from 2025 to 2028 . 

. Additional Pier 70-wide work to be funded by the proposed IFD subproject areas, subject. to 
Board of Superviso·rs ·approval, include improvements tO Irish Hill Park, rehabilitation of 
Buildings 106 and 111, shipyard electrical work and improvements, improvements to Crane 
Cove Park not funded by general obligation bonds, and public realm improvements. 

Port IFD Guidelines 

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

• 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. 

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

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

• Property tax increment in excess of the allocation to public improvement in the project 
~rea will be allocated to the City's General Fund. 
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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 

· Approval of the proposed ordinance {File 18-0773) approves Appendix G-2 of the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4, which includes: 

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

Subproject Area City Share ERAF Total 

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

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

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

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

• 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. 
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• Bonds issued by the IFD and secured by the City's share of the property tax increment 
must be repaid within 45 years. The IFD cannot issue new bonds secured by the ERAF 
share of the property tax increment after 20 years .. 

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 

Sources 

Annual Tax· Increment 

Bond Proceeds 

Developer Capital 

Advances of Land Proceeds 

Total Sources 

Uses 

Bond Debt Service 

Interest on Adv.anced Funds 

Repayment Developer Capital 

. Repayment Advances of Land Proceeds 

Subproject Areas Public Improvements 

Pier 70 Wide Public Improvements 

Sea Level Rise Protection 

Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund 6 

Total Uses 

Source: Infrastructure Financing Plan 

Timing of Sources and Uses 

2017 Dollars 

$596,720,000 

137,429,000 

133,832,000 

164,931,000 

$1,032,912,000 . 

$253,893,000 

22,975,000 

121,166,000 

101,663,00ci 

287,909,000 

53,041,000 

130,379,000 

61,886,000 

$1,032,912,000 . 

The developer, Forest City, will contribute capitalto 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 b.ecome available to begin paying for project costs, 
including repayment of the developer capital. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

completed and enrolled in the City's tax rolls . 

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

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

24, FY ~028-29, and FY 2029..:20 respectively. However, according to the plan, the. actual 

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

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

$100,000 or more. 9 

Bond Issuance 

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

property tax increment. The bond authorization would be for up to $793.3 miliion, in.eluding 

• $273.9 million for Subproject Area G-2; 

• $196.1 million for Subproject Ar.ea G-3; and 

• $323.3 million for Subproject Area G-4. 

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

Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 of up to $216 million10
. ·The Port is requesting bond 

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

account for (a) property as.sessments that exceed projections, (b) issuance of additional bonds 

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

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

for flexibility should the project generate more incremental property tax revenues or the cost 

of.funds is lower. than projected. 

7Based on approximately 65 percent City share and 25 percent ERAF share 
8 The Infrastructure Financing Plan for Subproject Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 was prepared by the Port's consultant, · 
Century Urban, and submitted to the Port in October 2017. 
9 The Berkson report estimated annual property tax increment of $15.6 million (2017 dollars). 
10 The Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes an interest. rate of 7 percent, a term of 30 years, issuance 
costs/reserves of 13 percent, and an annual debt service cover ratio of 1:1to1:3. Estimated net loan proceeds to 
be applied to projects is $169.6 million. The amount· of $216 million is included on Table 4; page 37 of the· 
Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST , 
8 

71 



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS SITTING AS A COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE SEPTEMBER 11; 201S 

According to the Port's bond counsel, the proposed resolution limits the use· of bonds to pay for · 
the costs of public improvements described in the Infrastructure Financing Plan, as noted 
below: 

• Bond authorization for Subproject Area G-2 is 2.73.9 million and the estimated cost of 
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 Are.a G-3 is $72.97 million; and 

• Bond authorization for Subproject Area G-4 is $323.3 million and the estimated cost o.f 

facilities in Appendix G-3 for SubprojectArea 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 CONSIDERATION 

According to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, bonds m~y 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 su.bproject Area G-2 may not generate property tax ihcrement 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 ordinance and resolution; 
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Items 17, 18, 21 and 22 
.Files 18~0779, 18:-0780, 18-0772 anci 
18-0782 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Department: 
Port 

l.e~islative Objectives 

R EV I S E D 9/7 /2018 . 

SEPTEMBER 11, 2018 

File 18-0779 is a resolution (a) proposing adoption of the Infrastructure Financing· Plan and 
formation of the City and County of San FranC:isco Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing. 
District (IRFD) No. 2 (Hoedown Yard); (b) providing for the future annexation of property into 
the Infrastructure and Revitalization District subject to conditions set forth in the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan; (c) providing for the Board of Supervisors to establish by ordinance·the date on 
which the allocation of tax increment shall begin; (d). setting the annual appropriations limit at 
$91.9 million, which will be submitted to the qualified electors; and (e) ·providing for the 
proposition to establish the IRFD, the proposition to approve the Infrastructure Financing Plan, 
and the appropriations limit to be submitted to the qualified voters 
File .18-0780 is a resolution approving the Infrastructure Financing Plan for the Infrastructure 
and Revitalization Financing District No .. 2. 
File 18-0772 is ari ordinance creating the City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and 
Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) to finance the construction of 
affordable housing within Pier 70 and Parcel K South. 
File 18-0782 is a resolution authorizing issuance of IRFD bonds, paid by incremental property tax 
revenue allocated to the City and generated within the Hoedown Yard, in amounts not-to
exceed $91,900,000. The proposed resolution approves the sale of bonds in one or more series, 
but the bonds shall not be issued until the Board of Supervisors has approved the terms of the 
sale, and has approved the associated documents. 

Key Points 

• The City has an option to purchase the Hoedown Yard, adjacent to Pier 70 and owned by 
PG&E, or sell the option to purchase to a third party, but the City h?s not exercised that 
option. In order for the proposed IRFD to be formed on the Hoedown Yard, PG&E will need 

·to vote in favor of the IRFD. 
• The Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes that the Hoedown Yard will be developed with 

condominium units, which will generate property tax increment revenue to fund· affordable 
housing development. According to the Plan, 323 housing units would be developed, . 
affordable to households with income at 60 percent of the Area Median Income. 

• The Board of Supervisors approved legislation establishing the Board's intent to form. an 
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) and issue bonds in July 2018. 

Fiscal Impact 
• The requested authorization of $91.9 million is morethan four times the anticipated bond 

issuance of $22·.2 million. The Port is requesting a higher bonding cap to allow for flexibility if 
the project generates more incremental property tax revenues or the cost of funds is lower 
than projected. 

Recommendation 
• Approve the proposed ordinance and resolutions .. 
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MANDATE STATEMENT 

California Government Code Section 53369 authorizes the Board of Supervisors to establish an 
. Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) on Port property and to act as the · 
. legislative body for the IRFD. · 

BACKGROUND 

The H~edown Yard comprises two parcels owned by the Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) fotaling approximately 3 acres adjacent to the 28-acre Pier 70 Waterfront Site. The 
Board of Supervisors approved an option agreement between the City and PG&E in 2014 (File 
14-0750) in which the City coufd exercise the option for approximately $8,283;726, or sell the. 
option through a competitive sale to a third party. The. sale of the Hoedown Yard option to a 
third party is subject to future Board of Sup·ervisors approval. 

The Board of Supervisors approved several pieces of legislation to establish the Pier 70 Special 
Use District Project, which includes the Hoedown Yard, in October 2017. 

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

File 18-0779 is a resolution (a) proposing adoption of the Infrastructure Financing Plah and· 
formation of the City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and i{evitalization Financing 
District (IRFD) No. 2 (Hoedown Yard); (b) providing for the future annexation of property into 
the Infrastructure and Revitalization District .subject to conditions set forth in the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan; (c) providing for the Board of Supervisors to establish by ordinance the date on 
which the allocation of tax increment shall begin; (d) setting the annual appropriations limit at 
$91.9 million, which will be submitted to the qualified electors; and (e) providing for the 
proposition to establish the IRFD, the proposition to approve the Infrastructure Financing Plan, 
and the appropriations limit to be submitted to the qualified v.oters. 

File 18-0780 is a resolution approving the Infrastructure Financing Plan for the. Infrastructure 
and Revitalization Financing District No. 2. 

File 18-0772 is an ordinance creating the City and County cif San Francisco Infrastructure and 
Revitalization Financing .District (IRFD) No. 2 (Hoedown Yard) to finance the construction of 
affordable housing within Pier70 and Parcel K South . 

. File 18-0782 is a resolution authorizing issuance of IRFD bonds, paid by incremental property 
tax revenue allocated to the City and generated within the Hoedown Yard, in amounts not-to
exceed $91,900,000. 

According to the proposed resolution, the Board of Supervisors may increase the maximum 
amount of the bonds by adopting a resolution. The bonds may be issued on behalf of the IFD or 
may be issued on behalf of a special tax district to be established at a later date. 

· The proposed resolution approves the sale of bonds in one or more series, but the bonds shall 
not be issued until· the Board. of Supervisors has approved the terms of the sale, and has 
approved the associated documents. 
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The Board of Supervisors approved legislation establishing the Board's intent to form an 
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District (IR.FD) and issue bonds in July 2018. 

Hoedown Yard 

·The Hoedown Yard is bounded by Illinois Street on the west, 22nd Street on the south, Irish Hill 
and Parcel K South on the north, and the Waterfront Site on the east, as shown in Exhibit 1 
below. 

Exhibit 1: Hoedown Yard Site 

sWiii:hyard 
1 'cfi§&E.) 

The Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes that the Hoedown Yard will be developed with 330 
condominium units, within 349,353 gross building square feet, which will generate property tax 
increment revenue under the IRFD to fund affordable housing development on the Waterfront 
Site and Parcel K South. Because affordable housing will not be developed on tne Hqedown 
Yard site, the condominiums will· also be assessed a 28 percent in-lieu fee payable to the 
Mayor's Office and Housing and Community Development (MOHCD). for development of 
affordable housing outside of the Pier 70 Special Use District. 
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Affordable Housing to be fonded by the IRFD 

According to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, 323 affordable housing units would be 
developed as follows: 

• 105 below ma.rket rate units on a portion of Parcel C-2 (Parcel C2A), affordable to 
. households with income at 60 percent of the area median income. The projected 
development costs are $32 million to $33 million. 

• 138 below market rate units on Parcel ClB, affordable to households with income at 60 
·percent of the area median income: The projected development costs are $43 million. · 

• 80 below ·market rate units on Pa·rcel K South, affordable to households with income at 
60 percent of the area median income. The projected development costs are $25 million 

Proposed Hoedown Yard Infrastructure Financing Plan Provisions 

The proposed Hoedown Yard Infrastructure Financing Plan contains the following provisions:· 

• 

• 

• 

The property tax increment would be allocated to the IRFD for 40 years beginning in the 
fiscal year in which the property tax increment generated by Hoedown Yard equals at 
least $100,000. 

The amount of the property tax increment allocated to the IRFD in each year woulcj be 
64.59 percent of the revenue generated by the 1.0 percent tax rate on the incremental 
assessed property value. 

The total limit on the property tax increment that can be allocated.to the IRFD over the 
40-year term is $315.8 million. This .limit reflects the projected to.ta! allocated tax 
increment of $157.9 million plus a contingency factor of 100 percent to account for 
variables such as higher assessed values of taxable property due to resales. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Sources and Uses of Funds 

Estimated sources and uses of IRFD funds are approximately $88 million (2017 dollars), as 
shown in Exhibit 2 below. 
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Exhibit i: Sources and Uses of Funds 

Sources 

Annual Tax Increment 

Bond Proceeds 

Total Sources 

Uses 

Bond Debt Service 

Affordable Housing 

General Fund a 

Total Use$ 

2017 Dollars 

$70,170,000 

18;263,000 

$88,433,000 

$33,158,000 

18,969,000 

36,306,000 

$88,433,000 

·a Excess tax increment is allocated to the General Fund 
Source: Infrastructure Financing Plan 

Timing of Sources and Uses 

SEPTEMBER 11, 2018 

Beginning in FY 2023-24, the Infrastructure Financing Plan assumes that the Port will begin 
issuing IRFD bonds, secured by property tax increment generated by Hoedown Yard 
development, as discussed further below. Bond proceeds will be a source of funds to pay for 
affordable housing and relatedfacilities and to re-pay bond debt. Excess tax increment revenue· 
would be alloc.ated to the City's General Fund. 

Estimates of Annual Property Tax Increment Generated by Hoedown Yard 

Incremental property taxes generated by development of· Hoedown Yard depend on the 
assessed value of the development. A report prepared by Berkson Associates for the Port in 
August 2017 estimates that development of Hoedown Yard will result in total assessed value of 
$225 million (2017 dollars), resulting in annual property tax increment of $2.25 miliion (based 
on l.O percent property tax rate), of which 65 perc~nt1 equals $1.46 million (2017 dollars). The 

· actual assessed value and associated property taxes will depend on the number of residential 
properties and when each of these properties is completed and enrolled in the City's tax rolls. · 

The Infrastructure Financing Plan 2 estimates that Hoedown Yard would begin to generate 
incremental property taxes (which would be allocated to the IRFD) in FY 2024-25 and FY 2026-
27, to coincide with the expected completion of two phases of development. However, 
according to the plan, the actual commencement date for when property tax increment would 
be allocated to the IRFD would depend on the fiscal year in whkh Hoedown Yard generated 
property tax increment of $100,000 or more. 

1 Based on approximately 64.59 percent City allocation share. 
2 The Infrastructure ·Financing Plan for Hoedown Yard was prepared by the Port's consultant, Century Urban, and 
submitted to the Port in October 2017. 
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Bond Issuance 

The proposed. resolution (File 18-0782) authorizes the issuance bonds, secured by property tax 
increment, up to $~i,900,000. According to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, the Port 
anticipates issuing !RFD bonds for Hoedown Yard of up to $22.2 million 3

• The requested bond 
authorization of up to $91.9 million is more than four times the anticipated bond issuance to 
account for (a). property assessments that exceed projections and (b) 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. 

According to the Port's bond counsel, the proposed resolution limits the use of bonds to pay for 
the costs of authorized facilities, including acquisition, improvements, and associated costs. 

POLICY CONSIDERATION 

As noted above, Hoedown Yard is currently owned by PG&E and the City has an option to 
purchase the property or sell the option to purchase to a third party, but the City has not 
exercised that option as of.September 2018. In order for the proposed !RFD to be formed on 
the Hoedown Yard, PG&E wi.11 need to vote in favor of the IRFD. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the proposed ordinance and resolutions. 

· 
3 The JnfrastructLJre Financing Plan assumes an interest rate of 7 percent, a term of 30 years, issuance 
costs/reserves of 13 percent, and an annual debt service cover ratio of 1.1:1 to 1.3:1. Estimated bond proceeds to 
be applied to affordable housing and debt service totals $22.2 million. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 

(Port of San Francisco) 

INTRODUCTION 

/FD. On March 27, 2012, the Board of Supervisors (the "Board of Supervisors") of the 
City and County of San Francisco (the "City"), pursuant to the provisions of Government Code 
Section 53395 et seq. (the "IFD Law"), and for the public purposes set forth therein, adopted its 
Resolution No. 110-12 (the "Original Resolution of Intention"), pursuant to which it declared. 
its intention to conduct proceedings to· establish the "City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco)" (the "IFD"), ·including project 
areas within the IFD (each, a "Project Area"). 

Subsequently, (i) on June 12, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted its Resolution No. 
227-12 (the "First Amending Resolution"), pursuant to which it ratified and amended .the 
Original Resolution of Intention and (ii) on November 17, 2015, the Board of Supervisors 
adopted its Resolution No. 421-15 (the "Second Amending Resolution"), pursuant to which it 
ratified and amended the Original Resolution of Intention as previously a·mended by the First 
Amending Resolution. Together, the Original Resolution of Intention, the First Amending 
Resolution. and the Second Amending Resolution are referred to in this Infrastructure Financing 
Plan as the "Resolution of Intention." 

In the Resolution of Intention, the Board of Supervisors declared its intention that the IFD 
will constitute a waterfront district (as defined in Section 53395.8 of the IFD Law), and that one 
or more of the Project Areas will constitute Pier 70 districts (as defined in Section 53395.8 of the 
IFD Law) or special waterfront districts (as defined in Section 53395.81 of the IFD Law). 

Project Areas. Pursuant to Section 53395.S(g) of the IFD Law, an infrastructure 
financing district may be divided into project areas, each of which may be subject to distinct time 
limitations. 

In the Resolution of Intention, the Board of Supervisors declared its intention to establish 
the following initial Project Areas: 

a. Project Area A (Seawall Lot 330). The Board of Supervisors declared its intent to 
establish Project Area A as a special waterfront district. 

b. Project Area B (Piers 30-32). The Board of Supervisors declared its intent to 
establish Project Area B as a special waterfront district. 

c. . Project Area C (Pier 28). The Board of Supervisors declared its intent to establish 
Project Area C as a special waterfront district. 

d. Project Area D (Pier 26). The Board of Supervisors declared its intent to establish 
Project Area Das a special waterfront district. 
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e. Project Area E (Seawall Lot 351). The Board of Supervisors declared its intent to 
establish Project Area E as a waterfront district. 

f. Project Area F (Pier 48). The Board of Supervisors declared its intent to establish 
Project Area F as a waterfront district. · 

g. Project Area G (Pier 70). The Board of Supervisors declared its intent to 
establish Project Area G as a Pier 70 district. 

h. Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core). The Board of Supervisors 
declared its intent to establish Sub-Project Area G-1 as a Pier 70 district. 

i. Project Area H (Rincon Point-South Point Project Area). The Board of 
Supervisors declared its intent to establish Project Area H as a waterfront district. 

In the Resolution of Intention,· the Board of Supervisors also declared its intention to 
establish additional Project Areas within the boundaries of the IFD from time to time in 
compliance with the IFD Law. The Board of Supervisors will only allocate tax increment to the 
IFD with respect to territory that is in a Project Area after the. Board of Supervisors has approved 
an appendix to this Infrastructure Financing Plan for the Project Area and with respect to which 
the Port and the City have entered into a mer:norandum of understanding relating to the Project 
Area. · 

Infrastructure Financing Plan Requirements. Pursuant to the Resolution of Intention, 
· the Board of Supervisors ordered the Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco to prepare 
a proposed infrastructure financing plan that is consistent with the General Plan of the City. The 
Board of Supervisors also directed preparation of a Pier 70 enhanced financing plan (as such 
term is used in Section_ 53395.8 of the IFD Law) for Sub-Project Area G-1. 

Pursuant to Sections 53395.8 and 53395.81 of the IFD Law, the infrastructure financing 
plan must include all of the following: 

(a) A map and legal description of the proposed IFD, which may include all or a 
portion of the IFD designated by the Board of Supervisors in the Resolution of Intention. 

(b) A description of the public improvements and facilities required to serve the 
development proposed in the IFD including those to be provided by the private sector, those to 
be provided by governmental entities without assistance under the IFD Law, those public 
facilities to be financed with assistance from the proposed IFD (the "Facilities"), and those to be. 
provided jointly. The description shall include the proposed location, timing, and projected costs 
of the public improvements ahd facilities. The description may consist of a reference to the 
capital plan for the territory in the IFD that is approved by the Board of Supervisors, as amended 
from time to time. 

(c) A financing section, which must contain all of the following information: 

(1) A specification of the maximum portion of the incremental tax revenue of 
the City and of any affected taxing entity proposed to be committed to the IFD, and an 
affirmation that the infrastructure financing plan will not allocate any portion of the 
incremental tax revenue of the local educational. agencies to the IFD. In the Resolution 
of Intention, the Board of Supervisors declared that the IFD will not use incremental 
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property tax revenue from any affected taxing entities to finance the Facilities, except to 
the extent permitted by Section 53395.8(h) of the IFD Law. 

(2) · Limitations on the use of levied taxes allocated to and collected by the 
IFD that are consistent with the IFD Law. 

The IFD Law establishes certain set-aside requirements. 

(a) For waterfront districts, Section 53395.8 requires that not less 
than 20% of the amount allocated to the IFD shall be set aside to be expended 
solely on shoreline restoration, removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to 
or environmental remediation of the City's waterfront. 

(b) For special waterfront ~istricts that include one or more of Seawall 
Lot 330, Pier 19, Pier 23 and Pier 29, Section 53395.81 establishes a differe.nt 
set-aside in lieu of the set-aside requirement described in the previous sentence: 
it requires 20% in the aggregate of the special waterfront district Education 
Revenue Augmentation Fund ("ERAF") share allocated to a Port America's Cup 
district under Section 53395.81 to be set aside to finance costs of planning, 
design, acquisition and construction of improvements to waterfront lands owned 
by fed~ral, state or local trustee agencies, such as the National Park Service or 
the California State Parks. Any improvements listed in the previous sentence do 
not need to be located in the IFD. 

(3) A projection of the amount of incremental tax revenues expected to be 
received by the IFD, assuming that the IFD receives incremental tax revenues for a 
period ending no later than 45 years after the City projects that the IFD will have 
received $100,000 in incremental tax revenues under the IFD Law. 

(4) Projected sources of financing for the Facilities, including debt to be 
repaid with incremental tax revenues, projected revenues from future leases, sales, or 
other transfers of any interest in land within the IFD, and any other legally available 
sources of funds. The projection may refer to the capital plan for the territory in the IFD 
that is approved by the Board of Super\tisors, as amended from time to time. 

(5) A limitation on the aggregate number of dollars of levied taxes that may 
be divided and allocated to the IFD; subject to amendment of the infrastructure financing 
plan. The Project Areas may share this limit and the limit may be divided among any 
Project Areas or a separate limit may be established for a Project Area. 

(6) The following time limits: (A) a date on which the effectiveness of the 
infrastructure financing plan and all tax allocations to the IFD will end and (8) a time limit 
on the IFD's authority to repay indebtedness with incremental tax revenues received 
under the IFD Law, not to exceed 45 years from the date the IFD actually received 
$100,000 in incremental tax revenues under the IFD Law. 

(7) An analysis of (A) the costs to the City for providing facilities and services 
to the IFD while the IFD is being developed and after the IFD is developed and (B) the 
taxes, fees, charges, and other revenues expected to be received by the City as a result 
of expected development in the IFD. 
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(8) An analysis of the projected fiscal impact of the IFD and the associated 
development upon any affected taxing entity. If no affected taxing entities exist within the. 
IFD because the plan does not provide for collection by the IFD of any portion of 
property tax revenues allocated to any taxing entity other than the City, the IFD has no 
obligation to any other taxing entity. · 

(9) A statement that the IFD will maintain accounting procedures in 
· accordance, and otherwise comply, with Section 6306 of the Public Resources Code for 
·the term of the infrastructure financing plan. 

(d) Section 53395.8(g)(3)(D) establishes additional requirements for a "Pier 70 
enhanced financing plan.''. A Pier 70 enhanced financing plan must contain all of the following: 

(1) A time limit on the issuance of new ERAF-secured debt to finance the 
Pier 70 district, which 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. The ERAF
secured debt may be repaid over the period of time ending on the time limit established 
under paragraph (6) above. This time limit on the issuance of new ERAF-secured debt 
will not prevent a, Pier 70 district from subsequently refinancing, refunding, or 
restructuring ERAF-secured debt as described in the IFD Law. 

I 

(2) A statement that the Pier 70 district shall be subject to a limitation on the 
number of dollars of the ERAF share that may be divided and allocated to the Pier 70 
district pursuant to the Pier 70 enhanced financing plan, including any amendments to 
the plan, which shall be established in con_sultation with the county tax collector. The 
ERAF share will not be divided and shall not be allocated to the Pier 70 district beyond 
that limitation. 

(e) Section 53395.81 requires the infrastructure financing plan for a special 
waterfront district to contain a provision substantially similar to a Pier 70 enhanced financing 
plan under Section 53395.8(g)(3)(D), with only those changes deemed necessary by the Board 
of Supervisors, as the legislative body of the special waterfront district, to implement the 
financing of the improvements described in Section 53395.81(c)(1). Accordingly, a special 
waterfront district enhanced financing plan must contain all of the following: 

(1) A time limit on the issuance of new special waterfront district ERAF-
secured debt, which may not exceed 20 fiscal years from the fiscal year in which the 
special waterfront district subject to a special waterfront district enhanced financing plan 
first issues debt. The special waterfront district ERAF-secured debt may be repaid over 
the period of time ending on the time limit established under paragraph (6) above. The 
20-year time limit does not prevent a special waterfront district from subsequently 
refinancing, refunding, or restructuring special waterfront district ERAF-secured debt as 
described in the IFD Law. 

(2) A statement that the special waterfront district is subject to a limitation on 
the number of dollars of the special waterfront ERAF share (as defined in Section 
53395.81 of the IFD Law) that may be divided and allocated to the special waterfront 
district pursuant to the special waterfront district enhanced financing plan, including any 
amendments to the plan, which must be established in consultation with the county tax 
collector. Section 53395.81 declares that the maximum amount of the county ERAF 
portion of incremental tax revenues that may be committed to a special waterfront district 
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under Section 53395.81 may not exceed $1,000,000 in any fiscal year, and declares that 
the special waterfront district ERAF share may not be divided and may not be allocated 
to the special waterfront district beyond that limitation. 

In addition, Section 53395.81 of the IFD Law requires a special waterfront district 
enhanced financing plan for a Port America's Cup district to provide that the proceeds of special 
waterfront district ERAF-secured debt (as defined in Section 53395.81 of the !FD Law) are 
restricted for use to finance directly, reimburse the Port for its costs related to, or refinance other 
debt incurred in, the construction of the Port's maritime facilities at Pier 27, including public 
access and public open-space improvements, and for any other purposes for which the ERAF 
share can be used, subject to the set-aside requirements under the !FD Law (described above). 

This Infrastructure Financing Plan for the !FD, including all exhibits and appendices (the 
"Infrastructure Financing Plan"), is intended to comply with the requirements of the !FD Law. 

Infrastructure Financing Plan for Project Areas. This Infrastructure Financing Plan 
will include certain provisions that apply to only one or a limited subset ·of the Project Areas, 
some of which m?y conflict with or be supplemental to th.e more general provisions of this 
Infrastructure Financing Plan. Therefore, this Infrastructure Financing Plan shall include Project 
Area-specific appendices. This approach will allow the City to establish infrastructure financing 
plans and unique time limits on a Project Area-specific basis. In the event of any inconsistency 
between the general provisions of this Infrastructure Financing Plan and an appendix, the 
provisions of the appendix shall govern with respect to the affected Project Area. 

The Board of Supervisors may, at various times, amend or supplement this 
Infrastructure Financing Plan by ordinance to establish new Project Areas, to address the . 
unique details of an existing Project Area and for other purposes permitted by the IFD Law. 

I. Boundaries of Proposed IFD 

The boundaries of the proposed IFD, including the boundaries of the initial proposed 
Project Areas, are described in the map attached to this Infrastructure Financing Plan as Exhibit 
A. The legal description of the proposed IFD is also attached to this Infrastructure Financing 
Plan as Exhibit A. 

Exhibit A also includes a map and a legal description of Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 -
Historic Core). Similar maps and legal descriptions of other Project Areas will be added to 
Exhibit Aat the same time as appendices for those Project Areas are added to this 
Infrastructure Financing Plan with the approval of the Board of Supervisors. 

Exhibit A may be amended from time to time to reflect the Board's establishment of new 
Project Areas. In addition, the Board authorizes the Executive Director of the Port, without any 
further review or approval by the Board, to amend Exhibit A from time to time to correct the map 
and any legal descriptions to the extent necessary to accurately describe the boundaries of the 
IFD, a Project Area or a Sub-Project Area. 

II. Description of Public Improvements and Facilities 
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Exhibit A to the Resolution of Intention lists the type .of public facilities proposed to be 
financed by the IFD. The public improvements and facilities required to serve the development 
proposed in the area of the IFD are described in Exhibit B, which initially consists of the Port of 
San Francisco 10-Year Capital Plan (FY 2015-2024). All of the public improvements and 
facilities listed in the 10-Year Capital Plan are public capital facilities of communitywide 
significance and provide significant benefits to an area larger than the area of the IFD. 

The improvements and facilities described in the 10-Year Capital Plan (FY 2015-2024) 
are likely to change as development plans for the area of the IFD change,· and, consequently, 
the Board of Supervisors may amend the Infrastructure Financing Plan to incorporate the 
changes in the Port's capital planning. · 

Because the Board of Supervisors will not allocate tax increment to the IFD with respect 
to any territory that is not in a Project Area, the following information will be included in the 
appendix for any Project Area but is not included in this Infrastructure Financing Plan for the 
area of the IFD that is not in a Project Area: 

A. Public improvements and facilities to be provided by the private sector. 

B. Public improvements and facilities to be provided by governmental entities without 
assistance under the IFD Law. 

C. Facilities to be finan.ced with assistance from the proposed IFD. 

D. Public improvements and facilities to be provided jointly by the private sector and 
governmental entities. 

Ill. Financing Section 

The following is the financing section for the proposed IFD. 

A. Special Fund. Pursuant to Section 53396 of the IFD Law, the IFD will establish a 
special fund into which tax increment revenues allocated to the IFD will be deposited. In order 
to separately account for the tax increment revenues allocated to the IFD from each Project 
Area, the IFD will establish a sub-account within the special fund for each Project Area and, 
within each sub-account, an account to hold funds that are required to be set-aside for use for 
specific purposes, as set forth in Section 53395.8(g)(3)(C)(ii) and Section 53395.81 (c)(3). 

B. Base Year; Commencement of Tax Increment Allocation. The Base Year for 
·each Project Area and the date on which tax increment from the Project Area will begin to be 
allocated to the IFD will be specified in t.he appendix for such Project Area. Because the Board 
of Supervisors will only allocate tax increment revenues to the IFD with respect to territory that 
is in a Project Area and after the Board of Supervisors has approved an appendix to this 
Infrastructure Financing Plan fodhe Project Area, this Infrastructure Financing Plan does not 
establish a base·year for any territory that is not in a Project Area. 

C. Maximum Portion of Incremental Tax Revenue. 

The financing section must specify the maximum portion of the incremental tax revenue 
of the City and of each affected taxing entity proposed to be committed to the IFD. The 
maximum portion of incremental tax revenue of the City specified below is the maximum amount 
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that may be allocated to the IFD; t.he actual amount of incremental tax revenue to be allocated 
to the IFD with respect to a specific Project Area will be specified in the appendix for the Project 
Area. 

Maximum portion of incremental tax revenue of the City for each year: 100% 

Maximum portion of incremental tax revenue of other taxing entities for each year (not 
including any ERAF share (as defined in the IFD Law) that is allocated by the IFD Law to a 
Project Area): 0% 

This lnfrastructurei Financing Plan does not allocate any portion of the incremental tax 
revenue of the local educational agencies to the IFD. 

Nothing in this Section 111.C will prevent the IFD from exercising its rights under Section 
53395.S(h) of the IFD Law or with respect to the ERAF share as permitted by the IFD Law. 

Under the IFD Law, the Board of Supervisors may (i) allocate to the IFD all or a portion 
of the incremental tax revenue generated in a Project Area for the period specified in the 
applicable appendix, (ii) irrevocably allocate incremental tax revenue generated in a Project 
Area to pay bonds or other debt pursuant to contracts approved by the Board of Supervisors, 
(iii) reserve the right to make discretionary annual appropriations to the IFD of the incremental 
tax revenue generated in a Project Area and (iv) reserve the right to amend the appendix for a 
Project Area to terminate its allocation to the IFD of any incremental tax revenue not irrevocably 
allocated to pay bonds or other debt pursuant to contracts approved by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

D. Limitations on the Use of Incremental Tax Revenue. 

Incremental tax revenue allocated to the IFD will be used within the IFD for the purposes 
authorized under the IFD Law and this Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

There are two set-aside requirements established by .the IFD Law: 

(i) Pursuant to Section 53395.8(g)(3)(C)(ii), 20% of the tax increment 
generated in a Project Area that is a waterfront district that is allocated to the IFD 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. Except as described in clause (ii) below), this set-aside requirement applies 
to waterfront districts and Pier 70 districts. In order to comply with this set-aside 
requirement, an appendix for a Project Area may provide for setting aside less than 20% 
of the allocated tax increment on an annual basis as long as the appendix d€lmonstrates 
that, in the aggregate, the Project Area will satisfy the set-aside requirement during the 
term of the IFD. 

(ii) Pursuant to Section 53395.81 (c)(3), 20% in the aggregate of the special 
·waterfront district ERAF share generated in a special waterfront district that includes one 
or more of Seawall Lot 330, Pier 19, Pier 23 and Pier.29 that is allocated to the IFD must 
be set aside to finance costs of planning, design, acquisition and construction of 
improvements to waterfront lands owned by federal, state or local trustee agencies, such 
as the National Park Service or the California State Parks. Any improvements listed in 
the previous sentence do not need to be located in the IFD. 
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To the extent permitted by law, and as set forth in the appendices for the affected 
Project Areas, the IFD may satisfy the set-aside requirements on a cross-Project Area basis. 

E. Projection of Incremental Tax Revenue. 

General. The financing section must include a projection of the amount of incremental 
tax revenues expected to be received by the IFD, assuming that the IFD receives incremental 
tax revenues for a period ending no later than 45 years after the City projects that the IFD will 

· have received $100,000 in incremental tax revenues under the IFD Law. 

Portion of the /FD that is not initially in a Project Area. Because the Board of 
Supervisors will not allocate tax increment to the IFD with respect to any territory that is not in a 
Project Area, this Infrastructure Financing Plan does not contain a projection for that portion of 
the IFD that is not iii an initial Project Area. 

Project Areas; For the initial Project Areas ;:ind all subsequent Project Areas, the 
appendix for a Project Area includes the projection for such Project Area. 

F. Projected Sources of Financing for the Public Facilities. 

The financing section niust include the projected sources of financing for the Facilities, 
including debt to be repaid with incremental tax revenues, projected revenues from future 
leases, sales, or other transfers of any interest in lar:id within the IFD, and any other legally 
available sources of funds. · 

·Because of the speculative nature of any future development and sources of financing in 
that portion of the IFD that is not in a Project Area, this Infrastructure Financing Plan only 
includes information about the projected sources of financing for the Facilities with respect to 
the Project Areas in each Project Area's respective appendix. 

G. Incremental Property Tax Revenue Limit. 

General. The financing section must include a limit on. the total number of dollars of 
levied taxes that may be allocated to the IFD pursuant to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, 
subject to amendment of the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

Portion of the /FD that is not initially· in a Project Area. Because the Board of 
Supervisors will not allocate tax increment to the IFD with respect to any territory that is not in a 
Project Area, the limit for the portion of the IFD that is not initially in a Project Area is initially 
established at $0. 

Project Areas. For the initial Project Areas and all subsequent Project Areas (including 
territory that initially is in the IFD but is not initially in a Project Area), the appendix for a Project' 
Area includes the limit on the total number of dollars of levied taxes that may be allocated to the 
IFD with respect to such Project Area. . 
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H. Time Limits. 

General. The financing section must include the following time limits: (A) a date on which 
the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan and all tax allocations to the IFD will end 
and (B) a time limit on the IFD's authority to repay indebtedness with incremental tax revenues 
received under the IFD Law, not to exceed 45 years from the date the IFD actually received 
$100,000 in incremental tax revenues under the IFD Law. 

Portion of the. /FD that is not initially in a Project Area. Because the Board of 
Supervisors will not allocate tax increment to the IFD with respect to any territory that is not 
initially in a Project Area, this Infrastructure Financing Plan does not establish time limits 
applicable to such territory. 

Project Areas. For the initial Project Areas and all subsequent Project Areas (including 
territory that initially is in the IFD but is not initially in a Project Area), the appendix for a Project 
Area includes the time limits for such Project Area. 

I. Cost and Revenue Analysis. 

General. The financing section must include an analysis of (A) the costs to the City for 
providing facilities and services to the IFD while the IFD is being developed and after the IFD is 
developed and (B) the taxes, fees, charges, and other revenues expected to be received by the 
City as a result of expected development in the IFD. · 

Portion of the /FD that is not initially in a Project Area. Because the Board of 
Supervisors will not allocate tax increment to the IFD with respect to any territory that is not 

·initially in a Project Area, this Infrastructure Financing Plan does not include a cost and revenue 
analysis for such territory. · 

Project Areas. For the initial Project Areas and all subsequent Project Areas (including 
territory that initially is in the IFD but is not initially in a Project Area), the appendix for a Project 
Area includes a cost and revenue analysis. Each appendix will analyze the costs to San 
Francisco's general fund for providing facilities and services to the Project Area while the 
Project Area is being developed and after the Project Area is developed, and of the taxes, fees, 
charges and other revenues expected to be received by the City's general fund as a result of 
the expected development of the Project Area, 

J. Fiscal Impact on Affected Taxing Entities. 

The financing section must include an analysis of the projected fiscal impact of the IFD 
and the associated development upon any affected taxing entity, as that term is defined in 
Section 53395.8 of the IFD Law. · 

As explained above, the City is the only taxing entity that will allocate tax increment to 
the IFD, and the City is excluded from the definition of affected taxing entity. Accordingly, there 
is no affected taxing entity that will be impacted by the IFD. 

Nothing in this Section 111.J will prevent the IFD from exercising its rights under Section 
53395.S(h) of the !FD Law or with respect to th.e ERAF share as permitted by the IFD Law. 

K. Accounting Procedures. 
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The IF.D will maintain accounting procedures in accordance with and otherwise comply 
with Section 6306 of the Public Resources Code for the duration of this Infrastructure Financing 
Plan. 

L. Enhanced Financing Plans. 

The IFD Law establishes additional requirements for a Pier 70 enhanced financing plan 
and for special waterfront district enhanced financing plans. 

The appendix for each Project Area that is subject to an enhanced financing plan will 
address the additional requirements. 

IV. Amendments 

·. The Board of Supervisors reserves the right to amend this Infrastructure Financing Plan 
to the extent permitted by the IFD Law. 

CONCLUSION 

This Infrastructure Financing Plan meets the requirements of the IFD Law and shall be 
distributed as required by the Resolution of Intention and the IFD Law. 
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EXHIBIT A 

PROPOSED BOUNDARIES OF INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT 

(Boundary map and legal descriptions to be attached.) 
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l'Ojl if VJ\LUA.Ut.E' ¢oN~;n:itflliTIQN, ~l)~~l(>t oJ i1hh::h: \i( hC.ioi'it' 
~,i;kn~o)ijjpilg~d. r ' 

ikitij.l(:h~ll\' $be~}: Cdi:'pch·.ilt\q!'!·i li. C'O:rp·a~Z?.ti!\n 1'fi•qnri~7,1;i~ 1rniliff .t:flir 
l11ws ci( i:b.e Stll:fo ~r pel,~,~ata., h~l'tihy Gl!f•t~'l'$. to' th~ Cft~i 11ri~ i::oun~\; 
of ~~ri .tr~l'lc).s~!f,· .ii ~11ri1d:pa1 ci>r?tii4t.fnii, tf\i:i ~61Jr.ifLrri nr:1>r.r.\t;i:'rl 
reo:): p~P!?cd:y 1 .. n J;hfl qny nM ('.c.lri!t.Y of; ~011 I-'.'riind~ca, fltctt: 9( 
t1qn:.qi:.nl~: · · · · · 

PM:ttt.:l.. 01:P.i.,. l!EOiN~.ttl\J<nt the: po1Ti.t qf tnhr;~*r~ loil nF th~ 
nartn~i.::Iy Jii:ii!; Of ';l\:iifot)eth Sl:~i!.!.'l' ~fth \Ii¢' e:ii~tei:ly l,i/:ih. of 
u~tiJnlrl st.i:,ciet,f ruf11ii.l)n t)\~;nc:e. ~·n~Fifr)Y :~~n_!{r. r;i:jin \ltii:l:J\·er:Jv line. 
oL 'l'wehtleth· Str~ot ·a llfi foe ti. t.ho--ri~a ·at' a. r'Jqht ,ani:fle i:out.hctlv · 33· 

't!i1~~ .. '~~!1~~;i:ti· 1°K!~.~·t!::~::rt~~.:~~:~:;H~{?~~t::~i~~~it~.J1~·1 
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J;.«>rn:1t:.i.: ·south~rlv' J.lne:::o!L E;:i.:a:nt::~C!n.t.h ,<>ti.'l•(.'t. • no,:r. vacun:cd.;. w)-.ic+ ·. 
poli'iC:.i'f; ri1~i;t~ lit i:Ji'c n~!'.~h~it'fii.~fly C.l'if1•i~1: b.('i'irl~~ i,i1ri(! fllnr~ NC> •. 
41l!i ~.:. i;;.tince.: ig; li i~'.ght ci.nr;Hi· ~it:s .. \;:i:i\:.J.'! · i'l;i i"IJ\g· ~·tiM f~nnor r.cu~h~rlv 
.u11i.i oI l::l9h~oc~th sti.ti&t ~C.t\ 1 t:~ ar.i.i;-ris(o:r,, p21,1 frQ~ r·a, ~tfo. · 
t:.list,1:1rl!t li!'ie Of;,.nl.Jnoi!i Sl\rcol:1 \';hr,nct•·ne, a r'lt;h:t: .rii)C!J~' n;iulit,i~rlv 
11~oi\\I. i;;uJi:i: ti!lµl;~rly \iiti;- of j'Hlmif!i' 11ifiit.:r Mli fiii11J:. nn1t tfi; the' 
P:O.ih~ of !)t19'.inti iiiih · · · · · · · 

lilrncf..t: ~1~0} :iJtt,#N.~n~ at ·~.!)~ µotn.t of fotuJ.'r:n~t:'~qi:l §r th_<~:: 
· ~aitt.tun:l ~·, :Hil.~ · o.f. T11entfo.th ·l'itt:I.\r:.t \I! th· t.M= C!l'l~.\f1;>cly,).l'tlt'· n:f. 
}lii;:higti[) str.uet t >unnl 11i1 lh~ncc c~!;~~r}y iri ,,o[j ii11i<1'. ~:r?ijr'~,~~ l" H.ni> . ' 
o.f: 'f\!en\-..1;!,l:.J\. SUe!!t. !.i'.(O<.fc.e:t; tl:iqrii;:c nt i'I tl1:1,ht 111;it1h }:.9\1th.(1dy· 1.:n 
f~qt. 1wq .tl. i.ncju:.s;; th~~ct: ~<.a righl' lit'l<Jlc w.-~tl"i;.ly P5 'fer11· r..nc't ·· 
'.i·l/l ipch~'?r t:.J101:1c11: so.•Jthweu.l:'at:~Y :i.n ft<<it. iipd -1.:-:tn =i.TI:c1fo!: ro ii 
pci{~t' whicll .r~ perp¢1~tllmiJ(Hl~· M.t:i.r,nl 4rio>t~ci:. so.g);IJ~il,v. i'rPr~ tl:ie 
\itlU:tb~dy l-ini; of 'l'\iliH'ltfoLJr Str~at:, anr\ ols.'.1, pc.rn~n(l.iculnrlv 
di~t~tit t<aiiterly ·.33.2 fl!'ttt :ffom. th~ .. <il)a~~rh1 '.J,Lnri· o.f Hh:l'!i qary.. . 
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a ·.ti'9.ht 1tnql{d. iOutJicir.1~· 21.3 fet?l;J. .t,htrnc:o tit .·11 rilfjh\; 11ngh ·1,1:gstetlV 
l.tlO f¢ct.i t.hqri(;;c;. ~t .. "",. d9hi; ct.iyli:'! n,i:n:tl~~tl:Y ,5. 'fef!t~, 11nd,.~"-:-'.l.f7 ... 
ll:)cne.r,f ~h!=ni:'Q 111;. zi ricj!'tf i:ln9l~ ~11•ntC1tl;y Hl!f 1':'3,nt tP !'.ht? .T'.!l~t!'.::t}'v 
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ll5~29~ i~~tt. ·'t:nence .. sctlth 6 aogrn.f.~ 31;: minutr.:11 41 :s~r.l\nrlt1 .. Wei\~' . 
. ~:t<;>n9 ll ·l.:illr;t.whte"' J.f .prQC!1u::c~T lit>UttjW('nr,erl.Y. wfU: i11~cr11r.i:t- a. po.f nt' 
~~~ct! i~ sou\;h 4, de!Jr.e~• :.rp., • .tn,11!:.o:s U;:in!:. . ..too fri(!t:. ,fr.:11~ !;ht' . .. · 

··:-1;. 
aoutbe:tly 'line·· o.£. sa J.d. ·'l'wentiut.ll. Stro~l •. l!lno· Not°C'..h .:a!'.L deri !:'.eel· 3. Q 
miii;li:te:s. E-iiat: '3~~ fbet frcn11 i;he: oatst_or1y· line i:it}iich~!:i~~. $.t~~.e~i A• 
dh.t:2if1.C~.,o( 8>7115 .fc1:1t:: .to ,tbt(' ~r::u~: p11int. of· beqinnintJ;•.:thcn~I}. : . 
runtJin9· sout.l.) as- Jiti9:r~es 30 .1ntn11t:;al:l wra:t .43, $as fPet 1 . t:h.~rr<e. Sou!:ft 
". d.agt~~s: 3.ll. Jifimit.oelt Ein;t 122'.;BG, fc:!e!: r t:J.1aiiae, ifott:li. 8~:'dri9 ri?1£n 3·0 
mitiitt:e)s Eii:St:. :is.;:110~ ·£~~1:~, ltliir~ q~. ~el't~;: .fo A: j;~~~t:. 6~ ,KJ.ln~; ·w~J.di · 
,&a!i:t. line., ~.f· pi;Qduced:.sou.r:twcutedy fco111 tfi~ • tru.e :poJnl:: c{. · · 
~gii'Jnin9 1tU.idrit~ts,ict c .~~lnt)ih!c1,·fa. Sot~,l.~>( :~f.:•tf~'ii":: ~~ · 
m.i.nute~' ~st itog.,fo~_t-':(t'Ol!i, l'lllJ cl JiO!!tl')~0Y' Jr n{\·. !JP 'Ni!11t J.01,h $ttrin1'· 
;ind:. ~pr th '.BS. "~t~u~i(=-JQ< lil~J'!litoli J;;zjift.. 112.fol!_t; ff!JtP. ·;$nJ r1, <!'1il~i'tl '/ · 
1,1.n_~,~· l!f • Hi~h~gan, ~t: recirty: tlief\<ic »t1rtti .. 6 ·tU-fjr~ar.·)!l mJ n:ittcr, .H : 
•~coll.~~= .Jt~llt::clong·s~ld.'..l.l.m!f; ,;o .r.:ir~wn :1°2!"i~.2.an fliiH>t moro .. :nt- l1ui,11j 

t• 'i~12~:;:~~~:?::~tt~'~t~!~~:::~·:~: .. ~. 
di1u:ant · the.ce·on ·:f.140··· fccu:.. 4n6· =5-.:.l/2: inahc:nc·scmth.l!t.lY·.; h"cln. ·i:t1e 
so,u t.9,,h:Y'Hri~ : o~: .~~~nt:J.~fi!{ s j;re.!'t{.: runh;,r;f t;.'1~nc·~ HI!{.: ii /I:!~ h. t~ .a rig le 
ci:111terly·arid.pzlrnllal:··w1th:'naid .'sP-ut:hcirl'y'llne:r•f_;·:J\lifoti,i:th $tteet-. 

·" ···.,;Jli~ilf~§i!~,~~l!i~!i,~j~~~!;~~~i~l~~i~~!:!~·· 
,:"?J\f{~· .>r1t1fr.li.i:·'.'-·~~6;~~i.li~;;t;t:li~·~'P~.i~.~ .. ·~.f.::1.~~#k#~:t1.i;~'':Q'r!:~~~:: 

· .. ~·"''". ···:·:riQ-o;:;,d.n.J..\.'l n..,i. ,..._., ··T'.~·~·'°"J,.th'.;f!;,.. r:a:pf°,·' M{·~h,'<· ~hl'\··:;,o,~.nf':h·t'l\"'····l,in~ :·nf; 

.',·~tllt,tillf~!if i~t~~l~i~l~~~·~t~!i~il;: 
·· .:~~i~~~-~~~~;f,i.~,,~i~~N~~'i~:~!~§;.·~~,ry 9~~c~;~.~it~~~-s~.~~~~;~~~~~~=; ~n~ , 

.:~:~~·~.~~~t~~~;·:~~:;~~-~~~·/°-';·]H·.;~~·Q.~~n.~~.:~•'.<~Q.Y.1~~.~t .• fi,:··:9~,n~1~;;;r:ps afia .. 

·.~·~;~iiii~~ttt:i•~'~R~l~M[~~~~:~~,i~1~~~0;~:~,:, •• 

...... SU1JJECT:, .•. FJ'Riililili·.··i:~ anj .'.i:lgbta. ~nd . O':Jnllianl:!( f~r 'c;~~i-ce, 
ll<IVigbtiant arid fislfo.ry .fti': fi!liot '."o.f··tl1e p~~U·(t;9);'. th~ :fl?ci'lfira) a{ 
'stilt_~· ·so!ilfri\~lfrits\ · . ·· - , ··· · · · · · · · 

.... ,=~~:ic~. ;un·Ntl>Il;, t~' .th~ efr#t: of th·~ f!i~~~~ihq Unte~f?rd,.d 
1nlit.ruili~nti'. Gr.~1Wo£ n1gh~···?f ~ny. ifott-ti ·t.c:!Pt:~iiil.oix: ·3D, l.9.G.s: •.. frO!IJ, 
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n11101? 1;1nd ·sa:al. to be· ·uf.fhtcd har·cl::rf 11nd t:hh:· ·um~..runit'itt to: h<i 
#~nicu,trii3 bY'· !~a ~. . vice · · lis::i:!~d~"''~ ·· , .... · · .. 
;anl3= . . asf!nf;eni:: ... · ~ci;:,rct:uy i;trnrqi1n"1:1 quly o\ithod 1.·co h.r 
.cqrppr11tiv i;a.solt1t1on. ut.i:.ached.'. hiit:uto. · · 

Pate.ii 1. · Novembl!r 211. ;1q!fa: 

co~1~1(jt~l~:E.llt;TH o!.i pimoM<ivotdn ·, l ·•:. :ss,. 
CO\iNT'.i: or LEUlqU ) J 
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()ry · ~J!jer;i~eior:o .m&i 
ttie;fcl~·'.li· Not<irY Pliblic ·in 
i:tn~, fo t' p:aid Commonw:e.al th !incl cou11tf 
pers 1111., ap elH'.ad: 

y.; . . 
)t 

:P.rasident., 
:'=·a-::11'::!· ,,...,.-=-:r--='.';1-"":"=:----- ' k rinwn · 

tci: m · !:o. b~ ·::::..A:fu:i1:1.n4t:aa.·1u1:,,,t_,_.,._..,.,._,.__ 
scc.i;etacy.. f.· ·the: .corpotation l:hul; 
ex.cc.ut.cd, the ..w:ithirt Ins'tiumt?nt, .Hnown 
·l:if mo to.:, be .. th!!: per si:ins' ~ho :<iii·e:c::titP.n. 
the .wi.thin rnsi::rumen:t on biihi:ili' ·of 
th!l' cori;.oi:a don theriiln. rictmofl', anct 
t1cRnowl~d9ed to ~".that s\wh,·:· 
Corpqratfon· .·e:<ticuted the ldtf:irt 
l'nistrumcn·f puuucnE .to· !ts bydaws 
or:· ll r:·esol\ltion· .cf 'i':ts. ·boin:if of. 
ai:i:cc.torl!i·. 
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. . .· lM$. · lii~ra.n4~ ,o~ ti!"iier.~ht.:J{t,'9 .~Ati!d. ft~rg!J}~. '1}1• t 9~z: .. ~Y. .i:t4 a;~ · · 
· Qtt.lj1 ~Jil?f.I .. $~~~ 1 · C~r~t:~t.1 on.if,· a J}.~.l. i'llitiTr~. ~arpce>r., ~ Hm, (-'>l,)c V• l ~f.;ti;i~) ,, lod:i 
Shtp~ir:d~ ·Corp.:irat1oll• .. J:i· Heit. Y.t;tri: t~rp0rit.io;1, ('"f!i~lf.~j · 11110 'th¢. ~1~y c~!f'. 
~.f.St.I\ (ti!~,·i.s.'o ... e>;~:iin1c1P,1L&C.~P.t.r.4tfo'n~ ;ic~fo9' by ltid ~b;ci1iqli-1u :P;q · · 
C~f1J,Q11. tlil. :Pc:.r~~}.o; .· ' . . ' · ,, . . . •' . . 

Ii. l Tit £: S C::. f ;t· H · 
·. . ----: 

' ~( •. 1lJ\(~~-,~-~~~~~ti~~J~;~1~.;;~;~~·t~''""' ,, .•. ) j~ 
z. Todd _desire$ to. antt.Ju·.n 1ts i:a1i;Tt.erc1_a\ ·-and tb~c.1 st1g ··~p:; ,.,. 

$lrtp butldt;n!r ClllU!blHtl' 1n~ th1i··P.art of- 5!1n fronds co; ;:in.:t. ' -

·,. 1!:,~tM~~~;ru.-,~~~;f~'!~~~~~1i~~t%~::iJi~~~~t1~~j~,.1), . 
A.. t~cfd Is pr~p~rid to rnt.c; 1~t;·;~ 3~·;1!tr' l~~~fiii 'tJ.-:i Fa.::11 it; 

retl ProPtrt.rJ: an:I' · '_ - .. ~. _ > ' · . - ' · . -_ "?- ' · · 

.!;¢~t~r :;;~r~~:~.~~~~t·~~1~~~~!;,~~~~~1~}\l°'~;~t~~:. 
- &~· 7o~d ·ru'fttmr 111tendi t:e> o:<nend apflr.o~i':aately ll.~.?i· i:tl 1 tJ1:. · i!rm• · 

et:', ~'lp.tu_enr:c .and -.rep11~r at·the~i'll~~lh:j: l!nd 

~~til~~~f ~~~~~~l~i~i~~,~~·~~:~!).:~~~~:;.· 
•• ':"..w. "ii~c~1··J~i~!~¥~~~!~~~ficn~.; . " 
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z .. " P:er.4fo1t t~e- ~letsln~ oJ t1tlfi, ,l'i.~tJ'.!1il~e::i. ~r:aJl aH;;<r~ t¢p('(·:;~t\~A! 
Df ~~a fort !1>11 en~ .c:pnr.tpuuV' 1-1;,v$lc;itl u~e:~:: tti: t.hi: f.:::Hi.t\'. 

l. 

. ·~~·. 

. . 

f'endfo!) ttic ri1os1hi1 ilf Ut.li.'!.; ~C~tf;ltihcn it1i(il fhttfn i.r-e, /lSi:'. il 
lo~1: 't1;1 thv fl!tllity:ai.lhjci:l: ~o.:·.ilts!'.1'l11l. l'!~r:r end :!!r.r. <!:..1e ::o . 

• ~etb1ulte~ 1 $. i;:ontfo111'!d .opc:rn.tr.ms 1,1ntt1 clo~!ti;:.. At .trR ;:. l r;;:\Jij 
E:eth1i!h~i,!. 3.hall t'.Qi'!ttt..Y .th~ ptcrh bufldtn9.; t11id }tr'cil'.t<~v"'~~ fr ~· 
h~ :~el'a ts• coniitt1on. · · · · 

· ~et:hi~ht..'tl ~nil tht Port sh41l ·~{t;C!, E~c:h Citiiei" ;He ci;~::!:;~~r.t 
r~ti:ra~l!l')t~t:1b1ts .:ind \l'Srrtn~fo:!i in :thii ccin~cia11~e .or r~~1 ~~ta.tf 

.. . 

s. · t1f?1 th• elostnir .9ttH·1~ •. ~fr• rocF r>l:a1,1 prt;i¥i:c.:. ~:i n~~J1lel''.~n 
. ~Fl'l'.'t!•l>1 t't~lease pf tho l;.eag,· qat~d ~r:r'.i~~t.:~r 3.·· 1 SG!i.;,: IJCf.t.l:i; 
lk.th\~helll· 11nif tho Port~ ln:;.ludiii!,l Att '(rz;;re_~~ .. ·rel~Me ot; tt.!i'(.ft;r: 

· -sr-.n:t¢iVin;·f'~r~grapfi_'~ tl'f·lha. teli.~f!;; · 
,·..:.-· -·-· .... ..:....;...;.. .. ,~~-~.···......_..__._·-·~.,;. .. · ,, .. ~ .. . 

12ncu: n 
. Prr~~n:zii rtiipcrtf 1fiirs~c.t.1an1 . 

1-. }~~:rthleh,,~ ihoJl~~~lt.:t.~.)'Gd~ ~11, tr~nes~ fl1\Cb!n.?r.)'. ?ffd ~;tr·.~r. . 
· .. .eq1,1fF-e1lt {1ncludinq dry dacl~l ~,1ch ~r:fr:. P.l"C!l(!i'l: n ~h1dn;;1l I 

"tu:id~O~l:'d io :~r.tM_r~~")'!l> ~h1p:;t:epll11": riP!!ra;t1art~ ir. S!J.!i;.~f r;nd ;;:: 
· (ti:tludfo9 tW'.l c:ra:lfJ•~ :t;ranris,, B~thl.1all.!'1 H:n •• JU.\. iir.a ;tl7) u.:i 
ire not facllid(<d ~ttMn Uic. $;,.11; 'ta tho r~rt tee. (11r'th 1r.. IJ'(l rt 

. a1\Q'Vc. B~thli!rt;ii; ind Toi>id iti~i1. C:cnd,u~t A. jf}in: tthj5it!I i. ti:i\t~f
of thi ~ot tt:c111s. l>fi i:;l".oi)iirtY :to b~ Hsted. '1 n ;a, sctrl.:t!µl {.to !ii 
ltta::l;e4 lo t!le def$nf;h.r .purct.~sc .69ri!t~O?.flt bi'.f~1.i-t!tl th.:, r::-!.t . 
Mn~ t 1t,tn1)j" . Siith h'Mi1 ill~ ll ;,~ l1 tij Tof.tl th:! -~:i rri!; I 11Wi:1l ::r:h 
~1,1?'?,lki.,., P.;f't;.l~~ii'(J:if ;th~ l:;i;ufatfqi( ~~ I!ettil~hciit'i,S;/1 r i·~·i:~ ! 
$M~yil'tl; an ltand il'¢.: t!ir,:. c10:'1.r.9 of t\~1c• · Tt',e;.' p,;ir~·!1n~ prJ.;;.:_ 
~Ht'Q1UH:rn ti.i~t1d~~)Ab1\:iiti fi.!ll 011 tile;i;.fo~.tr:i:r. \lct~::r,H rn 
tl)'w 'sti1if tMeundrif'S.h-0.H. fjri t:UiW~i£d f.t 't:~e CfP!olii~'. tt,\ ,i;H "··~ , , ~~TY h"' conuttt.Cm.· · · · 

R~ ~firt~fo~ Jh{ ,cloJ\mr bf .~(t.1,~. ~t~l,~1.-i: sn~\J atScl'd ictf.!! ·fi!H 
~l,ltit_1tjol,l~ tih.Y~lcal .air;,ei:t tQ. tile: J~.ttl1i.Y~ · 

l... ~ctufir,~ tb~ c:.'io~fo!t o't ct1tl~. ~.e~h1t~. sf\~ll, ret11fo fh.; rtii?:. 
l4is' w ~h~ ti~f'i'oiiol · ~w~ti. fo, 'oo JPW t!t.i"euiid.~h s.c?;je'ct. to 
ri~l 'Ital" ~mt tc:•-r dur: to ~~h1th,t>:t; 1.!S ccmt.tt1tied !'.>th~ttori.s .li 
cl~~11'9- lt· ·~JiY .of th~:sli: Hc.:1S or pfi.lpr.tty lls~t-tl fo tn;; ~t~~ 
t&faf:tt<i. to 1ifl'lrt1e1~ Jh 11 ·~bove. ,liiitt1~ loit:.,, d¢r.;roYct.l i:.r · 
tfi;ntgti!, B:ibteh&i #.tx, At h:i ogd.£!ri. t:enlic~ or .t,e:\a rr:· ttr: SG'l' 
hU1r(g ~Mc.}t the PilH'i:hlsE:- p(li:e sr.a1l h,r! re<S~feti ln,Oc' r..{.JW.e .... 
~.4~b:f4ctori lp. bcrO· ~t.hlcf.~.1uiil. TO,!f.~ ·J?r f (. lJti; ~a~t•ft.i:tcr1, 
Htductfori c~n b_, nu!lae01t11d,. tli¢ :tiioOUnt o~ tl]E:,; r:a~u~tiy1 Pl t·; 
~r;;h4:s1J pric.t of>~!ill he -SM~ttb~ .~o'.i~~ht~ ~r.i:i~:'tf:;3~fti1• 

:~ 

' ' . 
. ~ .. --. -:·.11o ~~~.~. ~.-·~· 

.·,: .. I<,._~--~,.,.,...---. ..,, .... ,..., ·""'·-."""'·-!""•'r::s,:ir.:;;;:;;;;a:.-,,.~-"".·;...., ~.:-..-.,,..---...;.;.--~,, .• .:. :......,-~ """''.;.;..._:...;.. -'-:-·-.- - ,;_ ·--
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,~t:bfontiif 1~~'. TQtfd'•ti1i'l1 gfv¢ 11ild1 otf.~r ti!~ ~u~t~"l\tt-;( 
r:~pr~s;~.ritn1Q.ns "~~~ '!:(~t't!'t~ '"' 1n ·Cll:!;l,iw.tt.hiri, W1 Vt .t.(. ~fsist 
~Jqut~1J1,()n amLi:ai•., · · 

t •.. :~~~~r:~~~:~l~f M0i1i~,.·~~~:~M: ~~tst~b~li~~iri.;'i~~~J:.b;Q;~ 
fodd ;ri}J p~~~· nu 11~~ll1t1~~ 9(~f.~1'~~~t1 ~f.th.. tts!:.c!S~ ~Q tt ·. JtH~!1:~ ~r~sing o~i':C!f ~Y~.ti'.u· ~t~l.ir,t.\p~_~ptiGr· t·~ th~ ~.l~s1n.Y c . 
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. 7~. l}:te lei,!.!! ?>.ll~U Ah~:: e~nt,i.n tht>; st.'~n•Jerd tere~ a1111 tvn:uqon.~ 
(onta1,r\~d foi fort, li>asH .. . .. 

. . . . 

"J'trt:' lns~. when e;c.rctlt:td~ .~i-.~lf sui:ier.sE:de at.t: rM~~·r r~H ,tnrt i" 
tho te•S:~. tie'tmii +t11:1 li~r.t ii:ia 11iit1it1?h~~:d&tiid si:iii~~t·~·~ 3,. \.<;}/; 

.A~hcLt rv. 
'trf st:ttvr't\t>!;s . 

.n!H ~l:!?rai:f,(!u~ l,lf-Ur1d9r~t~~:t1~!.t ~til;n }:~ c•.fft'il}~ilu~,:;;rri:~ .. 
1nt;ut11:m: b.t .~thl ebt!I',·. :rtl:!d' .ondA~i~ Po.rt, · 1Ms •arf1'i :f:.f:r;t:;· · · ··· 
M!~r:c~5nf~ i:hi'!>fisrlher b-.:-le.;r.nnt11U1;n or. CO the JuJy· llJi 19.£:2 
l~tter A'!il'Ci\~t b;c\:~!1 !!~tiilehC;il ind. rc~J ~nu Lti:I 1•,."Sr".:~h'. .. • .. 
rt~~ts; ·~nil c"t~i~. tti~r~~Mfrz'nli. ttH tr.~ J1ilf so: 1u~~ 9rtpr t;i 
tlothlc;hi"t\ to 1.li~. Port: iSrid. the re.~pecttvn rt9.t.il. arid .di.·t i,.i~ . 
·the~u~dtl'~· · 

.• 

l.. There {~~Ji ~e a· ·~ff!'J\i.::in~o\1~• dnEfot; or the .. ef111v,e h:iil p:i't1;, .... ft,t 
~r~rt~n:~fon.;'. pi:rso1\.ol ?.r'i:;11crty trnosac(h:ln 11r.rl t <i~~ll c.rcn.r;n.et.fi:;,, · 

. 'Tf~).!'Pth.i$ .. nei:iti~ef 'e:ri.tfo~tc' fh,tiY tl:i~ ~l u:sfii9 :~f.liU tit>: ?ri #r:' ~' 
·· :s.•~t:talH~r 3D. l9Bt';Au.s. 111 no c.v1m\ 1, in~cr:.· th!n t'tl;:.~t1!'::' :n·~ l!ih .· 

. . 

J~. Jh!..pllrt1,t.~ ljeJ1!~ti~~g~¢·,t~rit {H f.11 thr: .ai/~;r th~t- T;-·rt:1; i:S·: uru.11 
-or.:.iJntj\lJna .~~ ·c1p~~ t~I! ti:an~~~;1on.~ ttl.nti:iry:ll~tcA. nl!rt'ur.i:h·r:~ r;if. 
~boa.fore ~~t'tt-.her'll;'t!n.~~~- tti~· Po~t ~t<61Yhav~ the f:~~·~t to.· r;.r~r::: 
. fO.f l~'Cl r· Or"itS:'O~iJ!}r.lle. ,,',l\1 \' .. ~f · l~d'.f rtQhh h"'rl>iJr;~ef &n:'i j 
-1.n.;-!~,f ~W'~;lt.-::t!ir:::~t~ ;1.#"\lri.;!'~1~; .tir· ~.~~nJJni 10.:ttio\~ it~ .. · · ' 

thni111:tfons. iC:tilitCJ'IPlatt-.1 htin11.intltor on cr·'tlefc.r:: DeJ:e~o::::r 21.o ,n 
·~lrid~ib;ftl li!ivil':tt¥t1~tit ~nd~¢;U9ii:.1trrf(·f~:.i:· 1~t~lt or":tts 
1ss19n~aL" 'to e~e.:rc1se J,11 or ttic ~nrt·.~ rishiir i.ti~ . .;.~1 \r;t11~·qns 
~e.~iinli.~t;;: ·, 

· 
4

•·.· .·.;n~f;~;~t~.~~!~t;l~d~.~~·.• .;~;h~:r!{~ fin~uri;~~:~otI~~t~!,~i1 I£s1 ~l:'··. 
· , . -~i'i~~h9~the"t~stle~aM nre.Fcc!lttid<stHiti Qf .~\1:~;:;.;..-:=.."5::'.::r~~! 

~~~~.~~.r.;~:~~~t'a~~~~~~.~~;;~~;1;~~.~~·~~~~~,-~*f~~~~.~b~fr.:}?~~~~· 
. . '.. btt~r. 7~p~til-e~r:ri; Cild :th"' Por~ '.G~te.~~~1r;r::;Gr:htt_:"F''l.~~1_; ~:\:i:}h~:. · 
. :; ·~i, ·. · · . J:l!!rtain.·a:ffe,. -c.o.~ll'."'tfottti .Uul,r 3ll.:'lSH'Zk tf1d. ech:-.~,:i::i;it.!c.n. ,u.r . 
··L!if.~4-~;" +~~*··' ·¥-'f tim!c'°~~;~1;H#~ ~lt~l;1 "s~r:s.e41l;f~t~~.P) !!'~t~.g_~:t>~;>f :ft.·f'"\LJ · U1d r.(ytits;. · ~..,. ,,,_, ___ .,, ·~ · ... · . ·~ 

"f?::} Vri:f.' . .~.' torii~1t>n'~Y. thts ~i;oiandv;~ 'p'.I' Unrl/if.~~.,11d~r19· ~'. s.~bJ!-,;,,i to. f 
awn>.11at bJ ,;be S~n, rrandst\) ·Pofi.: t::xT.t!:1$s:1i:}1{and t.t1e .littlt~.~ of . 
. PfreC;tor;·. or 't:it!!iottvo .t:i:il\?r.itJ;e:ts. orEothlcf..~. e~ll loa:i er 
dcftri1t:1v;? C'1i"~hhe 11ai::~...;;~t): 'C.o~~Q~nif\~':iuc1~ #e•,fr.~ .:fr~ ~ondHi 
·~: ™1 'b¢; li::i:ituaJly !C.t.li'p~O:l:He to, th~ p:r:ths' ar.~ : "'t:~n· '.f.~~p;.,~~'f.• 
t'ttiit\~~l'~ . .. .. . .. . . .... ·.. . .. , . . . . 

. ·~· 

103 



·.·:. 

<· .. :··. 

"' ·f.'i:\ J/ 
.• 

> "' ··;,·~~ •· . :": 

.;: 
·1:,· .. 
t· 
.: ... 

. . ·:;. 
:.·:.~; 

I· 

··;:>:.· 

'i. ·'.· . 
:i•···· 

"j· .• . 

. J''. 
I ·~~ : ·. 

·., 

' 
:,;;· ~ ... · .•. 

.. 
.... ··. 

( 
·I• 

.•. :-· ·.;;,· .. 

· .... :, 

•rjfp/f Jil;fr,· 
.·.·,: . .::.; 

. . ·: .. ·.: ·"·'·~ ... 

···;. ._:.:· . 

"'. 

:-·'.:' .. 
. · .. __ _.,.:· 

. •· .. 
·:: -<. 

: .. · .. ··'" 

;; . 

. ... , ,..-

.. 

,;:.,....?!'. 

104 



. , . 

. . 

•: :::•· ·> ... '. ·:. ·.· 

.·.·r<··.·~< I 
. · .. ·. .· ...... ::.· ... ·· .......... · .. 
. . . . ·: . . . .· 

. . 
. .. · .. '·' 

' ' . . ~ .. · . 

·. ··. · . 2.'0th STRt::ET . 
. · .. :: .... . :.·.····'· .. . . 

[J
·.·· .... ···.·· 

. 
·. 

. .. .. 

~· :: .. 

··.·,' .·' .... 

:".:. ,:: 

. . . 

· SCf\~t:: -1"~200' . . . .. · .. . . . . . . 

. .. ·... : EXCEPTION 1 
=---~ 

I L EXCEPTION 2 · . 

105 



'~ ... ·.-· . 

. . . . r · ..•.. , .•. 
. · - .. 

106 



,.· 

·-. \'· 

... .. 
,1 
t 
i 

.r 

:li.uiti::tj!Eirr T£~Mil;;.\'i'J.KO 4.~$£' 

1!£i'.°'¢Eg 'J'.fiif 

;CI'l'I.' ,\NO tors~~? tri Sl\N'fAANC:i"S.ql: . . . . 

ax·Ar10 'l'aa.op1>atl:ti 
i.r.tl iRANc!sq:, .rolii c,-Q~iuss1ou 

ANO 

~~f!itt:il~f( iJEti PJ~roii.i\fiok 

Bu?eil~ L.' ~ii."t'.ta11~. f'fe:>icY~;,~ 
=-.:ta=es J •. Rudden,· Ci>Jl~fai.ilohe»i:: 

riarry ~rti!9~11; t0iniili.!1H~iier · 
. ,.:r.,=!i: &<:,r,.di<on~ co~b"~"'w 

· A.f tltuz Colti.?.11::;. ;t.o •. ,. co~.Jli$.~ot>~t 

iliff~1 . 
·/Pl l(I' 
·/' 

I 

't .. 

. ·.(!) 

II .. 
-•~·.',}.· ... ,._, 

·-: .. "':~,·.·.·.··. . I • 

' ' .' . 

:·· .. ,,, ... , .. :..-,., .•....• ,, .. _ .. , ..................... ; ..... ": .. , ......... -.... ···-·-···En:w:a1·a!5'·"it:···°"v·iii'° ........... ,., ... : .• :,;,,_,,,_, .. :._ .. , ... :., .. , ................. ;.. ....... " •..... , ......... ' 
ro 1.n' .p ~ il,Ei;'h) tt; · 

.{ 

... ,:, .'. .·· ·.··. . 

. ··.·~ 

,. . 

-.,;. ··, . .. 

' 

107 



:~ 
.~ . 

. . 

.. 
'· .:· 

,·; . 
. /! 

j. 

,' ... , - ' • ..! •• 

~·"· 

• 

:·:.: 

. . . . 

""'i ... . MlCtD4u4 ;~tt632: 
;,>gr~ AcJ1.~ttn' f'. ~atllt al'.'!d t.t1t~r~:1fito err ttil! ~at" M 

:fll?{?lt'f:.,.:~=&~~;;.~Z, :.·;;;.;;~;·'1''' 
~or1>oration"(li~~~i6~ct~r' ~iiue~ ~cjt:.Y .. 1~ ,tr im~' thcotl911>i~~ ~~: · 
vJ!i1fQis~ 'P9~ c:GAAil?St<>:r·ch!!~l!fln•~~~t r.a1111~·:•pi:i~t.'!'}, iiiid. ·.·· .. ·: .. "'·.' '· ...... , " •,•:;• ·' .· ._, .. ·::-:· ···.i.. . . . '· . . . : ... - .. •' . .., . -·· - . .. .. . . 

1i!T.iitti:ttff:·~~ OiitroM.Ti~i· A n•la~&r, ~artii:irad~o u~:eri:lltl.~ftl!i 

a.i1i11 ~~~t~f~h~a"J~. ·. 
H\ ,, wxmiiis6m-. 

~s~ ~llc•:1:1a'!~ .t~ tiie' l'<i!~se.~etwr:en the> .Pilit. .ir!•t 
iietbi\;Jie'~;, d~f~d liepl:~Jlib~r :ih!#9.;, ~n'a r~~;t~~~ ort' s~~;:.~~t: i~, 
~~;~;.,, ·~~::1~~i~.~i~t;;~~~: '1~7~~ ·'i11 =~~~ '.oiitt~~ .. i~<~li17#xa~ :~_i:: ~"i tihr. 

· ·•ir:4"2~µ1ltr.~' s~;; ,.,41·~~~~~il:i,A~l.~e~F~~~·; '1n., ;~~-?~ -~~-6,?;··~~:f.•4~ .. 91$, 

. •~~It. ri>~t,1~~#~' t,~ ~~~?~~!i~- ~~~t~-~-~~.:·P:i.~~J~~il· ~it.Yai~- _:1~ t:~~ r:~i:-t ; 
an~ tounci: cif ~~~ it.r.•~~i~~o~ .. t.~ 't~~ ~:t~t~ ·~i :i:~ft i~r~l~i: ailrt 

, ffiiE:RiAs, a·a-t~ieheli ii:~il: the· l'orf deaJrl; to-.t.~i:Jiiiiaic .~ii id .· 

.·~ .. ·p~;~~f i~;~~!~1~$!~~~~~~::~~· ... 
• ;~:;~!:;:~~~~t:. ·:1~::0::;r:t~~,·~;~:;:tt~~-~9f~~:~::~ ~:~~. -~· 
b.iyiiii . ~~ ~t~•~f 11:n~ its -.ui::t~iUeyr;ii- ii~. ~~,.1~~" ,. hii.'r.~fy.. ~g~ei!: ~! 
J!oit(jiis~ 

'i;: S~.{d: leU!!' .Jc hel'e.by tentfo.11.t~d ·;as qf the i!'a.te .Qt:· ~iie> 

~l:i-;;i•ti;. ::.: ~i:!t<:; .. tt;.iii.'t:~,, .. n; .. ~ ,. ~:~!f;;. a.; .. .i~·o· ~r. lh~.ftf{(t:i:~~h~t 
· ajr~tii$e; .ind sate.' q~ ~t;'~~&ii~ii-~• ~tiiii,i;11 t:liC< ~;~. ~~' u~t!ili?1lt'SI~ · 

:i;bicb·Agt1~mi:nt. tis: in~ori;>OtAt:~Ct he:r;ein hy.i:e.fcmmc~· .:s .ifl~li {ull~: 

i<~t; · fr:iri:fi~ 
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· ·2. 1.ny r.ent!i PAi4~ic ,t.:n,d~.~ ~~~d' ~case .lih~n ti.C: pr~~e;;§~ 

aa:.or: 'th~ Closlfig .•. 

J~. -;rti:~;· i>~rt .Ghiill i#Jl.l't)' .t95 ti~thl~!te:l\I the *-p~nt. cif sh: 

Tht)i.l~an'd' se.'lei\ IIundted· sl~ty-ti.io Anrl Fottr--eis~t one~1t11r1;\tedttii· 

Oi;iU:_at:~··(.$~.J&f,tl!), be:!:n.9 U;t; ~lii(.)i.tiit: <ff· th~ d~P4~lt ~a ~uisr11nt.ii" 
; !t,i!;.U!=f!. f~~enti:;. <)f rent>~einq. he:fd hY. tti11 ~ori: Pl.IC:!Uan~· to. tfi~ . 

pr.ptii ~1nri~· ·bf• r:~rl>i;tal,lh !1 of illid leas~. 

'.!.. ·.·· .. •~• i'll :r~at iinprq~eo.i!i1t:S i;ii. 1:1it~d ie'itscq pttimi\!>e~ 

·,: 
..-·:· 

•' . .·· . . 

b.:ilongfn9 ti) Bethlehem thdt. r.\laff r.et3a'fo thereon 11;t tile ·cJ:o!!for; 

':!hail tie ikc:il~t!. a!)l\ridon·ed ~nd ift<aU bec6rn~ the propexty.at the: Port 
•'•· . . .. . '. . . •. ' . . 

in. »•·cl! l.a•' •n:id '!)4J1ne ~s:;., Fllfi~ii:l:urtr_ ?ici,*id~a, ~~a;t ni).Jliln9 til!~iif,ry 

·at.a)l: ti~_:• 6'!!ell!!!d. '.to convi!y ·ta• tht: Ppt't any !nteres,t. iti th~· pen1al'(a~ 
propt\ct:y~ $iiC1i;4tng witMl.!t :ii~~~a.~l.Qn th.~ ~FYil.~i:i>. i!li3, ci::lirti?s, oJ 

Sethieh~ii...loc~ted Ol\ SaliS l~and pi:~tl\iSl!i!';• ~~I! ~~~lt'~.' he~eto 
'f>c);nolile~9~11g \:haf' sai<J :P;et;6nd pi:o~.:tr l'1 biting i;'old to Todd 

:.s~tP:r:al:difcorpoc)!t~o_IJ: b'y 11u~ oi :Sa'in;~ .. 

• 5. BGthi'ilh;"' Is linre6,>'. rcle;tsed .of ;:a11:1 o.t>1..ig11tlon. fo 

r-ei:ioyc ~riy r~al iirlpro\ti!)tcritis:' fr(.l!!I, a.IJd 1:: .. o ::ro.lil:~fe·, tHrl l'~tillr . ., 

.pre:ml.sea:", i;i~.~i;:l.!lint .tc. t~e prti;vfti,()~~ ,oi: P,iil:iii;lc,pfi ··~ a~ }iii!~; l~..ilie\ 
. . ' . . . ' ... 

6.. S:,,i:li1!ih11lli ~nd. the Port:. bet.tby· each. teiu.se th.e· at.he.t · · 

Jt.0# ~ny ii.rid. ii''i( OIJl~';!atforii undiri. S,l~~ le . .ii#. thlli: d':l\!~E'WJ&" v~uld 

'h~v~ ·l!c=C.t:l.!d ~rr or::· 11(toc.. the. ~io.!l!qg. 

7• 1•.-ie t'or.t: h~c.<ibr· 11cki:;~i::i11i!~cil 1md ~r::<ic!i 1;hat. f!JlotJ,f;..fr,..,· 

~ii& pr:r.f~~#i!d a.1~ -;[.' ,it:ii pbi,'lgati~j'ili~: JneJ.U.dX"9 w.l'..t~oi.it;Uiri~~11t1¢)i 

it~ 'oll:it~!s~ln~ un~.ir-.Patj!grapii G of ~.!!f<l. le~s.e1 1'.clited i;q tne · 

· :t'.iit~•f; rlg1';1;, or ~i:9bt·11: .of Utilt; .r~fpiia~~· 
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.e,... Thls Ag:r:e._nt: '.ai Tvr•liiM.tJoj\< ~li.ri.i ~ de11•itd to: b.!., 
md• i~ ~rid $11.u bo,,9ovcrnli4 by, end:'ce~triu:a Jn M:'tiord~~" with; 
. - .· •... ,. · .. ,. :;,.',:. . • . .. ····- • : ... :. . •.... ·i' - . . . ... '"·:: ''"· . ~ .... . . . • .. . - :.. . ..· . •. .. . ' . • . 

~ii. '.!.•~If.:~! tf:iil;~tii~~ ~t;e•1i_~~,~~·. 
·~#!t 1fi1ii~~:liaEJ#r1 tlie; ?ii~!!a h.ate~~'.~a~.a 41~reilt.~a til1~· .· . 

·iigl:~!i.le~r(~f: ~~lnittio~ ~' q:1i= tii~.a•tir.~ ili:t.: c~~~h ':~~~~~·'.' 

. ufi'riit;~i;:M irri:f;Li coafC>:M:l'ioil; • uei riv;,&~: cor~t.:Xf~li:i ; 
: .. :-. ,,,,;. !i!.!-i- > . •. ,, 
.. - . ·, :.::.: .. :::~,:·,"" 

~~.·•i.ifl;. :a~.:~i?NHnt\IAii~~··· · ,. ···• Y· · · 
. - ' 511,~ 

Cl'.:!li#tll" .. Of·:~ltiGll :~·>~::' . . 'il·; A SL .. 
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st:oJ;~, ~£flos:r 
. C:i t:y ,t..i;toi:\l~Y 

. ,i.utln:p·~~a.t;:~i:.n. by• ?or-l: tow;,,;ti;s~on ' 

Elf~Ol.~t;ii:;n ~: "'lS;;). ~ fJ\':~ 
;.ifopt~~I f\l ... --..~~~ \~~\(\'i;:'~ 
l\ftesti· . . 

ai:~~ 
• ~eci;?:~iitf? l?c;r;.t, ~oi>imG:$1.~n 
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. $.\~ ~~ist:"q. ~f!f· ~·-'~~oli 
. :~UT:XON ·ffO~. 8?-n:s . 

. ~~. ttie ~?. :rf.~l•co ;~~t. c~tsiti~. t.!i.~re1n~tt!' 
.~~.ilfs·.~i~slqn··1 · • ._~;,• ~ti~. ~wi:~~. ~i:~~i to~r.atao.tti th~~~iniifi:.~~· 
•.S.:iiil;~it.a•) ~ri~,~·~: !~~;;-~~~ ~o• r.,;#)o/~~-~~a'~1:~1ii~r 3( 
t,i~~J ~~{· ,. :· : .. : .. ·•·. . . .·· 

· ·~tav.:s ,. ~~ .t~iit O't JJ.•id° t.:.-11« i.~713~ thti•inait.tr.. ttl•. .. . . . ·~;;·· ·.,-.'. . .. . .. · .. 

w.t:;:,•·d ~~ fo~r ·.n li1'~.~~:~~ '1't.~~ l'.iJ~ ye~ri:, ~~~ ·: :.: ./ 

··~:;:tt~;~~~~~~~~i~~~~~~:::: .. ... ~ ·~,.· .. ... . ·. . . . ...... ·· ... ~· -· ...... ·~· ... ·····,·· ... . 

· l.'t:OJr.c!aco · thii¢,li\11t~9't th~ ~~i!-x"> ._ ~u:;tll\'il tiy. •t:1ii t11ro~9k ttih.: • : ... ,. . . . . . . .. ·······':;:·:···:'.. .. ~=-··· ·: ~>'. 

.. i::c,~1siQn.t Ji;il~ 

.t~. ~e· .• C.:~:1:~t~~; tf g;0

~~;i~;~!:·~~~j~~:~~:~i!f.!~~~r:1:· 
~t>11~i~tiou~ ''~~.-~~ ~'~~.f~i·~iilcii )it .. ~&.• ~~j~~ .~r·ti.i~·.Yu.~ .;;;; 

.. l.#~ ~ht: il!a~;; tro~· tfb'i.a•: ~!S:Si~D to. ~.i of ··1KJth .~ia ~i:l~fi~uc11s 

·i~~l· c;~~zJ:$:h:n~~:::~r.~!!:~ ~::-2t~~:~~~::~::~~~::~! ~n.a· 
·~uofot,io~ ·ao. &i .. ,u_i;; 41i~avirr;i ;;i~:~\f~~f!~~~~ (or ~:.~rc:li.~i:~ and 

. c;.i:: ~! ~~Jts r.t1!ltl9u~~g 11io~~~t:r1 and. 

. wl:avis; ofi.··~~citior il~, tiieF thi:i: ca11111111ion:' til'la5'tt!d 

·· Jiil~Qiu~loit Nt;1~ tJ~.:.1111;,. ~PP.'~'itii;J ~-.,itii ~~)Ao~s1.;to ~a :c:1°t ~~ti 

th111 ¢ont1~~11:iµ~ i)r~~i::ti)'· •!H'S ~~ pcoti•i;ty vhl~!:I. l~ .\';b~. •ut>~!!O.~ ~i 
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~'·· ~ :;;·~~<. . . 
'~·.. ..r:· J: .. 

•tlii! .Lease,. .'-ibieh l,eit,$~. !lo, L,ol<.i~Sl. coJ!',i::eni;;~& oil tti;i c\Q5'1n9 6l j;h.~ · 

· •'~l!! gf uld,,contl~uou~ p~~ll~~~ t.o th~ dty~, ·.and· '. 

w~:£R£:A,S,_ t:~1.5. c~~il~:I~~::~vAµIJ~ ~o- ti:mfoa.t'll, th~ Leilli.e 

efic¢t ive lilll o.t ~~ d&~l;i' C?f t.iiii ci_.)i;ing (If tli~ :&111. Qf i;~~d 

~~?p~·rt~. •ticl ·.co.minco~ciat.f;.t..·:·~t ·-·thw t~ .. :~ .... :{· :;.~!~- °!..e~=-~ :N.~ ... L-.1.?S~.~i°~ 

n::11; t:h1i:'~fi;)i:~, Pe.' ):t: 
~stiLvtli. th~t fhts i:oiil~i'sdo~· 'iletcby a).jprpv~~- tl\~. 

. . . 

J;gre=l:lert. Terininatiri"1. t.e1111e, vb.(eh /\lJ.t~t1:1~:r1t' 11;, C().ntafo•i:i ~n. i:.Mi:, 

·. .··... . 

l'UigH<;i{ Rµ;or.i11i;:tJ: •. t:l1.at t:l)ls t:oir,\\l.it':s1<7r'f; h~~~6y. r~g4~~t;.$ t.~e 

Boa.x~ of./iupuvl1u;m; ta apfiro"I,~• 15,aJil.:· t.9~e1:;-o:\l-; ':!.'i!~.mlnst~!"P. i:;.t;iJs:e I 

and b<:: it 

tttil:l'.Hi:ll: Jb;;~(;>J.'Ji!'.P th.at. t!;l:' ~or·t 'p~~l't:t()r :hi li~r~'by Oh:ec~~-~ 

fo t.r~:n111>~t eophs of .thil!• E~~oiu-;;Jon i:~ t;he f!ayp.r: .and Si>lltd ~£. 
SLipt!:rvt~orl! of .the" cl.ty and Ccdnty of• Sari runcfiSco. 

l he.nJJy ~.~(tl(y i:h,ai: tf\~ f<?r~g(:ln<;!. ~t::it;~u~ion "l<.I\ .!)dopbt<~ 

by: tlie .San !:'r~:ncl:in::o,. i'ort Cqh:<:o{~c;fo·';I i.::t -~·tit. l;)~et:.~1\<; oct, No"elf .. ~r,. 
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l{te9td}n9' #qti~iitt\d .by. 

1'1tl~,~\U"iin~i: ~r.d;:Trw(Co11;~'1Y 

Whiin' ·i:ecordcd r.illll tci 
_(;_:··. t:_~lt' ·Cµ~-f~!<-~ :·' . ..?_~~:r_·c'~~)~;·:.::·~~ 
-:\~~ :'. ... :f;;.!·tt::: p :~,:~::fJ~~~~-~.- /~O~.i. . ~-~ 
:. .. : .j • li;a .. ~,C-t·1~\.r 1 t~~:;·~1Jr rf;". ~~~t~:-

Offfciat· 
. Sp~ci! .. ai:icv1f ~.is n#ii . !~*' ¥.co;d~l';' If US!!: . 

. .· . . . . 

t'(ji'!,v.u.µ~LF:. cbN~~Qi;AATip~; :;-l!:~d.pt;· qf µfrich is l:terel:iy 

aCkno1i1ladgei:t, THE: ~lr;;;StEl\l~ P.\Ct!?IC MI:Ll\01)!.)" C()i',,P~. a. cali!orn;!.ii. 

1;:1m:;:itii,Han; ~ta~ttir:~ he~ei;;y·~!Wi1s' tothedtt 111<~ co~ Qr 

SAN FRAlICISco, .a. bbtly coeyorate ~nd poi:itlC,~ Grantee, ~n. that 

c:~i:tiifo ·Fef!l .Pr6P.e:.rty · :S:ltuii£a iii th~ C~i;:Y a.ii.4 Co!lrii:y 911 !># 
Fr.artd:scc;, sl::a~c.. of c11ii.iorrtia1 incite plll'.'.ticu:iitr.iy de11C1'lbeit in: 

f:)(liibH ·;.;~t~tta~lie_d h!ti:ri!;'.o ind hare,~y ni.aae \11 ~!ifb. hi!~iaf ~$ 
. . 

.£1.q:iy u ii: tie.reiil, ?tat.. fo;i~fi /.\~ .. length, - :· . . ,; . 

EXCF;li'tW'G ;\!JO< RE:SERV:IN!l TH.ElU:t'ROii to .tii;imtdr,. :I.bi. 

$1.1.ci~~ti~'!,j:SI an.d a:falgn.s foreif.a:ii; ii;l.~. :i:ti,niJ:rais', cAl1 9<;~.'.ind 

other· !iydl:o·i;ai:bon S:uh$tllni::as billoii l\ depth· ol:. s'oo f;,:,;t;.:uf: .sAid 

·ie.ai, i?.toJ?ei:ei, \f 1,thc?\i~ th~ ti.;iii:: 9~ $urfa~~ 'enuy. 

'scta.:s£6' To. \:;h!l ll~n i:if cut:i;~n.t tu~~ ari~ US~$sl!ienl!s. 

. . . 

•' • :·:~.-::: ·'"'"'"''~''."'"~""' .;;-.~'"'·'"W"'·" ~••v:;,;,·,":;.:;,\.,"':-'.,.;.:.;.,~~· ... ~··•=•-~~."°' ........... -"'>"-·-'~; £'.>.<.<:.:-"<:<'1"~·<~•'-'"-""-"•'-"'0-•·:..,.,..;~,~"'-''.;."""·~"'-"""""'':"'"v":"'"';""~~YO~>X"'"•'""-"'"''"'-''''''''"'"'·'-·'•:Ov"'-'v 

i> . •:i.i.L T ..... ~."" -f• .. ~··-·---·- ···-~.:.._._,~ ~-''f 

.. 

:.: .. 

. j 

.f 

·.w::· 

~ • 
• #•~-~ 4.1 •• !+. 
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. . 
,: . . 

siflri;: o~ t;i1l'.f.o~.,1A. r 
i;rn ('t~rr ~otiittt at S?\1{ tf!liSCISCO l SS-. 

011 ~~ii ;,_.,t,;,. iil;;Y. ·o'( 0t?;...,ntf4t , ~9 7J, .h~.!o,,-~ .nli7f; . · 

g,.it-U\ i4~ H>::CLl.l~. jj 1.jota;y.;i\il:i~k in 11~4: io~ •~Ii .Hi~ thy·~~ 
•., • • •. • •'"•,- • ''" ' -'• I ••• • • • • •••:'" :• •' ,,· • • 

C:ounty o.( Siin fxaliclii::o, s.tafo .c;it C_.l\li.fo~h!<t~ te;lii.J.111:1 ·t,'i.e,rt!iit, · ·.· 
' . . . -.··· .····· . . . .. ,•• 

~u1Y cpniotl,:siio~~d.'a.~ii: ~l:'~rn, pe.tsa::ill:liy ~pfile~r~A 7\• =E~ ~ittt...i:W.-i.· 
. nn4 L[J~ P.~.~~E,. kn~i'.\ 1;0 li'4, ~? 'tj~ ~{·Prt1#i!;i.an"t; ll'1:;\i #~~ .$eeretllt':(, 

r~1;1pect£~e.l!(;, 9£ 1~t ~i::;:rl::fU!' ~iii:l;r!c AA,:r~:~;;?· co!-!P.w~; tjrli! · 

:r;:~::.:::~: ~ :·.=t,;:~=~~:~;~,_:t:::,··· 
11;5~. purs1.1a;it; !:O .:ft.~ .p~-~~~.:;i1 · 6l:'. a. i~s~·41,it:Iqji .of' id: Uo11td ct.· 

.... , . . . .. · :·: · .. 

i;N ~I'J;Jl:iS.~(ii!1t;ii.£o~r r lirive, il!i-raU$1ta #ii in'J-· hhll!l 
afff~!!d ~: !)*t;c:tzp;. siiiili: ht°·~. o#~~I!. :i.1' ~~ citt arid c;:iij,iicit At 
.!I.an fi;:iliipl:ieti:i: ·1;.~~ .iii!f. ·i.u:trl y"'!;ir i;1: t.ti1,s, i:~#.iffoae"' .fh.Jt. a:bove 

~rl..ttllll,":: 

... 
;;.:.~; 

~- : .. 1i ··1. · . ..._.,/ .. : ... : 
-~-~- 11.~~5· 

... .. , 

11 6 

·j .. 

+.·· 



•.• , • srriJA'.rr: 1". th~ Cit:f anlj. .county :or S~n'henc1sctt1 5t;i!t~ 
cir \:,µ;i!'orn.ta, d,~sct'ibed. as .r.olloi.r~Y ·· · 

)AR~ yo, '\t. 
. !lf&1nn1ng> a,t a. poin:t. 011 the e4~tiirJ}':. l~n~' at j:riil.!lltlA. 

Street dtstan:t; thereon l\'77~00 r.eet .. ~outherly tioi:r the <SOU:th-
cr:ty: #fl,e;_._• tjf ~l'.1#.st .. t~.~t a:_.~:\/!di:in:i!a;_. tbun<:e.· sc;itii:. hi!r,1r_al.6rig' 
said eu.ta.dy, ):1ne pt_ Indiana, St:;ra~.t'f 3~~~()().~eet 1 .. ~ the: 
Jiortl'l9tlY: linti . ot Tillar.1F .\itritel;•t accor.d!ng}::o •!P.ap. :Sho\11.ng 
the. W!dellin~:.o:r: 'f.1.ilii:t'~ Streat befya'!)l.'l'\)i?'c!, and .!ndiI(tlA ···· 
S.treet!"; r~corded Jil.ne lS :193~.in !3.oc:ik 11~ or M,!p:J at 
Paga 761, .~11 .the O!fia'!' of the} ~ecci)1ar or ,1:1:111 !:!1t1: IUld .... 
CnttiiJ:y of ~l!.n f)'anc~.sco:; 1;henc:11_:, at a rilht· ant:l11 ee:S~~.rlY 
a.long sllid n~rtrerlr.'·llne .or, Tul,~e: ·~)ir.l!et,. :wo.oq. f!'ei; 7 . , . 
to the )l1t.ste:rlY line nf: H14."lil,9otA Street;i thence at a· rii:llt. 
iN;.· l.!!: :npr.tltQtl:( Alopg. s_.a!\i ·.i.i~s .. terlt lin. !! _pr: i'!.i_ .~esot;a.· s.tr:e_e~t·, 

.. 3~6. oo . .te:l!t i t~ tlta south.ar;),Y: l~ne or .,Ur_!n Str11e.l1 accotdini:: 
Fo "HA.P, .Sho~i; 1:he O~eti.!.pi; -0f: >fa rill; S~reet be,t\.iaen.:Ii:ldiw . 
a:n~ Te~Qssee. Str.eets. i. recor~e:d ~¥ l(,J · 19Sl in Book ~H.~ .o_r 
Haps at Page, l\i:1 in. rlle Of!'i.C:ll pr s!i.ia A,et:ordnr; then<:~ ·~; II. 
r1g!it, • nni;le vesl;etl:;t .along !la.id ~ou.the~ly lif\11 of. 1-!al'i.ri . · 
~t.:r:~~ti 2.00.00 1'e!!t1 to the poJrit ~r 'beg~~j· · 

. . ... · ... ;?iest.r#.iii iit. a po1nt pti. thtt_· .~e.:iterif lJ.nf. ~t r~n.6~~-~lld . . 
s_trei;tt d,i;I,~R.Ji~ tpl!reon: ,lt??•,00 tea~ ,sou,thet:lY. 17rii~ tll_e southerly 
l,i,11e or· . .J¢i:ri:I· Str,eet:. &?!. "1.1-dened;; them;e ,sout;herlY, along .1111.i!l ..... · .. 

. i~~~~'!~J;~0~tf :~;s~~!~~Iri:tto3~~~0s~~~~t~h:.%.~~~~:rlY 
o.f: 't\llar~ Streat .'1etwaim '.l:hird .ii¢.•• !rid1•$i. :st;-eilts1~, ret:or.defl 
.;Tttne 1~ 1 1'1J2. in !,look 11W'.·ot. }{Qp:S '111:: bgil (6i· _·!,fy tti;e- Oi'r!t:e. r;:t 
.tJ;1~ .~.'"o:rdel': Cj1' _th.fl. CitY Md Co'unty. :a{ ~&.f1. Fr,a:rtci~o.o; thence. 
at a r!.:g\lt .4ngle westerly al.cog· 1\1!-l:)i; northerly. Hne o.('. Ms.):'!! 
S~r~!l:;t, 200..00. J;~a~, to ~he en:t~11r,;l:Y :l;inli' o! Htn,nesota Sxre!l.H 
.~nonce !l.t.: a :t'.ight: angle nort;her;lY aloni.: s_e,id. e.Allt~r.l;r line. i)!' 
Mil!l1esot~ ~~e.e<;;1 .31+"6,00 1'eat1.to th~ s()ll~harlY lij.ie .at !f.l!:ri,n 
S1":x'~a.t, ee.cordi!.J.Si ta. 11H<!P 'Sb.O\:rin&. j;he OP,·11_iiilig .or l'.ar1n.:Strerit , 
b!;itilii!ii:i' ltidi&l'!ll ~!Id T11n11e.:s''.~e'. ~.1-i:eet,\1 1 , rcac9rded, !fay 1"01 ).9-51 ... 
,in ._:J\)O~ "R't or. 11.!'"Jls; ,a.t. P,age J.t+J iri th.e O!'r1c1! pr :s.ei~. flet:orliel;'l 
th~nce !\.~; 11" right p,ngllil ea.star;.y along. !lai.d ;sou1:\\erly. line· 01' 
.~iu·;ti Street1 200~00 !ii~ Ii, j;q t_hli: poii}t, of be_i;1riniri& ~ · . .. . . . . 
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Rccon:Jiog~cq~$1lt!d. ~YtllJQ 
When' RecprdedMuit lP~ · 

ClT'fA~D :Co:ONJ:V OP'Sl\N FRANClSC<) 
· S~n 'f~Jnci~o Port Cornfni~slbil' . ... . .. . . 
Pforl · · · . 
Sari :Ernricisfo; CA ·94l I i · 
Amii; ·Nfil ft S.¢.~hrt. . .. . ... .. ..·. . 
(Slilfo of Culirorrifa'Ot'fichll uu~.hicss · 
Document 11nfllie'd fo Fi"ec'Rccordut}on 
. Pur5ilufit tii dovc~TriunicMc: $¢~dtiti 6 i o~h 

. . 

........ ,-:~. . .... · .. · . 

. l.Jncuntptqry1\nn~fefTn.f!li $h; This in~t!iJrmmUs ¢:<emlJ! fmmboeumcniury Trunsfcr'l"iu;: 
· - .. ·. ·· · ··(~j"Jl.\cea~w~Uji!{%(!forRccortlcr·~u\;c~o~lyj .· · ··· ·· ·· 

· .~.· .... · ·w .\\b04~c-rq · · · · ·· . · 
' >~ ~(~~\\ ~l )r~~ QUrtCLAIM llimn ' 
~r\16y1 LDr . r, P;l K '?11l ·· · (ConvcfJng Purifon 9fs.Wt;3M)> . . . 

\V.H.~REAS, 'h.!?. 51,"A:l$ l:>f C.f\:qFQRl\JA •.. udJ!ig ~y W.19 ~hrough:t~t: STi\ 1}:; · 
LANDS cb~1}(tlSSlON · (''.Slufoli ()r" "C~irnmissfon:'J, untf the CltY . oi:·. Si\~f · 
'.ffiANClS,CO t''9itf'.l;. u~~i!n~. by 'un~ lhivugh th~ 0 .SAN . !7RAN(:IS(:b PtiR'r 
c'()MM tSS roN erori"l t t:ifrJ.1nil Pl:ll1 J1cn!ina.tcer' a*' ret~~rtellJo i:o.i1~i ive:iy: a.c;· ''Cit)~;;)~ 
J\;.iv~ ~IJt\!ft!f ·\rito ·~lui~ cerfain .s~µwalr·· y.1p39{Wcsfom Pµ0jli~ .. Propci1,:i .f!,~tfofog_I! 
A,g~cmeot Uh:c .;exch4ngC:: Agrecrm.:ri1'')~ dat~<J "~ ttf N:9\·ctnht:r.:!4 •. ~til>.:\;.:tni:i ·. . . .... •, . 

WHER.EASi t1((Q\!.1~1bet~o.~<m:t p~lr.;uantt.o; tp~.nµthority¥CtJ<;>rth iii Settino:$. 
thapfor :no~ Stiltuies or t 9.87; th~,q1mmissi~in up{lfov~cl ·1h~ Exchuhgc Agrccrncrit uri.i:I 
~iulhon7,ctl l~e ~~liY¢1yo( ~hJ\rQU.h¢laiin P~cd (}rt the. !¢rt.%'a11d ~(l~di{_iqf!s ~tt{l_rtll h1 t~o: 
fa change Agrecm~nfrnri4 · · · · · · 

. . WtQ::ItE.A.$~ t~e -~1~hµri$.c.1 Agi:Ci:intnt ~l~' i'.\mh J;t:ict.ufo; ;ippmvals ·. Ci( i(\1d, . 
cq6veyune61 .of .hinus an~t interests: ..tli~rchi by' the' Sfatc · i.';JI'. Cillifdmiu, t.tclh1g · J:jy arid 
,{.hrpugb Jh(Sr~te :Lund.ii (}um.missfnl}. releti.,~ihg ~11i:h: i::in4$ frrif'i1 the public tn1~~ (qr ~he 
purp{jsc$ bfcorrim~tct! nuvigtlifori nn.d: i\Shcncs in e:;.l!\lang¢ tor. pfocfog: ih.e.pubili:'.trust 
qn ¢ei:tuhiJ}.thcrJungs:::.md · · · · · ·· .. . . . ... . . .. 

... .. . WfiEJ{eA$ .•. in'J\lr(her.in~ t~ell!l)(~ tl)e <;ity h~ ~&!1'.:'Cd .to ~q~vey 19%~ $!aff!.()f • 
Culifomiu lh¢ :i:crtain lund..,·. us nfor~ pin:ticultfrly: desciih¢d h¢reinatier·$(! tbutthc' S11itc· 
muy;~t;()l)V~Y ~u~h l;aj9~. to the f;:1ty f~c Pfthµ p~bljq (r:u:;t~-. · 

, • • ·: '. : ~ ,.,,,,,,,;:.,,,.·,.,,."""-·· .. -·-,: •• ....: .. :-· ••• ; ... :..,_.~.,, .... _ .. :..;;...!.. ___ ;.;. .... :.::;_ ... ~o..::...· ... --"'----·"···"-""''''-'-'~-'-···"':. ........ -· • ~-_;,_,_ ~-, •• ;;.,.,.~_.,._...,.,., .. ; •• ,_, .... :.. .. , .. _ ... :,.-..... ....: ....... ,.,..,~·,..,-,, -~·~·"'·'~-.,,,..,,,.~, ....... .,. ............. ~ .... ~~-'~'·"·"'"'~""_:..,:......,..,,....~.,,~ .................. ~,:....,.w.;~,;,,,~"'""'~~;.,;,;.,,.,_,_:_._,.,;,,_.,,._.,., .. ~ .. ,,~-·"''"'·~·-.<:,, ... ~ ... <., : ·"~~., .... ~~,,,,..,~,, .... , .. ~~"· .• ' • • 

. . . KOW;TIJcREfOR~~forvuluilqlei;qJL'IJder.f1iol1~:\lie recejptal:ld . 
4d~qui'idy.cif which i:trc'fipro.py aeld\ow(c4gcd.th~ qtyhcii.hytcic\JSC$, rcmi~ ®d: 
qui~cluJms to ih.eS~te µfly.arid .n!I rjght,.~iUe a11~ in~er~t in. µryd ti;!lhc n;:µI property · 
iotntcd In the Cityand County ofS;ui Frundseo; sw1~o(C:illfornh1. ticscriheCl in F.xhihlt 
Awxuchec,!Jietelo .~p:d ~cpicted{nEihibiJ llµtt~\:~~d.hl!~fo.c;it;!i madt; u.pmt h.~re9f.)o. ·· 
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... , .. :;. 

·· .. ··. ,. 
..': .. ·. 

.· ::t~t~::=~;r::~~~~·:.~t:::i;::oftiao .. ~ 
~~~t~d. th'~··i:if A'day of F~~~a.ry~ ::?J>.94 

··':·. 

:RECOl\iUVIBNDED~ 

· · :r>oit±'()FsANFR.AN.c1sco 

Ddfi!!sf.WONG' '.· 
E:~~t~#,f ;¢ ·9~#.~or.;:·; ·· 

. . 

o:enois J.. Ftc~ c~1y A;t19rney 

$v,~fitt~t~···' . 
'DEsCR~r:JON.·C~J~~~D/~PPROVEP! .. 

~t····~4#~. 

"·· 

·'.·.,v·.-t :.~·.· .---••,-,•.'.·---··•·••••-'",. ,,.;,, .. - .... :,.·. ··-·· ,-.. , •''• • .... -... t ••. ·: · • ." ........... , ...... , ... ., ............... ,.., .. ,.;_ .,~ .... ···~···:,.,.. , .. _, ....... , ...... '....... .. .... " .... ,, ... ,_ ....... ,_,. ..... ·- ., .. ,_t., .. ,. .. ... .,: . .1 
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. ' Q.d~~ty:ofStli1 !1r..1ndsc~\ . 
Q'ifFcbrutirf.J..L. 2004~ kforc me. \efalk/-t,~/1 g_~ .6{.(i11rk1 ·: · · •. 

1
. · 

·. · ' · . · .. · · ,Nlitii;>lll'J_ll_tl<!\it;<.lJ'\'11.tt\c1F.~J~Ll\~,;...~•tyl'.ll,l~I · 

. . . :~~d~ullyuppearea . _ · ~·i;· <r ' .. ~eisfuii!U:f\iiOviO'tOin¢. QR . 

,((Jf(iCiulSe:ilJ · _J,, 

. . . .; :· t{'1'0'9*-' .· · ......... . 

· provdl lo mt!~ oil' the biiSis ~if"i-:;ttisfoctorj I 
. f:lyidcnc;i;• (t;i jhe pe~pn(s):. ~vh~e 1:m1J1¢fi; i fa/U.~ l 
subScnbctil to . the wilhfo fosinimerit :ind 
µi:knowl~dgctt"(h ril~" that ~dshc!t~riy c~ci:utcq ·. 
1h¢J~~i:rtcirt hirJ.liei'lifieif.~ulhoii,zed t:unat:Hy{T~J. ; 
und !hi.ii by hi~cr/jhdr ;sigri1iltirefsI On thci ·1 
in~l11JiUC.ii'l the p~f:.>t1n($). (tr i,hc cnLl1y iJptirr . 
'&htiifof\\ihkhihe:P.c!Wncs1uttdfcxcdicd the r 
ini>.111.1mcnr. 

WtrN~S myfomd:u11dofDi;iat:St:~h .. 

Sig~uturc,·7Jf)•t/tfi~h.·'}J .. ·,7/fa~,1-;£(~/iL; . 
--· ~· . .Sr nuturc pf No tu • Publn: · 
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· Siatq QfCUlif omia . . . .· . . . . 
Cotmt:fijf ~tmFrutjclsc~_, :. . · . . :;l W.l.r.: ·. . Al~ ; fl .,. • . 
QJ.l:~lifiii!&.~~ 2004..· );1C(Qpe·me,, ~PftliJit~~-\\,f;tLt.· . 

, .... · ... 

siWi~!~t¢·~!l'14~~::1-1~~~~ 
. . :·~· ... : ··: 
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EXB!B:t;T A, 
,:;. . .. .. .. .•.: 

, iE:GA'.:.i OESCR!P'!'IOR 

. . . . . . '?:.IJ;:~i\TX· SI'.!Q,!;.'!E't' JW ~~t tux i>.llb CCt:r17¥; o; S?-.N C'AA."l(Z~SCO~ S~J;.TS 
O!:". C(l'.;_.!':'9?.~!At DE.SG?.:~E.:0. ,J\S FCL:.CW?~ 

~E:t~G A :t(iR.':'!dH OE' t:AAtEL <it\i' t\S. sl\.to fl\F\CE:'.. IS s?.o\o!N, bN' TAAT HA? £N'rttLEO. \'!-!AP 
OE' ~D~ 'l'fJ\.N~~i:.r..tn. ::N. ':RUST .TC TE&:. C7;T':! PJ:lO COCN:!:''l c-f' i:i'W i:'.AANC!SCO.!', n;LEO I~, 
::ook "Wii o~ /Mrs, P~GES'. ·66 THROIJGI{ '72, OFF:!Cip;:. f.~COROS;. CITY Filo COQNtY, OF. spj;: 
s-?.r..Nctscc, . s±!..'i'E or' t:~ltroRtliP:. J;..i.lt1 A.S ?~_i:.ci!. ''11.~ .. :;s; rtii'!iifa m:si:il1si6 i~ THAT .. 
ooctn·1im .F.E.cti?.ot:ti fl.JI.)' .l:h ::.~:vs ±ti i:'ooK" cl'.a.;.; i:Ms s'7:;, h1:~ie1At. 'i\!toiU:is, q.!-: 

. J:.N.::> COOt-"T:f Of: s;i;.-q FB,A,~(:,ISC'.O;. t{ORt l'~~i!Cti:Atu .. t DESCtU'.3£;) ?8.• fot.L9\.1Si . 

COHt~C!~Gi At' THE :i'.N'l".l::ttS£C'!IoN or Tkt sofr'tRWES:i'Ei.L'l:ti!~~ o't S'E.FJiE: S!'.:'REE1'.AND :.IE 
NOF.'l'.H):!j;'..ST~R!;:'i LJ;tr:: Of ~ilY)\NT STRSS't, Bt:!NG A ·pa:iNT· OR T,P.£ GE,W-MJ; ,Wf:S!J:;~).' L'.!NE 
or ·sA!ti :iAP-cE:t "A>ir T:iiNct' sootltW'lhiL~ 1\Loim• sA10 ,§ooi'~\.i~'ikRtt .. t1st. oF.· silic:. 
s:r~E:d; e2:,;5o f£ET :to 'f!:iE sotitit~!ii'.u.i JiiNt or sii.~1\Ni'· :S1R:tiri ilJti!GE A:f.·.P. )tGr.T 
i;NGtE NO~T£D.STtRti' AlPNG s;i.10 SOl:'l"EEASTt:r.tt LINE: or EiittANT• STREE'.'!t ~i.sb ri:Et 

. -r6 i'F.s: i'N.;.£::tstc!io1.-1 or: orat NoR.Tutls.-taLY Lrns. ·ai. aw srRF.E.t ANo si,.!o ·· 
,SQ!)THt~TC:RL:f; L!~r;: or' !l~'.tANT .. s:rEi;:t! I aE,!'~G . '.t'HE TRUE. l?O!NT ot< BtGil~NIW'i T.HEJ~C::: 
NO~'l'.fiD.STEN-i't 1\L9NG ;~iµl? S~HEASTE:RLY. t:i:it' OF, BRY~b"T .STREE'ri 156 • 09 J!:p i 
T(iEliC~ 11\.T A !\IGH'.1' ANGLE ~OUTH?:l\STEJ:U/!!.r LEAVING :SAIO LIN£. or ERYMT S'l:'~..EEt,. 
l 4:Loo, tti::T ;: "iit£Nti':'t,.T .A RIG'l!T ANGLE souriifiEsi'.c::iU..Y' is a . oo. Fc:t'i ro· sA:::ti · 
:~aRi'?.~'.ft~Y ":.:rNt qr: ·sEFiLi::: stEEit-r.; r.!is~fli: Ai.'· ~ p;fof!T M<itt oo'RrHwasT.f:f\L\' ~<WG .. 
·SA!D Li.$.E::.o~. 'EiA.fa: S'!f~EE':.r i4:! •. QO t c..ST, ':O THE TRUE l'OIN.T OF l3EG!~Ntl!!G •. . . . . . . :~,·::· . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 

Bertie; r. ,P9f1.'.r!ciN pt sti#I<-Ul i~o. 

·;..:.;go esr~G t-.. l!OR'.J;Icit:i os- :.oT o;i,, ;,ss~sso~•s. E:Lb~ 3.·n::.., 
. ·.f 

. . . 
2;;n1o·n·~·~·= H5-0Gf' ..... . 

····:·.-:::·::·:.:·-- ······· ,., ..... ,.,,, .... 
V"' .';<,·,::•','••" 

~: . 
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" .. :;;·:. 

·. ,:·:.·. 

,-.P.O.C; 

PARCEL '·'A.11 -

~~~~.\'l 
" . . . . .. 

,BRYANT STREtr · (82~so· ·wit/EJ: -
f .. 

--~ B<!!._o~ ,'~·;..L--~~-~'-' , ____ '-~158~-~·::o~· o~,k~.·~ •. -~. ~--..:.~~:.;;,...#~~~~~~~!!YLE#;~;;...;,., .. 
-·~ " '' ', -. '.• ">~~> ' i\\ . 

. . ::"· .... 

.· .. · .. :.': ' ......... : ... ,..:/::·-.:··· 

. ·, '·r-11.d~·(111 • 
/:J§£.~v,v1/~;1~~ t.,p'f. · $tU1i' 

lNn 
·_ -~· 
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JF,,:,,;:'R~-. ,,.,: ... ,c.>':':A~~>·, -
· , -• - - ,,MAPS, 66) 
1 · --- (,S~':@~•~;i.J.. - I ,,, : 

irB~4• 
1r Dt<~-P.'!Gf:S_ 66~72; CITY_N!D 
~~~·~,· 

.J,) AU. A.NCLES· tiF' DI~ lJNES Ni£ 
,,, 9<t t/Ni.ESS' o'1HERW1$E IM)t(;A:wp. ' 

. . : .~; .. · : 



· · This i~ to <;erti fythn\ iheinl.~rt;st;irt !'.1!41 p,1v.pertt\:.onv~yed:9yt(le Quitclaim P~ 
daktl . 1 • '2fi . , 2004~Ji0m the Citjland County of San Francisco to th~ Suuc 

. o(~~itomia.l.s)l¢repy.~cci:pl¢ byth~tunptl]ligne~ ofti¢.~r gr agent 011 ~~hal(otth.e,:$!,alr;· 
.. ofC.n.lifrimia·puiSuanttonuthoriiy:tonfCrrcctbylhatactciflhc LeglShiture set.forth as. 

SC<;.tion S,'Ch;tpler·j l Qi Sttuut~;,t.f;JQ$7. a11d.tllc gr;:in~ec ~Q!lS~nlsJo the r.cc9rdatJQn 
thereof~Y. its du1f i.luth0ri1~¢d offi_cer; . · · · 

Outed: .. lil ""<14. - •. 2604 
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..: ~· ... J:·:.:::. ····· 

. ·'·: .. ::·, .: 
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:···· 

---\. ;--··~·-· ---
. ·. ~Si·~~ ~--~-·~_r_. ---'---------..,..-,. :_ .;;..-.....;. ·.'."· 

d ~la'.~~i~eraJ""-:.--.•. _-.. -
~ -~:tiY.Jri f~ . . .. . . 
;J. Tru:itH: · . . 

.. ·J:®a~ni>r~·. . ' ·t . . • .... , •. >··~······· ... 

· r oinot.··· ·· . . ---.-... ~· 
·.· . . . .. · . 

;i~~~tirijj:: __ .-. -. ~ . 

.--.... 

.... .. : . ~~~~~~--·-~-.. ~!Ct.'C~~~~~~"'°"iCSi_ m~ 
·.,t-¢11C-~l/oUf•..o.;.;..;,·,mu..en"'°".'futi.it::W•~c:toP~~·~""''r-.. ~;;,;.. ·· ~"ri-~ ~""''""f'.-'~~~:-
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ctJs'j:oMER SUPPORT LTR 
(86ti};692-1915 ... •. 
SAH.FRA»CISCO COUNT'{ ACC~SSORmECORDER 

·· CITYHALLRbpM196 ..... ·.· ····· '" . 
. 1 OftCARLtON 6.GOODLl~TLP!.ACE 
{~AN'FRANCJSGO· CA !14102 

~HIP. 

TO: 

THOIYIASBARNETI·· 
(415)$50~5023 
1 $6 PRENTISS STREET 

1 bf ·1 

. SA'N FRf\·NCISCO fJA 941 ta . ... . . .. ... . . ·'' ... 

··c···· ·A·· ... ·94·· ·1··· ·9··.·· ·2···· -4· · 
·. __ ··.:.::·.· .. _· .. ;·· ...... : · .. : . , __ :~;·.:··.;··.··· 

11 f 11 ti l lllllll, 
UPS NEXT DAY AlR. ·SAVER . . ·1··· ·p·· • . 
TRACKING.#::1ZA5:,3 F48~$ tQ13'(a113: ·. .. . . . .... ·· 

. l31LLING:.;3RD:PARTY 
:stGNATLIREREQUIREb 
:REF-1:54112~9~ 
REF~:1t418 

' 

... ~··· .~··' 

cui;: 1;i1 WlnJmaQe e~rsy 041:2015 



~-

MaiffaX :statamenlsToand · 
\NhBn rte~rqei:J, Maif ra:· · 
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",;'\:,<f')', ' <>. ,,:< 
."),::· '.: '.\:;; <Y<··". '<·'· /;·. ;>·,' 

.. . . . . . .. . . ,.: ;=,:.-:.:·: .·.·.' '! : .· .'·. .: · .. ·,:··, '··<\\.(>' .... ;:.: ·,·· ... :,. ·· .. ::·,.,·· .. : .... :... ·:·.:.:· ·. 
·;::>:~J; ;:<;~;::r~~ t:i:· .. , .. ·>:. <~:::~:·./::. ,,.... '.::·<:~.~<: 

!~:~Cf" . c(~,'.· 
· .· ... , ,, , • • . " , . anyttefad in tha,titid of. lhe'GiMt® to.the. ProparfY eonvayed by ihiif Granipr ~9.~rdless 

. ; :} : </' " <, .. · O.fJh~, E;ffac,t ofsi.lqh def~[oo th£3' GtaJ1t(:i~'$ right$ (rt \he Pfup~fl.Y; i:inl:i no $lich tjefact· 

. ,, ,: C; . :::;::· /· shall 'be ti~ounds fodha resc1ssion of th rs Peed by the GrB-ntae. .· . . ... 

•, .• ,::.·: · The Gtanteehereln covanant5byand rar·nseif,ihtheira. executorar . 
,'.:: ;:, .:i.' r :: .~dn'tlf,ll~tr~tor.l;. $ucce$iioql ano a$Signs~ 13,nd !;lit pa$ons cta,irnffi9 ~fld~toi Jttro,ugh 

/ ., ; '; ;: ' > ; ~ 'them. as followS: . . ··. .. . 
. ·. . . . . ·. . 

J;; '.H\ •:· .; ······. · (1) ···. tha Granter shalih.ave the rigpt a.Hts optlonto r~nterand t~~ , 
·· ; · , :· ·· 'PQAs~slPfi !Jf- tilt pO.r:~li:ins.·of P!6party witlJ ~i!f!J1pro\i~tn~nt5; forwnrch n.q ~~rttffo~tE! 
'.'.:.'.\'::' ·' .. :·: ,:;,'.' ••• ,- •• ·•.·· evideneing i!CornpfetiotJ11 'of the •tmpi'ovemehts'.' (a5 th'Dse tanns ate defined inthe'Safe 
•• ,\' . · .. ·. ',: - ' ;Agrnemen.t) ttas·b~~n 1$$U~d by Grantoraod' r@prded/~odJo terrnli1A(S ~n.d.;~y~st lri 
... '/ ·,;: : · c.; • tttefGrantof Iha estate tharatorare eon.vayed to the Grantee by.teasoifoHailuti3 of 
•··• > '. :~· ccind!Uon$l,lbse!qu~9t;:lfattar C.orwey~n({e·.ot,the Property)o)ha Gfaot~a \ne·r~ ls(lO' 
.}!.{·: :.•Evant of Oafault by Grantee.With respecfto Grantee's:obllgatfons td.constro.cOmd· 
. ·::;;:" /:" · ·. · : .• ,,·:; camptete ~e'hnprqvert1e11ts·as·s.E3H~rt.1' inS~qtron 11!02\a} oMha S'aJ1:1Agr~$meht that · 
:A/~ ~ ;;;_<· · : is: ncitcuredas provtdedin the Sare.Agreement . . . · . · . . 

:::-\{,;.:·.:::.•: ,. .. · · (21 ··· Sl.lch'.rights.to ra~~nter. repossess, l{;li!Jll;nate arid reve$t.sha!fbe subjoot to-
<:. ' .•.. ' ; JlOO 'tie·· Jimft~Q PY a.rid f11l:Jl;1"' nofdefi;iatiJ13f1c:fi3r l~~<i)ldpr Um~ (Q Mf r0Qrtg$,g~. deed. ~f' 

·. , :; • ·· trust {JrhthEir setiurity inte.,rast ~rmltted b)dha Sai~ Agraa~~rit: (ii) a"y;~ights or tnlarest 
,:;:::; ... : :_; : : .Pi'Pvlg~{j !f1 tM ·~e A9r~.E!fh$htJof.ttie'prbl(;1cilorr c{th~ nc.>tde.rs. <>t~.yc::tr,mo{tgag~s~ · 

'<: · .. ..::> :, ; · deeds of trust or othersecurify interest;.ot{iU) any rightSorJntarest pmvidecnn that 
\\'.: . ,;'•' 'i.< · cartall'.l ln!ercradit~r~9t~eroen~ daJetj as otll1~:tiate:h~rsa1andraco~eg~otUhE:!~arria 
; : '> ' , • , " , : :;,:,;_ day and subsequent lo this Deed in the. Recordsrof th!:! City.: entered into. between 

·;,; .. '.,;····· ·~:~m~a~~v~~;n~:~i~M:~~~~Jt::~rih~~~d~~·~~~~~~~~~:,~deeds of trust 
'.~-,!:::{ 9ro~fs~Ctirity trit$re~ti Ui~it.su~~ors. and ~~sigo~. · · · · · ·· · 

. (3) · ~ilhouf\lmiting t~e f(;rego!flg, a~·setforth inthe lilta'triredlfor·Agream~nt, 
. ' :. ·· . C!flY p;irfy !i®t1ttjpg titre t6 tht;l P,t(?perfy l1Pqri-1or8,e19.$u~ of ~.a,: Gci_n f5~ry9tiQq r;>~e.d 9f .·. 
· .:' ,, Tru~toracceptanc~ by Mortgage Lendetof a deed Jn lieu of foreclosurtf(as those tenrts 

·.>~ · ~@ d~firied lrith~ l,riler¢reditorAgr$ementl (the "$~s0rOwr'for') shall be abtJgate~ . 
· o . to dcimplela Con~tr;i,icitt>ri aftne:;Ptolect (as lho~Et tem.:ii:s are defined iidhe Sa!e ·, .· 

' ,::·;:;:·. · · · A9~~rnEMO genetatty trt~CCc>r9ao9e W.ltfl: .tW3, $~hem.atlc _P.r.awings approv~ci llY. tna ~qrt 
.. , .. ,.. Cotrui;IJsslP.iiRei?Qlutfon Np~ 03-43 (wifusuch phanges astnay be approved by: the Port) 
·······.,:·· µµt!)tiaWnqtbtff6.qli)re.4 ~0C9mplafecqo,stniot1Qii.<?f•tha:Pr0iacfwfflirn.·th~t«nefimne 

:: :, · • · set forth in the, Schedule of Performance! thenJn ellecfurider· tha terms of the Sale · 
>:· · . Agre~ment~ hia~diUon.~ e~~~pfln conri~cittin wittl a.Sci\e otth~ Proparfy oWumoo. 
'.··;~~"~ .. "'. ...... w.··----···aunng the'Rep11reilaSefianoa~(as·provittaain·$ijCtlqn.s;goi·m~:tnlercrefil .. ,,_1or~· .' - .. -.-.-·······~~ 

,. ;.'.' Ag(ea[l)ent); ~l.iQ~ $~ct:~!359f· Owner ~hall nat tia@qt;1it®Jo coqiptywitt.rariy otner 
i: i' . PrQWOllS nt the SBleAgre~nl, · . · . 
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. .. . 

:.· ·: . 

. .. . , .. :~~) ~~9ij_ijgh~.-~~-Gra~tor to_~e~e~ter,r~p~~s~s~. ~~~r~;;':~~_;eves~-s~I~ 
terminate upgn_r~_cord_j:itlo_n of tlja ~rtjH~~ta e~~enging .~Com.pletloD" of the . .,,. 

·. "t '·· . rovementS" aij$cribed JrtSootiorf s.03. of;thjj saleiA · reemsnt· .fri the. casi.=tof a .•.. ·· : . 

. $i~~~;~~,~~~,~~~t~~!!iaf~!!t~:~ 
.. ~-~1~~~%;t~f~:;~i~1~~~~1~:r.hi~rl~~J~~r!f1~~.t1J~¥~if, 
for-e~t;~ ~r,idJli9.:fc>:@er.J¢~tk~tiof P,iet,M1.E!Pi:t tha. r~rnajiltf~r p6r:tic;)n tjf;Se~w.aU Lbt . 

li\1iltiiiilll~1~; 
arkin · s aces ·a · roximatel ·; tso ooo~s· ·uareifaerot. rata1r· · acif.and aSSociatea o · · 

·~~~g~~~~*~~t~f~~tl~~;~r~®ti~!~~~~~~~\i~ 
use~i orf tha ·remainder at Seawall.Lot33o:; Grantee;:rurther arir<nowra'· es:lhai · · ·.. · .· · · 
, .·. ·.·.· .... ···•. -,.,., .. ,, .,.,, •... , .... ;,. ,.,.:·.·:.~ ( ········'.'· .. ,., •..•.. , .. ·.. ..· ,,,,., .... ·•····. ·••·· -· :·.··.!········ .. : •.. ,.... •. ····-'°· ............. 9 ... ,.· .. ,;. .,. . . . . 

. &>nsid,~fatiqn P~.d oy Grantee' f,orth~'PfopertY r~fkibl$ ihe p<?tantiaJ.Jrii'P,actS from $i.ich: 
···· ··dev~ri;Jpirie.nt;·,; .. ~:- ;''·:---"·· ···· ·:·"·· ··'._:,·:··:'"·• · •. -:.~ -~' \--~·-·:' · : c ...... ;. 

. .·• ·. . · 'ltJ~: l~n~9.Q .?lf'.Ki ag_reE;~ .thP.t ~ ~gr.earo~nt~·•and ~yenan~·:$&~1Lb~:g0yetj~nts • 
runn!rig WitMhe land and that' they shaU, in .a11yeven~ arid wJUi.qut:r~ard'totecnnical · · 
qiaS$ifiC~Jlpo·or a~sipoation·. li;ig~tor·f.lttierwisa, i~ndex~pf oriJy asoth~rwise. ·· 
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spe:elfica\ly pro~ded in ttiik Deed »sBif1 to U"ltf fullest ex~$ii.t @rfn~¢.d by law an.d aq~ity,, 
binding ror the benefit of the Gr:Clntor, and shall be enfdrceiab!e to the eXtent provktad 
.herein byJh~ Grantor againstJi1~'Grant~a and its sticc~s~r;; ancl ,assigns tcfor of t[ie . 
Pf'Pperty or any lntereshherairi. · · 

. ; . . . 

. .,. .. lNWrtNESSW}:if::REOF, the undersigned has executed thls.instrument tlils 
~ fd-h dayof. feibruaryi 20Q4. .. . . . · · 

RE:COMMENDED: 

POAT OFS.A,~ FRANGISGO 

oo~SF••WONQ 

APPROVED As TO FORM: 

Dann!i:i J; Hetrer:a, City Attorney 

BY:~·.'. 
-~$.i!µl.Q . . L 

Deputy CityAtlQrneY.~ 

. ,.,.· 

CHECKED/APPROVt;D:. 

By: ~~'F .. -~~~" ~~:::::::::::::::....._ 

GRANTOR:·. 
cirri C6DNT¥oF:sAN 
F8ANCISC01 
achattarClty'andCotioty .. . ·· 

ay:~~ 
Acfln~;t Dlrectorof Property 

_,·, ·:··' .. 

. : ,D ACCEPTED as of ~ts . \:if day pf Ml\£ c rt·. 
.. .. -sAN FRANc1sco cm11sE TERMINAL uc. 

,~--~::~:-¥.:;r-~----~-~~---:~--,~~----~. 

Tttle: Ma(iaglrig Rap(~s~9tativ~ 

4. 
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··.:· .. ::.: 

··.:··· .. : . 

.•. 

.. 
'.CEftTl~CA;JJ: OF''.,CKNC),~QG.f.JIENJ 

!"":·:·' 

state:o; carifomfa . . . . . 

g;uf:;;r:r:t:_._~]_·::. r. ·L~_A_?.1·#.''!_~twJ_._1~~.B.·.·-_f_:_ ~.·. ~~~; 
pel'SQ~~ny. .appearec.J ,.,.._ ....;...;;.:·'>;;........;,_;..._;... __ ·J=-_,;....--,;.:_.;..;;...;..~--....,.......-....,.,....,,...,...;;.;_.;..,.. __ : .... ___ ... · . 

. ·-- .. .· ... ::· ·:· ··-···,:.. . ····- ··-· ... 

Proved .to nufortthe basts of satisfacto · · · .·· 
. ,,:;-- .· ;·:.:..)l; .· . 

"·· ~ ··~.: :.';.. :. ·;.~ ··.; 

-·: . ~::- -·: . · .. -:- •. ' :.·. l ... ': . . . . ;: • .. .-· ... ._;:_ .: ... :·:; -~-
::~-

·-~·-

. \ ... 

·. "<9ffl~~f·~0~ 
: .~ . 

:.:· -: : · . 

;~~: . . 

~~'!lrL:J!Lf.~~ 
· ..... ,, .. 

·~· . 

_ .... ,_ 
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(Qff.iciat $ea\) 
<t'--

·. - ·. . : . . . .. . . . . 

. ' ..... : ..... ,. . .. ·• ... : ···. · . 
. ::- :~.>_· :;:· .. 

......... ::::-· .... :::.'· ... 

. .. .. . 

WITNESSm)'handand official seat. . r/J . . AC '. , .·.· .. · . . 

Sigri13.~11rs~~· · 
·· .. ·. $1na\ureonr:~ .·· 

-'!"; 

133 



:''. .. ' : 

AL!. ?HA'f REAL PROPERTY $!TUATED ltfTii& Cl1'Y' AND COON?\' OF SAN F.Mfieisco, STATE: . 
or, 4tironNIA, PESOtreto AS'. F:Ot.ioffs: · · ·· ··· · ·· ·· ··· · · ' · · · 

CITY •. Jl'llD; ·COUNTY'' . O~ ·. SAN rnANCtsCO ·· .SfA'1$ OF' :: "CALIFORN:rA .. INSTRUMENT . r..'O. . . tl {c'&E- Sffitik> ~-: .· . . . . ·"'. . -~ . . . . . . . ' ..... ... ¥. .. . .. :· ... . .. ' 

. . . ·' ~ 

.· BEING .A roar10n :oF SEAfflU.L 330 •. 

-~o· S~!NG'*-"PORtI~:.ortot·dl/ ~~ESSO~? aLQCJ{·;371~~-
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. ~ . , . ; . 

. ·.·.· ... ·.·····) .. ::.:·:= .·· .. ·. ::· 
',_: .. 

·-=·~*•t:..~: 

~-......,.....,....,.....,.-~~ ....... ~ ....... --~---~·----~~----~~~- ......-'--,---~1_,..._..,._.....:..,-"-. -------····~.,,. 
:::·: 

TRANSFER TAKAFFIDAVtT' 

MA6ELSTENG 
ASSESSQR!REOO~J.?ER 

. FOR.RECo~C:~ii·~~·o~ry~ 
oiicuimirli'scirics N~mbti'r! · · · · 

!:"-:- .. ""::·: ~- ,-= ·' l 
f.totlcE:.ANV MATERIALMISREPRESENTATION•OF fACT IN nus Af'FIOAVlT ISAMISOEMEANOR 
'0NoEli.$FCTION:1116'0FTHEREAL PRO#EmY'TRA~SEiti"AjcoRrhi:-IANCE~ ANYPl!RsONWHO. 
MAKes:sucH AMIS?RESENTATION I~ sua.iec;r·.ro PROSECUJIPN FOR.SUCH OFFENSE. 

l, LQdAJ1000fP~E~' .... Bioc•-- - - p~~.n: f,t J.. ~ ..... -. 
~,,011!'.A~tas~ St.!4w~~\_wJ ~-q-:r·~·- ... ··· · ·· .. ""-·-'· .. ~··· 
o~eribed®,JJnefiHsfltibare1:0rded:·· ~~.~. ·--.·-.·., '·""·•-+ .. •"' ., ,,,, .~"""'-' 

2, ISTHISAfOREQ.LOSVREORATRUSTEESA°l,.E? tJ Yes ~o (tlyq~, ¢omp1~1e !hill s~tlon. r(i:ici. 

prnce6dfo#3>' 
a. IJ;(t:a Trnosferao ih'?:aRneite4!ry or MOfigsi;sa ...J i'n:s d. !'lo.' 

lL Pleas~· ptil*1,l t-ra111c::of l'wst~~:-~---- [i~t11.•~t Ills? ari{nrt,a·i Oat'~1.ifTius1.: _ ~-

:t iS'.fHISALEAsE? j 'i'e:l ~'(1iyes;.a)mpielelhiss~11:1io11. i(no; ~:ric#,1i b ~.:·1 · 
il, . is remiJ!.'ltn!l lerrrt:pi 1r.ase {nc(idinu.te~1tW# opi'Jo.nn~riimcqn?.11 ~Q year$?' . • 

. :i yc; PNoJlf)iti, ('a:t~i~ ~~\. . · . . . .. . . . . . . 

ti; tt.V115;_suilmita .:tifiy·o((e;t~:~su:tiitn~ry'!:ir.·,~.'1~rms 
Consi\®railaii v~J\l~?ftfias~ tfrdef!n~r . . 

·>·"··.~·~.~ 

Con5l0otation\/iiiua al kJ~ehoid (ff jiot d~fiolte}. 
r.. Enior anmuill ~1,iiiie Ga for tall calctiiation .. ·. 

-----~ .> -. -· , .. .,,. 

.. . .··· - ..... .' ..... ' ··.·:· . ·.· ......... , 

.. . . .. • .. .. ... -- ..,,.,. 

.. ,... . .. . .. , .. ~:-.- ...... . 
. .. 

...._ .. A~~· .. -,,,,·.,,.,,,. 
·· ......... _._. ;,·. 
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~·~· ~: ... --· 
.. ~ .. ;. . . 

' .j .. ____________ __........_. .. ______ .. ~.:. -···:.· .. ::.:~:~:-;.:~.-· ~· ·-·~;;-~~·-.. ..._..._.,,_......,._... 

s: Wv!~µ~Tirt~-~E.ftTAX: ~ DUE)=gk;/\fi~ r-_JPT~~!='l"1N~~OVE? 

a,, 1,f ye$.explain jiJny! · · · · ' ••• ·• . 

· · c2i ·:TI)~ ~I Wi.iy: yoo crintend. no trarisfat· tex is diia.: 1C:fa1; adciluor.a1 napt-c~· ii ni!c:essary arid 
· ·a1!adl cop!f!!i offjieot:<h! b(®~~nis iiiJPPoroniJ ¥er.ii' ct~~ · · · ·· · · ·· • · ' · · 

. . . 

~:: .:·.,.'. .. ,· ,,.:~;~i.~.~··.~ . .:::-:-~~:· >·::" ~::!:. : ... : ... 4,:;.~~;,;. >;~ii.>' •• ;,;'..,, .~; ~ ~:~~~'~ ··?"· ";::o;. 

. ···- ·. ·-
.i~~.:'i'*-'*-"" '.~•~" ·T,-.•f ...._,. ·,.,...,. _ __.___.,-... ·--;r;.u;· 

Jl•· .. ~· -· --. ·-~ -fi--·-·-· ·. b·:.. -·-·--· ..:.--· · ... -·-· ·-*-. ;~ if· .• ;....;_ ;...~. :.~~.7"'r~· 

·HQ.nCE:'Al'iYMATERIAl.~A'i'lOOOF.FACTIN.TtaS:AifiriA\ltriti'MtSDel!EANoll'UNtlsR'SE~1'f?tHlF 
rl-iE:REAL PHi:lf'Eiin• Ti'IAAsen.rAit &o;~ .Aki ~ct:vw.·t;t~liE'i ~.1;w .!\ t.11S.1Rti>~: t~'ik»4'.i su1iti:or to': 
:t~RbsEcui'~~l>l!t,dtlf~; . . . .. y. ' ' ' ........ ; 

~~'.(ll,1!1>c!t;: 1 ;11 i:-~in.~1t~ a; 11;111.~.'tl!S: Sllii,Fr.li~~. l:h f..:1;;;:~":!-to:: :: 
· .... ... · · .. flllll"lll~t .. '115• ~55!lo1 . • .. · . ~ F1i: t.:i l~l'5!'~Hl'tt . . . . . 

~oocmir.oo, · f Ps ~-~:u,Ji~~~r.O.Q'.Y'ti."··~'.10!!.~ ~.rt:.r~~~ 1~ "~· )i ~~. 
f~•14.1!11~.'i'1 : .F;Q: t~~~·~~.tf!.il 
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[' .. 

. PARCEL A:'. 

A~L.. THAT ¢.~RTAIN REAL. P~.C.WERJY ·.$1.TUATElt JN lH~ C!tt' ANti C.oliN.JX Of SAN: 

. A1ANCl?CO; STATt 'Pf 'CAlJFQRNlAr. ~.~!NG P.AROE'.1,.S A,, ~· a As $fi¢WN ON THAT MAP r.1n~P 

~R~coRb pF SPRV8r'' ~~~s oR:rorJ lfAs.c: AT ,P:I~~: 7tr· RE¢.P~QEQ ON APRIL 750>: :2qt9:· ~N' 
MAP .BOOK FF PAO.ES S9~61 OF ·SµRYEY MAPS ATTfiE OFFICE OF THE RECORDER:: Of' TH~ . 

Cri:Y ANO c6U.Nli of' SAN. fMNCl'.Sco~ . OESC.RISEb :AS FbLLO.Ws; .. 

BEGINNING.· AT -A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY' PR.OJt:CTION ·of THE EASTERLY LINE: OF 
> > > ••• • •M . 0 • ". • • • '' " . . • • O ... > • ,. ·M:· '> ' • • "o: • • > .~ • 0 > • 

.. Ml~H!CJAN m'R~ET (80;00 F.~b' WiPEl 01st:At{r q.55. ~obT NORlH~a..4Y fR()M rt$ 

. INTERSE~TIO~t ·wrrH 'THE: :~Ol)TtJE8~Y. PN~,'OF lW'E:NTIITTH SWEE[ (s.9:;(jg FEET WJOE}, A~ 
sP..;io .stREEts Exist rooAy: fiuNNtNG:. tiiE:J\ict;. E:AsttRLY PARALltL :10. r.HE ~so1;rtt1~RLY tJNE: . . ·. . . . . . . . . . .: . .. . 

:A::~T~.::~;:0~~~y1::;:.:;~ ·~~:c:N~' $::"::4:~~~qr::r·. ·. 
. : 2;$i?t-3.~ F;tJ;:HT8ENC.E ·So;crfHWtS. .. 1 E:~LY ALQN,G:· ·i\. 1ANQ~NT GVRV~ 6o.N¢AYt TQ THE; 

· $oUr8wt~t ·HAY!N~f A RAoiws' -c;~ -:2~~60-rtE:r; A C.E'.Ntl<AL ANGLE of'.· ~it:o..o:'o.o'\ ANo AN· 

. ARC .oiSJANCE OF 39~.27.:FEET; CONTINUING.: THENCE·WESTERLY TA~GENT TO: THE.: PRECEDING .. 

·.· .• GURVE $4.fS: FEEr! tHENGLAJ A Hl~HT. AN¢tE 'S~UTHERLY 106.84' FEET; ·THENCg ·A~A. 
HIGHT: .ANG~E WESTERLY 417.55. FEa; . rH'EN:ciE' AT f.., t~1:0HT' ANGLE. NQf{fHERLY 1: H_.36, REEJ} .·· 

.··::~!c~:~At!t!~~G~~R::~::l:~~::~~~N::fi:t~~~r(;q~~~::::~~·.·. 
NORTHERLY 2$2;()3:. FEET;. tHE'.NCE Al A RfGHLANGLE EASTERLY 1.3.20 FEET Td THE tRUE. 
•• •• • •'•• 0 ... , '• •• •••""" •"' ..>•, • • "''• • '• • •• ... , • • .••••,• '••• ••M •••,• • • •''• •• • ••• •" • '• •••••• , ..... • 

.POINT QF ·B~G,INN!NG~. CONTAININ~i'. f9.1.;gs3 ~P4AR.E:: FE,sf . Qf'. 4\~Qt MPBs; 'OR. L.E~~~ 
·: ~X¢EPTING:: tBeRtfBOM ALL S\JB.S,l}~FACt MfN'.ER~L. bEPQ_S!"I'~~· lffcLUPING Oil. ANO: GA$'; 

PE.fQ~Ws.. t9GfilHEff~ W;TH JH.E' RJGHT qr lNGRE$S :AN.P;· E.G.RE'.$$ . QN :,$AID. .LA.NP .fQ~ .... 

.txPLoRA110N~ PRt~uNG AW! gxrRf\~tioN J>P ·s1,,1q11 M.JN.ERAt_~ orL A.N~ c~ RE:Pps1~s;~ :A$ 
· EXCEPTED AND RES~RVED BY TtlE.: .STATE OF· CALIFORNIA IN THAT CERTAIN ACT QF 

Lf:~i$!AT.1JRe; (ttt~ ''.~_q.rrrgN. Aot".J. :$.IT F9RtH. JN 9Hl\Pf~R 1 ~9;:l gr tH$ '.~tAT(J~E'.S.~: Gf' . 

t9,6S AND.• AMENDMENTS tHtREJO~ . A.Nb: UebN: . tERMS- ANO.·. PROVJsl6N~ SEi FQRfH THEREIN~ . 
. .. . .. . . . : . .. 

. . . . 
)I ·CW.U:'.t:f· tJWlll'll!. 
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, > '<S\t' ~ROJ'.E¢:tA.REA,:(;;;1(P):E)t7p~.,H,r$TOT C(,)R.!E):< ' 
.·:-.,'. .:::· .. 

ALL. tHAi ctRTAiN REAL P11oi?e8t'c situAr~o 1N' rH.r::'. clry P:l'io ¢out-Jrt or:- $AN 

fRANCl~¢o, ,STATE Of CAllFORNlA, 8t1Nt PAi{CELS, C; b '4c t ,As . $HOWN' bN 'T8.At MAP 

TITLED "RECORD OF SUR\.'Ey 656§ ORTON LEASE AT PIER 7q"· RECOROto oi't APRIL 30; 
. . . . . : 

2(j f$' QN M.~P $.QO~ 'f"F PAGE;? 59-§1 . bf $I:,JRVE'( Mi\PS; AT TH~ 'QfFIC,E:, OF Tffti 

RECOROER OF tHt G.D:Y AND: G()UNTY Of $AN· FRANC1$¢b; J)ES¢Rl'B,ED AS FOLLOWS~: .... · .. : ..... · ... ·... .... . . .. ·.·· .. ,.. . .· . . . .. . . " ...... ·.····· .·. "' .. .. 

CQMJJE,:~CING AT THE PQINT Ot JNTER$.ECTION Of THE; NORTHERLY ~INE~OF TWENtlETH 

$'rRI:E'r ($.q:,:qo i="Ettr VJJPE) At-ID tHE:: Ef\$TER\X LINE q·F 1L.t\N91$: ?TR.l::Et (s,o.oo. re.El 

WlPE)i AS,· SAIQ: ;>TRE:ET$; ~;<tsf JQPAY,: ?A!tf POiNT 13EING TH~ tRU,~ POINT OP J3EGINNiNG; 
. . . . ·. . . . . .· . . 

RUNNING~ THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG THE EASTERLY• LINE OF iLUNb1s,::sjREET 2fLSO· f;EET; 

·THENCE AT-A ,RfGH.T ANGLE WE~TERLY 4~bb F'EET: TH~Ndt AT A Rlb}it ANGLE lib,RTHERL'( . 

; t2i .so FEEf:, THE~¢t AT .A R(GBt ANGLt ~$tERlY 4;QQ FEET; tHENcE'. AT A RfG.8t ANG~E' 

NbRTHtRLY' 4"~67 FEET to A ·POJNT ,qf:f JHt. $QUTHERLY WAq_ ()F' .BlHLPING No.. 4-q; !8EN¢B . 

At A RiGl{r i\NGQt 'EA~l'.ERL,Y fg;5p FEEf;' 'THENCE ArA RlG.Hr ANGLE NO.RJHERLY 25'.78 
. .. ·: . . : · .. · .. . ·. - : 

FEJJJ THENCE: AI A RIGHT A~GLE;. EASTERLY 11.aa FEET; THENCE AT ,'A RIGHT ANGLE 
. . . . 

NORTHERLY '18.99 FEET; THENCE: AT A RIGHT ANGLE 'EASTERLY SB;78 ·FEET;,, THENCE Ar A 
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EXHIBIT B 

DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS AND FACILITIES 
REQUIRED TO SERVE THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED IN THE IFD 

[See attached Ten-Year Capital Plan FY 2015-2024 Update] 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Capital Plan represents the guiding document for the Port's capital investments, and 
provides an assessment of capital needs, the investment required to meet those needs, and a plan 
to :finance them. The FY2016-25 update of the plan reflects improvement from prior year plans 
in the Port's ability to address its capital needs over the next ten years. While the overall need is 
still substantial, some of the strategies the Port has put in place are beginning to yield results. 
2014 included a number of major accomplishments: 

• Completion and opening of the James R. Herm.8n Cruise Terminal; 

• Completion of Cruise Terminal Park and dedication of the Lucy and Fritz Jewett Grove; 

• A comprehensive review of the Waterfront Land Use Plan (''Waterfront Plan") detailing 
major Port accomplishments since 1997, including a review of 120 major projects 
representing $1.6 billion in public and private ,investment; and 

• After 15 years, the successful disposition of the Port's Drydock #L 

Since its inception in 2006, the Capital Plan has provided a solid framework for the Port's 
investment to maintain and enhance its assets. In particular, the Port has utilized the plan's 
findings and priorities to guide issuance of its revenue bonds as well as preparations for the 34lh 
America's Cup. 

In the past four years, the Port has seen a dramatic uptick in capital investment, with 
approximately $160 million expended for a variety of projects that have advanced the Port's 
maritime commerce mission, brought people to the waterfront, and made substantial progress 
toward reducing the Port's capital backlog. The James R. Herman Cruise Terminal project, park 
projects, and the City's commitment to host the 34th America's Cup drove much of the Port's 
recent investment. 

These experiences yielded important iri.sights that have advised this plan: 

• As demonstrated by the James R. Herman Cruise Terminal and the rebuild of Pier 29 
after a fire, the City has the expertise and capacity to direct major new investment within 
a very short timeframe; 

• Port Maintenance staff are the Port's most cost-efficient and effective means of 
rebuilding most pier aprons and bringing pier sheds into code compliance; 

• The Port excels at designing and building public parks and managing historic 
rehabilitation improvement projects; and 

• . In order to deliver major waterfront improvements, the Port requires a comprehensive 
strategy to obtain entitlements and regulatory approvals, particularly for in-water 
construction. · 
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percent) to state-of-good-repair projects and $16.6 million (or 5 percent) to capital enhancement 
projects. 

Internally-:Generated Fnnding Repair Enhancement Total 
Sources ($millions) ($millions) ($millions) 
Port Capital Buill!:et $139.5 $16.6 $156.1 
Port Revenue Bonds & COPs 41.2 41.2 
Port Tenant Imorovements 147.4 147.4 
Total $328.1 $16.6 $344.7 

Externally generated sources include (1) development projects, (2) general obligatiqn bonds, and 
(3) grants. This plan projects these sources to generate $509.1 million, of which the Port will 
apply $160.1 million (or 32 percent) to state-of-good-repair projects and $349 million (or 68 
percent) to enhancement projects. 

Externally-Generated Funding Repair Enhancement Total 
Sources ($ millions) ($ millions) ($millions) 
General Obligation Park Bonds $5.6 $55.5 $61.1 
Federal & State Grants 0.4 24.8 25.2 
Federal Railway Administration 0.0 2.8 2.8 
US Armv Corps ofEncineers 27.5 0.0 27.5 
Proo lB. RM2 (DTFT) 7.6 89.8 97.4 
Develoument Proiects 119.0 176.1 295.1 
Total $160.1 $349.0 $509.1 

The Port's Ten-Year Capital Plan continues to evolve since its inception nine years ago. The Port 
has used the information that the plan generates to develop and implement its legislative and 
financing strategies to redevelop the City's waterfront, fulfill its public trust mission, and guide 
the stewardship of its.extensive assets. 

Since the first plan in 2006, the Port has used this document to guide a total in inves1Jnent in 
excess of nearly $220 million in non-developer funding. Still, a persiste:i:J.t gap remains between 
1he Port's available resources and ever growing need It is a clear challenge, but one 1he Port has 
demonstrated it has the fortitude as an institution to meet. While the plan is a forward looking 
document, it is our history of continual improvement 1hat has generated opportunity for grow1h, 
and leveraged even greater opportunity. It provides a solid framework and confidence-building, 
holistic view of the Port to interested constituents, as well as to general aQ.diences. 

This year, the Port Commission and Port staff will commence a public planning effort to update 
the Waterfront Plait wi1h the help of 1he Planning Department, the Bay Conservation and · 
Development Commission and 1he California State Lands Commission. This effort will be 
informed by the 10-Y ear Capital Plan in a way that was not possible in 1997 when the 
Waterfront Plan was first adopted At 1he time, 1he Port had some understanding of the condition 
of its assets - but not the Portwide, strategic view afforded by the 10-Y ear Capital Plan. 
Through 1his planning effort, 1he Port Commission and the public will have an opportunity to 
align the 10-Y ear Capital Plan and the Waterfront Plan, as the Port strives to develop strategies 
to reniain a strong steward of its aging historic resources in the face of major challenges 
including seismic risk and sea level rise. · · 
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IL . INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the Port of San Francisco's Ten-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Year 2016 -
2025 (FY2016-25). The Ten-Year Capital Plan (Capital Plan) is updated annually and provides 
the public with reporting on the Port's capital strategy, including a comprehensive inventory of 
the Port's facilities, current conditions and capital needs, and available and projected capital 
resources over the next ten years. It is an important reference document that supports and guides 
capital expenditure and investment decisions by the Port Commission and staff, and also is 
included as a chapter of the Ten-Year Capital Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, 
which is updated biennially. 

The Port produced the first ten-year outlook of its capital needs in 2006. That achievement was 
significant becllcuse it provided a complete inventory of the Port's facilities, which span 71h. miles 
of waterfront stretching from Fisherman's Wharf to India Basin in Bayyiew-Hunters Point, 
including piers, wharves, roadways and upland properties along San Francisco Bay. The Port 
undertook a laborious process of characterizing the general condition of each of its facilities in a 
newly defined capital portfolio, including generation of estimates for needed capital repair, 
proposed enhancements and seismic upgrades. This, together with a reporting of various 
existing and projected sources of funding, enabled the public to understand for the first time the 
magnitude of the Port's capital needs, as well as the limited resources available to address them. 
As reflected then and in this current update, existing and projected funding continues to foll 
short; the FY2016-25 plan identifies funding to address approximately 30 percent of the needed 
investment in "state-of-good-repair" work to maintain facilities over the next ten years. 

As a routine matter, each year the Port staff has updated the Capital Plan to incorporate new 
information learned over the previous year and improve the Port's overall estimation of the 
condition of its capital assets. Over time, an increasingly valuable aspect of the capital pla.nning 
process has been the review of emerging challenges and. opportunities, and the public discourse 
around the values that guide capital decision-making at the Port of San Francisco . 

. The appeal of the San Francisco waterfront to the public is broad and varied, and creates a 
thicket of competing demands that sometimes are in conflict. In response to a 1990 voter
approved initiative (Proposition H), the Port Commission adopted.the Waterfront Land Use Plan 
in 1997 - the Port Commission's principle planning document - which provides a framework to 
reconcile competing waterfront interests including public trust, maritime, public access, historic 
preservation, urban design, environmental, economic, and community values. 

Because the Waterfront Land Use Plan is reviewed only every five years, the annual update of 
the Capital Plan has grown to reflect more frequent changes to the policy landscape. The Capital 
Plan, like the Port's two-year operating and capital budgets, is subject to cost estimate revisions, 
changes in City reporting conventions, and new capital needs that are often defined by changes 
in uses of Port property. While this year's Capital Plan reflects the Port's priorities for capital 
spending, ea~h iteration reflects changes in both estimated need and available funding. The 
Capital Plan is also a repository for the changing financial tools and policy approaches Port staff 
is pursuing to revitalize the waterfront. 

4 ' 

149 



DI. STRATEGIC OUTLOOKAND CONTINUING::eHALLENGES: 

·~i~:~~!:!~s:~1:~e!:!t:f~%~:·f;~~~~~!~:!!::·;~~:.~a::s:~~!and 
·:ma:· otrehabllitatlo · · ofitir:ficilifres; The:Porfs'Watet.fi:ont Land'Use P.fan'"e.· Jicitl ···. 

J:fu1mc;:,~l~~:f.Qr ~¢.EliW~lfI&ti~3.1'~P,~i~:7Q.h?S~A~wqiw.~~4 w¢.leat.1.l~.eqt~ #J.cr,~~~~ h~t$4t 
Hmifs,fo·enable foasible':redevelopmeritjrrthese.ar:eas. Potential maritime~indu:strial usesiin'the. 

150 



Port's Southern Waterfront are also likely to require increases above existing height limits in 
some cases. 

Following on the passage of Proposition B, Forest City California proposed and qualified 
Proposition F for the November 2014 ballot, authorizing an increase of heights at the 28 acre 
Pier 70 Waterfront Site from 40' to 90'. While this was lower fu1m the heights of up to 230' that 
were contemplated by the Term Sheet for the site endorsed by the Port Commission and the 
. Board of Supervisors in 2013, the proposal conformed to massing exercises the Port produced as 
part of the Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan. Proposition F passed by 73-21 %, allowing 
environmental review and related site planning efforts to continue for the Pier 70 Waterfront 
Site. 

In the past three years, the Port has seen a dramatic uptick in capital investment in projects that 
have advanced the Port's maritime commerce mission, engaged people at the waterfront, and 
made substantial progress toward reducing the Port's capital backlog. Much of the Port's own 
investment over the past two years was driven by the City's commitment to host the 34 th 

America's Cup, which required targeted investments delivered by the Port and its contractors at 
Piers 30-32 and Piers 19, 191/i, 23, 29 and 291/i to :make these facilities safe for event participants 
and spectators. These included major reconstruction of the Pier 19 south apron, which ri.ow 
serves as dedicated open space, new power distribution in the Pier 23 shed, substantial 
substructure repair to Pier 29, ceiling truss repairs in the Pier 29 shed, and rehabilitation of 
structural elements at the marginal wharf underneath the Embarcadero at Piers 30-32. 

These experiences have yielded important insights for future Port capital planning: 

• As demonstrated by the James R. Herman Cruise Terminal and the rebuild of Pier 29 
after a fire, the City has the expertise and capacity to direct major new investment within 
a very short timeframe; 

• Port Maintenance staff are most often the Port's most cost-efficient and effective means . 
of rebuilding most Port aprons and bringing Pier sheds into code compliance; 

• The Port excels at designing and building public parks and managing historic 
rehabilitation improvement projects; and 

• In order to deliver major waterfront improvements, the Port requires a comprehensive 
strategy to obtain entitlements and regulatory approvals, particularly for in-water 
constrUction. 

Pursuant to direction from the Port Commission, this year's plan continues progress made in 
recent years to expand .and stabilize 9apit8.1 funding from the Port's operating budget. Port staff 
also has continued to refine the capital project scoring process, with an inter-divisional focus on 
project readiness and financial outcomes. 
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Capital Project Investment Priorities 

The projects and investments prioritized in this plan are guided by criteria the Port Commission 
believes respond to basic public safety and environmental needs, optimize resources that address 
the Port Commission's fiduciary responsibilities, and strike a balance among diverse public 
interests. Port staff used the following criteria to set investment priorities: · 

• Basic repairs and improvements to existing facilities that support continued leasing and 
revenue generation; 

• Infrastructure improvements, including seawall, substructure, and utility repairs that 
respond to the shared objectives of protecting public safety, improving environmental 
quality, and responsible stewardship of historic resources along the waterfront; 

• Improvements to retain and support San Francisco's diverse maritime and industrial 
tenants; 

• Investments in waterfront parks and public open space that meet public trust needs and 
acknowledge the increasing role of Port lands in addressing City economic and quality
of-life objectives; and 

• Strategic waterfrontaevelopmeri.tthat leverages private investment to support City 
policies and transform the waterfront, while reducing the Port's capital liability and 
enhancing land value. 

Waterfront Land Use Plan Update 

As described above, in the wake of several ballot measures adopted by voters to limit Port 
development and to require voter.approval of waterfront height increases, Port staff has initiated 
efforts to review and update the Waterfront Land Use Plan (''Waterfront Plan") - the Port's 
guiding policy document- in keeping with the requirements of Proposition H (1990). 

Port staff published the Draft Review of the Waterfront Land Use Plan, a report that documents 
120 major Port development and capital project ~ccomplishments sinee 1997, analyzes 
development projects that were initiated but were not completed to glean lessons learned, and 

· makes preliminary recommendations to the public and the Port Commission about issues that 
should be considered in updates to the Waterfront Plan. The Port accepted public comment on 
the Draft Review through November 30, 2014, as the first phase in a broader public outreach 
effort to update the Waterfront Plan. · 

Port staff intends to develop detailed recommendations for Port Commission consi4eration for a 
public planning effort involving San Francisco Planning Department, BCDC and the California 
State Lands Commission to update the Waterfront Plan. 
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Through its 10-Year Capital Plan, the Port bas established a process of prioritizing available 
public funding to :finance improvements to Port assets based on criteria established by the Port 
Commission including return on investment, relationship of the project to the Port's maritime 
mission, public safety, regulatory requirements, protection of cultural and natural resources, etc. 
As part of the effort to update the Waterfront Plan, Port staff have begun assembling information 
and analysis about waterfront-wide issues including the age and construction type of the Port's 
historic piers, sea level rise, seismic risk, historic character of Port facilities, open space, the 
public realm and waterfront transportation to enable the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, the 
Port Commission and the public to form a consensus about how to guide public and private 
investment on Port property going forward. Preliminary staff analysis developed to supiJort this 
effort suggests some major themes: 

• There is not that much Port land available for mixed-use development Much of the 
Port's 670 acres has been developed for long-term uses or otherwise are dedicated for 
open space and maritime uses. Approximately 44% of Port property, or 298 acres, is 
used or reserved for maritime uses. Another 131 acres, or 20%, has been turned into 
open space, or is planned for open space. 18% of Port property (120 acres) has been 

·developed for mixed uses or is leased. Approximately 8% of Port property (51 acres) is 
in various stages of planned mixed use development, including two new neighborhoods 
at Pier 70 and on Seawall Lot 337 in Mission Bay. Port staff has identified an additional 
5% of Port property that is still un-programmed, but is likely development sites; 
another 7% of Port property .is characterized by "engineering, economic and regulatory 
challenges" which could or could not be viable development sites pending :further 
analysis and public dialogue. · 

While there has been significant public focus ori. waterfront development, as the 
waterfront matures, development will slow over time, and the Port will require more 
public funding to address key infrastructure requirements. 

• Rising sea levels and the City's fu.ture flood protection needs pose a serious challenge 
to the Port's traditional model ofredevelopingjinger piers. Some piers are subject to 
current flood risk in a strong storm (100 Year Flood), and the piers will become more 
flood prone over time. With rising sea level, the construction window for repair and 
maintenance of substructure decks of finger piers will become shorter and shorter making 
it quite expensive to repair and maintain the sUbstruct:Ure decks. The concrete degradation 
due to corrosive marine environment also is expected to accelerate. Considering all these 
facts, Port staff do not consider additional 66 year leases of the piers advisable without an 
identified solution to sea level rise; based on current projections of rising sea levels, 3 5 

. (or 30) year leases may be tlie longest advisable lease term. Lease provisions that allow 
early termination for sea level rise, or two way options to extend leases with solutions to 
sea level rise could provide a similar solution. Port staff needs to evaluate solutions to 
protect piers from flooding, such as flood walls or raised floor elevations. Other 
approaches to protecting the Port's historic finger piers, such as restoring bulkhead 
buildings for public use, and keeping pier sheds in light industrial use, also should be 
:investigated. 
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• Addressing seismic risk to the seawall and the bulkhead buildings that mark the 
entrance to the Port's piers is a clear priority. The Seawall.Seismic Risk Analysis will 
analyze seismic arid liquefaction risk to the Port's seawall in a major temblor on a nearby 
fault If the study identifies that the seawall is subject to significant movement during 
such an event, it could undermine the bulkhead structures along the Embarcadero, and 

·· damage utilities and the Embarcadero Roadway, including San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency transit infrastructure. The study will also provide high level 
conceptual design solutions to mitigate this risk. 

• There is strong public support for the Port to continue its plan implementation efforts 
at Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337 in Mission Bay. Due to the Porf s public planning 
efforts that preceded selection of development partners at these sites, and the close 
collaboration of Port development partners with the community during development 
master planning, it is clear that there is strong support to continue these development 
efforts. Both projects incorporate site and design measures to plan for sea level rise. 
They also will fulfill important community objectives of delivering new open space, 
rehabilitating historic resources, bti.ilding new green infrastructure and providing market 
rate and affordable housing to addr:ess the City's housing crisis. The Seawall Lot 337 
project will require voter approval of proposed height increases. 

• Additional neighborhood planning is needed in the South Beach area and in the 
Northeast Waterfront iiUhefoot of Telegraph Hill. These neighborhoods have recently 
experienced developJD.ent controversy that warrants· additional planning to rebuild trust, 
and are the primary locations where. the Port's few remaining mixed use development 
opportunities exist. These neighborhood planning efforts will ex.amine land use options 
for under-utilized piers and surface parking lots and related urban design, transportation 
and historic preservation considerations. The Port Commission has also directed Port 
staff to develop a Southern Water.front maritime/eco-industrial master plan based on prior 
public planning to direct continuing staff efforts to develop its maritime terminals and 
adjacent backlands. · 

During the public process to update the Port's Waterfront Plan,. Port staff intends to use the 
lessons learned from the 10-Y ear Capital Plan to enable the public and policymakers to 
understand the unique :financing and engineering challenges associated with historic water.front 
infrastructure and buildings. Developing a clear understanding of the limits of when and where 
public and private investment can be snccessful ill upgrading existing assets win allow decision
makers to decide when historic assets are truly beyond their useful life, and when the Port should 
begin envisioning new maritime and public trust improvements that are resilient to sea level rise 
and can serve coming generations. · 

Continuing Challenges and Opportunities 

In addition to the investments needed to maintain facilities in a state-of-good-repair, there are 
other issues that may pose significant challenges in the future. The most immediate concerns, 
and implications for this and fature capital plans, are described below. · 
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The Seawall: The seawall and adjoining marginal wharf that run along The Embarcadero from 
Fisherman's Wharf southwest to Mission Bay constitute the City's primary flood control system 
along the Bay waterfront. Collectively, these interconnected structures form the essential · 
foundation of The Embarcadero Promenade. Built in segments from 1876 to 1929, the Seawall 
was and still is a major engineering achievement, established tbrough the creation of a reinforced 
rock dyke, supported by concrete and wooden piles. The Port has maintained ongoing efforts to 
repair the seawall, which is a contn'buting historic resource in the Embarcadero National Register 
Historic District. 

These structures continue to function as originally designed. However, recent and planned Port 
construction projects, including the Pier 43Yz Bay Trail Promenade and Brannan Street Wharf 
projects, have uncovered aged and damaged elements of the Seawall, which supplement the 
growing repair demands associated with maintaining the marginal wharf. Increasing concern 
among state policymakers, including the California State Lands Commission, the San Francisco 
Bay Conser\ration and Development Commission (BCDC) and the Joint Policy Committee, 2 in 
addition to knowledge gained through flood risk and sea level rise studies the Port has conducted 
or has underway, elevate the urgency of developing a City strategy. 

In 2014, the Port Commission authorized an earthquake vulnerability study of the Great Seawall, 
which was awarded through a competitive process to a Joint Venture between GHD, Inc., an 
international professional services company with an office in San Francisco, and Geotechnical 
Consultants, Inc. The pmpose of this study is to take a comprehensive look at the earthquake 
safety of this portion of the waterfront. Specific objectives of the study include: 

• analysis of earthquake behavior of the seawall, bulk:b.ead wharves, and adjacent 
infrastructure including the Embarcadero Roadway; · 

• assessment of earthquake damage and safety risks, including SFPUC, BART and MUNI 
infrastructure 

• forecast of economic impacts; 
• development of conceptual level earthquake retrofits for the seawall and bulkhead 

wharves; and 
• prioritization: of future improvements and/or further study needs. 

Additionally, the study results will assist the Port in planning for and implementing adaptation 
measures necessary to address sea level rise and climate change. At the early conceptual stage of 

1 The marginal wharl: or bulkhead wharl: is a piled structure built parallel to the waterfront along the top of the 
seawall with the purpose of exteniling a deck over the water to provide berthing for ships along the seawall and as a 
connection point for the finger piers, which in many cases were built later. The marginal wharf was built in twenty 
one sections and varies in width and construction, lhe newer sections being constructed of concrete. The marginal 
wharf also supports the bulkhead buililings along The Embarcadero. 

2 The Joint Policy Committee is a forum where the three major regiuual policy entitles, which include BCDC, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of:Bay Area Governments, resolve competing policy 
objectives in order to provide unified policy guidance to Bay Area local governments, The Joint Policy Committee 
has been charged by the three agencies with fimher analysi..s and public policy guirt"nce to focal governments that 
are exposed to risks of sea level rise. 
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this effort, Port engineers are suggesting a wide potential range of costs to strengthen the 
seawall, ranging from $50 million (for relatively minor strengthening in a few locations) to $4 
billion (for complete replacement). Costs in tliis range are beyond the port's ability to fund with 
its own resources, and a combination of sources will likely be reqUi:red to fund this wor~ 
including local, state and federal sources. A major goal of this study is to produce a eonceptual 
seismic design for the seawall and bulkhead wharves th.at can be incoiporated in the City's 10- · 
Year Capital Plan. 

Tidal Flooding and Sea Level Rise: In 2011, the Port completed a URS study of sea level rise 
along the north.em waterfront, analyzing potential :flooding impacts assuming 16" of sea level 
rise by 2050 and 55" by 2100. In 2013-14, the Port participated in an inter-departmental task 
force called SF Adapt, formed at Mayor Edwin Lee's direction, to assess the potential impacts of 
climate change on the City. A Sea Level Rise Committee of SF Adapt was tasked with · 
developing guidelines for incoiporating sea level risk into capital planning for the City. Port 
staff participated in th.is Sea Level Rise Committee~ which developed Guidance for Incoiporating 
Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability, Risk and 
Adaptation. This guide is intended to be a "how to" guide for capital planners, presents the most 
up to date science on sea level rise and lays out four steps in the process for incoiporating sea 
level rise into capital planning: 1) Science review; 2) Vulnerability assessment; 3) Risk 
assessment; .and 4) Adaptation planning. 

The Port and BCDC also initiated the Mission Creek Adaptation Project as part of an 
international collaboration between the Netherlands-based Stichting Delta Alliance, several City 
departments including the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Planning Department, 
the Department of Public Works and San Francisco Environment, BCDC and SPUR to develop 
sea level rise adaptation alternatives for the Mission Creek waterfront area of San Francisco. 
Mission Creek is one of the City's lowest-lying areas and is vulnerable to flooding from sea level 
rise. This Project seeks to build the capacity of San Francisco to address the risks of :flooding 
from sea level rise and storms by developing adaptation alternatives for the Mission Creek area 
and continuing the exchange of knowledge and information between the Netherlands and 
California. The primary objective of the project is to develop sea level rise and storm water 
adaptation alternatives for the Mission Creek area portion of the City's waterfront based on the 
findings of a high-level vulnerability assessment This study will also provide the Port with 
concepts that could address future flood risk along Islais Creek and other parts of the waterfront 
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BCDC-Port Cooperative Planning. As part of the planning and permitting process to entitle 
the Pier 27 Cruise Terminal project in 2012, the Port and BCDC have been managing a 
cooperative joint planning process to identify additional public benefit opportunities along the 
San Francisco waterfront. This work relates closely, and will be integrated with Port efforts to 
update the Waterfront Land Use Plan. Public benefits include the improvement or creation of 
new public open spaces and public realm, and improved connections that create continuous · 
public access and enjoyment of the waterfront. One of the priority opportunities is to create 
landscaped improvements to the Ferry Building Plaza on the bay side of the Ferry Building, 
where the Farmer's Market occurs every Saturday. It bas become a major public gathering space 
and should be improved to be an attractive addition to the Port's waterfront open space 
system. Planning work is in the early phases and there is no design yet, or cost estimates. Any 
significant improvement to create this public plaza is anticipated to require substantial 
resources. The Port would evaluate tax increment proceeds from Infrastructure Finance District, 
tenant contributions, future General Obligation Bond funding, along with grants and other 
funding options as part of developing an implementation strategy. 

At-Risk Facilities •. The Engineering Division regularly conducts inspections of all Port facilities 
and records and categorizes the condition of more than 350 structures, including piers, wharves, 
and buildings. Based on the structural. condition of the facilities, the division makes 
recomniendations for occupancy loads, load restrictions, barricades, and warning signs. The 
inspection :findings also are used to document maintenance and repair needs. · 

In 2013, the Engineering Division updated the Port Commission on the status of facilities that are 
load-restricted (yellow-tagged) or fully restricted (red-tagged), based on the Facility Assessment 
Program. 3 The Engineering Division has updated this report, which will be heard before the Port 
Commission on February 10, 2015. 

Yellow-tagging and red-tagging are engineering risk n:ianagement strategies designed to protect 
the public, Port tenants and Port staff. Red-tagging involves closure of a facility for use and 
occupancy until safe occupancy can be restored. The red-tagging and closure of some of these 
facilities could have a negative impact on the Port's operating revenues, which m turn would 
impact the ability to fund other capital improvements. 

The 2015 engineering report lists 35 facilities as yellow-tagged, with at least another 10 years of 
adequate performance, and 22 facilities as red-tagged, predicted to fail within approximately five 
years. The Engineering Division will continue to monitor these facilities and impose further 
restrictions as necessary until repairs are made. Consistent with the Port Commission's 
mve~tment criteria, revenue-:-generating yellow-tagged facilities will continue to receive priority 
m future capital plannmg and allocation decisions. 

While there are no revenues generated by red-tagged assets, nevertheless they pose a risk of 
failing and triggering an emergency repair or demolition, and possible closure of an adjoining 
green or yellow-tagged facility. In some cases, red-tagged facilities may impair the Port's ability 

3 "Informational Presentation on the Port's Load Restricted (Yellow with Gre.en Hatching-Tagged) and Fully 
Restricted (Red-Tagged) Facilities," February 7, 2013. 
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to utilize an adjacent green or yellow-tagged facility to greater potential by restricting access 
(especially fire egress). While some of the red-tagged facilities may never be repaired, others 
may still be brought back into productive use with sufficient capital investment. The Capital 
Plan reflects efforts to address three of the 22 red-tagged facilities: 

Facllitv Remediation Plan 
Pier 31 Port Engineering is preparing design plans for 

architectural, structural and utility improvements. 
Proiect will be bid in2015. 

Pier38 A private development partner has been selected who 
will refurbish the bulkheiid and portion of adjoining 
shed; possible phase two refurbishment may be added 
to address remainder of shed and north and south 
aprons (inCiuding seismic strengthening of shed and 
substructure) 

Pier 19 North Apron Port Engineering is 90% complete with creation of 
structural repair plans. Repair to begin in the 
summer of2015. 

· As part of the Facility Assessment Program, the Engineering Division will continue to monitor 
red-tagged facilities to preclude the possibility of a significant collapse without warning. Repairs 
to additional red-tagged facilities will be funded in future capital plans as revenue sources are 
identified. · 

Under Pier Utility Infrastructure. To ensure compliance with regulatory standards, the Port 
instituted an under pier utility inspection and response program. The objectives of the program 
are to: (1) ensure that all under pier water and sewer utilities are inspected annually (consistent 
with the Port's pemrit requirements); (2) identify active leaks or highly vulnerable conditions 
that could lead to pipe failure; and (3) take corrective action to stop leaks and prevent failures 
which could result in an illegal discharge into the Bay. 

The Port's Maintenance Division created a scorecard to record observations and assess 
conditions based on visual inspections. The Division has documented a response protocol that 
will be followed to address the :findings from inspections. Work orders will be generated to 
address detected leaks or critical conditions that pose an immediate threat to water and sewer 
infrastructure. Non-critical conditions will be documented and scheduled for follow-up 
inspections on an annual basis. The Maintenance Division initiated inspections of all piers in 
2013. Funding in the amount of $250,000 annually for the illspection and response program is 
included in the two-year Capital Budget, and anticipated to continue throughout the entire period 
of the Ten-Year Capital Plan. Larger repairs (such as completely replacing water and sewer 
lines) are beyond the scope of the inspection and response program. Instead, those needs will be · 
incorporated into larger plans for pier improvements, such as the development projects described 
elsewhere in this report. 

Southern Waterfront Revitalization. The Port continues land use planning and maritime 
market outreach to update plans for improving Piers 80 to 96, :including the Piers 90-94 
Backlands in the Southern Waterfront. Much of this area is underutilized and represents a major 
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opportunity for increased maritime commerce and complementary industrial uses. This is the 
remaining primary area within City and Port jurisdiction that can support the unique operational. 
and transportation access requirements of maritime commerce public trust uses. · 

A recent economic benefits study highlights the value of maintaining and expanding industrial 
uses on Port property. The report4 estimated that Port industrial and maritime tenants generated 
over $785 million in annual economic activity in San Francisco, and employed roughly 2,400 
workers (2011 data). The report also noted the policy benefits that accrue to the City from the 
Port's industrial and maritime property, including: retention of targeted production, distn"bution, 
and repair (PDR) jobs; a concentration of potential incubator space for fast-growing "creative 
industries" and innovative business ventures; and positive environmental outcomes from 
businesses operating in close proximity to their customers. Additionally, the report found that 
wages in industrial jobs such as those located on Port property were, on average, 24 percent 
higher than retail and personal services jobs in San Francisco. Operational benefits to the Port. 
include diversification of the real estate portfolio (which helps manage risk) and uses that are 
consistent with the Public Trust Doctrine. 

In 2011, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) awarded the Port a $3 million grant for 
signaling and freight rail track upgrades to the Quint Street Lead, a one-mile stretch of track that 
connects the Caltrain main line to the Port of San Francisco Rail Yard on Cargo Way. The Port 
is focused on enhancing freight rail access to and from San Francisco to reduce freight truck trips 
on regional highways and city streets. Freight rail is also an important element of the City's 
emergency response plan to serve city evacuation and clean-up requirements in the aftermath of 
a disaster. 

Given the size and location of the Port's Southern Waterfront assets (including unimproved land 
and underutilized piers), Port staff are pursuing a number of key initiatives to improve the area. 
These include a joint project with the Department of Public Works to competitively bid an 
asphalt and concrete batching plant to supply City paving projects and an iron ore export 
terminal. at Pier 96. There have been expressions of interest for these and other uses, but 
significant improvements to infrastructure and enVironmental restoration must be undertaken to 
make the area viable. The Port's proposed $19 .5 million request to fund capital projects includes 
notable expenditures to improve the area, including $8.5 million to fund the Backlands Project 
which will grade a 17 acre underutilized area, pave a portion of the land, construct a roadway 
and install solar lighting, fire hydrants, composting, restrooms, and a natural based storm water 
management infrastructure. Improvements will accommodate the site for leasing for 
construction laydown, vehicle parking and storage types of uses. 

Any such improvements to Port Southern Waterfront property must undergo environmental 
review pursuant to requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, under the direction of the San Francisco 
Planning Department. Given the types of improvements contemplated for these Southern 
Waterfront properties, the Port anticipates the requirement for an addendum to the SoU:-ihem 

4 ''Economic Benefits of Port Maritime and Industrial Uses," prepared by BAE Urban Economics, December 2013. 
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IV. CAPITAL NEED ESTIMATES · 

The FY2016-25 update of the Port's Ten-Year Capital Plan identifies a total need of just over 
$1.62 billion (plus an additional $476 million for conditional seismic work), primarily for 
deferred maintenance and subsystem renewal work required on Port facilities. For purposes of 
this plan, ''need" is defined as projects required to maintain Port property in a state-of-good
repair for existing use over the next ten years. In this context, need excludes seismic upgrades 
(which may or may not be triggered by code requirements) and capital enhancements (such as 
building new infrastructure or parks along the waterfront). This distinction among different 
project types is a part of the architecture of the Port's capital modeling software, the Facilities 
Renewal and Reinvestment Model (FRRM), which is also used by the City to project all General 
Fund departments' capital needs. 

This $1.62 billion in need is approximately $39 million more than the need identified in the 
Port's prioryear(FY2015-24) capital plan (excluding conditional seismic work, which was $464 
million in the prior year). Each year the capital plan cost estimates are updated to reflect the 
following changes: · 

1. Completed projects are removed from the backlog (including projects undertaken by the 
Port and by tenants, where the tenant has responsibility for facility mamtenance ); 

2. Project costs are updated to reflect more recent estimates, where available (e.g., as a 
result of a more extensive engineering analysis, design and/or third-party cost estimates); 

3. A new year ten (FY2025) is rolled into the plan, and most of previous plan's year one 
(FY2015) costs are rolled into the backlog, if the project was not :fi.rq.ded; and 

4. Costs are escalated annually by the Controller's office based on various construction 
indexes, with a 5 percent escalation applied this year (the escalation fa,ctor is built into 
FRRM); 

Table 1 summarizes adjustments to the Port's capital need estimates. Completed projects help to 
lower the need, while inflation and the addition of a new tenth year add to the projected need 
over the next ten years. Updated project cost estimates are based on more detailed engineering 
designs for development projects at Piers 30-32 and Pier 70. 
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programing funding for seismic work only where a change of use or major rehabilitation is 
taking place, consistent with building code requirements. The FY2016-25 Capital Plan further 
distinguishes between the Port's aggregate capital need and capitai need inclusive of contingent 
seismic costs by separating out seismic costs from state-of-good-repair. Over the next ten years, 
that seismic need totals $476 million.7 · 

The seismic work identified in this plan represents a kind of worst-case scenario in terms of 
potential impacts to capital expenditure planning. Poit engineers believe that a number of the 
pier and wharf structures along the waterfront may be structurally repaired in a manner that does 
not trigger seismic work. Additionally, depending on the way in which a given pier was 
constructed (as nearly all were constructed approximately 100 years ago), costs associated with 
full seismic upgrade can be prohibitive, where the amortization period for the associated 
investment would exceed the useable life of the pier (in particular, the cost of mitigating the 
effects of sea level rise and overtopping of lower elevation piers complicate the economics of 
investment recovery on these facilities). · 

the piles and decking of piers. Repair to these pier structure elements will under some circumstances trigger seismic 
work, so the Port categorizes seismic projects as conditional or caveated need (as opposed to capital enhancement). 

7 This number excludes Pier 70, where the costs for seismic work are rolled into "full rehabilitation" estimates, 
where seisirJc-only costs cannot be &..parated out (see footnote #5). 
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funds. Some pier sheds, such as Piers 26, 28, and 54, do not appear viable for rehabilitation with 
.present day :financing tools (although rehabilitation of the bulkhead structures appears feasible). 
Piers 26 and 28 are contributing reso'urces to the Embarcadero Historic District listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places. If the Piers 26 and 28 sheds cannot be rehabilitated in their 
entirety (as prior predevelopment investigation at Pier 26 suggests), Port sta:ffbelieve that there 
may be an approach to saving and rehabilitating the historic Piers 26 and 28 bulkhead buildings, 
with their distinctive Spanish-Mediterranean facades underneath the Bay Bridge. The Port will 
work with historic rehabilitation experts and the public to determine the future of these facilities. 

The bottom of Table 2 lists additional funding sources that the Port is actively pursuing. These · 
funding sources are too speculative to include in the current expenditure plan, but reflect the 
Port's ongoing strategy for outside funding sources. AS the Port obtains additional federal, state · 
or local legislative authorization or grant awards, these funding sources will be added tO future 
capital plans. It is also likely that estimations of need will change as the Port investigates these 
funding opportunities. For example, it is only after the Port conducts preliminary engineering 
analysis of the seawall that staff will be able to accurately reflect costs to strengthen the seawall 
in the capital plan. · 
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VL PLAN OF FINANCE 

The purpose of the plan of finance is to map out how the Port intends to utilize existing and 
potential :financing mechanisms to maintain its assets in a state-of-good-repair and to enhance its 
portfolio through strategic investments. The plan presents a strategy that will fund $853 .7 
million in state-of-good-repair and enhancements over the ten-year period (FY2016-25). The 
first two years of this plan employ the two-year capital budget as a starting point. The two-year 
capital budget will be considered for adoption separately by the Port Commission; subsequent 
years' capital spending will go before the Port Commission for approval as part of the biennial 
budget process. 

This report breaks discussion of funding sources into two categories: (1) internally-generated 
funds, and (2) externally-generated funds. The funding sources within each category are 
described more :fully below, along with a discussion of the proposed uses of those funds. Table 2 
summarizes the amounts projected from each of these sources over the next ten years. 

A. Internally-Generated Funding Sources . 

Internally-generated funding sources include those sources that are primarily within the Port's 
control, utilizing existing assets, with a fairly high degree of confidence in their projected value .. 
These sources include (1) Port capital funds, (2) Port revenue bonds, and (3) tenant obligations. 
Together, these sources are projected to generate $344.7 million over the next ten years, of which 
the Port will apply $328.1 million (or 95 percent) to state-of-good-repair projects (including 
dredging) and $16.6 million (or 5 percent) to capital enhancementprojects: 

Internally-Generated Funding Repair Enhancement Total 
Sources (S millions) ($millions) (S millions) 
Port Capital Bm:U!et $139.5 $16.6 $156.1 
Port Revenue Bonds & COPs 41.2 41.2 
Port Tenant Improvements 147.4 147.4 
Total $328.l Sl6.6 $344.7 
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A.2 Port Revenue Bonds 

The Port finances its larger scale capital projects; addressing significant deferred maintenance 
and enhancing property, :in part, through the issuance of debt. The Port's revenue bonds, secured 
by the net revenues of the Port as defined :in the bond :indenture, present an opportunity to 
accelerate the delivery of much-needed capital :inves1ments. Bond proceeds are used to fund new 
projects that offer a significant return on :inves1m.ent, as well as repair of critical :infrastructure 
needed to susta:in the Port's operating r~venues and protect future bonding capacity. 

Over the last five years, the Port has gone out to the capital markets on three separate occasions 
to raise funds :for its capital program. In 201 O the Port issued $36. 7 million of revenue bonds, :in 
2013 the City issued $37.7 million of Certificates of Participation (COPs) on behalf of the Port, 
(which the Port is responsible to repay), and in2014 the Port issued $22.7 million of revenue 
bonds. 

The majority of the proceeds from these three debt issues have been expended or coITIII;ritted 
primarily for the construction of the new James R. Herman Cruise Terminal, rehabilitation of 
Piers 31 and 33, repairs and improvements to the Port's historic pier structures located in the 
Northern· Waterfront, and for capital expenditures related to preparing venues for the 34th 

·America's Cup regattas. 

Port staff will periodically revisit its remaining debt capacity, based on then current projections 
of operating revenues and expenditures. When considering additional bond sales, it will be 
important to factor in the impact of increased debt service on the amount of funds available to 
pay for repair and replacement projects from operating revenues. Port staff will assess the trade
o:ffs between pay-as-you-go and accelerated funding via bonds. This plan reserves any 
remaining bonding capacity for projects with early returns on :inves1ments that generate revenues 
:in excess of the amount required to service debt costs. This approach is necessary for expanding 
sources for the repair and replacement capital budget, as well as for expanding the Port's 
bonding capacity in order to make future investments in maritime commerce projects. As n,o 
projects have been identified as ready for funding, this plan assumes no additional Port bond 
revenues over the next ten years. Port staff may revisit this assumption if the SWL 337 or Pier 
70 waterfront site projects begin generating sufficient net revenues to fund improvements to the 
Port's historic finger piers (as anticipated by SB 815) :in the next ten years. 

A.3 Tenant Obligations 

The Port has a number of properties that are under long-term leases (for example, a master tenant 
agreement of up to 66 years). Often, a condition of those leases is that the tenant assumes 
responsibility for maintenance and capital improvements to the property, :including both the 
superstructure and substructure. The Port's asset database (FRRM) identifies tliefacilities where 
responsibility is assigned to Port tenants, and for those facilities, this plan assumes that those 
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tenants maintain the facility in a state-of-good-repair, according to the capital replacement 
schedule.11 Over the next ten years, FRRM projects tenant obligations to be $147.4 million. 

B. Externally-Generated Funding Sources 

For purposes of this year's plan, externally-generated funding sources represent those sources 
that require some form of partnership with an external party in order to be realized. Those 
partners may include developers, federal or state agencies, or other departments within the City 
and County of San Francisco. While partnerships often require considerably more effort to build 
and maintain, and are not entirely within Port's control, ultimately they have far greater potential 
in the long-term than traditional internally-generated sources. The plan of finance relies 
significantly on these sources to fund both state-of-good-repair and enhancement projects over 
its ten-year period. These sources include (1) development projects, (2) general obligation 
bonds, (3) grants, and ( 4) transferable development rights. 

Together, this plan programs these sources as generating $509.l million, of which the Port will 
apply $160.1 million (or 32 percent) to state-of-good-repair projects and $349.0 million (or 68 
percent) to enhancement projects.12 

· 

Externally-Generated Fonding Repair Enhancement Total 
Sources ($millions) ($ millions) ($ millions) 
General Obligation Park Bonds $5.6 $55.5 $61.1 
Federal & State Grants 0.4 24.8 25.2 
Federal Railway Administration 0.0 2.8 2.8 
US Army Corps ofEnlrineers 27.5. 0.0 27.5 
Prov IB. RM2 CDTFn 7.6 89.8 97.4 
Development Proiects 119.0 176.1 295.1 
Total $160.1 $349.0 $509.1 

11 The Port characterizes repairs for facilities where tenants have ten years or more left on their lease agreement as 
sourced to tenants, recognizing that short-term tenants are unlikely to make major capital investments with little time 
left to amortize those improvements. 
12 Enhancement projects include an estimated $78.5 million in seismic work at Piers 30-32, Pier 48, Pier 70, and the 
Downtown Ferry Terminal expansion. 
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up to $1 million annually in state tax revenue to fund the James R. Herman Cruise 
Terminal and related improvements, if the City demonstrates th.at the state will earn 
revenue in excess of this amount from the 34th America's Cup. This legislation applies to 
the following locations: SWL 330, and Piers 19, 23 and 29. The California Infrastructure 
Financmg Bank (I-Bank) must first find that the net present value of tax benefits of the 
34th America's Cup to the State of California exceeds the net present value of tax 
increment it would forego from these sites. 

• In2011, the California Legislature adoptedAB 418 (AssemblymemberTomAmmiano) 
authorizing the California State Lands Commission to approve a trust swap with Pier 70, 
allowing th.e public trust designation ofland within the site to be rationalized to allow for 
development. The Port is negotiating with Forest City California., Inc. to develop the 25 
acre Waterfront Site at Pi.er 70. The Port is negotiating separately to develop the Port's 
historic buildings along 20th Street with Orton Development, Inc. 

• I:ri 2008, and again in 2012, San Francisco voters approved investments through issuance 
of general obligation bonds totaling $68 million in the development of a network of 
waterfront parks from Fisherman's Wharf to Heron's Head Park adjacent to Pier 96. 

B.2 Infrastructure Financing Districts 

Building on the authority granted by state legislation and working with the San Francisco Board 
of Supervisors, the Port is now in the process of forming a second Port Infrastructure Financing 
District 13 Government Code Sections 53395 et seq. (''JFD Law'') allow public agencies to 
finance public infrastructure improvements by capturing and bonding against property tax 
increment generated in the IFD after it is established. To do so, the public agency must follow a 
multi..:step process that includes approval of a financing and infrastructure plan by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

IFD Law was crafted to allow IFDs to function much like redevelopment project areas. In this 
regard, ~s do not increase tax rates; rather, they rely on increases in the property tax base 
within the IFD. Like redevelopment, the fundamental justification for tax increment financing is . 
the notion that but for public and private investment made possible by tax increment financing, 
development and the resulting property tax increases would not occur. In contrast to 
redevelopment law, the IFD Law does not require the public agency to make a finding of blight 

· or require a set-aside of a portion of the tax increment for affordable housing (except when the 
projects to be financed through the IFD displace housing). 

13 IFDs function in a manner similar to redevelopment, by allowing local jurisdictions to establish a geographical 
district within which all growth in property and possessory interest tax above an established base year (typically 
referred to as "tax increment'') can be pledged to service debt on bonds issued to fund capital improvements of 
communitywide significance. Note that although this mechanism uses property tax increment, it does not rely on a 
redevelopment agency structure and is not impacted by the recent elimirurtion of redevelopment agencies in 
California. 
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By Resolution 110-12, the Board of Supervisors adopted a Resolution of Intention to Establish 
an Infrastructure Financing District for the City and County of San Francisco (Infrastructure 
Financing District No. 2, the ''District") for multiple sites on Port property, including Seawall 
Lot (SWL) 330, Piers 30-32, Pier 26, Pier 28, Pier 48, and Pier 70. Resolution 227-12 amended 
the District to include SWL 351 as a project area. 

Port staff will likely recommend removal of Piers 26 and 28 from the District, because these· 
piers are no longer likely development sites. Concurre.Ilt with recommending a Disposition and 
Development Agreement for the proposed devel<;>pment of SWL 337 and Pier 48 in conjunction 
with the Port's development partner, Port staff will recommend that the Board of Supervisors 
amend Resolution 227-12 to include SWL 337. Concurrent with recommending a Disposition 

· and Development Agreement for the Pier 70 Waterfront Site, it is likely that Port staff will also 
recommend adding 3 acres of adjacent private property owned by Pacific Gas ~d Electric, Inc. 
to the Pier 70 project area. 

As Port staff advances individual development projects, there will be an associated Infrastructure 
Finance Plan for the Board's consideration as the next step in forming the District. The Finance 
Plan will include a detailed description of the development plan for each project area and specify 
the type of projects eligible for IFD monies and the estimated value of the tax increment over the 
life of the projects. The development projects currently being negotiated are summarized 
below.14 

In 2013, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution 123-13, 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 (Port IF0 Guidelines). Consistent with 
IFD law applicable to the proposed Port IFD, proposed uses of the Port IFD proceeds can 
include: 

• Repairs and upgrades to piers, docks and wharves and the Port's seawall; 
• Installation of piles, both to support piers and to support buildings where soil is subject to 

liquefaction; 
• . Parks and shoreline improvements, where the Port has been unable to secure General 

Obligation bond :funding to fund new parks; 
• Utility infrastructure, including utility requirements to comply with standards imposed by 

the Regional Water Quality Control Board and/or the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District; 

• Streets and sidewalks; 
• Seismic upgrades and improvements to the City's seawall and other measures to address 

sea level rise; 
• Environmental remediation; 

14 Each of the development projects is subject to ongoing real estate negotiations which include the allocation of 
· IFD to infrastructure costs. When City staff publishes each project term sheet for public review and consideration 
by the Port Commission and the Board of Supervisors, City staff will publish more detailed cost information related 
to fue use of IFD. 

/ 29 

174 

I 
I 



• Historic rehabilitation; and 
• Improvements to Port maritime facilities. 

The Port IFD Guidelines establish minimum criteria regarding the formation of IFD project areas 
on Port property. These guidelines can be found in Appendix. C. IFD Law is the subject of 
frequent legislative action in wake of California's repeal of community redevelopment law. This 
year, Governor Jerry Brown has signaled his openness to amendments to IFD Law that would 
permit its use for affordable housing in addition to infrastructure and facilities of 
communitywide significance. If the Legislature enacts such a change (or similar changes), the 
Port and the Board of Supervisors may need to consider further amendments to the Port IFD 
Guidelines. 

B.3 Development Projects 

Since the 1970s, the Port's primary tool for redeveloping property has been public-private 
partnerships. In exchange for long-term leases (50-66 years) and other financial consideration 
(including rent credits, land value and IFD tax increment, for example), private developers 
assume much ofihe responsibility for rehabilitating and improving Port property for designated 
uses. This includes upgrades to meet current seismic building code requirements, repairs to 
adjoining segments of the seawall, and.climate change adaptation improvements. The Port 
typically limits its contribution to development projects to existing facility improvements, along 

· wiih Port staff, attorneys, and other consultants needed to coordinate and assist the developer. 
By engaging a development partner and allowing them to make a reasonable return on their 
investment, 1he Port is able to generate substantially more resources to address ihe Port's backlog 
of capital investment needs. 

As noted in Table 2, development projects are forecast to be ihe largest financial sQurce to 
address both state-of-good-repair ($119 million) and enhancement ($17 6.1 million) in the plan. 
The vast majority of enhancements that are contemplated are investments in new, publicly
owned parks and infrastructure, largely to support new neighborhoods planned at SWL 337 and 
Pier 70. A portion of expenditures on enhancements will also address seismic conditions. 

The Port is engaged in an exclusive negotiations process with a private investor or partner in 
several project areas. The developers will make significant investments to rehabilitate and 
enhance these properties; however, the ten-year plan reflects only that portion of the investment 
necessary to repair or replace facilities to continue operating them for iheir current use, or for 
enhancements that benefit the general public. Funding for these projects may come from a 
number of both private and public sources; however, for purposes of this plan, all development 
project generated funds are shown on a single line item in Table 2. 

Two of these projects (SWL 337 and Pier 70 Waterfront Site) involve proposed height increases 
that are likely to be subject to significant local debate. SWL 337 and the Pier 70 Waterfront Site 
are just starting the process of environmental review and urban design planning. 

30 

175 



The teams working on these projects plan to entitle them within the current real estate market 
cycle. If any of the projects are not entitled within expected time:frames, Port staff will make 
c<;>rresponding adjustments to future capital plans. 

Pier 70 Area: Pier 70 is located on San Francisco's Central Waterfront, an approximately 65-
acre site, generally between 18th and 22nd Streets, east of Ulinois Street For over 150 years, 
some portion of the site has been in use for ship building and repair or steel production, as well 
as for other supporting heavy industrial uses. The Port completed an environmental investigation 
and risk assessment of the project area. Findings from the completed risk assessment do not 
indicate any immediate need for soil or groundwater remediation. Following a three-year 
community planning process, the Port Commission endorsed the Pier 70 Master Plan in May 
2010. The Plan balances sustained ship repair, historic preservation, new waterfront parks and 
new development. It identifies over 3 million square feet of new building potential and 700;000 
square feet of buildings to be rehabilitated. On April 17, 2014, the National Park Service . 
approved the Port's nomination for the Union Iron Works Historic District at Pier 70 and listed 
the district in the National Register of Historic Places. Port staff continues to work with the State 
Lands Commission on public trust matters that impact the Pier 70 area. · 

The Port Commission authorized a developer solicitation for the Waterfront Site a8 well as a 
second solicitation for Historic Buildings: 

Pier 70 Waterfront Site: Following a competitive process, the-Port Commission 
selected Forest City California, Inc. as its development partner for the Waterfront Site 
and on July 12, 2011 authorized an ENA. This project area requires significant 
infrastructure investment and new land 1:.IBe approvals to redeploy a largely vacant portion 
of Pier 70 for new uses in new buildings. The ENA provides for a five-year period to 
develop plans for the project, negotiate required agreements, and secure required 
approvals. In May 2013, the Port Commission endorsed a non-binding term sheet 
describing the fundamental deal terms for the project. The Board of Supervisors, in June 
2013, added its endorsement of the term sheet and, in accordance with Administrative 
Code, Chapter 29, determined the proposed development fiscally feasible. Negotiations 
between the Port and the developer continue on the transaction details and documents, 
including the ground leases, the development and disposition agreement and financing 
plans. 

In response to Proposition B (June 2014), Forest City redesigned its development concept 
for the Waterfront Site and drafted and qualified Proposition F for voter consideration on 
the November 4, 2014 'ballot. As described above, San Francisco voters approved 
Proposition F to increase site zoning from 40 to 90 feet, which is not higher than the 
tallest point at the tallest historic building already at this project site. Subject to all 
required public review processes, this initiative encourages a development project and 
sets policy direction for identified major uses and supporting infrastructure 
improvements. The measure sets forth major uses to include: (i) nine acres of waterfront 

. parks, playgrounds and recreation opportunities on and adjacent to the Project Site; (ii) 
below market-rate homes, representing 30% of all new housing units; (iii) construction of 
between approximately 1,000 and 2,000 new housing units, a majority of which will be 
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rental homes; (iv) restoration and reuse of currently deteriorating historic structures 
essential to the. creation of a new Union Iron Works Historic District;. (v) substantial new 
and renovated space for arts, cultural, small-scale. manufacturing, local retail and 
neighborhood services; (vi) preservation of the artist community currently located in the 
No0nan Building; (vii) between approximately 1,000,0000 and 2,000,000 square feet of 
new commercial and office space (which is in addition to reuse of historic structures); 
and (viii) accessory parking facilities and other transportation infrastructure. 

Forest City's development concept for the Waterfront Site is subject to review and 
approval under CEQA. Forest City has filed an environmental application for CEQA 
review which commenced in late 2014, with potential consideration of final transaction 
documents and a Waterfront Site Special Use District by the Port Commission, the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in 2016. 

· 20th Street Historic Buildings: The 20th Street Historic Buildings are six buildings on 
or near 20th Street at Pier 70. These historic resources, some dating to the 1880s, are in 
need of substantial investment to return to active use. Following a competitive 
solicitation process, in May 2012, the Port entered into an exclusive negotiations 
agreement with Orton Development Inc. for a public/private partnership to rehabilitate 
these buildings. In September 2014, the project's Lease Disposition and Development 
Agreement ("LDDA") was executed. The LDDA is the document that describes the 
obligations of each party to implement the rehabilitation project including a detailed 
schedule of performance descnoing a phased construction schedule. 

The Port and Orton Development expect to close escrow and ~xecute a lease to convey 
the site to Orton in 2015. In total, these buildings have over 250,000 square feet of 
building space with potential in some cases, for additional mezzanine construction. The 
current capital cost estimate is $7 6 million. The Port will contribute $1.5 million to the 
project (repositioning furids previously committed to a temporary shoring of one of the 
buildings). Orton will invest up to $14 million of equity in the project and secure the 
remainder of the funding from leasehold mortgage, historic tax eredit investors and a 
Seismic Safety Loan administered by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development. The Port defers its rent from the project until Orton's equity inyestment is 
repaid.· 

BAE Ship Repair: The BAE Ship Repair leasehold is 15.l acres ofleasable land and 
17.4 acres of leasable water on the northeastern edge of Piers 68 and 70. It includes 19 
buildings, six functional cranes, and two floating drydocks. It is under a lease to BAE 
generating approximately $1.8 million dollars in annual revenues to the Port A capital 
improvement plan is being developed for further improvements to infrastructure that will 
sustain the Ship Repair facility for the next 25 years. These improvement:S will be 
reflected ill future capital plans upon completion of negotiations with BAE. 

Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48: In September 2010, following a one-year community planning and 
developer selection process, the Port entered into an exclusive negotiation agreement (ENA) 
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with Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC (an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants) for the :mixed
use development of Seawall Lot 337 (SWL 337) and the adjacent Pier 48. Pursuant to the ENA, 
the developer submitted its Revised Proposal in March 2012 which contemplates a flexible 
mixed-use development at the site balancing residential, office, retail, exhibition and parking 
uses distributed over a network of city blocks -with expectation that the combination of uses 
will evolve to meet market demands and to reflect community and regulatory concerns, and be 
responsive to certain requirements to ensure mixed-use diversity. 

In March 2013, the Port Commission endorsed a non-binding term sheet describing the 
fundamental negotiated elements and proposed financial terms for the lease and development of 
the project site and, in May 2013, the Board of Supervisors added its endorsement of the term 
sheet and also found the proposed development to be fiscally feasible under Administrative 
Code, Chapter 29. Following these approvals, the ENA allows the developer three years to 
complete the project entitlement process. The total cost of the project, as planned, is estimated at 
$1.8 billion. 

The project team is pursuing project entitlements including a thorough environmental review in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The Port anticipates that 
this project could generate new lease revenues and result in higher property values. The project 
schedule previously anticipated completing the CEQA process and gaining project approvals in 

. early 2015 with lease payments commencillg on sub parcels beginning in 2016. However, 
Prqposition B (June 2014) requires voter approval of the height increases required for the 
project, as proposed (per the non-binding terms endorsed by the Port and City). In light of 
Proposition B, Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC is re-examining the proposed heights and 
density With the expectation that the Project would be· presented to the voters for approval on a 
future ballot. · 

8 Washintrton/Seawall Lot 351: This two-thirds of an acre site is cUr.rently a surface parking 
lot located along the Ferry Building waterfront at The Embarcadero and-Washington Street. It is 
to be.merged with the adjacent 21h acre tennis and swinl club property in a $345 million 
residential.:.commercial deveiopment agreement between the Port and San Francisco Waterfront 
Partners ("SFWP"), including dedicated public parking for the Ferry Building area, 
improvements to approximately 1h acre of public open space and $5 million in public funding for 

. sidewalk widening and street furnishings recommended in the Northeast Embarcadero Study 
("NES"). 

As described above, the approved project is the subject of a recently passed legislative 
referendum. rescinding the increase in building height granted the development. SFWP, therefore, 
is considering its options to reevaluate the proposed development, including project funding 
structure. The Port is awaiting the developer's 9.ecision on proceeding with this project following 
its reevaluation. · 

Pier 3S Bulkhead Rehabilitation: Pursuant to Port Commission authorization, the Port issued a 
request for proposals ("RFP'') for the Pier 38 Bulkhead in November 2012, seeking a 
development entity to rehabilitate the Pier 38 bulkhead building and limited shed improvements 
for re-occupancy in the near-term. Responses were received in March 2013 and the Port 

33 

178 



Commission selected TMG Partners in December 2013. Lease negotiations consistent with the 
Port Commission's goal to expeditiously rehabilitate and re-tenant the bulkhead building are 
nearing completion. Under the proposed agreement, TMG would invest approximately $7 .2 
million to correct code violations, improve public access and upgrade the float on tlie north side 
of the pier. The Port expects the lease to commence in 2015. 

B.4 General Obligation Bonds 

The Port Commission and Port staff remain grateful for the infusion of funding approved by 
voters to create waterfront open space through the 2008 and 2012 Clean and Safe Waterfront 
Parks General Obligation Bonds. The following bond-funded projects, totali:Ilg $34.7 million are 
in various stages of conceptual development and permitting: · 

• Crane Cove Park, Phase 1: Crane Cove Park iS an approximately 9 acre Blue 
Greenway waterfront park located in the Central Waterfront generally between 19th and 
Mariposa Streets east of Illinois Street. Initial park concepts include shoreline cleanup 
and stabilization, restoration of historic cranes, historic interpretation, bay access, and a 
facility for human powered boats. The total cost for the entire project is expected to be 
$45 million dollars, which is greater than the current available funding. As a result, the 
project will be phased as funding is secured. Available funding for the 1st phase of the 
project is $23.3 million~ including (a) $10 million from 2008 Clean and Safe 
Neighborhood Park G.O. Bonds, (b) $10 million from 2012 Clean and Safe 
Neighborhood Parks G.O. Bonds, (c) $1 million from grants from the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission and California Coastal Conservancy, and ( d) $3 .3 million in . 
other Port funds. 

This Blue Greenway Project benefits from significant planning conducted through the 
development of the Port's Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan and the Blue Greenway Planning 
and Design Guidelines community planning process. The Park Master Plan and 
Schematic Design were approved by the City's Waterfront Design Advisory Committee 
and the BCDC Design Review Board in July 2014. Phase 1 of the project, comprising 
approximately 5 acres, will start construction in 2016 and is expected to be complete by 
2017. 

• Bayview Gateway: The $3.9 million Bayview Gateway Project will create a new one 
acre public open space along the southern bank oflslais Creek in San Francisco's 
southeast waterfront. The project site is bound by Islais Creek on the north, Cargo Way 
on the south, 3rd Street on the west, and Illinois Street on the east. The project will 
demolish the existing timber wharf, rehabilitate the seawall, and transform the asphalt lot 
into a public park with walkways, plaza spaces and green spaces from which to enjoy the 
Bay. In addition, the project will serve as both a gateway to and an amenity for the 
Bayview neighborhood. The project is under construction, and is expected to be 
completed in 2015. 
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track and switching upgrades to the Port's primary rail spur, the Quint Street Lead. The 
award is strategically important for the Port, as it supports the larger goal of (and is a 
necessary component to) creating a robust export terminal at Pier 96. serviced by six-axle 
locomotives. The project asstimes iron ore as the export commodity, with appropriate 
weight capacity and resiliency built in to associated infrastructure improvements. The 
remaining $3.8 million in :funding (which includes $1 million in additional Port capital 
funds allocated by this year's proposed supplemental appropriation) wj.11 be expended by 
the Port in FY2016. 

• USA CE, Continuing Authorities Program Secti.on 107, Central Basin Dredging- The 
Central Basin is the approach to the Pier 70 Shipyard's primary drydock facility.· 
Dredging of this area is critical to operations of the shipyard. While the drydock itself is 
the largest privately operated repair facility of its kind on the west coast of the Americas, 
the increasingly restrictive siltation in the Central Basin is limiting the number and type 
of vessels that can access it In September 2009, the Port requested dredging assistance 
from the Army Corps under Continuing Authorities Program Section 107. A 35' depth 
Central Basin dredge project has been approved and is scheduled for construction in 
2016. The Army Corps will provide up to $10 million in federal funding, which is 63 
percent of the $15.8 million estimated cost of the dredge project. The Port's proposed 
supplemental appropriation for this year includes $2.9 million and BAE will provide $2.9 
million to fund the project, providing for a $5.8 million local match. After this initial 
dredge, the Army Corps will then assume all costs for future dredging of the Central 
Basin, which will require several million dollars of federal funding every decade .. 

• USA CE, Water Resources Development Act of 2007 (WRDA07) -In 2006, Port staff 
worked with Mayor Gavin Newsom's Office to successfully petition the Office of House 
of Representatives Speaker Nancy Pelosi to carry a new bill for federal authorization of a 
number of the Port's facilities. WRDA07 was approved by Congress and, in Section 
5051 authorizes USA CE, in cooperation with the Port of San Francisco, to seek 
appropriation of $25 million for" ... repair a.lld removal, as appropriate, of Piers 30-32, 
35, 36, 70 (including Wharves 7 and 8), and 80 in San Francisco, California, substantially 
in accordance with the Port's redevelopment plan." bi201 l, Congress appropriated $4.8 
million of this authorization for removal of Pier 36, leaving $20.2 million in authorization 
remaining. All :funding from this source requires a 2: 1 match from the Port. The Port has 
traditionally been the only City department with projects eligiole for funding from the 
Anny Corps. 

In 2008 Congress placed a hold on project-based authorization, determining them to be 
"earmarks." As of the writing of this plan, the United States Congress continues to 
operate under a two-year moratorium on congressionally directed spending, i.e., direct 
"project" funding. However, because this moratorium has a differential impact across 
funding sources -in particular, the budget for the USACE is more affected than others -
there is a great deal of speculation that the definition of "earmark" may be revised. The 
Capital Plan asswnes that the remaining authorization of $20.2 million will be 
appropriated in the FY2020-24 period. 
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• Department of Homeland Security, Port Security Grants - Since 2007, the Port's 
Homeland Security Division has applied for and been awarded over $28 million in State 
and Federal Port Security grant Programs. Over 1he next five years, the Port plans to 
apply for an additional $6.3 million in federal funding provided by FEMA under the 
PSGP (Port Security Grant Program). PSGP funding will provide enhanced security 
capabilities, establish boundaries, and provide controlled access where required and 
authorized, as well as enhance threat detection and prevention, and increase security 
measures for berth and passenger terminals 1hat are consistent with Deparfment of 
Homeland Security and United States Coast Guard requirements. It is expected 1hat 
FEMA will continue to require a 25 percent match, which the Port will provide from the 
capital budget. Individual security projects may include lighting, high security fencing, 
closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras, intrusion detection systems, and vessels. 

• San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) -
WETA is proposing to utilize federal and state funding to support a two-phased project to 
improve the Downtown Ferry Terminal (DTFT) at the San Francisco Ferry Building. 
WETA and the Port have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to 
undertake a coordinated planning effort for the DTFT expansion project in accordance 
with the Port's objectives for stewardship of the San Francisco waterfront and WETA's 
mission to provide ferry service and emergency operations. The project would expand the 
number of ferry gates, improve pedestrian circulation and ferry patron boarding, and 
enhruice emergency response capabilities to evacuate people from San Francisco in the 
event of a major catastrophic event. The remaining work in 1he project plan includes 
funding from state and local sources, including California Proposition lB, Proposition K 

. (~cent sales tax) and RM2 (bridge tolls) and addresses $7.6 million in state-of-good
repair and $2.1 million in seismic needs. 
The Water Emergency Transportation Authority ("WETA") is now pursuing Phase 2 of 
1he Downtown Ferry Terminal to add up to three new ferry gates, weather-protected areas 
for queuing, and a new public plaza between the Ferry Building and the Agriculture 
Building, which also will support emergency staging and evacuation in the event of a 
major catastrophe. Construction of Phase 2, at an estimated cost of$97 million, is 
expected to beginin2016 and be completed by 2020. 

• EnVironmental Clean-up and Open Space Projects-As part of a settlement agreement 
with the Cosco Busan following a collision wi1h the Bay Bridge in 2012, 1he Port and 
Department of Recreation and Parks were awarded $1.37 million in :funding to be used 
for environmental clean-up and open space projects. The Port will use its $685,000 share 
of the award to stabilize the shoreline at the future site of Crane Cove Park in the Port's 
Pier 70 area. 

• California Coastal Conservancy Grant- The California Coastal Conservancy has . 
awarded the Port $620,000 for repair to the Port's historic Copra Crane, and for related 
removal of portions of Pier 84. The Copra Crane, operated by Longshoremen, was last 
utilized in 197 4 to remove copra (dried coconut) imported from 1he Philippines from 
cargo vessels. It is an important part of Port labor history, as it is the last remnant of 
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manually operated machinery for loading and unloading cargo on the San Francisco 
waterfront 

Table 2 lists several additional sources of funding that the Port staff has identified, but not yet 
secured, that could contribute significantly to future capital plans. Staff will make a concerted 
effort to realize these funding sources. 

• City Match to USA CE WRDA 2020, Seawall Repair-Though WRDA legislation is 
intended to be biennial, as a matter of practice these new authorizations are passed into 
law much less frequently. For the next WRDA, Port staff will submit language to amend 
the Port's existing WRDA07 authorization to increase the amount of funding authorized, 
and to make eligible appropriations for seawall construction or repair and removal of 
derelict pilings. This Authorization assumes a conservative estimate of $60 million for a 
comprehensive rehabilitation and modernization of the San Francisco seawall. The 
USACE share of this project would be two-thirds, or $40 million. The balance of funds, 
or local match for the seawall rehabilitation described above, is one-third, or $20 million. 
Because this capital requirement is so high relative to the Port's capital budget, and · 
because the beneficiaries of this project extend far beyond the Port, the plan assumes that 
financing for the local share of the project would come from a general fund source that 
recognizes its City-wide benefit. 

B.6 Transferrable Development Rights 

Each of the pier sheds and associated bulkhead buildings on the Port's historic finger piers are 
collectively recognized as part of the Embarcadero Waterfront Historic District listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Any alteration or historic rehabilitation undertaken for 
these resources is required under Port Commission policy to comply with U.S. Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for Historic Rehabilitation (Secretary Standards). The Port has relied on the 
Federal Historic Tax Credit Program as one essential financing tool to assist in paying for the 
high cost of rehabilitation to meet the Secretary Standards. However, given the age of the piers 
and increasing C'.Osts of repair, structural and/or seismic interventions necessary to meet current 
codes, other financing strategies are required to save these historic resources and continue the 
Port's waterfront revitalization efforts. 

The Port has initiated discussions with the Board of Supervisors, Planning Department, San 
Francisco Architectural Heritage and other preservation stakeholders to consider allowing the 
City's Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program to be applied to historic rehabilitation 
projects defined by the Port Commission that would rehabilitate historic resources in the 
Embarcadero Historic District TDR is an historic preservation incentive tool that allows unused 
development air rights on sites containing recognized historic resources of public value to be 
sold and applied to other development "receptor" sites. The City's TDR program requirements 
and provisions are contained in the San Francisco Piarining Code and administered by the San 
Francisco Planning Department. Any historic building that receives benefit from the TDR 
program would require that the allowable development of that site be reduced by the amount sold 
through the TDR program. 
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The Port sees TDR as an important financing tool that could generate significant funding to 
· support historic rehabilitation costs of its historic pier resources, particularly at Piers 19, 23 and 
29 in the N orthem Waterfront. 

In 2013, the Port participated with City Planning in a study of the current program to determine 
how the current TDR market is functioning and to what extent the addition of Port piers into the 
progranl would impact the existing market The study concluded that there is some limited 
capacity in the local TDR market for addition of publicly-owned buildings, and that the City 
should remain open to the Port's proposal to use IDR for Piers 19, 23 and 29. 

In 2013, the Planning Department and Capital Planning Committee endorsed the use of IDR for 
designated historic Civic Center Buildings including the War Memorial, only the second time in 
the history of the program that IDR has peen used to help finance rehabilitation of publicly
owned historic buildings. The Planning Department and the Capital Planning Committee have 
determined that further use of TDR for publicly-owned buildings (including the Port's piers) 
should wait until market impacts of the War Memorial IDR allocation can be determined. 

If the War Memorial allocation indicates that there is sufficient market demand to accommodate 
the Port's finger piers, the Board of Supervisors would have to adopt legislation authorizing the 
Port to participate in the IDR program. The Port has already succeeded in gaining State 
authorization to participate in the local IDR program through enactment of AB 2649 
(Assemblymember Tom Aminiano ). 
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VII. CONCLUSIONS 

The Port's Ten-Year Capital Plan continues to evolve since its inception nine years ago. The Port 
has employed the information that the Plan generates to develop and implement its legislative 
and :financing strategies to redevelop the City's waterfront, fulfill its public trust mission, and 
reconnect the City with its waterfront. 

Since the :first plan in 2006, the Port has used this document to guide a total in investment 
exceeding $220 million in non-developer funding. Still, a persistent gap remains between the 
Port's available resources and its ever growing need. It is a clear challenge, but one the Port has 
demonstrated it has the fortitude as an institution to meet. While the plan is a forward looking 
document, it is our history of continual improvement that has generated opportunity for growth, 
and leveraged even greater opportunity. The plan was integral to the Port's issuance ofits 
revenue bonds as well as to the Port's preparations for the 34th America's Cup. It provides a 
·solid :framework and confidence-building, holistic view of the Port to interested constituents, as 
well as to general audiences. 

As a road-map, the plan has enabled stronger application for federal grant funding, and stronger 
footing for inclusion in future City-sponsored general obligation bonds. The plan also served a 
vital role in supporting legislative changes to the Port's ability to develop Seawall Lot 337 and 
Pier 70 by securing tax increment to pay for public infrastructure investments in these proposed 
development project areas. 

The Port's review of the Waterfront Land Use Plan highlighted that the Port is more unified with 
its waterfront than it has ever been, with industry, commerce and residence all existing in a 
harmony of contrasts. A South Beach resident might walk from her home to attend a San 
Francisco Giants game, and between innings, watch from her seat as one of the largest ships in 
the world is lifted out of the water for repair at the Port's Pier 70 shipyard. However united we 
are as. a Port, we continue to need to grow in our connection with those away from the shore. 

The controversy around height limits that so dominated discussion around the waterfront in 2014 
changed the prism through which the Port must view development. With the passage of 
Proposition B, the community that is actively weighing in on the Port's development is no longer 
nearby and neighborhood in character, but rather an entire City of civic-minded voters. Moving 
forward, the Port must be ever mindful of the larger presence our work has in the San Francisco 
consciousness. 

The next big capital planning challenge for the Port is to involve sister City agencies and 
regulatory partners in examining the Port's 100-year-old seawall to address its structural stability 
facing both a seismic event and future sea level rise. The long-range improvements to the City's 
seawall and marginal wharf will require a coordinated planning and funditig strategy that will 
need to be reflected in future updates of the Port's Capital Plan. 

Finally, the preliminary success of the Port-BCDC planning study and the Port's desire to 
reposition its northern waterfront piers for different uses through a public process underscore the 
need for strong public outreach and comprehensive planning. The Port must always take care to 
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ensure that there is a strong local and regional public consensus regarding the future of one of the 
most beautiful public waterfronts in the world. 
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APPENDIX B - Allocation Strategy for Port Capital Funds 

The Port's process for allocating its own limited capital funding involves a series of meetings 
with designated representatives from each of the Port's seven Divisions - the Capital Projects 
Working Group ("CP Group"). The CP Group developed the Port's evaluation criteria for 
capital projects, and weighting for each criterion. Annually, the CP Group allocates a total score 
to each capital project proposed by Port staff. 

These first set of criteria address public safety concerns cind conformance with the Port's 
mission, as set out in the Burton Act and Transfer Agreement of 1969, and are scored as follows: · 

Review Criterion 
Does the project address a code or regulatory issue? 
Does the project significantly reduce liability to the Port? 

Maximum Score 
20 

Does the project promote maritime commerce, navigation or fisheries? 
Does the project attract people to the waterfront? 
Does the project protect natural or cultural resources? 

15 
10 
10 
15 

The review process also employs two complimentary ways of scoring capital projects that would 
bring in additional revenue and/or reduce operating costs, the first intended to capture the 
efficiency of the investment, the second the scale of the financial impact: 

What is the payback period, if 10 years or less? 
What is the total ten-year financial benefit to the Port? 

10 
20 

Where a project would pay for itself in 10 years, that project was scored by subtracting the 
payback period, in years, from 11. For example, a project with a payback period of three years 
would score 8 points in this category. · 

To determine the score assigned for the ten-year financial benefit, the CP Group took the real 
benefits, as recorded in dollars, and then considered the distribution of all the values returned for· 
projects at the end of the review process. The results were a rather even distribution, which 
made appropriate a simple method of scaling, where a project received 1 point for every 
$500,000 worth ofbenefit within the ten-year period. For example, a $4 million project that 
would generate $1 million per year in new revenues would score 12 points in this category [($10 
·million - $4 million) I $500,000)]. 

Finally, Port staff reviewed all projects to determine if they fell into one or more of the four 
major categories listed below. The CP Group determined that a project belonging to one of these 
groups was worthy of separate consideration either before or after other projects, depending on 
the category. 

· Prioritization Category . . 
• Is the project required to address an emergency, defined as an immediate threat to human 

health or the environment? 
e Is the project legally mandated by a regulatory order or legal judgment? 
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• Is the project substantially matched by outside funding sources? 

De-prioritization Category 
• Is the project non-revenue generating and does it have less thai:t 25% m outside matching 

funds? 

The project review process concludes with a proposed programming of Port capital funds over 
two years based on the above evaluation, which becomes the Port's two-year capital budget. For 
the remaining years of the ten-year capital plan, expenditures are assumed to be proportional to 
the categories funded in the two-year budget. 
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APPENDIX C -Criteria for Formation of Port IFD Project Areas 

The Port IFD Guidelines establish the following minimum criteria regarding the formation of 
IFD project areas on Port property: 

1. Port land. Consistent with the IFD law, the Port IFD may initially be formed only with 
Portland. 

2. Annexing non-Port land. Ifan owner of non-Port.land petitions to add adjacent 
property to a waterfront district in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider 
on a case-by-case basis whether to annex such property and to what extent tax increment 
generated in the non-Port land but not used for waterfront district infrastructure should 
be subject to the City IFD Guidelines. 

3. CEQA. Although the City may initially form the Port IFD to include all of the Port land, 
neither the Port IFD nor any project-specific project area will be authorized to use 
property tax increment until the City has completed environmental review of the 
proposed development project and any proposed public facilities to be financed with 
property tax increment from the project area. 

4. Priority of improvements. Waterfront districts must finance improvements that are 
consistent with the IFD law, the Port's then-applicable Waterfront Land Use Plan, the 
Public Trust (if constructed on trust property), and the Port's 10-Y ear Capital Plan. 

5. Economic benefit. The Infrastructure Financing Plan ("IFP") developed for the Port 
IFD will include a projection for each project area/waterfront district of the amount of 
total revenue that the City's General Fund is projected to receive as a result of the 
proposed development project and the number of jobs and other economic development 
benefits the waterfront district is projected to produce, similar to the type of analysis that 
City staff and consultants perform to comply with Chapter 29 of the Administrative 
Code to determine that projects requiring public funding are fiscally feasible and 
responsible. 

6. State and City matching contributions. In those cases where the IFD Law authorizes 
the allocation of the State's share of property tax increment to awater:front district in 
proportion to the City; s allocation of tax increment to the waterfront district, the City 
will allocate to the waterfront district the amount of tax increment that will maximize the 
amount of the State's tax increment that is available to fund eligible projects in the 
waterfron,t district. 

7. Amount of increment allocated. The waterfront districts will fund eligible waterfront 
improvements necessary for each proposed development project in an amount up to 
$0.65 per property tax dollar, or, where permitted by State law, up to $0.90 per property 
tax dollar, until tb.e costs of required infrastructure ate fully paid or reimbursed. The 
allocation should be sufficient to enable the Port to (a) obtain fair market rent for Port 
leases, and (b) enable proposed development projects to attract private equity. No. 
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increment will be used to pay a developer's return. The Board of Supervisors in its 
discretion may allocate additional increment to other waterfront projects that require 
:funding, Increment will be disbursed to the project area to fund (a) debtservice and 
debt service coverage for bonds issued under the Mello-Roos Act ("Community 

· Facilities District Bonds" or "CFD Bonds") or IFD bonds, and/or (b) eligible costs on a 
pay-as-you-go basis.15 

8. Excess increment. Tax increment not required to fund eligible project-specific 
infrastructure wi1l be allocated to the City's General Fund or to improvements to the 
·City's seawall and measures to protect against sea level rise. 

9. Port annual capital program. If the Port issues Port revenue bonds16 repaid by tax 
increment revenue generated in one or more waterfront districts, to further the purposes 
of Port Commission Resolution No. 12-22, adopting the Porfs Policy for Funding 
Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will annually invest in its annual Capital Program 
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district for the purpose of 
providing debt service coverage on Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increm~nt. 

10. Funding for infrastructure maintenance. Tax increment will be allocated to the Port 
. IFD from a waterfront district only when the Port has-identified a source of funding for 
the maintenance of any infrastructure to be :financed. This source could be in the form 
of: (a) private :financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners' association assessment; 
(b) a supplemental special tax (such as a community facilities district formed under the 
Mello-Roos Act) or assessment district (such as a community benefit district); or (c) the 
Port's maintenance budget or other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund. 
I& . 

15 For example, one vehicle for efficiently leveraging tax increment to finance public infrastructure would involve (i) 
formation of a community faCilities district ("CFD") under the Mello-Roos Act and an IFD project area - the 
boundaries of which are coterminous with the boundaries of the private development - prior to construction of fue 
public infrastructure, (ii) issuance of CFD bonds early in the development cycle, i.e., prior to generation of 
significant tax increment that can be allocated to the IFD, (iii) application of special taxes levied in the CFD to pay 
debt service as long as tax increment is not available and (iv) use of tax increment, when available, to pay debt 

. service on the bonds, which allows a reduction in the amount of special taxes levied for that purpose. 

16 City staff currently assumes that the preferred method for debt issuance would be a CFD bond repaid with IFD 
proceeds. 
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Appendix G-1 

Sub-Project Area G-1 

(Pier 70 - Historic Core) 

This Appendix G-1 ("Appendix" or "Appendix G-1'? supplements and amends the main body of 

the Infrastructure Financing Plan (the "IFP'? as it relates to Sub-Project Area G-1. In the event of 

any inconsistency between the main body of this Infrastructure Financing Plan and this 

Appendix, the provisions of this Appendix shall govern with respect to Sub-Project Area G-1. 

The Board of Supervisors has appointed the City and County of San Francisco (the ''.City'?, 
acting by and through its Port Commission ("Port'?, as the agent bf the /FD to implement this 

Appendix. 

Boundaries of Sub-Project Area G-1. The boundaries of the proposed IFD, including 
the boundaries of Sub-Project Area G-1, are described in the map attached to the main body of 

the Infrastructure Financing Plan as Exhibit A. The legal description of Sub-Project Area G-1 is 
also attached to the main body of the Infrastructure Financing Plan as Exhibit A. 

· Pier70 District; Pier 70 Enhanced Financing Plan. Sub-Project Area G-1 is a "Pier 70 

district," as defined in Section 53395.8(c)(11) of the IFD Law, and this Appendix constitutes a 
"Pier 70 enhanced financing plan" as defined in Section 53395.8(c)(12) of the IFD Law. Terms 

used but not defined in this Appendix havEHhe meanings ascribed to them in the IFb Law or the 

IFP. 

Summary of Financing Plan. The financing plan is presented in Table 2 and 
summarized in Exhibit G-1c. For purposes of this Appendix G-1, "d.ebt" has the meaning given 
that term in Section 53395.8(c)(4) of the IFD Law and "ERAF-secured debt" has the meaning 

given that term in Section 53395.8(c)(7) of the IFD Law. 

In order for the capital facilities (the "Facilities") authorized by Section 53395.S(d) of the 

IFD Law and listed in Exhibit G-1 band Table 1 to .be developed concurrently with the Historic 
Core buildings, and because there will be some lag time between the construction of the 
Facilities and availability of Allocated Tax Increment (defined herein), the following forms of 
debt/ERAF-secured debt will be needed to finance the Facilities : 

• The IFD will repay Historic Pier 70, LLC (the "Developer"), the master tenant of certain 

property in Sub-Project Area G-1, from Allocated Tax Increment for the. Developer's 
advance of funds to pay for Facilities; 

• ·The IFD will repay the Port from Allocated Tax Increment for advances it will make to 
pay for Facilities; 

• The IFD will pay from Allocated Tax Increment debt service on bonds that will be issued 

by the IFD and/or a community facilities district (the "CFO") established by the City to 
include the property in Sub~Project Area G-1 to finance the Facilities; and 
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• The IFD will pay Facilities costs from annual deposits of Allocated Tax Increment. 

All of thEl repayment obligations described above are secured by and payable from Allocated 

Tax Increment, as described in this Appendix G-1. 

A. Base Year; Commencement of Tax Increment Allocation 

The "Base Year" for Sub-Project Area G:-1 is the fiscal year in which the assessed value of 

taxable property in Sub-Project Area G-1 was last equalized prior to the effective date of the 

ordinance adopted to create Sub-Project Area G-1 or a subsequent fiscal year. The Base Year 

for Sub-Project Area G-1 is FY 2015-2016. 

Tax increment may begin to be allocated to the IFD from Sub-Project Area G-1 beginning in 

the fiscal year following the Base Year: FY 2016-2017. 

B. Allocation of Tax Increment 

(1) The annual allocation of tax increment generated in Sub-Project Area G-1 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 special fund established for 

Sub-Project Area G-1. 

(2) In the main body of the IFP, the Board of Supervisors concluded that, under the IFD 

Law, it may (i) allocate to the IFD all or a portion of the incremental tax revenue 

generated in a Project Area for the period specified in the applicable appendix, (ii) 

irrevocably allocate incremental tax revenue to pay bonds or other debt pursuant to 

contracts approved by the Board of Supervisors, (iii) reserve the right to make 

discretionary annual appropriations and (iv) reserve the right to amend the appendix for 

a Project Area to terminate an allocation to the IFD of any incrementaitax revenue not 

irrevocably allocated to pay bonds or other debt pursuant to contracts approved by the 

Board of Supervisors. 

(3) This Appendix assumes that the Board of Supervisors will appropriate 100 percent of the 

Allocated Tax Increment for allocation to the IFD until the IFD repays all debt, including 

all ERAF-secured debt, payable from Allocated Tax Increment to fund the Facilities. 

As a result, this Appendix also assumes that 100% of the "ERAF Tax Increment" (as 

defined .below) will be allocated to the IFD. 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 Sub-Project Area G-1 must be equal to the portion of the incremental tax 
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revenue of the ERAF share proposed to be committed to Sub-Project Area G-1.1 

(4) However, the allocation made by the Board of Supervisors in this Appendix shall be the 

follo~ing: 

(A) The Board of Supervisors hereby irrevocably allocates all of the "City Share of Tax 

Increment" (as defined below) from Sub-Project Area G-1 to the IFD to the extentthat 
the City Share of Tax Increment is necessary to repay bonds or related agreements 

(including Pledge Agreements, as described below) or meet contractual obligations that 

the IFD or the Port is obligated to satisfy with Allocated Tax Increment; in each case to 

the extent such bonds, agreements or ob.ligations 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 Area G-1 to the IFD to pay 
for debt that is not described in the preceding clause (A), including repayment of loans 
made to pay Facilities costs and to satisfy contractual obligations from annual deposits · 

of Allocated Tax Increment. 

(5) For purp()ses of thi§ Appendix G-1, the following terms are defined as follows: 

"Gross Tax Increment" is 100% of the revenue produced by the· application of the 1 % 
' ad valorem tax rate to the Incremental Assessed Property Value of property within Sub-

Project AreaG-1. 

"Incremental Assessed Property Value" is; in any fiscal year, the difference between 
the assessed value of the property within Sub-Project Area G-1 for that fiscal year and 

the assessed value of the property within the Sub-Project Area G-1 in the Base Year, to 
the extent that the difference is a positive number. 

"ERAF Tax Increment" is 25.330110% of Gross Tax Increment. The "ERAF Tax 

Increment" is the "ERAF share" as defined in Section 53395.8(c)(8) of the IFD Law, and 
it is available to be allocated to the IFD because Sub-Project Area G-1 is a Pier 70 

district. 

"City Share of Tax lncreme·nt" is 64.5882p6% of Gross Tax Increment. The City Share 

of Tax Increment is the incremental property tax revenue that, in the .absence of the 

allocation to the IFD pursuant to this Appendix, would be allocated to the City and 

This Appendix G-1 assumes allocation of 100% of the City Share ofTax Increment and 100% of the ERAF 
Tax Increment for the period permitted under the IFD Law. If, because of time limitations applicable to the ERAF Tax 
Increment established by the IFD Law, the ERAF Tax Increment is no longer available under the IFD Law during the 
period specified in Section H, the City Share of Increment will remain available as provided in this Appendix G-1. 
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County General Fund and includes amounts setaside for the City and County Children's 

Fund, the City and County Library Protection Fund, and the City and County Open 

Spaces Fund. 

"Allocated Tax increment" is the sum of ERAF Tax Increment and City Share of Tax 

Increment. 

. C. Maximum Portion of Tax Increment Revenue of San Francisco and Affected Taxing 
Agencies to be Committed to Sub-Project Area G•1 

The taxing agencies that provide services to the IFD properties and the distribution of 

property tax increment among the agencies I funds are as follows: 

City and County General Fund (inclusive of the 
Children's Fund, Library Fund, and Open Space Fund) 
Education Revenue Augmentation Fund 
San Francisco Unified School District 
San Francisco Community College Fund 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
Cmmty Office of Education 
Total 

64.588206% 

25.330113% 
7.698857% 
1.444422% 
o.632528% 
0.208539% 
0.097335% 

100.000000% 

The IFD will be funded solely from Allocated Tax Increment, which consists of the City 

Share of Tax Increment and the ERAF Tax Increment. 

The maximum portion of the City Share of Tax Increment that is allocated to the IFD is 

100%. The maximum portion of the ERAF Tax Increment that is allocated to the IFD Is 

100%. 

This IFP does not allocate any portion of tax increment of the local educational agencies to 

Sub-Project Area G-1. 

D. Projection of Tax Increment Revenue to Sub-Project Area G-1 

T.he financing section must include a projection of the amount of tax increment expected to 

be allocated to the IFD from Sub-Project Area G-1, assuming an allocation period that ends 

2 City and County of San Francisco annual property tax rate ordinance (Ordinance No. 169-15). 
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no later than 45 years after the date on which the City projects that the IFD will have 

received $100,000 of tax increment from Sub-Project Area G-1 under the IFD Law. 

The projection of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1 to be allocated to the 
IFD is attached as Rider #1 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 Infrastructure. Financing Plan, subject to 
amendment of the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 

The tax increment limit for Sub-Project Area G-1, including the limit on ·ERAF Tax Increment, 

is initially established at $64,000,000. This limit reflects the projected total Allocated Tax 
Increment of $49,220,000 plus a contingency factor of 30%. 

F. Pier 70 ERAF Allocation Limit 

In accordance with Section 53395.8(g)(3)(D)(ii)(ll) of the IFD Law, Sub-Project Area G-1 is 
subject to a limitation onJhe number of dollars of the ERAEshareto be divided and 
allocated to the IFD from Sub-Project Area G-1. Pursuant to IFD Law the limit of ERAF 

dollars allocated to the IFD shall be established in consultation with the San Francisco 
Controller 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 limit on the ERAF Tax Increment to be divided and allocated to the IFD from Sub-
. Project Area G-1 is initially established at $18,000,000, which reflects the projected ERAF 

Tax Increment allocation to Sub-Project Area G-1 plus a contingency factor of 30%. 

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 development of Phase 2 of Crane Cove 

Park involves shoreline restoration and will provide public access to the waterfront; 
consequently, the costs associated with Phase 2 of Crane Cove Park are an Authorized Set

Asid.e Use. On a cumulative basis, it is estimated that approximately 64% of the Allocated 

Tax Increment to the IFD from Sub-Project Area G-1 will be used for Authorized Set-Aside 
Uses. The IFD Law allows the Set-Aside Requirement applicable to Project Area G (Pier 70) 

to be met on a Project Area G-wide basis rather than on a Sub-Project Area basis. As such, 
the Port's use of more than 20% of the Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1 

on Authorized Set-Aside Uses would allow the IFD, at its discretion, to spend less than 20% 
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of Allocated Tax Increment from other Sub-Project Areas in Project Area G on Authorized 

Set-Aside Uses. 

H. Time Limits 

Under the IFD Law, the financing section must include the following time limits: 

(A) a date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan and all tax 

increment allocations to Sub-Project Area G-1 will end, not to exceed 45 years from the date 

the IFD actually received $100,000 in incremental tax revenues from Sub-Project Area G-1; 

(B) a time limit on the IFD's authority to repay indebtedness with incremental tax revenues 

received in Sub-Project Area G-1 under the IFD Law, not to exceed 45 years from the date 

the IFD actually received $100,000 in incremental tax revenues from Sub-Project Area G-1; 
and 

(C) a time limit on the issuance of new ERAF-secured debt 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.(which would include any Sub-Project Area) subject 

to a Pier 70 enhanced financing plan first issues debt. 

For Sub-Project Area G-1, the following are the applicable time limits under the IFD Law: 

Date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan with respect to Sub

Project Area G-1 and all tax increment allocations to Sub-Project Area G-1 .will end: 45 
years from the date the /FD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment 
from Sub:-Project Area G-1. 

Date after which the IFD may no longer repay indebtedness with incremental tax 

revenues received under the IFD Law from Sub-Project Area G-1: 45 years from the 
date the /FD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub
Project Area.G-1. 

Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub

Project Area G-1: June 30, 2036. The IFD Law allows the IFD to issue ERAF-secured 

debt after this date in certain circumstances, and this Appendix incorporates those 

provisions by this reference as if they were fully incorporated herein.3 

3 For purposes of this Appendix G-1, ERAF-secured debt includes the obligation of the IFD to use ERAF Tax 
Increment to pay directly for Facilities. This ERAF-secured debt shall be considered to be issued in the first fiscal year 
in which the IFD uses ERAF Tax Increment to pay directly for Facilities and shall be payable for the period ending 45 
years from the date the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1. 
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I. Description of Public Improvements and Facilities 

The IFD Law requires an infrastructure financing plan to contain the following information 

with respect to Sub-Project Area G-1. 

(1) Public improvements and facilities to be provided by the private sector. 

Under the terms of the Lease Disposition and Development Agreem_ent (the "LODA") 

between the Port and the Developer, the Developer is responsible for developing an 

outdoor plaza/venue and an indoor lobby/atrium in Building 113, both of which will be 

made accessible to the public. The plaza will be a multi-use space available for public. 

plaza uses, special events, loading, and tenant yard uses. 

These costs will not be repaid to the Developer from Allocated Tax Increment generated 

·in Sub-Project Area G-1. 

(2) Public improvements and facilities to be provided by governmental entities without 

assistance under the IFD Law. 

The Port is currently in·the process of designing Crane Cove Park and intends to construct 

the park in two phases. Phase I, with a budget of $31.48 million, will consist of: the 

creation of a beach shoreline to the north, two new pier overlooks, a sediment cap to 

contain contamination, a new multi-purpose lawn area, a children's play area, a sun deck, 

adaptive reuse of Building 49 for a human powered aquatic center, a dog play area,' 

landscape beds, pathways, site interpretation including artifacts, site furnishings, and ship 

building slipway 4 and its components including two new cranes. The Port has secured 

funds for Phase 1 and does not anticipate seeking funding from the IFD for Phase 1. 

(3) Facilities to be financed with assistance from Sub-Project Area G-1. 

The Facilities that will be funded with Sub-Project Area G-1 's Allocated Tax Increment are 

those authorized by Section 53395.S(d) and listed in Table 1. The actual cost of the 

improvements to be funded by the IFD may vary from and are not limited in any 

way by the cost estimates contained in Exhibit G1-b, Table 1 and throughout 

Appendix G-1. The Facilities can be grouped into three general categories: 

a) Improvements to adjacent streets and sidewalks that will serve Pier 70. The street 

and sidewalk improvements need to be completed in the near term 'to serve the new 

Pier 70 tenants. 

b) The relocation of electrical systems now in Building 102 that serve the BAE shipyard 

(located in Project Area G, north of Sub-Project Area G-1) that the Port is 

responsible to undertake pursuant to the terms of the LODA 
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c) Phase 2 improvements to Crane Cove Park. Phase 2 will include the adaptive reuse 

of historic Building 109, shoreline clean-up on the eastern shoreline and a sediment 

cap, a new pier overlook, new native shoreline landscape areas, pathways, site 

interpretation and artifacts, and furnishings. These improvements will comply with the 

Port's Pier 70 Risk Management Plan, which the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 

Quality Control Board approved' in 2014. The schedule for Phase 2 will be driven by 

the availability of funding. It is anticipated that the IFD will provide approximately 

$13.9 million of the $30 million budgeted for the Phase 2 improvements. Given that it 

is anticipated that the IFD will not generate sufficient funding for all of the Phase 2 

improvements, the Port will need to secure other funding to complete Phase 2. 

Exhibit G-1 b 

Street, sidewalk, traffic signal 
improvements 

Bldg. 102 Electrical 
Relocation/Improvements 

Phase 2 of Crane Cove Park 

Total 

$1,271,000 FY 2016/2017 - FY 2017/2018 

$3,090,000 

$13,899,000 

$18,260,000 

FY 2016/2017 

No set date - driven by 
availability of fundinq 

(4) Public improvements and facilities to be provided jointly by the private sector and 

governmental entities 

There are no improvements or facilities that will be jointly provided by the private and 

governmental entities. 

J. Projected Sources of Financing for the Public Facilities 

The financing section must include the projected sources bf 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 Area G-1, and any 

other legally available sources of funds. 

The financing plan is presented in Table 2 and summarized in Exhibit G-1 c. In order to 

maximize funding for the improvements, it is assumed that 100% of the City Share of Tax 

Increment and 100% of the ERAF Tax Increment will be allocated to the IFD throughout the 

45-year term of Sub-Project Area G-1. Pursuant to IFD Law, the allocation of ERAF Tax 

Increment and City Share of Tax Increment will be evidenced by debt obligations and reflected 

4 This reflects the amount of funding anticipated to be available from Sub-Project Area G-1 for Crane Cove Park. 

Phase 2 costs are anticipated to total $30 million, which exceeds the amount of available funding from Sub-Project 

Area G-1. 
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in each arinUal Statement of Indebtedness for Sub-Project Area G-1. It is anticipated that the 

Facilities will be financed with a combination of: 

1. bridge financing to be advanced by the Developer (to be secured by and repaid by the 

IFD with Allocateq Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1); 
2. bridge financing to be advanced by the Port (to be secured by and repaid by the IFD 

with Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1 ); 

3. bond proceeds (the bonds will be secured by and repaid by the IFD with Allocated Tax 

Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1); and 

4. annual deposits of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1 beyond the 
amount needed to repay bridge financing and bon·d debt. The obligation of the IFD to 

u~e Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1 to pay for the Facili.ties is 

secured by and payable from Allocated Tax Increment and will be reflected in the 
annual Statement of Indebtedness. 

At this time, it is contemplated that either IFD bonds or CFO bonds will be issued; in both 
cases, Allocated Tax Increment will be used· to pay debt service (in the case of CFO bonds, 

the IFD will execute a Pledge Agreement, in which it will pledge Allocated Tax Increment to 
. payment of debt service on the CFO Bonds). The type of bond to be issued will be determined 

based on market conditions approaching the time of issuance. 
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Exhibit G-1c 

[Anticipated Sources of Funds 
Developer Loan for Street Improvements 
Port Loan for Bldg.102 and 2om Street 
Sidewalk improvements 

IFD or CFO Bond Proceeds 
Port Loan for Street Improvements funded by 
Required Developer Reimbursements 
Allocated Tax Increment° 

Total Sources 

Uses of Funds (Facilities) 
Phase 2 Crane Cove Park0 

Streetscape Improvements 
Bldg. 102 Electrical Improvements 
Repay Developer Loan 
Repay Port Loans 
Bond Debt Service 

Total Uses 

2015/16 Dollars Nominal Dollars 

$746,000 $783,000 

$3, 110,000 $3,203,000 

$6,559,000 $7,832,000 

$504,000 $526,000 

$23,412,000 $49,220,000 

$34,331,000 $61,564,000 

$13,899,000 $31,490,000 
$1,271,000 $1,329,000 
$3,090,000 $3, 183,000 

$806,000 $887,000 
$3,999,000 $4,684,000 

$11,267,000 $19,991,000 

$34,331,000 $61,564,000 

Under the terms of the LODA, the Port may ask the Developer to advance funds to pay for 

certain public improvements (the "Other Tasks"). Approximately $746,000 of the 

streetscape improvements to be funded by the IFD are eligible Other Tasks for which the 

Port will request a Developer advance the "Developer Loan")7. The Developer Loan will 

accrue interest at the rate equal to the rate set forth in the most senior construction loan for 

the improvements to be undertaken by the Developer. The Developer's most recent project 

pro forma estimates this rate at 4.5% per annum. It is anticipated that the Developer Loan 

will be fully repaid from Allocated Tax Increment by FY 2019-2020. 

The Port will advance $3.1 million to fund the Building 102 electrical improvements and 

construction of a sidewalk on the north side of 20th Street (the "Port Loan"). The Port Loan 

will be due and payable in 15 years and will accrue interest at the rate of 4.4%. The Port 

Loan will be repaid from a combination of annual deposits of Allocated Tax Increment and 

bond proceeds. It is anticipated that the Port Loan will be fully repaid after bond proceeds 

are available in FY 2021-2022. 

5 Includes an anticipated $7.5 million of ERAF Tax Increment and $19.3 million of City Share Tax Increment that will 
be allocated to the IFD to pay for Facilities on a pay-go basis pursuant to Government Code Section 53395.2. As 
described elsewhere in this Appendix G-1, the obligation of the IFD to use Allocated Tax Increment to pay for the 
Facilities under this IFD constitutes a debt and an ERAF-secured debt and shall be payable through the period 
ending 45 years from the date the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area 
G-1. 
6 Includes the Allocated Tax Increment used to pay directly for Facilities. 
7 "Other Tasks" are listed on Table 7. 
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Under the terms of the LODA, the Developer is also obligated to advance funds for all 

Required ODI Tasks (the "Required Port Benefit Tasks"). It is estimated that approximately 

$504,000 of the sfreetscape improvements to be funded by the IFD are Required Port Benefit 

Task~. Although the Port is obligated under the LODA to reimburse the Developer fort.he 

advance, any such reimbursement will be reduced by 100% of the outstanding Deferred Port 

Transaction Costs, which are currently approximately $800,000. The funding of the 

streetscape improvements will be credited against the Developer's obligation to reimburse 

the Port for $800,000 in outstanding Deferred Port Transaction Costs and the Developer will 

not be reimbursed for the advance. This advance of $504,000 is a "Port Loan" and will be 

repaid by the IFD. 

As shown in Table 2, in order to serve the Historic Core Pier 70 development, approximately 
$3.8 million of Facilities will need to be constructed in FY2016-2017 and $708,000 in 
FY 2017-2018. While Allocated Tax Increment is anticipated to be allocated to the IFD from 

Sub-Project Area G-1 starting in FY 2016-2017 as a result of supplemental assessments, 
deposits through FY 2018-2019 will not be sufficient to pay the scheduled Facilities costs in a 
timely manner. The Developer Loan and the Port Loan will be repaid from Allocated Tax · 

Increment and a portion' of the net proceeds of the IFD or CFO bonds. It is anticipated that 
the bonds will be issued at the beginning of FY 2021-2022, after the assessed value of the 

taxable property in Sub-Project Area G-1 has reached stabilization. It is estimated that the 
bonds will yield approximately $7 .8 million of net proceeds, which will be sufficient to retire 

the outstanding balance on the Port Loan and contribute $4.7 million towards the 
development of Phase 2 of Crane Cove Park. 100% of the debt service on the bonds will be 
secured by and paid with Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area G-1. 

K. Accounting Procedures 

The IFD will maintain accounting procedures for Sub-Project Area G-1 in accordance, and 

otherwise comply, with Section 6306 of the Public Resources Code for the term of this 

Appendix. 

L. Cost and Revenue Analysis 

The financing section must include an analysis of: (A) the costs to the City's General Fund for 
providing facilities and services to Sub-Project Area G-1 wh.ile Sub-Project Area G-1 is being 

developed and after it is developed and (B) the 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 Area G-1. 

(1) Costs to the City's General Fund for providing facilities and services to Sub-Project Area 
G-1 while it is being developed and after Sub-Proiect Area G-1 is developed. 
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Estimates of costs to the City's General Fund for providing facilities and services to Sub

.Project Area G-1 While it is being developed and after it is developed are detailed in 

Attachment 1: "Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis - Historic Core Pier 70" and 

summarized in the following Exhibit G-1d. As shown, the annual cost to the City's General 

Fund to provide services to the project will approximate $91,000 upon anticipated build-out 

in FY 2018-2019. Service costs during the entire construction period are estimated at 

$76,000. General Fund costs are costs to provide police, fire, and emergency medical 

services to the project. The cost of maintaining and operating Crane Cove Park and other · 

spaces/facilities will not be funded by the General Fund. It is currently expected that 100% 

of these costs will be funded by a CFO maintenance special 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 Area G-1. 

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 Area G-1 are detailed in 

Attachment 1: "Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis - Historic Core Pier 70" and 

summarized in the following Exhibit G-1 d. As shown, upon stabilization in FY 2018-2019, 

the project is anticipated to annually generate from $264,000 to'$425,000 of revenue to 

the City's General Fund. The range of revenues reflects differing assumptions about the 

average level of gross receipts of the businesses to locate within the project, which 

impacts the calculation of gross receipts taxes. 

As shown in Exhibit G-1d, it is estimated that the Historic Core Pier 70 development will 

annually generate a net fiscal surplus to the City's General Fund ranging from $174,000 

to $334,000 per year, expressed in nominal dollars. After discounting the projection for 

inflation and the value of time, the present value of the annual General Fund surplus 

approximates $142,000 to $273,000. 
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Revenues 

Possessory Interest Tax 

Not Deposited in IFD 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Sales Tax 

Utility Users Tax 

Prop. Tax In-Lieu of VLF 

Business Registration Fee 

Property Transfer Tax 

other Taxes and Fees 

otal Revenues 

Expenditures 

Police 

Fire and EMS 

otal Expenditures 

Net General Fund Impact 

Nominal Dollars 
$2015 {3% discount) 

NPV {7% discount) 

$0 $0 
0 0 

$78,300 $68,300 
. $42,700 $51,300 

$46,900 $63,900 
$48,900 $58,100 

$0 $0 
$114,500 $22,800 

$331,300 . $264,400 

$17,500 $20,900 
$58,100 $69,800 
$75,600 $90,700 

. $256,000 $174,000 
$234,000 $159,000 
$209,000 $142,000 

$0 $0 
$119,400 $193,400 

$6,156,70 $78,300 $68,300 
$4,607,60 $42,700 $51,300 
$5,835,50 $46,900 $63,900 

. $5,2i5,40 . $21,000 $24,900 

$ $0 $0 
$114,500 $22,800 

$422,800 $424,600 

$17,500. $20,900 
$58,100 $69,800 
$75,600 $90,700 

$347;000 $334,000 

$318,000 $306,000 

$283,000 $273,000 

(1) The Assessor is currently determining the magnitude of transfer tax due as a result of the lease. Given 

that the amount has not yet been established, this analysis does not include any transfer tax revenue. 
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$6,156,700 
$4,607,600 
$5,835,500 
$2,239,50 

$0 
$2,144,20 

$38,326,600 

$1,881,300 
$6,271,400. 
$8,152,70 

$3.0 ,17 4,00G 

$13,929,00 
$8,041,00 
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Rider No 1 

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCREMENT, PROJECT AREA G-1 (PIER 70-
HISTORIC CORE) 

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0 

FY 2016/17 $36,000 

FY 2017/18 $359,000 

FY 2018/19 $539,000 

FY2019/20 $719,000 

FY 2020/21 $733,000 

. FY 2021/22 $749,000. 

FY 2022/23 $762,000 

FY 2023/24 $779,000 

FY 2024/25 $794,000 

FY 2025/26 $811,000 

FY2026/27 $827,000 

FY2027/28 $841,000 

FY 2028/29 $876,000 

FY 2029/30 $895,000 

FY 2030/31 $911,000 

FY 2031/32 $930,000 

FY 2032/33 $948,000 

FY 2033/34 $968,000 

FY 2034/35 $986,000 

FY 2035/36 $1,008,000 

FY 2036/37 $1,027,000 

FY 2037/38 $1,047,000 

FY 2038/39 $1,069,000 

FY 2039/40 $1,089,000 

FY 2040/41 $1, 112,000 

FY 2041/42 $1,123,000 
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FY2042/43 

FY2043/44 

FY2044/45 

FY 2045/46 

FY 2046/47 

FY 2047/48 

FY2048/49 

· FY2049/50 

FY 2050/51 

FY 2051/52 

FY 2052/53 

FY2053/54 

FY2054/55 

FY 2055/56 

FY2056/57 

FY 2057/58 

FY 2058/59 

FY 2059/60 

FY 2060/61 

FY 2061/62 

Cumulative Total, Rounded 
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$1,135,000 

$1,157,000 

$1,1'79,000 

$1,202,000 

$1,227,000 

$1,253,000 

$1,277,000 

$1,302,000 

$1,328,000 

$1,356,000 

$1,381,000 

$1,409,000 

$1,438,000 

$1,467,000 

$1,496,000 

$1,525,000 

$1,556,000 .. 

$1,587,000 

$1,619,000 

$1,651,000 

$49,220,000 



Table 1 
Appendix G-1 
Improvements to be Funded by IFD · 
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1(Pier70 - Historic Core) 

Location of Improvements 

Illinois St., in front of Bldgs. 101 and 40 

20th and Illinois 

20th St., north side (west of Georgia) 

20th St. at Georgia 

20th; east of Georgia 

20th and Louisiana 

Louisiana Street 

20th St, south side 

Michigan Street 

Louisiana, Georgia, Michigan, 20th 

Building 102 

Crane Cove Park 

Est. Improvement costs to be Funded by IFD 

Description of Improvements 

East sidewalk - Upgrade curb ramps to meet ADA standards, replace 

historical fence, remove fence around Bldg. 101, remove asphalt 

Upgrade traffic signal - 20% share of cost 

North sidewalk - Patch concrete segments,fix historical fence, remove 

chain link fence 

North sidewalk- Install Ped/ADA path of travel improvements, install 

crosswalk and ADA-compliant ramps 

North sidewalk - Overlay asphalt sidewalk, shoring of Bldg. 103, and 

remove chain-link fence 

·Intersection - Add ADA-compliant curb ramps, remove SW corner of 

Bldg. 113 landing, rebuild concrete sidewalk, install bollards on the 

north side, add crosswalks (west and south), and add stop signs 

Add overlay of new asphalt pavement, regrade parking area, install 

retaining wall, install asphalt sidewalk with cur on eas side, install 

crosswalk and ada-compliant curb cut, install ped/ADA path of travel, 

remo)'e and install chank-link fence, modify electreical equipment at 
NE face of Bldg 113 

South sidewalk - Install ramp and stairs adjacent to weest end of bldg. 

113, patch sidewalk btwn Michigan and Bldg 1113 entrance, patch 

sidewalk btwn bldg 113 and louisiana, install ADA-compliant curb 

ramps at Bldg. 113 entry and at Michigan, add railing along edge, add 

. crosswalk at west of Bldg 113 

Add ped/ ADA path of travel on west side, add asphalt overlay, add 

crosswalk at south end and curb and gutter on east side 

Install street lighting 

Remove PCBs and transformers from OD! option parcel, increase 
power reliability to BAE, ·purchase & install new transformers & 
switchgear, remove & dispose of old transformers, install new electric 

feeder lines east of ODI leasehold 

Phase 2. Construct public park and removal of bay fill. Work will 

include adaptive reuse of bldg; 109, shoreline cleanuup, sediment 

cap, new pier overlook, new native shoreline landscape areas; 

pathways, site interpretalon and artifacts, and furnishings. 

Improvements will comply with the Port's Remedial Action Plan. 

2015/16 . 
Cost Est, 

$27,517 1 

$70,643 2 

$31,165 1 

$31,937 1 

$20,125 1 

$54,477 1 

$340,809 1 

$97,486 1 

$284,252 1 

$312,142 1 

$3,090,000 3 

Ph. 2 cost= 

$30 million. 

IFD's funding 

ca pa city est. 

at $13.9 mil. 4 

$18,259,676 

1 Based on 2014 cost estimate prepared by CHS Consulting, provided as Table. 3. 2015/16 cost estimate reflects 3% inflation adjustment. 

· 2 Required mitigation measure of the project. OD! will fund 20% of project to be reimbursed. Balance is being funded by SFMTA. 

3 Work is needed for the B.AE shipyard. Port has already budgeted this task in its supplemental FY 2015/16 budget. 

4 Cost estimate prepared by Port staff. It is estimated that IFD will generate sufficient funds for approximately 46% of the costs of Phase 2. 

Funding for the balance will be secured from other sources. 
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Table2 
Appendix G-1 
Sources and Uses of Funds 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1(Pier70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco 

Total Total 

2015/16 Nominal IFD Year1 Year 1 Year2 Year 3 Year4 Years Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year9 

Dollars Dollars FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 2 

City Shar_e· of Tax Increment 100% $16,815,978 $35,354,000 $26,000 $258,000 $387,000 $516,000 $526,000 $538,000 $547,000 $560,000 $570,000 $583,000 
ERAF Tax Increment 100% $6,595,934 $13,866,000 $10,000 $101,000 $152,000 $203,000 $207,000 '$211,000 $215,000 $219,000 $224,000 $228,000 
Annual Total $23,411,912 $49,220,000 $36,000 $359,000 $539,000 $719,000 $733,000 $749,000 $762,000 $779,000 $794,000 $811,000 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $23,411,912 $49,220,000 $36,000 $359,000 $539,oqo $719,000 $733,000 $749,000 $762,000 $779,000 $794,000 $811,000 

Developer Loan - Not Requ'ired Tasks3 $746,350 $782,777 $300,844 $481,933 so $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Port Loan, Bldg. 102 +20th St. Sidewalk3 
$3,110,125 $3,203,429 $3,203,429 $0 $0. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Port Loan of Required Dev. Rmbmts3 $504,079 $525,776 $300,049 $225,726 ' 
Bond Proceeds3 $6,558,879 $7,831,644 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,831,644 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Prior Year Net Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $34,331,344 $61,563,625 $3,840,322 $1,066,659 $539,000 $719,000 $733,000 $8,580,644 $762,000 $779,000 $794,000 $811,000 

IFD Uses of Funds 

N Bond Debt Service3 $11,266,552 $19,990,909 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 
N Repay Developer Loan4 

$806,218 $886,720 $18,000 $179,500 $269,500 $419,720 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
O'> Repay Port Loan4 

$3,998,898 $4,684,291 $18,000 $179,500 $269,500 $299,280 $733,000 $3,185,011 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Crane Cove Park Improvements $13,899,123 $31,489,724 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,729,269 $95,636 $112,636 $127,636 $144,636 
Building 102 Electrical Improvements $3,090,000 $3,182,700 $3,182,700 $0 
Streetscape Improvements $1,270,553 $1,329,281 $621,622 $707,659 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Uses of Funds $34,331,344 $61,563,625 $3,840,322 $1,066,659 $539,000 $719,000 $733,000 $8,580;644 $762,000 $779,000 $794,000 $811,000 

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

' Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 151% 124% 106% 93% 83% 

1 Term is 45 years from the date that Project 
Area El receives one hundred thousand 
($100,000) in incremental property tax revenue. 

z Projection of Assessed Value is provided in 
Table 4. Projection of possessory interest/ 
property tax increment is provided in Table 5. 

3 Table 6. 
4 Table 7. 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-1 
Sources and Uses of Funds 
Infrastructure Financing-Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1{Pier70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year 10 Year 11 Year12 Year 13 Year 14 Year15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 Year 21 
FY 26/27 FY 27/28 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Inc 
City Share ofTax Increment 100% $594,000 $604,000 $618,000 $629,000 $643,000 $654,000 $668,000 $681,000 $695,000 $708,000 $724,000 $738,000 
ERAF Tax Increment .WO% $233,000 $237,000 $242,000 $247,000 $252,000 $257,000 $262,000 $267,000 $273,000 $278,000 $284,000 $289,000 
Annual Total $827,000 $841,000 $860,000J $876,oool $895,000 $911,000 $930,000 $948,000 $968,000 $986,000 $1,008,000 $1,027,000 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $827,000 $841,000 $860,000 $876,000 $895,000 $911,000 $930,000 $948,000 $968,000 $986,000 $1,008,000 $1,027,000 
Developer Loan - Not Required Tasks3 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Port Loan, Bldg. 102 + 20th St. Sidewalk3 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Port Loan of Required Dev. Rmbmts3 

.Bo.nd Proceeds3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Prior Year Net Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $827,000 $841,000 $860,000 $876,000 $895,000 $911,000 $930,000 $948,000 $968,000 $986,000 $1,008,000 $1,027,000 

IFD Uses of Funds 

N> .Bond Debt Service3 
$666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 

N>' Repay Developer Loan4 
' $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -.I 

Repay Port Loan4 
$0 $0 $0 $0 ' $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Crane Cove Park Improvements $160,636 $174,636 $193,636 $209,636 $228,636 $244,636 $263,636 $281,636 $301,636 $319,636 $341,636 $360,636 
Building 102 Electrical Improvements 
Streetscape Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Uses of Funds $827,000 $841,000 $860,000 $876,000 $895,000 $911,000 $930,000 $948,000 $968,000 $986,000 $1,008,000 $1,027,000 

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

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 76% 70% 65% 61% 58% 56% 54% 52% 51% 50% 49% 48% 

1 Term is 45 years from the date that Project 
Area El receives one hundred thousand 
($100,000) in incremental property tax revenue. 

2 Projection of Assessed Value is provided in 
Table 4. Projection of possessory interest/ 
property tax increment is provided in Table 5. 

3 Table 6. 
4 Table 7. 
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Table 2 
Appendix G"l 
Sources and Uses of Funds 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1(Pier70 - Historic Core] 
Port of San Francisco 

Year22 Year 23 Year 24 Year 25 Year 26. Year 27 Year 28 Year 29 Year30 Year 31 Year 32 Year33 

FY 38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 FY43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Inc 
City Share ofTax Increment 100% $752,000 $768,000 $782,000 $799,000 $816,000 $831,000 $847,000 $863,000 $881,000 $900,000 $917,000 $935,000 
ERAF Tax Increment . 100% $295,000 $301,000 $307,000 $313,000 $319,000 $326,000 $332,000 $339,000 $346,000 $353,000 $360,000 $367,000 

Annual Total $1,047,000 $1,069,000 $1,089,000 $1,112,000 $1,135,000 $1,157,000 $1,179,000 $1,202,000 $1,227,000 $1,253,000 $1,277,000 $1,302,000 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $1,041,ooo $1,069,000 $1,089,000 $1,112,000 $1,135,000 $1,157,000 $1,179,000 $1,202,000 $1,227,000 $1,253,000 $1,277,000 $1,302,000 

Developer Loan - Not Required Tasks3 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Port Loan, Bldg. 102 +20th St. Sidewalk3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Port Loan of Required Dev. Rmbmts3 
Bond Proceeds3 .$0 $0 $0 $0" $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Prior Year Net Balance· $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $1,047,000 $1,069,000 $1,089,000 $1,112,000 $1,135,000 $1,157,000 $1,179,000 $1,202,000 $1,227,000 $1,253,000 $1,277,000 $1,302,000 

IFD Uses of Funds 

"' 
Bond Debt Service3 

$666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 $666,364 

"' Repay Developer Loan4 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

co Repay Port Loan4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Crane Cove Park Improvements $380,636 $402,636 $422,636 $445,636 $468,636 $490,636 $512,636 $535,636 $560,636 $586,636 $610,636 $635,636 

Building 102 Electrical Improvements 
Streetscape Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Uses of Funds $1,047,000 $1,069,000 $1,089,000 $1,112,000 $1,135,000 . $1,157,000 $1,179,000 $1,202,000 $1,227,000 $1,253,000 $1,277,000 $1,302,000 

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

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a% of 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 47% 47% 46% 46% 46% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 46% 46% 

1 Term is 45 years from the date that Project 
Area El receives one hundred thousand 
($100,000) in incremental property tax revenue. 

2 Projection of Assessed Value is provided in 
Table 4. Projection of possessory interest/ 
property tax increment is provided in Table 5. 

3
. Table 6. 

4 Table 7. 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-1 
Sources and Uses of Funds 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1(Pier70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year34 Year35 Year36 Year37 Year38 Year39 Year 40 Year 41 Year 42 Year 43 Year 44 Year 45 
FY 50/51 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 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 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Inc 
City Share of Tax Increment 100% $954,000 $974,000 $992,000 $1,012,000 $i,033,000 $1,054,000 $1,075,000 $1,095,000 $1,118,000 $1,140,000 $1,163,000 $1,186,000 
ERAF Tax Increment .1.00% $374,000 $382,000 $389,000 $397,000 $405,000 $413,000 $421,000 $430,000 $438,000 $447,000 $456,000 $465,000 
Annual Total $1,328,000 $1,356,000 $1,381,000 $1,409,000 $1,438,000 $1,467,000 $1,496,000 $1,525,000 $1,556,000 $1,587,000 $1,619,000 $1,651,000 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $1,328,000 $1,356,000 $1,381,000 $1,409,000 $1,438,000 $1,467,000 $1,496,000 $1,525,000 $1,556,000 $1,587,000 $1,619,000 $1,651,000 
Developer Loan - Not Required Tasks3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Port Loan, Bldg. 102 +20th St. Sidewalk3 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Port Loan of Required Dev. Rmbmts3 

Bond P'oceeds3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Prior Year Net Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $1,328,000 $1,356,000 $1,38.1,000 $1,409,000 $1,438,000 $1,467,000 $1,496,000 $1,525,000 $1,556,000 $1,587,000 $1,619,000 $1,651,000 

IFD Uses of Funds 

l'V Bond Debt Service3 $666,364 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
l'V Repay Developer Loan4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 c.o 

Repay Port Loan4 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Crane Cove Park Improvements $661,636 $1,356,000 $1,381,000 $1,409,000 $1,438,000 $1,467,000 $1,496,000 $1,525,000 $1,556,000 $1,587,000 $1,619,000 $1,651,000 
Building 102 Electrical Improvements 
Streetscape Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Uses of Funds $1,328,000 $1,356,000 $1,381,000 $1,409,000 $1,438,000 $1,467,000 $1,496,000 $1,525,000 $1,556,000 $1,587,000 $1,619,000 $1,651,000 

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

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 46% 48% 50% 52% 54% 55% 57% 59% 60% 61% 63% 64% 

1 Term is 45 years from the date that Project 
Area El receives one hundred thousand 
($100,000) in incremental property tax revenue. 

2 Projection· of Assessed Value is provided in 
Table 4. Projection of possessory interest/ 
property tax increment is provided in Table 5. 

3 Table 6. 
4 Table 7. 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-1 
Cost Estimate for Streetscape Improvements 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure F.inancing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Historic Core, Pier 70) 
Port Of San Francslco 

PROJECT 

BASE 
UNIT COST 

DESIGN MANAGEMENT CONTINGENCY TOTAL 

ITEMS QUANTITY UNIT COST (10%) (5%) (30%). UNIT COST AMOUNT 

11/inbi~.~t;:. E.cis{Sid~W.rilt((/nf~o.i1.(ii£rili!gt10J.' ari#,:tfo),/ic '-"' · ·· -' " : · '"·''. :··, . ·, :·c:· :;::;:.:+::: :: '-'' :·•;.:-. .. ··• ,, ' •.'{,":J; ·::'·•.i •:,••.::,·:.;:.;·::EU ... '.' ·. :··. · .-:; .. : :·;/ ,:• .• ;-:.,::·;,,\ '"' "'· . .'·' ;;'.: . ,:{ : ·;;' .,,., ...... " :,::.:.:·, • ···. •!:'. :·>'. _;.;:::; ··· ·i:. '·'"' • i; ./:·/ :'');::',;!!;::;:~: 

Remove chain-link fence around Bldg 101 145 linear feet $10.00 $1.00 $0.50 $3.00 $14.50 $2,103 
Replace historic fence around Bldg 101 145 linear feet $20.00 $2.00 $1.00 $6.00 $29.00 $4,205 
Remove Asphalt 40 square feet $10.00 $1.00 $0.50 $3.00 $14.50 $580 
Upgrade curb ramps at the east side of llllnols at 20th to meet ADA standards 4 each $3,000.00. $300.00 $150.00 $900.00 $4,350.00 $17,400 

Subtotal $24,288 
Estimate Permit Costs! 10% $2,429 

Total Cost ~76,716 

20th.•:St.:.Na~fb:'s1dei Mest'.of:Geor9JciJ ... .'. · : \'i: 1: • " •. ;·.:, ·;·::·:.. .:• :''' ::·, "·. ·· ··:i::i·:1·.:.::•' ···:·.··,ii:;::/;;!:: .. ·'1 :;·;:.'. c!.';{'.' /. ::~''.:' ;· .·:: ,:,,. '·· •i:::t;., • . ":··::.' :··:.:=~=·:·'·!::':· :, '·" :-..::•;;:,:;,, ·' ::.~ i: ; i :.:;:i,; ''''.~: :'. ~ f·:'. ·'.-~>:' .l:~: ;::=:;!·~1:;:: )~/\ /::-.:~; __ .. .,:::. ?.' - .:. '-::· .. ~ :.:•:!'·' ;·_, :.=:. i--,=~ '': : ,._« .·... ;.' -i: .•. -:: 

Pafoh concrete segments and clean up debris (20% of total_sqaare feet) 1, 120 square feet $11.00 $1.10 $0.55 $3.30 $15.95 $17,864 
Fix historical fence (Bldg 101) 170 linear feet $30.00 $3.00 $1.50 $9.00 $43.50 $7,395 
Remove chain link fence (Bldg 104) 155 linear feet $10.00 $1.00 $0.50 $3.00 . $14.50 $2,248 

Subtotal $27,507 
Estimate Permit Costs I 10% $2,751 

Total Cost $30,257 
:zotfjsti,.itt:Geiiffj!Ci.'•-,:;:.:,~;:, <···:.· ·"" · · · ·.:·::· :."::<,: . .:.· · ··•·" .. , '\ .. ; ·'" · .· ....... ·.' ;:_,,.,. :.:;;;·:::-. .::·' · . .;· ;;:,; .. : .: .. ·:::,: ·: ,:;.~·,,~. ···~!·<-:;:: ... ~-7 

·.,,~:c.,c:;::::,,~-cF."«;;;:;:::00>s?~\":0;:;::;T~:: ':\,:! 

Ped/ADA path of travel improvements leading north to the parking lot with bollards AND truncated 90 r e feet · $100 00 $10.00 · $5 00 $30.00 $145 00 $1"3 050 
.~?-'!1~~~..'? curb .~~g~t.t~!&._ __ ···--·------·----------·---·---·------- -·--·-----.... '.~-~~----------..:.__·---····---·----------.:.----·--·---·----·--·-------' ___ , 

1
1.~~~~.ll_~~~enta!,!_tyle crossvy!il_k (nor:!_l")l_e_~!...§.D.~~.~~~~9-3-!?.!.1.£_ .. _, __ .. ___ , _______ -·-_3..? _____ .J!D!.~~!.!. ___ $18.:..~-··-·--·-_J;_l:§.9.. ... -·----------~9.90 ___ ····---~.5-:.~_()__ _____ _B§J_0 ______ ~~14 ___ .1 
}~~l~ll-~5~~~:~-%~r~~r~r~;~~~~~~;~~~£~~~-"-?..<!_ei.~.~ 3'~i~-----·------- ----~5-----~~~-~~L---,sm·g.~o-··--·$~t£~a-··-----·ii~-~"t~-----$~£~0-----$;(~~\i~oa--·-··:-!1~1Wa-·--·1 

l'V Subtotal 28,188 
c..:> Estimate Permit Costs 10% $2,819 
O Total Cost $31,007 

20th:'st:!ii.iirth'Side·teast;af 'Gei:irrifoJ:,·:·;, ,,. :"· · · " ;;,~;;. ·:i;,, ':: :::r: ·.:,::· •::;;!•·::;·.;::,.;.-;·· ·····;.-·;: .. :."' .. :::::·::::;·:;;:-::l'°"'''"·•i'•';·;·;·.· ····:-:·.-;.• .,;,, .............. · ...... -... ·-····,,.__·,.. . ···-·----·--· ,. .. , ·: :.:~t=::.;f:;i·, '.:::::;: . = .• :;.-:" ,:1, .. :, ·= :.(~~~ :·~::;::.- :,;i::.': ·;;· , .. ,,: ;.;:·,;:;;~·=: r:·: .. .-:~,:;:/,,·:)·i ; ·::..- .: .:::?;:~~.', ~": i:i;i;::;,:'; i··i,;-:!:iiij':;.::. ·' :;::·::::::.:, ·'::,;;:;::~· 

Remove chain-link fence 225 linear feet $10.00 $1.00 $0.50 $3.00 $14.50 $3 263 
Shoring of Bldg-163 lo opensii:fowalk linear feet N/A N/A 
Overlay asphalt sidewalk and clean up debris (100%) square feet $4.00 $0.40 $0.20 $1.20 $5.80 $14,500 

$17,763 
Estimate Permit Costs $1,776 

Total Cost $19,539 
2Qt/J'anif~auis/izhai/iJ.tersectlon:· !:.'· :.- ,:.,.; .• :. , ... ;:·.,.; .... , ·• ,,.._.. ··: ,,,, ..•. ,. •.•.. , ::":' , ... ,. ::·,·::/,·':., · .......... · .... : •": ·... ''"'': :i: I·: ·. •·:;::-, .... ·. :.:.: ?:::. ''''·· ·:· .:.!·• ,, .. · ,:. :.,,,, .,, :•.':· • ·':-::--·,:. •·· ·. ·· · ...... , •···:.,;;,::: •' '°;' .:,;;~~ :.; .::·:~~,.,;;t; :?:: 1f""'.~ ::::-;(; ·'.:'.' ; . ..:.;:·:. ;•;';';:::-.\:';·~·::· ,-.::·:··'.:·: - :.::: ;~ 

$4,350.00 $17,400 
$26.10 $1,175 
$580.00 $5,220 

Add ADA-compliant curb ramps per Sherwood plan I 4 each $3,000.00 $300.00 $150.00 $900.00 
Addi::r!lsswalk-(wesf)per Sherwood plan / 45 linear feet $10.00 $1.80 
Install bollards on the north side (spaced 5' OC) to prevent parking 9 each $400.00 $40.00 ----· ··--··--·----------------·· 

$0.90 $5.40 
$20.00 $120.00 

Add crosswalk (south) per Sherwood plan I 50 linear feet $18.00 $1.80 $0.90 $5.40 $26.10 $1,305 
Partial removal of Bldg 11:lfariding aftlieSW comer (approXlma[eJy 23'Trornbullding corner), should I 1,725 bl f t 
align with gap between 1st and 2nd window (25'*23'*3') cu c ee $5.00 $0.50 $0.25 $1.50 $7.25 $12,506. 

Rebuild concrete sidewalk at the SW corner I 575 square feet $11.00 $1.10 $0.55 $3.30 $15.95 $9,171 
Add-slop signs al 20th and Louisiana I 3 each $300.00 $30.00 $15.00 $90.00 $435.00 $1,305 

Subtotal $48,082 
Estimate Permit Costs! 10% $4,808 

Total Cost $52,890 

Prepared by CHS 
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 27 15; chs; 11/4/2015 
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N 
u:> ...... 

L_ouislaniist;: '1'.":.-: · ··· ... ;:::;:;.·:::··:-::;·,., ... : '·'".(;· '..' ·' '-."_..:;· .. ·;·:. '" . ·'t.: ..... , ..... :., ... :,!'_:.-...·, :: .' :·,•.,: '.: ,, .... ,_.:·:·.' .-.--·.::,: ·.::·:<:, ~::;_'L-". '-',·.:~~V;~·.,;·:=·, ... ·:=·~ :;:·· 

8,700 ...... ,1-,.:,.. .; ...... ~ ll''l: .c:n $0.35 $0.18 $1.05 
1~-=:?.~.:~Y~.1..·5! . ..l. ... ~ .. --- ·--------

$6.00 $3.00 $18.00 
$0.40 $0.20 $1.20 

$100,00 $50.00 $300.00 
Add an overlay new asphalt pavement I 10,000 square feet $10.00 $1.00 $0.50 $3.00 

$1.00 $0.50 $3.00 
$2.00 $1.00 $6.00 

1
Remove chain-link fence 350 linear feet $10.00 __ _ 
Install chain-link fence 300 linear feet $20.00 
Install crosswall< at south side of Bldg 14 50 linear feet $18.00 $1.80 $0.90 $5.40 
Install ADA-compliant curb cut at southeast of Bldg 14 I 1 each $3,000.00 ___ _Ji].QQ.00 $150,00 $900.00 
'inStallped/ADA path of travel toward c0urtyard(bollards and truncated domes) ----T- -350 lineadeet- s100.oo $10.00 $5.00 $30.00 

Subtotal $300,803 
Estimate Permit Costs 10% $30,080 

Total Cost $330,883 
:t0tn:st/South'Side.:': ''" ,,, · ... ,.,,,,,.,,," ' ........ ,, .. , ,..,,., .. ,,·.: :':._-;;:::.::f:c"" '"'. "'i,'."· .. ,.. .., ...... ,, ->< ... · · · · ,, · ·" · · .. " · '"""·<:: , .. , ... ' · ' .,:; .. , :. "'' · · '"" ''"' 
.~~t~b. .. ~?.!!~~-~!~ .. ~i::J.~!'.~~.E.~":'.'.~~.<:!1l~~:!~i1.113 entra:1ce (50%) .,_. 1,500 sguarefeet $11.00 $1.10 $0.55 $3.30 $JE.:_~.5---~~ 
,£'.~15'..11~?.P..~".l!_~d_~.Y!:~~~~~~d_~J..1.._~and Louisiana (100%)' __ 3,QQQ_ __ !!!J.uare feet _.§.~:.99. .. _____ !.0.40 ____ ... ~.£:.?_q ____ , ..... -•. -~.1:.~ ... -----· .. .!§.:?..Q .... ____ $17 .~.Q.9-..._ 
Install ADA-comoliant curb ramos at Bldq 113 entry 2 each $3,000.00 $300,00 $150.00 $900.00 $4,350.00 $8,700 

18Idg 113 ---~cuiliCi~--$18.00 ---:rr:ao_ .. _____ $_0:9o _____ $5~4o s26.10 $20,880 
---- ---·-50-- cubicfe_e_t ___ $"18.6i5 ____ $1.8o $0.90 $5.40 $26.10 $1,305 

------- -- so iineariee-t ----$5D.oo ____ :i5.5o ____ $2.so -ii·s:oa-----·-rrz.5o $4,350 

.-complian . ______ ... ,,____ --2-- each $3,oci'ii~3oo.oo $150.00 $900.00 $4,350.00 $8,700 

AcidacrosswaiiiaTweSfDTsrd9113_ .. 30 linear feet -$18.00 $1,80 $0.90 $5.40 $26.10 $783 
Subtotal $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $86,043 

Estimate Permit Costs 10% $8,604 
Total Cost . $94;647 

Mfch/gtin..St::::\. ··'"" · , ".·:· .. "''':.:· ,., .. ,, .. ,. ,_,.,.·:<J:I:''..I." ......... '.;,·'i· .;;:· .• :.:=·.:·."·'···" ·-·.":.:{'.:· '-'.\·~·."" "'~·::··;.';:. - ., ·:::j:·:;:;,,';:-. .. -: .... : •;:.: ..... :··~'.;·:: : ..... ·:.: ··:·:.-.::. \·):\ ;·, ;U:; <·'·.~:~~'.'(!\:~= 

' .. ~~-~J:'.:.'!0.12~~tli of \ravel on west side of.street ~ 360 linear feet $100,00 $10.00 !!_~.00 $3p.oo ____ $_!45.Q_0 __ ._§..~2,200 .. __ 
i!:.'1..<!.'.'~e.halt ?.!'.'.~~---------·-----------------~ . _.......J..?,EQQ.___e_'l!:!.~~-!.!.O.:.Q.Q... ___ $1.oo ______ j9.:.5-9 .P.:.Q.O · $14.50 $181,250 
Add a crosswalk at south end of Michigan . 28 . linear feet $18.00 $1.80 $0.90 $5.40 $26.10 $731 
clii'ii-and guttertor'ihee'asEfcieOfMfc'fiigan -- 360 linear feet $32.00 - $3.20 s1.60 $9:60 $46.40 $16,704 

Subtotal $250,885 
Estimate Permit Costs! 10% .$25,088 

Total Cost $275;973 
1nfi:lill'str.eet:l:f!ilitlilfifiiiac;a,.141Jffbc1.>>·:"" 1:::-,,.,,:,,,T""''·' :.i"' '' .,. ':'·'' ,, · . ,; ': . ::~ . ,. . .. ... ·:··.- ;:'·/·.... . ::,·:."·: ;·~: :_;: .. : . -·:·- ---;- . - ... , . ;· ... :: '· :. :,'.:·~·::::< :·,:::,;',;~··'·.~-'~ , .. _. 

Louisiana each $10,000.00 $1,000.00 $500.00 $3,000.00 $14,500.00 $43,500 
l:ieorma each $10,000.00 $1,000.00 $500.00 $3,000.00 $14,500.00 $14,500 
Michiaan 3 each $10,000.00 $1,000.00 $500,00 $3,000.00 $14,500.00 $43,500 
20th 12 each $10,000.00 $1,000.00 $500.00 $3,000.00 $14,500,00 $174,000 

Subtotal $275,500 
Estimate Permit Costs! 10% $27,550 

Total Cost $303,050 
~liasi!'.l'.l'roJect:lrnP(civeriterits',Total :'''"''"''''': ., ... 0,:z;:..;c,c- --;, ··::>.'J.'''.t''' i:,c;:.;.,~ .. ,,,,:,'f:/ .. 'E· ;:G:~iF.i;.:~r::.:o:,;;):. ·>·:.-;: :,":·: ..... , ''"·''·' > .. Sci?;'(;:/>:'\ :.~-. .. =,;:~:-r~:r(~\.).~·t :(.:-:r::i:t?·~· ;:/ .;:·: .. ~.'~r;-. .~.~: ;:;:;.~ :~~~ .'·C"..:-.· I:.. '.<:< ':j'..) .:·:;'..:»;:CC:' "'''<J.1':$:l,i61j,9.62">. 

PIER 70 INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT PHASE 2 IMPROVEMENTS 
COST ESTIMATES 

BASE DESIGN 
PROJECT 

MANAGEMENT CONTINGENCY TOTAL 

ITEMS QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST COST {10%) (5%) (30%) UNIT COST AMOUNT 
Jllinaf{'s#:'Ea:S.t'$1di!f.Vqlk'Ol)frdn(cif81rf!is,;1Df"it.~cl·4til:; , .. . '.: :· ,: , · ",::;: .·:' · ·· ' '" ''': , ·: · 
Upgrade traffic signal at 20th/Illinois (new pole, signal head, and controller box), and remove 
abandoned equipment (poles, conduit, and utility boxes) 

''''·!;:::' :::')• ... ,,.;:-;:!_;:,,' ;;,;;,:::; ... :,•'; '·;::;';'•:';';;,. ;:_,-,"::,::: .. ':'"'''./ ....... : .. ,:: .. ;;. ........ : ........ ::-.,:-.,.:..:: "'."'''.".:' ... ,:,,:::: :» .. '·'' '":·":;:,;;';: '.\'"·"''"/'. .. »·::·,, , .. ,, :::;,:;•;::,;,:;.;,.:;:-;•: .......... , .... ,., ........ , .... 

lump sum $215,000.00 $21,500,00 $10,750.00 $64,500.00 $311,750.00 $311,750 

Subtotal $311,750 
Estimate Permit Costs I 10% $31,175 

Total Cost $342,925 
·:':' ;,: ... ;, ;,;:;,, .':'»:;;:c:::-'°'""':"$342,'925i':'"' 

IP1er'7olhffastiucture'Financfiiii:OiStriiitJmproiiemMts'·1'otaJ."':ci\:' , .. ,::,.,3•·(.'''·''-''"' ;::: .. ~:'-\': '':·':''>°f.'XI::';' :':, ),:: :\P\'i<·)t· .. ,::.::".:7;::;;0,: .. ,. · ,.,..,:, '''.!':<'"" ::':,.,_ '·''''':< .. r::.:. :- :., • '.,~,''·':>' · .. ,,, .... ,,.,_.,,.;:: '" ;;;,;/?''''"':::;::!.S.'''):>T;.$4sQ7i887'd 
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Table 4 
Appendix G-1 
Assessed Value and Possessory Income Tax Projection ·Capitalized Income Approach to Valuation 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco · 

FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09·27 15; B 2b AV capnoi; 11/4/2015; jj 

FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27 /28 FY 28/29 
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-Table 4 
Appendix G-1 
Assessed Value and Possessory Income Tax Projection - Capitalized Income Approach to Valuation 
Infrastructure Financing Plan .. 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1(Pier70 - Historic Core) 
P ort of San Francisco 

FY 29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 
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Table 4 
·Appendix G-1 
Assessed Value and Possessory Income Tax Projection - Capitalized Income Approach to Valuation 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco 

FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 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 
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Table 5 
Appendix G-1· 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core) . 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tai< Projection NPV 2 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 

Incremental AV oriTax Roll ($1,000s) 1 $3,998 $39,980 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.00% $26,036,766 $39,980 $399,801 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $16,815,784 $25,800 $258,000 
ERAF 25.33% $6,596,031 $10.100 $101,000 
Total 89.92% $23,411,815 $35,900 $359,000 

1 Table 4 

FY 18/19 FY 19/20 

$59,970 $79,960 
$599,702 $799,603. 

$387,000 $516,000 
$152,000 $203.000 
$539,000 $719,000 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 2715; B 3 prop tax; 11/4/2015; jj 

I i 
FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24! FY 24/25! FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27/28 

' ! 
$81,559 $83,191 $84,854 . I $88,283j $90,048 $91,849 $93,686 $86,552: 

$815,595 $831,907 $848,545 $865,5161 $882,8261 $900,482 $918,492 $936,862 

' 

: 
i 

$526,000 $538,000 . $547,000 $560,0001 $570,000! $583,000 $594,000 $604,000 
$207,000. $211.000 $215.000 $219,000! $224,000! $228,000 $233,000 $237.000 
$733,000 $749,000 $762,000 $779,000! $794,000/ $811,000 $827,000 $841,000 
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Table 5 
Appendix G-1 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core} 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tax Projection 

Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) 1 

Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.00% 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% 

ERAF 25.33% 

Total 89.92% 

1 Table 4 

NPV 2 

$26,036,766 

$16,815,784 
$6,596,031 

$23,411,815 

FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 . FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37 /38 FY 38/39 FY 39/40 

$95,560 
$955,599 

$97,411 
$974,711 

$99,421 $101,409 $103,437 $105,506 . $107,616 $109,768 $111,964 $114,203 $116,487 $118,817 
$994,205 $1,014,089 $1,034,371 $1,055,059 $1,076,160 $1,097,683 $1,119,637 $1,142,029 $1,164,870 $1,188,167 

$618,000 $629;000 $643,000 $654,000 $668,000 $681,000 $695,000 $708,000 $724,000 $738,000 $752,000 $768,000 
$242.000 $247.ooo $25Z:ooo $257.ooo $262.000 $261.000 $273.ooo $278.ooo $284,ooo $289.ooo $295.ooo $301.000 
$860,000 $876,000 . $895,000 $911,000 $930,000 $948,000 $968,000 $986,000 $1,008,000 $1,027,000 $1,047,000 $1,069,000 

Keyser Marston Associates, inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 27 15; B 3 prop tax; 11/4/2015; jj 
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Table 5 
Appendix G-1. 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2; Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core] 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tax Projection 

Incremental AV on.Tax Roll ($1,000s) 1 

Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.00% 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% 

ERAF 25.33% 

Total 89.92% 

1 Table 4 

NPV 2 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 ·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 

$121,193 $123,617 $126,089 $128,611 $131,183 $133,807 $136,483 $139,213 $141,997 $144,837 $147,734 $150,688 
$26,036,7661 $1,211,931 $1,236,169 $1,260,893 $1,286,111 $1,311,833 $1,338,069 $1,364,831 $1,392,127 $1,419,970 $1,448,369 $1,477,337 $1,506,884 

$16,815,784 . $782,000 $799,000 $816,000 $831,000 $847,000 $863,000 $881,000 $900,000 $917,000 $935,000 $954,000 $974,000 
$6,596,031 $307,000 $313,000 $319,000 $326,000 $332.000 $339.000 $346,000 $353,000 $360,000 $367,000 $374,000 $382,000 

$23,411,815 $1,089,000 $1,112,000 $1,135,000 $1,157,000 $1,179,000 $1,202,000 $1,227,000 $1,253,000 $1,277,000 $1,302,000 $1,328,000 $1,356,000 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 27 15; B 3 prop tax; 11/4/2015; jj 
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Table 5 
Appendix G-1 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tax Projection 

Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) 1 

Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.00% 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 
ERAF 
Total 

1 Table 4 

64.59% 

25.33% 

89.92% 

NPV 2 FY 52/53 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 

$153,702 $156,776 $159,912 $163,110 $166,372 $169,700 $173,094 $176,555 $180,087 $183,688 
$26,036,7661 $1,537,021 $1,567,762 $1,599,117 $1,631,099 $1,663,721 $1,696,996 $1,730,935 $1,765,554 $1,800,865 $1,836,883 

$16,815,784 $992,000 $1,012,000 $1,033,000 $1,054,000 $1,075,000 $1,095,000 $1,118,000 $1,140,000 $1,163,000 $1,186,000 
$6,596,031 $389,000 $397.000 $405.000 $413.000 $421.000 $430.000 $438.000 $447.000 $456,000 $465.000 

$23,411,815 $1,381,000 $1,409,000 $1,438,000 $1,467,000 $1,496,000 $1,525,000 $1,556,000 $1,587,000 $1,619,000 $1,651,000 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 27 15; B 3 prop tax; 1114/2015; jj 
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Table 6 
Appendix G-1 
Loan Advances to be Repaid by IFD 
Infrastructure Financ°h-1g Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1(Pier70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco 

Loan Terms 

Interest Rate Term 
Port Loan 4.41% 15 

Develop er Loan 1 4.50% 15 

DCR 

IFD or CFD Bond 6.50% 30 110% 

Issuance 

Costs 

1% 
10% 

Interest rate shall be rate set foth in the most senior construcltn loan for the initial improvements. OD! proforma dated 
1 3/27 /15 reflects a construction loan rate of 4.5%. 

Gross Loan Amounts 
Port Loan for Bldg. 102 
Developer Required Reimbursements to 

N> !Port (Amounts to be credited against 
~ outstanding Deferred Port Transaction 

Costs. Effectively a Port Loan to IFb) 
Developer Loan for "Not Required/Other 
Tasks 11 

IFD or CFD Bonds 

Net Loan Proceeds 
Port Loan for Bldg. 102 
Developer Required Reimbursements to. 
Port (Effectively a Port Loan to IFD) 
Developer Loan for "Not Required Tasks" 
IFD or CFD Bonds 

FY 16/17 

$3,203,429 

$300,049 

$303,883 

$3,203,429 

$300,049 
$300,844 

$0 

FY 17/18 

$0 

$225,726 

$486,801 

$0 

$22~726 
$48~933 

$0 

FY 18/19 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

FY 19/20 

$0 

$0 

$0 
.$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fsZ\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 27 15; B 4 !FD distn; 11/4/2015; jj 

FY 20/21 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

FY 21/22 
Total 

$0 $3,203,429 

$0 $525,776 

$0 $790,684 
$8,701,827 $8,701,827 

$0 $3,203,429 

$0 $525,776 
$782,777 

$7,831,644 $7,831,644 
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Table 7 
Appendix G-1 
Amortization of Developer and Port Loans · 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core) 
Port of San Francisco 

FY 16/17 · FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 
Developer Loan #1 - Other Tasks 

Beginning Balance $303,883 $299,558 $133,538 $0 $0 
Payments $18,000 $179,500 $139,547 $0 $0 
Interest $13,675 $13,480 $6,009 $0 $0 
Remaining Balance $299,558 $133,538 $0 $0 $0 

Developer Loan #2 - Other Tasks 
Beginning Balance $486,801 $508,707 $401;646 $0 
Payments $0 $129,953 $419,720 $0 
Interest $21,906 $22,892 $18,074 $0 
Remaining Balance $508,707 $401,646 $0 $0 

N Port Loan #1- Bldg .102 
.f::a. Beginning Balance $3,203,429 $3,326,700 $3,293,907 $3,169,669 $3,010,171 $2,409,920 
0 

Payments $18,000 $179,500 $269,500 $299,280 $733,000 $2,516,197 
Interest $141,271 $146,707 $145,261 $139,782 $132,749 $106,277 
Remaining Balance $3,326,700 $3,293,907 $3,169,669 $3,010,171 $2,409,920 .$0 

Port Loan #2 - Reqd Reimbursement, 

2016/17 
Beginning Balance $300,049 $313,281 $327,097 $341,522 $356,583 $372,308 
Payments $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $388,727 
Interest $13,232 $13,816 $14,425 $15,061 $15,725 $16,419 
Remaining Balance $313,281 $327,097 $341,522 $356,583 $372,308 $0 

Port Loan #3 - Reqd Reimbursement, 

2017/18 
Beginning Balance $225,726 $235,681 $246,075 . $256,926 $268,257 
Payments $0 $0 $0 $0 $280,087 
Interest $9,955 $10,394 $10,852 $11,330 $11,830 
Remaining Balance $235,681 $246,075 $256,926 $268,257 $0 

Keyse! Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 27 15; B 4 !FD distn; 11/4/2015; jj 
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Table 8 
Appendix G-1 
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2, Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core) 

Port of San Francisco 

Public Facilities to be Funded by IFD 

Total Cost Est. 

2015/16 Comgletion 
Illinois St., East Sidewalk $27,517 FY 2016/17 

Traffic Signal at 20th /lllinois
2 $70,643 FY 2017/18 

20th St.; north side (west of Georgia) $31,165 FY 2016/17 
20th St. at Georgia $31,937 FY 2016/17 
20th St., north side (east of Georgia) $20,125 FY 2016/17 
20th and Louisiana Intersection $54,477 FY 2016/17 
Louisiana Street $340,809 FY 2016/17 
20th Street, south side $97,486 FY 2016/17 
Michigan Street $284,252 FY 2017/18 
Street Lighting $312,142 . FY 2017/18 
Bldg. 102 Electrical Improvements $3,090,000 FY 2016/17 
Total facilities, before Crane Co.ve Park $4,360,553 
Crane Cove Park Improvements $13,899,123 

Total Public Facilities to be funded by IFD $18,259,676 

Party to 
Advance ODI Funding Estimated Allocation 

Funds Reg~irements ger DDA1 Reguired Other 
ODI · Required/Other $13,759 $13,759 

ODI Required $70,643 
ODI . Required $31,165 
ODI Other task $31,937 
Port 
ODI Required/Other $27,239 $27,239 
ODI Required/Other $170,405 $170,405 
ODI Required/Other $48,743 $48,743 
ODI Required/Other $142,126 $142,126 
ODI Other task Q ~312,142 

Port $504,079 $746,350 

1 Under the DOA, Orton must advance funds to pay for all Required 001 Tasks (aka Required Port Benefit Tasks). Although Orton will be reimbursed for the Certified Port 
· Benefit Costs, such costs will be reduced by 100% of the outstanding deferred Port Transaction Costs, if any, and the remaining balance of Certified Port Benefit Costs after 
application of any outstanding Deferred Port Transacation Costs ("Outstanding Port Benefit Cost") will accrue simple interest on a monthly basis at a rate equal to the 
monthly interest rate set forth in the most senior construciton loan for the initial improvements. Port Transaction Costs total $1 million. Given that Required Port Benefit 
Tasks total approximately $504,000, it is assumed that OD l's advance of these funds will be credited against the Port Transaction Cost obllgation. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fsZ\wp\19\19067\015\IFD cash flow 09 27 15; B 4 IFD distn; 11/4/2015; jj 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report has been prepared to comply with Threshold Criteria 5 of the adopted and a_mended 

"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". Pursuant 

to the Guidelines, the financing plan for each Port IFD must: 1) demonstrate that the Project will 

generate a net economic benefit; and 2) project th.e net fiscal impact to the City's General Fund 

. over the term of the IFD.1 

The subject Project is the rehabilitation ofthe 201
h Street historic buildings on Pier 70 to be 

undertaken by Historic Pier 70, LLC, which is a development entity formed by Orton 

Development, Inc. (ODI). A more detailed description of the Project is provided in Section !IA. 

The Port and ODI have executed a series of transaction documents, including a Lease 

Disposition and Development Agreement (LODA) and Lease No. L-15814 to govern the 

construction and operation of the property over the 66-year lease term .. This analysis reflects the 

terms of the governing agreements and the operating projections contained in the development 

proforma submitted by ODI on March 27, 2015, which is the most recent available proforma. 

This a11alysis is an update of the fiscal and economic impact estimates contained in the "Fiscal 

Responsibility and Feasibility" report submitted by the Port for the Pier 70 - Historic Core 

Project, which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2012. 

1. Fiscal Benefits to the City of San Francisco. The rehabilitated buildings are anticipated to 

generate a significant annual net surplus to the City's General Fund. On-going revenues to 

the City directly generated by the Project include new gross receipts taxes, sales taxes, 

property taxes in-lieu of motor vehicle license fees, utility user taxes, and other taxes. 

General Fund expenses generated by the Project will be comprised of police, fire, and 

emergency medical services. It is estimated that the net present value of the surplus over 

the Infrastructure Financing District (!FD) term to the City's General Fund will total from $5.1 

million to $8.0 million, depending on the magnitude of gross receipts tax to be generated by 

the Project's tenants. On an annual basis, it is estimated that upon stabilization, the Project 

will generate an annual net General Fund Surplus of $142,000 to $273,000 per year. 

2. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Economic Benefits to the City. 1.t is estimated that the 

Project will create _approximately 460 full-time jobs, with an average annual payroll of $31 

million and output of $72 million. in addition to the direct benefits to be generated by the 

Project, the new businesses and employees will support other businesses in San Francisco 

and the region through expenditures on materials, retail goods, and services. Total direct, 

1 Threshold Criteria 6,7, and 8 of the Guidelines, which relate to the share to tax increment allocated to the City and 

ERAF and ERAF's excess share of tax increment are addressed in the Infrastructure Financing Plan for Pier 70 -

Historic Core. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
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indirect, and induced impacts are anticipated to be 780 jobs with annual payroll of $50 

million and output of $106 million. Project construction is expected to generate a total direct, 

indirect, and induced impact of 705 jobs, $45 million of payroll, and $115 million of output 

during the construction period. 

3. Long-Term Project Operating and Maintenance Costs. The Project will generate an 

additional demand for police, fire, and emergency medical services from the City of San 

FranQisco. Fire department costs are estimated to total $2.9 millio~ and police department 

costs are estimated to total $900,000 over the term of the IFD. The Project will not generate 
any new maintenance costs to be borne by the City. The cost to operate and maintain Crane 

Cover Park is estimated at $400,000 per year but 100% of these costs will be funded 
through a Maintenance Community Facilities District. The cost of maintaining the public 

plaza within the Historic Core leasehold will be privately funded by the tenant. 

4. Debt Load to be Carried by the City or the Port. The public investment is $24 million from 

the City through its Seismic Safety Loan program, which is funded via a general obligation 
bond, and $1.5 million.to be provided by the Port for Building 113 seismic improvements and 

$3 million to be advanced by the Port for improvements to Building 102 to serve the ~AE 
shipbuilding operation. The Port's contribution will be funded from available cash resources. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

This report has been prepared to comply with Threshold Criteria 5 of the adopted and amended 

"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". Pursuant 

to the Guidelines, the financing plan for each Port IFD must 1) demonstrate that the Project will 

generate a net economic benefit; and 2) project the net fiscal impact to the City's General Fund 

over the term of the IFD. 

This report evaluates the anticipated performance of the proposed rehabilitation project of the 

201
h Street historic buildings on Pier 70 to be undertaken by Orton Development, Inc. (ODI) 

relative to these two criteria. 

The Port and ODI have executed a series of transaction documents, including a Lease 

Disposition and Development Agreement (LODA) and Lease No. L-15814 to govern the 

construction and operation of the property over the 66-year lease term. This analysis reflects the 

terms of the governing agreements and the operating projections contained in the development 

proforma submitted by ODI on March 27, 2015, which is the most recent available proforma. 

Project Description 

The Project focuses on the rehabilitation and tenanting of eight historic structures on Pier 70. 

These buildings are in need of substantial investment. Several are "red-tagged" due to structural 

problems and unusable in their current state. Two are unreinforced masonry buildings. All need 

full system replacements to provide new electrical, fire safety, phone, data, water, sewer and 

gas utilities. The buildings need to be modernized to address current code requirements for 

structural stability, exiting, accessibility, and life safety. New roofs are required in most cases as 

well as remediation of asbestos, lead paint and other hazardous building conditions. A recent 

Port 10 year Capital Plan estimated that returning these buildings to their current use would cost 

$109 million. Transferring this obligation to 001 and bringing these buildings back to productive 

use is the primary public, financial, and fiscal benefit of this project. . 

As detailed below, the buildings to be rehabilitated by ODI total 267,000 square feet. The 

Developer will return the buildings to profitable use while maintaining their historic fabric. As 

proposed, the Project yvill be occupied by a mix of light industrial, office, health care, and 

restaurant uses. Building 101 and 104, as former Bethlehem steel and Union Ironworks office 

buildings, will return to office use with the technological capabilities required for modern 

businesses. The former powerhouse (Building .102) will become a restaurant. The Union · 

Ironworks Machine shop (Building 113) will be occupied by health care uses. Surrounding 

warehouses (Buildings 114/115/116 and Building 14) will return to industrial and educational 

use as food technology and artisanal production centers, mirroring the high-quality "maker" type 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
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businesses currently thriving in the Dog patch neighborhood. It is assumed that the tenant mix 

. will be similar in n'ature to that occupying the neighboring American Industrial Center. 

Exhibit 1 

,f~~~~~~~~~!~elt~~~?~~~~~;~~~~~\f~;Lu~~:h~~"~i·~r:J.;.ci:~p;;;.f !Ui/}···"~·:;:;;.· 
Building Land Use Gross SF Net SF 
Building 101 Office/ Light Industrial 61,311 58,245 

Building 102 Restaurant 11,266 10,703 

Building 104 Office 45,759 43,471 

Building 113 

Building 114 

Building 115 

Building 116 

Building 14 

Total 

Healthcare 

Light Industrial 

Light Industrial 

Light Industrial 

Light Industrial 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
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77,530 

16,088 

13,078 
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Ill. FINANCIAL BENEFITS 

A. Fiscal Benefits to the General Fund of the City of San Francisco 

1. Net General Fund Fiscal Impacts 

While the primary objective of the Project is to rehabilitate the historic buildings and make them 

a vibrant part of the surrounding community, the Project is also anticipated to generate a 

significant amount of annual net revenue to the General Fund of the City and County of San 

Francisco. As summarized below, it is estimated that in the first year of stabilization (FY 

2018/19), the Project will generate approximately $174,000 in a lower revenue scenario and 

$304,000 in a higher revenue scenario, to the General Fund. The net present value of the 

General Fund surplus over the term of the IFD is estimated to range from $5.1 million to $8.04 

million. 

Exhibit2 
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Revenues 

Possessory Interest Tax 
Not Deposited in IFD $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Gross Receipts Tax 0 0 0 $119,400 $193,400 $17,343,100 

Sales Tax $78,300 $68,300 $6,156,700 $78,300 $68,300. $6,156,700 

Utility Users Tax $42,700 $51,300 $4,607,600 $42,700 $51,300 $4,607,600 

Prop. Tax In-Lieu of VLF $46,900 $63,900 $5,835,500 $46,900 $63,900 $5,835,500 

Business Registration Fee $48,900 $58,100 $5,225,400 $21,000 $24,900 $2,239,500 

Property Transfer Tax $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Other Taxes and Fees $114,500 $22,800 $2,144,200 $114,500 $22,800 $2,144,200 

Total Revenues $331,300 $264,400 $23,969,400 $422,800 $424,600 $38,326,600 

Expenditures 

Pofice $17,500 $20,900 $1,881,300 $17,500 $20,900 $1,881,300 

Fire and EMS $58,100 $69,800 $6,271,400 $58,100 $69,800 $6,271,400 

Total Expenditures $75,600 $90,700 $8,152,700 $75,600 $90,700 $8,152,700 

Net General Fund Impact 

Nominal Dollars $256,000 $174,000 $15,817,000 $347,000 $334,000 $30,174,000 

$2015 (3% discount) $234;000 $159,000 $7,392,000 $318,000 $306,000 $i3,929,000 

NPV (7% discount) $209!_000 $142,000 $5,117,000 $283,000 . $273,000 $8,041,000 

·Parking tax; payroll tax; license, permit, and franchise fees; and fines, forfeitures, and penalties. · 

The greatest of the anticipated General Fund revenue sources is gross receipts taxes, which 

could potentially account for 45% of expected revenues. Since businesses generating less than 
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$1 million of gross receipts are exempt from the tax and the exact nature of future Project 
businesses is not known, KMA has analyzed a lower revenue scenario in which the Project 

businesses are exempt from the gross receipts tax and a higher revenue scenario in which all. 

businesses generate sufficient receipts to be subject to the tax. 

The net revenues are made up of Project-generated gross receipts taxes, sales taxes, property 

taxes in-lieu of motor vehicle license fees, utility users taxes, business registration taxes, 

parking taxes, and other taxes less anticipated Project service costs attributed to Police, Fire 

and Emergency Medical Services, as further described below. 

2. General Fund Revenues 

The Project is estimated to generate approximately $264,000 to $425,000 of General Fund 

revenues in the first stabilized year (FY 2018/19). Over the term of the IFD, General Fund 

revenues are estimated to total $11 million to $18 million, expressed in 2015 dollars. Gross 
. . . 

receipts taxes (in the higher revenue scenario), followed by sales taxes, property tax in-lieu of 

rnotor vehicle license fees, utility users taxes, and business registration fees, are expected to be 

the leading categories of General Fund revenue to be generated by the Project. One hundred 

percent (100%) of General Fund property tax revenues will be dedicated to the Project's IFD, 

and will not be available to the General Fund until FY 2062/63. 

• 
. . 

Gross Receipts Tax Revenues- In November 2012, San Francisco voters approved 

Proposition E instituting a gross receipts tax on businesses operating in the City and County 

and changing business registration fees. The gross receipts tax replaces the City and 

County's payroll tax, and phases in from 2014 to 2018. 

Businesses generating less than $1 million each year in gross receipts are exempt from the 

tax. Since exact information ori the operations of businesses to occupy Pier 70 is not 

. available at this time, KMA has estimated General Fund revenues under two scenarios. In 

the lower revenue scenario the Project businesses are exempt from the tax, and in the higher 

revenue scenario they are not. 

The gross receipts tax is a share of total gross receipts. KMA estimates gross receipts of $76 

million at 100% occupancy based on the relationship between gross receipts and employees 

determined by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group for San Francisco County. The Minnesota 

IMP LAN Group produces economic flow models that track inputs and outputs within given 

geographic areas. KMA then adjusts estimated total gross receipts to reflect Project 

occupancy in each year of the projection, as outlined in Orton Development lnc.'s iOth Street 

Historic Buildings Pro Forma. Gross receipts are further adjusted by a 75% factor to reflect 

certain tax exclusions, such as for receipts generated outside San Francisco, and for bio-tech 

and clean-tech activities in the first years the tax is in place. The gross receipts phase-in rate 

is then applied, starting at 25% in 2015 and increasing to 100% in 2018. The gross receipts 

tax is calculated based on an estimated rate of 0.341 % of gross receipts. Per the San 
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Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, Article 12-A-1: Gross Receipts Tax, the tax 

rate varies by business type and by the amount of gross receipts generat~d. The 0.341 % rate 

is an average of the rates for business types that we believe are representative of those 

expected to occupy the· Project (retail, wholesale; and services; manufacturing I 
transportation I warehousing, information, biotechnology, clean technology, and food 

services; private education I health, administrative, and miscellaneous; and financial I 
insurance, professional, scientific, and technical services). The average is taken at the most 

conservative tax rate tier, for gross receipts between $1 million and $2.5 million. 

Gross receipts taxes are estimated to total $7.9 million throughoutthe IFD term (expressed in 

uninflated dollars), with approximately $193,000 of gross receipts taxes accruing to the 

General Fund in FY 2018/19. 

• Sa/es Tax Revenues - Sales tax revenues will be generated from Project employee 

expenditures and restaurant sales. Employee expenditures have been estimated based on 

weekly urban worker spending in the vicinity of office employment centers as reported in 

ICSC's 2012 report, "Office-Worker Retail Spending in a Digital Age." Restaurant sales have 

been estimated using an assumed sales productivity level of $500 per square foot of 

rentable area. Total employee food spending has been adjusted to eliminate overlap with 

the projection of gross restaurant sales. The City General Fund portion of sales tax is 1 % of 

taxable sales. This is estimated to generate $68,000 in FY 2018/19. 

• Property Tax In-Lieu of Motor Vehicle License Fees - The Project is estimated to 

generate approximately $64,000 of property taxes in-'lieu of motor vehicle license fees for 

the General Fund in the first year of stabilization. In accordance With SB 1096 and data from 

the California State Controller's Office, revenue from the Project is based on the marginal 

growth of assessed value. 

• Assessed Value, Tax Increment and Possessory Interest - The property's assessed 

value in FY 2015/16 is zero ($0). Future assessed value has been estimated based on the 

capitalized value of the Project's net operating income upon stabilization, as projected in the 

Developer's pro forma. This approach to valuation is based on discussions with 

representatives of the County's tax assessor's office. Given that the property is publicly 

owned, the private tenant will be responsible for paying possessory interest tax on the 

property. Because the lease term is longer than 35 years, it has been assumed that the 

leasehold interest will be valued as equivalent to fee interest for purposes of determining the 

possessory interest tax obligation. Based on this approach, it is estimated tliat the property's 

assessed value will approximate $80 million in FY 2019/20 and increase thereafter at the· 

Prop. 13 statutory rate of 2% per year. It is assumed that 100% of the General Fund's and 

ERAF's share of annual possessory interest (tax increment) will be allocated to the IFD for 

the entire term of the IFD. Table 2a. · 
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• Utility Users Tax Revenues -The City and County of San Francisco imposes a 7.5% tax 

on charges for certain utilities services. These include non-residential telephone, electricity, 

natural gas, steam, and water services, and both residential and non-residential cellular 

telephone services. For purposes of th.is analysis, the utility user's tax has been estimated 

based on City and County of San Francisco budget factors for FY 2015/16. The budget 

factors have been calculated on a per employee basis for electricity, natural gas, steam, and 

water taxes, and on a per service population basis for telephone services. It is estimated 

that utility use.rs taxes will generate $51,000 in the first year of stabilization. 

• Business Registration Fee Revenues - Per the San Francisco Business and Tax 

Regulations Code, Article 12: Business Registration, the fee per business is charged by tier 

based on the level of gross receipts generated. The number of businesses in the Project is 

calculated using the number of employees per business at the American Industrial Center, 

which has a similar tenant mix to that proposed by Orton Development Inc. The American 

Industrial Center is adjacent to the Project and includes 800,000 square feet of a mix of 

office and light industrial uses. Dun and Bradstreet data indicate that this complex houses 

approximately 200 businesses with 1,200 employees, or 6 employees per business. 

Business registration fees are expected to total $25,000 to $58,000 in FY 2018/19. 

• Property Transfer Tax Revenues - The assessor's office is currently in the process of 

determining the transfer fax obligation resulting from the execution of the lease. A future . 

sale of the leasehold interest would also generate property transfer tax revenue. Transfer 

tax revenues have not been included in this analysis given that the obligation has not yet 

been established. 

· • . Other Tax Revenues - The San Francisco City and County General Fund receives a 20% 

share of the 25% parking tax paid on parking fees per San Francisco Business and Tax 

Regulations Code Article 9: Tax on Occupancy of Parking in Parking Stations, and 2007's 

Proposition A. Monthly fees per parking space are estimated at $100 for 285 parking 

spaces. Business and Tax Regulations Code Article 12-A: Payroll Expense Tax specifies 

that the payroll tax is based on business payroll generated in San Francisco and will be 

phased out by 2018 as the gross receipts tax is phased in. Licenses, permits, and franchise 

fees, and fines, forfeitures, and penalties are estimated based on an extrapolation of the 

current per service population amount generated by San Francisco's residents and 

employment base. 

• Escalation - Gross receipts, employee spending and restaurant sales, utility user spending, 

parking fees, payroll, licenses, permits, and franchise fees, and fines, forfeitures, .and 

penalties are estimated to increase at an annual rate of 3% per year. The San Francisco 

Business and Tax Regulations Code specifies that business registration fees are to be 

adjusted annually according to the increase in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban 

Consumers in San Francisco I Oakland I San Jose, and this is estimated to be a 3% annual 
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increase as well. Assessed property values for the purposes of estimating property taxes in 

lieu of motor vehicle license fees are based on IFD assessed value projections. Assessed 

values are limited to a maximum increase of 2% per year under Proposition 13. 

• Inflation Adjustments and Net Present Value-:- In order to measure the revenue 

projection on a comparable basis across revenue sources, each annual revenue estimate 

has been converted to 2015 dollars based on a discount rate of 3% per year. To account for 

the impact of time, net revenues have also been discounted at a rate of 7%. 

• Employment and Service Population - The number of jobs in the Project is estimated 

based on an average density of two employees per 1,000 square feet. For purposes of 

estimating Project service population, the analysis assumes that an employee is equivalent 

to approximately one third of a resident in terms of revenue and expenditure generation. 

Employment and service population are calculated on Appendix Table A-2. 

3. General Fund Expenditures 

In the first stabilized year, the Project is estimated to generate $70,000 of Fire and EMS costs 

that will impact the City and County General Fund. The Project is also anticipated to generate 

Police service costs of $21,000 per year. The cost of maintaining the Project's open space will 

be funded by the tenant. The cost to operate and maintain Crane Cove Park is estimated to total 

$400,000 per year, butthis cost will be funded through the establishment of a Maintenance 

Community Facilities District, which is funded by private tenants. The General Fund will not be 

responsible for funding the operation/maintenance of Crane Cove Park or public spaces withih 

the Project. 

Fire and EMS, and Police expenditures have been estimated from factors based on the cost and 

service population analysis contained in Economic & Planning S_ystems, lnc.'s Findings of Fiscal 

Responsibility and Feasibility- Pier 70 Waterfront Site and Illinois Street Parcel Report from.May 

21, 2013. 

• Fire and EMS Expenditures - According to the EPS report, the allocation of costs for the 

new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay (Station 4) to the Pier 70 Waterfront and Illinois 

Street parcels is $2.4 million per year. Based on the service population estimated from the 

EPS analysis, KMA's analysis uses a factor of $394 per unit of service population to calculate 

Fire and EMS costs. 

11 Police Expenditures.,.. The factor for Police expenditures is $118 per unit of service 

population, based on the cost of one patrol unit needed to serve the Pier 70 Waterfront and 

Illinois Street parcels in EPS's report. 
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• Public Open Space - The Project's tenant will be responsible for maintaining the Project's 

.open space. Crane Cove Park will be maintained through the establishment of a 

Maintenance CFO to be funded by private tenants. 

• Employment and Service Population - As for the Project revenue estimates, the number of 

jobs is estimated based on two employees per 1,000 square feet, and the service population 

assumes one employee is equivalent to one third of a resident. 

B. Economic Benefits to the City and County of San Francisco 

It is estimated that the Project will create approximately 460 direct full-time jobs, with an 

average annual payroll of $31 million and output of $72 million, on an on-going basis once it is 

complete. In addition to the direct benefits, the new businesses and the employees will support· 
other busin.esses in San Francisco and the region through expenditures on materials, retail · 

goods, and services. Including these indirect and induced economic impacts, the Project is 

anticipated to result in a .total of 780 jobs, $50 million of annual payroll, and $106 million of 

output city- and county-wide. 

The construction of the Project is estimated to create 471 direct jobs, $32 million of direct 

payroll, and $79 million of direct output over the 3-year period during which building takes place. 

Total direct, indirect, and induced construction period impacts are expected to be approximately 

707 jobs, $45 million of payroll, and $115 million of output. 

Direct jobs are calculated based on project size, occupancy, and a density of 2 employees per 

1,000· square feet. Direct payroll combines employment with the average Employment 

Development Department wages for occupations likely to be represented in the Project. Annual 

direct output is based on the relationship between jobs and output in San Francisco County 

accord.Ing to the Minnesota IMPLAN Group. 

Indirect and induced employment impacts are estimated using IMPLAN multipliers for San 

Francisco County which have.been developed by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group. IMPLAN 

multipliers are applied to estimated direct economic impacts to arrive at the total direct, indirect, 

and induced impac::ts to be produced by the Project: 

Exhibit 3 

: ·. !.· :·/'.·"' : · •··. ., ··:;' ::: ·. 1:i'C'L ;·'':'.on~Gci!hg' ;:: ·> .: • 'V•·'i co~'s't:r4ction)~erla<i<: ( 

·:~r~~J~f~r~~~1~·~:~~;:~·~i~tJ·•·> · .... ·,;J~~~:· .. Y:r~~1'L ·~:~(~~r: ·\~·;ii~;£:<<f~~9;:·i:.:.·K~~~t\•· 
Direct 458 $31.4 $71.8 471 $31.6 $79.0 

Indirect and Induced 321 $19.0 $34.7 236. $13.4 $36.4 

Total Direct, Indirect, and Induced 779 $50.4 $106.5 707 $45.0 $115.4 
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Table 1 
Recurring City General Fund Revenues and Expenditures 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue/ Expenditure $2015 4 Total IFD Term 

General Fund Revenues" 

Property Tax Not Deposited to IFD $0 $0 
Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF $2,775,600 $5,835,500 
P.roperty Transfer Tax $0 $0 
Sales Tax $2,822,800 $6,156,700 
Parking Tax $735,400 $1,602,400 
Payroll Tax $83,900 $88,600 
Gross Receipts Tax $7,9~1,000 $17,343,100 
Business Registration Fee $0 $0 

If Gr Receipts< $1 M $2,387,000 $5,225,400 
If Gr Receipts> $1 M $1,023,000 $2,239,500 

Utility Users Tax $2,104,500 $4,607,600 
license, Permit, Franchise Fees $177,200 $387,900 
Fines, Forfeit~res, Penalties $29,800 $65,300 

$0 $0 
Total if Avg Gr Receipts< $1 M $11,116,200 $23,969,400 
Total if Avg Gr Receipts> $1 M $17,653,200 $38,326,600 

General Fund Expenditures 2 

Police $859,300 $1,881,300 
Fire and EMS $2,864,400 $6,271,400 
Portion of Crane Cove Park $0 $0 

$0 $0 
Total General Fund Expend. $3,723,800 $8,152,700 

Net General Fund Impact 
If Average Gr Receipts< $1 M $7,392,400 $15,816,700 
If Average Gr Receipts> $1 M $13 ,9 29 ,400 $30,173,900 

1 Table4a. 
2 Table 6. Police and Fire protection services are the project's 

major service impacts. The project's public plaza will be 
privately maintained by the lessee. Crane Cove Park will be 
maintained through a CFO maintenance district. The project is 
not creating any new public infrastructure that is to be 
maintaned by the General Fund. It is assu.med that City service 
costs including Community Healt'i, Human Welfare, and Culture 
and Recreation services are generated by residents and do not· 
apply to the project. 

4 Discounted at 3%. 

FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 

$0 $0 $0 
$0 $4,300 $42,600 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $14,700 $63,600 
$0 $4,400 $17,200 
$0 $13,700 $74,900 
$0 $6,900 $112,500 

$0 $4,300 $44,600 
$0 $1,900 $19,100 
$0 $3,600 $39,100 
$0 $300 $3,300 
$0 $100 $600 

$0 $45,400 $285,900 
$0 $49,900 $372,900 

$0 $1,500 $16,000 
$0 $4,900 $53,200 
$0 $0 $0 

$0 $6,400 $69,200 

$0 $39,000 $216,700 
$0 $43,500 $303,700 
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FY 18/19 

$0 
$63,900 

$0 
$68,300 
$17,800 

$0 
$193,400 

$58,100 . 

$24,900 
$51,300 

$4,300 
$700 

$264,400 
$424,600 

$20,900 
$69,800 

$0 

$90,700 

$173,700 
$333,900 

November4, 2015 

FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 . FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$85,200 $86,900 $88,700 $90,500 $92,300 $94,100 $96,000 $97,900 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$70,300 $72,400 $74,600 $76,800 $79,100 $81,500 $84,000 $86,500 
$18,300 $18,800 $19,400 $20,000 $20,600 $21,200 $21,800 $22,500 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$199,200 $205,200 $211,400 $217,700 $224,200 $231,000 $237,900 $245,000 

$59,900 $61,700 $63,500 .$65,400 $67,400 $69,400 $71,500 $73,600 
$25,700 . $26,400 $27,200 $28,000 $28,900 $29,700 $30,600 $31,600 
$52,800 $54,400 $56;000 $57,700 $59,400 $61,200 $63,000 $64,900 

$4,400 $4,600 $4,700 $4,900 $5,000 $5,200 $5,300 $5,500 
$700 $800 $800 $800 $800 $900 $900 $900 

$291,600 $299,600 $307,700 $316,100 $324,600 $333,500 $342,500 $351,800. 
$456,600 $469,500 $482,800 $496,400 $510,300 $524,800 $539,500 $554,800 

$21,600 $22,200 $22,900 $23,600 $24,300 $25,000 $25,700 $26,500 
$71,900 $74,000 $76,200 $78,500 $80,900 $83,300 $85,800 $88,400 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$93,500 $96,200 $99,100 $102,100 $105,200- $108,300 $111,500 $114,900 

$198,100 $203,400 $208,600 $214,000 $219,400 $225,200 $231,000 $236,900 
$363,100 $373,300 $383,700 $394,300 $405,100 $416,500 $428,000 $439,900 
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Table 1 
Recurring City General Fund Revenues and Expenditures 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue I Expenditure $2015 4 Total IFD Term 

General Fund Revenues 1 

Property Tax Not Deposited to IFD $0 $0 
Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF $2,775,600 $5,835,500 
Property Transfer Tax $0 $0 
Sales Tax $2,822,800 $6,156,700 
Parking Tax $735,400 $1,602,400 
Payroll Tax $83,900 $88,600 
Gross Receipts Tax $7,901,000 $17,343,100 
Business Registration Fee $0 $0 

· If Gr Receipts< $1 M $2,387,000 . $5,2Z5,400 
If Gr Receipts> $1 M $1,023,000 $2,239,500 

Utility Users Tax $2,104,500 $4,607,600 
License, Permit, Franchise Fees $177,200 $387,900 
Fines, Forfeitures,· Penalties $29,800 $65,300 

$0 $0 
Total if Avg Gr Receipts< $1 M $11,116,200 $23,969,400 . 
Total if Avg Gr Receipts> $1 M $17,653,200 $38,326,600 

General Fund Expenditures 2 

Police $859,300 $1,881,300 
Fire and EMS $2,864,400 $6,271,400 
Portion of Crane Cove Park $0 $0 

$0 $0 
Total General Fund Expend. $3,723,800 $8,152,700 

Net General Fund Impact 
If Average Gr Receipts< $1 M $7,392,400 $15,816,700 
If Average Gr ReceiP.ts > $1 M $13,929,400 $30,173,900 

1 Table 4a. 
2 Table 6. Police and Fire protection services are the project's 
· major service impacts. The project's public plaza will be 
privately maintained. by the lessee. Crane Cove Park will be 
maintained through a CFD maintenance district. The project is 
not creating any new public infrastructure that is to be 
maintaned by the General Fund. It is assumed that City service 
costs including Community Health, Human Welfare, and Culture 
and Recreation services are generated by residents and do not 
apply to the project. 

4 Discounted at 3%. 

FY 27/28 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 

$0 $0 $0 

$99,900 $101,900 $103,900 

$0 $0 $0 
$89,100 . $91,700 $94,500 

$23,200 $23,900 $24,600 
$0 $0 $0 

$252,400 $259,900 $267,700 

$75,900 $78,100 $80,500 . 

$32,500 $33,500 $34,500 
$66,900 $68,900 $71,000 

$5,600 $5,800 $6,000 
$900 $1,000 $1,000 

$361,500 $371,300 $381,500 
$570,500 $586,600 $603,200 

$27,300 $28,100 $29,000 
$91,000 $93,800 $96,600 

$0 $0 $0 

$118,300 $121,900 $125,600 

$243,200 $249,400 $255,900 
$452,200 $464,700 $477,600 
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FY 30/31 

$0 
$106,000 

$0 
$97,300 
$25,300 

$0 
$275,800 

$82,900 
$35,500 
$73,100 

$6,200 
$1,000 

$391,800 
$620,200 

$29,800 
$99,500 

$0 

$129,300 

$262,500 
$490,900 

FY 31/32 FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 

$0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 
$108,100 $110,300 $112,500 $114,700 $117,000 $119,400 $121,700 $124,200 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$100,200 $103,200 $106,300 $109,500 $112,800 $116,200 $119,700 $123,300 

$26,100 $26,900 $27,700 $28,500 $29,300 $30,200 $31,100 $32,100 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$284,000 $292,600 $301,300 $310,400 $319,700. $329,300 $339,200 $349,300 

$85,400 $87,900 $90,600 $93,300 $96,100 $99,000 $101,900 $105,000 
$36,600 $37,700 $38,800 $40,000 $41,200 $42,400 . $43,700 $45,000 
$75,300 $77,500 $79,900 $82,300 $84,700 $87,300 $89,900 $92,600 

$6,300 $6,500 $6,700 $6,900 $7,100 $7,300 $7,600 $7,800 
$1,100 . $1,100 $1,100 $1,200 $1,200 $1,200 $1,300 $1,300 

$402,500 $413,400 $424,800 $436,400 $448,200 $460,600 $473,200 $486,300 
$637,700 $655,800 $674,300 $693,500 $713,000 $733,300 $754,200 $775,600 

$30,700 $31,700 $32,600 $33,600 $34,600 $35,600 $36,700 $37,800 
$102,500 "$105,500 $108,700 $112,000 $115,300 $118,800 $122,400 $126,000 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$133,200 $137,200 $141,300 $145,600 $149,900 $154,400 $159,100 $163,800 

$269,300 $276,200 $283,500 $290,800 $298,300 $306,200 . $314,100 $322,500 
$504,500 $518,600 $533,000 $547,900 $563,100 $578,900 $595,100 $611,800 
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Table 1 
Recurring City General Fund Revenues and Expenditures 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco . 

Revenue/ Expenditure $2015 4 Total IFD Term 

General Fund Revenues i 

Property Tax Not Deposited to IFD $0 .$0 
Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF $2,775,600 $5,835;500 
Property Transfer Tax $0 $0 
Sales Tax $2,822,800 $6,156,700 
Parking Tax $735,400 $1,602,400 
Payroll Tax $83,900 $88,600 
Gross Receipts Tax $7,901,000 $17,343,100 
Business Registration Fee $0 $0 

If Gr Receipts< $1 M . $2,387,000 $5,225,400 
If Gr Receipts> $1 M $1,023,000 $2,239,500 

Utility Users Tax $2,104,500 $4,607,600 
License, Permit, Franchise Fees $177,200 $387,900 
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties $29,800 $65,300 

$0 $0 
Total if Avg Gr Receipts< $1 M $11,116,200 $23,969,400 

Total if Avg Gr Receipts> $1 M $17,653,200 $38,326,600 

General Fund Expenditures 2 

Police $859,300 $'.J.,881;300 
Fire and EMS $2,864,400 $6,271,400 
Portion of Crane Cove Park $0 $0 

$0 $0 
Total General Fund Expend. $3,723,.800 $8,152,700 

Net General Fund Impact 
If Average Gr Receipts< $1 M $7,392,400 $15,816,700 
If Average Gr Receipts> $1 M $13,929,400 $30,173,900 

1 Table4a. 
2 Table 6. Police and Fire protection services are the. project's 

major service impacts. The project's public plaza will be 
privately maintained by the lessee. Crane Cove Park will be 
maintained through a CFO maintenance.district. The project is 
not creating any new public ·infrastructure that is to be 
maintaned by the Gener,al Fund. It is assumed that city service 
costs including CommJnity Health, Human Welfare, and Culture 
and Recreation services are generated by residents and do not 
apply to the project. 

4 Discounted at 3%. 

FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 

$0 $0 $0 
$126,700 $129,200 $131,800 

$0 $0 $0 
$127,000 $130,800 $134,700 

$33,000 $34,000 . $35,000 
$0 $0 $0 

$359,800 $370,600 $381,700 

$108,100 $111,400 $114,700 
$46,300 $47,700 $49,200 
$95,400 $98,200 $101,200 

$8,000 $8,300 $8,500 
$1,400 $1,400 $1,400 

$499,600 $513,300 $527,300 

$797,600 $820,200 $843,500 

$38,900 $40,100 $41,300 
$129,800 $133,700 $137,700 

$0 $0 $0 

$168,700 $173,800 $179,000 

$330,900 $339,500 $348,300 
$628,900 $646,400 $664,500 
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FY 42/43 

$0 
$134,400 

$0 
$138,800 

$36,100 
$0 

$393,200 

$118,200 
$50,600 

$104,200 
$8,800 
$1,500 

$542,000 

$867,600 

$42,600 
$141,800 

$0 

$184,400 

$357,600 
$683,200 

FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 

$0. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$137,100 $139,800 $142,600 $145,500 $148,400 $151,400 $154,400 $157,500 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$142,900 $147,200 $151,600 $156,200 $160,900 $165,700 $170,700 $175,800 

$37,200 $38,300 $39,400 $40,600 $41,800 $43,100. $44,400 $45,700 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$405,000 $417,100 $429,600 $442,500 $455,800 $469,500 $483,600 $498,100 

$121,700 $125,400 $129,100 $133,000 $137,000 $141,100 $145,300 $149,700 
$52,200 $53,700 $55,300 $57,000 $58,700 $60,500 $62,300 $64,200 

$107,300 $110;600 $113,900 $117,300 $120,800 $124,400 $128,200 $132,000 
$9,000 $9,300 $g,600 $9,900 $10,200 $10,500 $10,800 $11,100 
$1,500 $1,600 $1,600 $1,700 $1,700 $1,800 $1,800 $1,900 

$556,700 $572,200 $587,800 $604,200 $620,800 $638,000 $655,600 $673,700 
$892,200 $917,600 $943,600 $970,700 $998,300 $1,026,900 $1,056,200 $1,086,300 

$43,800 $45,100 $46,500 $47,900 $49,300 $50,800 $52,300 $53,900 
$146,.100 $150,500 $155,000 $159,600 $164,400 $169,400 $174,400 $179,700 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

·$189,900 $195,600 $201,500 $207,500 $213,700 $220,200 $226,700 $233,600 

$366,800 $376,600 $386,300 $396,700 $407,100 $417,800 $428,900 $440,100 
$702,300 $722,000 $742,100 $763,200 $784,600 $806,700 $829,500 $852,700 
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Table 1 

Recurring City General Fund Revenues and Expenditures 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue f Expenditure $2015 4 Total IFD Term 
General Fund Revenues• 

Property Tax Not Deposited to IFD $0 $0 
Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF $2,775,600 $5,835,500 
Property Transfer Tax $0 $0 
Sales Tax $2,822,800 $6,156,700 
Parking Tax $735,400 $1,602,400 
Payroll Tax $83,900 $88,600 
Gro.js Receipts Tax $7,901,000 . $17,343,100 
Business Registration Fee $0 $0 

If Gr Receipts < $1 M $2,387,000 $5,225,400 
If Gr Receipts> $1 M · $1,023,000 $2,239,500 

Utility Users Tax $2,104,500 $4,607,600 
License, Permit, Franchise Fees $177,200 $387,900 
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties $29,800 $65,300 

$0 $0 
Total if Avg Gr Receipts< $1 M $11,116,200 $23,969,400 
Total if Avg Gr Receipts> $1 M $17,653,200 $38,326,600 

General Fund Expenditures 2 

Police $859,300 $1,881,300 
Fire and EMS $2,864,400 $6,271,400 
Portion of Crane Cove Park $0 $0 

$0 $0 
Total General Fund Expend. $3,723,800 $8,152,700 

Net General Fund Impact 
If Average Gr Receipts< $1 M $7,392,400 $15,816,700 
If Average Gr Receipts> $.1 M $13,929,400 $30,173,900 

'table 4a. 

2 Table 6. Police and Fire protection services are the project's 
major service impacts. The project's public plaza will be 
privately maintained by the lessee. Crane Cove Park will be 
maintained through a CFD maintenance district. The project is 
not creating any new public infrastructure that is to be 
malntaned by the General Fund. lt'is assumed that City service 
costs including Community Health, Human Welfare, and Culture 
and Recreation services are generated by residents and do not 
apply to the project. 

4 Discounted at 3%. 

FY 51/52 FY 52/53. FY 53/54 

$0 $0 $0 
$160,600 $163,800 $167,100 

$0 . $0 $0 
$181,000 $186,SOO $192,100 

$47,100 $48,500 $49,900 

$0 $0 $0 
$513,000 $528,400 $544,300 

$154,200 . $158,800 $163,600 

$66,100 $68,100 $70,100 
$136,000 $140,000 $144,200 

$11,400 $11,800 $12,100 

$1,900 $2,000 $2,000 

$692,.200 $711,400 $731,000 
$1,117,100 $1,149,100 $1,181,800 

$55,500 $57,200 $58,900 
$185,100 $190,600 $196,300 

$0 $0 $0 

$240,600 $247,800 $255,200 

$451,600 $463,600 $475,800 
$876,500 $901,300 $926,600 
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FY 54/55 

$0 
$170,500 

$0 
$197,800 

$51,400 

$0 
$560,600 

$168,500 
$72,200 

$148,600 
$12,500 

$2,100 

$751,400 
$1,215,700 

$60,700 
$202,200 

$0 

$262,900 

$488,500 
$952,800 

FY 55(56 FY 56/57 FY 57(58 FY 58(59 FY 59(60 FY 60/61 FY 61(62 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$173,900 $177,400 $180,900 $184,500 $188,200 $192,000 $195,800 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$203,800 $209,900 $216,200 $222,700 $229,300 $236,200 $243,300 

$53,000 $54,600 $56,200 $57,900 $59,600 $61,400 $63,300 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$577,400 $594,700 $612,600 $q30,900 $649,900 $669,400 $689,400 

$173,500 $178,700 . $184,100 $189,600 $195,300 . $201,200 $207,200 
$74,400 $76,600 $78,900 $81,300 $83,700 $86,200 $88,800 

$153,000 $157,600 $162,400 $167,200 $172,200 $177,400 $182,700 
$12,900 $13,300 $13,700 $14,100 $14,500 $14,900 $15,400 
·$2,200 $2,200 $2,300 $2,400 $2,400 $2,500 $2,600 

$772,300 $793,700 $815,800 $838,400 $861,500 $885,600 $910,300 
$1,250,600 $1,286,300 $1,323,200 $1,361,000 $1,399,800 $1,440,000 $1,481,300 

$62,500 $64,400 $66,300 $68,300 $70,300 $72,400 $74,600 
$208,300 .. $214,600 $221,000 ·$227,600 $234,400 $241,500 $248,700 

$0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$270,800 $279,000 $287,300 $295,900 $304,700 $313,900 $323,300 

$501,500 $514,700 $528,500 $542,500 $556,800 $571,700 $5'87,000 
$979,800 $1,007,300 $1,035,900 $1,065,100 $1,095,100 $1,126,100 $1,158,000 
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Table 2 
Development Program and Employment Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Prer 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 
Source: 20th Street Historic Bid gs Proforma 03/27 /15 (Orton Development Inc.} 

Project Building Size 
Program fcand Use Gross SF Net SF 
Building 101 Office I Light Industrial 51,311 58,245 
Building 102 Restaurant 11,265 10,703 
Building 104 Office - Non Profit 45,759 43,471 
Building 113 Healthcare - Non Profit 77,530 50,743 
Building 114 Light Industrial 16,088 15,444 
Building 115 Light Industrial 13,078 12,555 
Building 115 Light Industrial 25,270 24,259 
Building 14 Light Industrial - Non Profit 15,315 15,662 

255,617 241,082 

Piazza I Parking I Site Parking Spaces (ODI = 75; Port= 210) 285 

. Cumulative Employment 
Employees/ Jobs 2.00 per 1,000 net sf 

Service Population 0.33 per employee 

Taxable Net SF 
% SF 

100.0% 58,245 
100.0% 10,703 
100.0% 43,471 
100.0% 50,743 
100.0% 15,444 
100.0% 12,555 

.100.0% 24,259 
100.0% 15,662 
100.0% 241,082 

' Based on ODI proforma; KMA adjusted to match construction completion to fiscal years. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\Ji:'D pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; 82 prog and empl; 11/4/2015; jj 

FY 15/16 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

November 4, 2015 

% Occupancy 1 Occupied Net Square Feet 
FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18. FY 18/19 

25% 70% 95% 0 14,561 40,772 55,333 
25% 95% 95% 0 2,676 10,168 10,158 
.0% 75% 95% 0 0 32,503 41,297 
0%. 75% 95% 0 0 45,557 57,705 
0% 75% 95% 0 0 11,583 14,672 
0% 75% 95% 0 0 9,415 11,927 
0% 75% 95% 0 0 18,194 23,046 
0% 75% 95% 0 0 11,747 14,879 

0 17,237 180,040 229,028 

75 210 0 

FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 
34 350 458 

11 120 153 
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Table 3 

. Revenue Assumptions 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 

Pier 70 - Historic Core 

Port of San Francisco 

Global Escalation Assumptions 

·Assessed Value Annual Growth 

Other Revenues Annual Growth 

2015 City/County Service Population Estimate for Averages 

Resident Population 1 

Employment Base 2 

Service Population 3 

City and County General Fund 

Possessory Interest Tax 4 

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 5 

Property Tax Based Revenue 2004-0S 6 

2004-0S City of San Francisco Gross Assessed Value 6 

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF per $1,000 in AV Growth 

Property Transfer Tax 

Year of Sale 7 

Sale Value in Year of Sale 7 

Tax Rate per $SOO of value 8 

Sales Tax 

Sales Tax Rate 9 

Employee Spending 

Potential Non-Restaurant Weekly Spending 
10 

Weeks at Work. per Year 11 

Potential Annual Non-Restaurant-Spending 

San Francisco Capture 11 
. 

Potential Annual Non-Restaurant Spending per Employee 

Potential Restaurant Weekly Spending 10 

Weeks at Work per Year 11 

Potential Annual Restaurant Spending 

San Francisco Capture 11 

Employee Spending at Project Restaurant 
11 

Potential Annual Non-Project Rest. Spending per Employee 

Taxable Sales by Project Restaurant 

Rentable Square Feet 
. 11 

Sales per Rentable SF 

2% 

3% 

845,602 

613,200. 

1,050,002 

0% share remaining after IFD 

$109,881,177 

$103,076,295,S56 

$1.07 

9 

$87,000,000 

$12.50 

1.00% 

$4S.52 

so 
$2,276 

100% 

$2,276 

$26.29 

so 
$1,31S 

100.00% 

80% 

$263 

10,703 

$500 

November 04, 2015 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; 83 rev assumpns; 11/4/2015; ii 
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Table 3 

Revenue Assumptions 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 

Pier 70 - Historic Core 

Port of San Francisco 

City and County General Fund (continued) 

Parking Tax 

Revenue per Space per Month 7 

Parking Occupancy Rate 7 

San Francisco Parking Tax Rate 12 

Parking Tax Revenue Allocation to General Fund 13 

l . y 
Payroll Expense and Gross Receipts Tax 

Eligibility 

Project Rentable Square Feet 15 

Project Occupied Rentable Square Feet at 5% Vacancy 

Ave~age Number of Employees per Business 16 

Employees per 1,000 Square Feet 

Square Foot per Business 

Occupied Businesses in Project 

Estimated Total Project Payroll at 95% Occupancy 17 

Estimated Total Project Payroll at 100% Occupancy 18 

Payroll> $260,000 per Business for PayrollTax 19 

Estimated Total Project Gross Receipts at 95% Occupancy 17 

Estimated Total Project Gross Receipts at 100% Occupancy 18 

Gross Receipts> $1,000,000 per Gross Receipts Tax 20 

· Payroll Expense Tax · 

Exemptions and Adjustment fo~ San Francisco-based Payroll 21 

2015 Rate 19 

2016 Rate 19 

2017 Rate 19 

2018 Rate 19 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Exemptions and Adjustment for San Francisco-based Receipts 21 

Retail, Wholesale, and Services Rate for $1 to $2.S M 
20 

Manufacturing/ Transportation I Warehousing, Information, 

Biotech, Clean Tech, Food Services Rate for $1 to $2.5 M 
20 

Private Education/ Health, Admin., Misc. Rate for $1 to $2.S M 20 

Finance, Insurance, Profssnl, Scientific, Tech Rate for $1 to $2.5 M 
20 

Estimated Average for Pier 70 Businesses 

2015 Phase-In 20 

2016 Phase-In 20 

2017 Phase-In 20 

2018 Phase-In 20 

$100 

95% 

25% 

20% 

241,082 

229,028 

6 

2 

3,000 

76 

$31,406,000 

, $33,058,947 

$411,382 (eligible) 

$71,789,000 

$75,567,368 

November 04, 2015 

$940,353 (not eligible) 

75% 

1.125% 

0.750% 

0.375% 

0.000% 

75% 

0.100% 

0.205% 

0.550% 

0.460% 

0.329% 

25% 

50% 

75% 

100% 
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Table 3 

Revenue Assumptions 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 

Pier 70 - Historic Core 

Port of San Francisco 

City and County General Fund (continued} 

Business Registration Fee 

Rate per business earning from $750,000 to $1 M 22 

Rate per business earning from $1 M to $2.S M 22 

Other General Fund Revenues
23 

Utility Users Tax 24 

Water Users Tax 

Gas Electric Steam Users Tax 

Telephone Users Tax 

Access Line Tax 

·Licenses, Permits, and Franchise Fees 

Fines, Forfeitures 

Other City and County Funds 

SalesTax 25 

Public Safety Sales Tax 

SF County Transportation Authority 

SF County Public Finance Authority 

Parking Tax 

SF County Municipal Transportation Agency 13 

$700 

$300 

November 04, 2015 

Amount FY Avg. 

2015/16 Factor Average Basis 

$3,740,000 

$40,620,000 

$49,190,000 

$45,594,000 

$27,162,891 

$4,577,144 

0.50% 

·0.50% 

0.25% 

80% 

$6.10 per employee 

$E;6.24 per employee 

$46.85 per service populatio 

$43.42 per service populatio 

$25.87 per service populatio 

$4.36 per service populatio 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\ 19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; 83 rev assumpns; 11 /4/2015; jj 
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Table 3 

Revenue Assumptions 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 

Pier 70 - Historic Core 

Port of San Francisco November 04, 2015 

Notes: 
1 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State - January 1, 

2015. 
2 California ·Department of Transportation San Francisco County Economic Forecast. 
3 Resident population plus one-third the San Francisco employment base. 
4 100% of General Fund property tax will be deposited into the !FD to pay 
5 Per SB 1096, growth of property tax in lieu of VLF is proportional to growth in AV since 2004/05. 
6 Values for City and County of San Francisco. California State Controller's Office. 
7 20th Street Historic Bldgs Proforma 3/27 /15{0rton Development Inc.). 
8 San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, Article 12-C: Real Property Transfer Tax. Rate for buildings valued above $10 M. 
9 San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, Article 12-D: Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax. 

10 Based on employee food and goods and services spending in the vicinity of the office, as reported in the ICSC report, "Office-Worker 

Retail Spending in a Digital Age" (2012), for urban workers. 
11 KMA assumption. 
12 San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, Article 9: Tax on Occupancy of Parking Space in Parking Stations. Per the City and· 

County of San Francisco Controller's Office; since the 25% par~ing tax is usually already included in the posted parking rate, this 

results in 20 percent of the patron's total parking charges being attributed to the parking tax. However, Orton proforma assumes 

25% tax on too of a $100 oer month Parking fee. 
13 Proposition A, passed in November 2007, specified that beginning in FY 2008-09, the Parking Tax be allocated between the General 

F.und {20%) and MTA {80%). City and County of San Francisco Controller's Office. 
14 Starting in 2014, the payroll expense tax will be phased out and replaced with the gross receipts tax. 
15 Table 2. 
16 Based on information for the American Industrial Center, a comparable existing business facility. 
17 Table 7. 
18 Adjustment to 100% occupancy for payroll and gross receipts calculations, Table 4b. 
19 San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, Article 12-A: Payroll Expense Tax Ordinance. 
20 San Francisco Business and tax Regulations Code, Article 12-A-1: Gross Receipts Tax Ordinance. 
21 The Payroll Expense and Gross Receipts Tax ordinances apply only to business activities performed in San Francisco. In addition, for 

a limited number of years the ordinances exclude certain bio-tech and clean-tech activities, as well as certain stock-based 

compensation. The adjustment factor is applied to the estimates to take into account these provisions. 
·22 San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code Article 12: Business Registration Fee. 
23 These factors are based on the methodology used in the. Infrastructure Financing Plan, Infrastructure Financing District No. 1 (Rincon 

Hill Area) updated with data from the Adopted 2015/16 budget. 
24 Per San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code Article 10: Utility Users Tax, non-residential users pay telephone, water, gas, 

electric, and steam users utility taxes; residential and non-residential users pay cellular telephone and access line taxes. It has been 

assumed for purposes of these estimates that most residential users use cellular rather than land-line telephone service. 
25 Per the report Pier 70 Waterfront Site and Illinois Street Parcel Development Projects: Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and 

Feasibility, by Economic Planning Systems in May 2013, and Board of Equalization. 
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. 263 . 

Page 19 



Table 4a 
General Fund Revenues Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pi.er 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco November4, 2015 

Revenue Source Measure 1 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 
AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s} $0 $3,998 $39,980 $59,970 $79,960 $81,559 $83,191 $84,854 $86,552 $88,283 $90,048 $91,849 

Non-AV Revenue Es~olation 1 3.0% 100.0% 103.0% 106.1% . 109.3% 112.6% 115.9% 119.4% 123.0% 126.7% 130.5% 134.4% 138.4% 

Employees 3 0 34 360 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 

Restaurant SF 3 0 2,676 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 

Parking Spaces 3 0 75 285 285 285. 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 

Leasab/e SF 3 0 17,237 180,040 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 

Service Population.' 0 11 120 153· 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 

Possessory Interest Tax.Not Deposited into IFD 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF $1.07 /$1,000AV $0 $4,262 $42,619 $63,929 $85,239 $86,943 $88,683 $90,456 $92,266 $94,111 $95,993 $97,913 
Property Transfer Tax $12.50 /$500 AV $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sales Tax 
Employee Non- Restaurant 1.00% $2,276/emp/ $0 $797 $8,693 $11,391 $11,732 $12,084 $12,447 $12,820 $13,205 $13,601 $14,009 $14,429 
Employee Restaurant 1.00% $263/emp/ $0 $92 $1,004 $1,316 $1,355 $1,396 $1,438 $1,481 . $1,525 $1,571 $1,618 $1,667 
Project Restaurant 1. 00% $500 psf ~ $13.780 $53,935 $55,553 $57,220 $58,937 $60.705 $62.526 $64.402 $66,334 $68,324 $70,373 

$0 $14,669 $63,632 $68,260 $70,308 $72,417 $74,589 $76,827 $79,132 $81,506 $83,951 $86,470 

Parking Tax 
Total Revenues $100/sp 95% DCC ~ $88,065 $344.686 $355,027 $365,678 $376,648 $387,948 $399,586 $411,574 $423,921 $436,638 $449,738 
General Fund Taxes 2S% 20%to GF $0 $4,403 $17,234 $17,751 $18,284 . $18,832 $19,397 $19,979 $20,579 $21,196 $21,832 $22,487 

N Payroll Tax 4 
$0 $13,694 $74,856 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

O'> Gross Receipts Tax4 $0 $6,861 $112,504 $193,418 $199,220 $205,197 $211,353 $217,694 $224,224 $230,951 $237,880 $245,016 
+==-

·Business Registration Fee 
Businesses 3, 000 sf per bus. 0 6 60 76 76. 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 
If Gross Receipts $0.75 to $1 M $700 per business . $0 $4,326 $44,558 $58,133 $59,877 $61,673 $63,524 $65,429 $67,392 $69,414 $71,496 $73,641 
If Gross Receipts $1 to $2.5 M $300 per business $0 $1,854 $19,096 $24,914 $25,662 $26,431 $27,224 $28,041 $28,882 $29,749 $30,641 $31,561 

Utility Users Tax 
Water Users Tax $6.10 per empl $0 $214 $2,329 $3,052 $3,144 $3,238 $3,335 $3,436 $3,539 $3,645 $3,754 $3,867 
Gas Electric Steam Users Tax $66.24 per empt $0 $2,320 $25,300 $33,152 $34,147 $35,171 $36,227 $37,313 $38,433 $39,586 $40,773 $41,996 
Telephone Users Tax $46.85 per svc popn $0 $547 $5,964 $7,815 $8,050 $8;291 $8,540 $8,796 $9,060 $9,332 $9,612 $9,900 
Access Line Tax $43.42 per svc popn ~ ~ $5,528 $7,244 $7.461 $7,685 $7,916 $8,153 $8,398 $8,650 $8,909 $9,176 

$0 $3,587 $39,121 $51,264 $52,802 $54,386 $56,018 $57,698 $59,429 $61,212 $63,048 $64,940 

·License, Permit, Franchi_se Fees $25.87 per svc popn $0 $302 $3,293 $4,316 $4,445 $4,578 $4,716 $4,857 $5,003 $5,153 $5,308 $5,467 
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties $4.36 per svc popn $0 $51 $555 $727 $749 $771 $795 $818 $843 $868 $894 $921 

Total General Fund Revenue If Avg. Gross Receipts< $1 M $0 $45,295 $285,869 $264,380 $291,703 $299,602 $307,721 $316,065 $324,644 $333,460 $342,522 $351,838 
Total General Fund Revenue If Avg. Gross Receipts> $1 M $0 $49,684 $372,912 $424,579 $456,708 $469,557 $482,775 $496,371 $510,358 $524,746 $539,547 $554,773 

1 Table 3. 3 Table 2. 
2 Table 2a. 4 Ta~le 4b. 
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Table 4a 
General Fund Revenues Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 
Revenue Source Measure 1 FY 27/28 FY 28/29 FY29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 
AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s} 1 $93,686 $95,560 $97,471 $99,420 $101,409 $103,437 $105,506 $107,616 $109,768 $111,963 $114,203 $116,487 

Non-AV Revenue Escalation 1 
3.0% 142.6% 146.9% 151.3% 155.8% 160.5% 165.3% 170.2% 175.4% 180.6% 186.0% 191.6% 197.4% 

Employees 3 
458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 

Restaurant SF 3 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 
Piirking Spaces 3 

285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 
Leosable SF 3 

229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 
Service Population 3 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 1S3 

Possessory Interest Tax Not Deposited into IFD 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Property Tax Jn-Lieu of VLF $1.07 /$1,000 AV $99,871 $101,868 $103,906 $105,984 $108,103 $110,266 $112,471 $114,720 $117,015 $119,355 $121,742 $124,177 
Property Transfer Tax $12.50 /$500 AV $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sales Tax 
Employee Non- Restaurant 1.00% $2,276/empl $14,862 $15,308 $15,767 $16,240 $16,728 $17,229 $17, 746 $18,279 $18,827 $19,392 $19,974 $20,573 
Employee Restaurant 1.00% $263/empl $1,717 $1,768 $1,821 $1,876 $1,932 $1,990 $2,050 $2,111 $2,175 $2,240 $2,307 $2,376 
Project Restaurant 1.00% $500 psf $72.485 $74,659 $76,899 $79,206 $81,582 $84,030 $86,550 $89,147 $91,821 $94,576 $97.413 $100,336 

$89,064 $91,736 $94,488 $97,322 $100,242 $103,249 $106,347 $109,537 $112,823 $116,208 $119,694 $123,285 

Parking Tax 
Total Revenues $100/sp 95% ace $463,230 $477,127 $491.440 $506,184 $521.369 $537,010 $553,121 $569,714 $586,806 $604.410 $622,542 $641,218 
General Fund Taxes 25% 20%to GF $23,161 $23,856 $24,572 $25,309 $26,068. $26,851 $27,656 $28,486 $29,340 $30,220 $31,127 $32,061 

N 
Payroll Tax 4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 CTI 

(J'1 Gross Receipts Tax 4 $252,366 $259,937 $267,736 $275,768 $284,041 $292,562 $301,339 $310,379 $319,690 $329,281 $339,159 $349,334 

Business Registration Fee 
Businesses 3,000 sf per bus. 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 
If Gross Receipts $0.75 to $1 M $700 per business $75,850 $78,126 $80,470 $82,884 $85,370 $87,931 $90,569 $93,287 $96,085 $98,968 $101,937 $104,995 
If Gross Receipts $1 to $2.5 M $300 per business $32,507 $33,483 $34,487 $35,522 $36,587 $37,685 $38,815 $39,980 $41,179 $42,415 $43,687 $44,998 

Utility Users Tax 
·water Users Tax $6.10 per empl $3,983 $4,102 $4,225 $4,352 $4,483 $4,617 $4,756 $4,898 $5,045 $5,197 $5,352 $5,513 
Gas Electric Steam Users Tax $66.24 per emp/ $43,256 $44,554 $45,891 $47,267 $48,685 $50,146 $51,650 $53,200 $54,796 $56,440 $58,133 $59,877 
Telephone Users Tax $46.85 per svc popn $10,197 $10,503 $10,818 $11,143 $11,477 $11,821 $12,176 $12,541 $12,917 $13,305 $13,704 $14,115 
Access Line Tax $43.42 per svc popn $9,452 $9,735 $10,027 $10,328 $10,638 $10,957 $11,286 $11,624 $11,973 $12,332 $12,702 $13,083 

$66,888 $68,895 $70,961 $73,090 $75,283 $77,541 $79,868 $82,264 $84,732 $87,274 $89,892 $92,588 

License, Permit, Franchise Fees $25.87 per svc popn $5,631 $5,800 $5,974 $6,153 $6,338 $6,528 $6,724 $6,925 $7,133 $7,347 $7,567 $7,794 
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties $4.36 per svc popn $949 $977 $1,007 $1,037 $1,068 $1,100 $1,133 $1,167 $1,202 $1,238 $1,275 $1,313 

Total General Fund Revenue if Avg. Gross Receipts < $1 M $361,414 $371,258 $381,377. $391,779 $402,473 $413,466 $424,767 $436,385 $448,330 $460,609 $473,234 $486,214 
Total General Fund Revenue If Avg. Gross Receipts > $1 M $570,437 $586,552 $603,130 $620,185 $637,730 $655,781 $674,352 $693,458 $713,114 $733,338 $754,144 $775,551 

1 Table3. 3 Table 2. 
2 Table 2a. 4 Table 4b. 
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Table 4a 
General Fund Revenues Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue Source Measure 1 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 . FY 50/51 
AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s] 1 $118,816 '$121,193 $123,617 $126,089 $128,611 $131,183 $133,807 $136,483 $139,212 $141,997 $144,83? $147,733 

Non-AV.Revenue Escalation 1 3.0% 203.3% 209.4% 21S.7% 222.1% 228.8% 23S.7% 242.7% 2S0.0% 2S7.S% 26S.2% 273.2% 281.4% 

Employees 3 4S8 4S8 458 4S8 4S8 4S8 4S8 4S8 4S8 4S8 4S8 4S8 

·Restaurant SF 3 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 
Parking Spaces 3 28S 28S 28S 28S 28S 285· 28S 28S 28S 28S 28S 28S 

Leasable SF 3 229,028 229,028. 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 
Service Population 3 153 1S3 153 153 153· 153 1S3 153 1S3 1S3 1S3 153 

Possessory Interest Tax Not Deposited into. I FD 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Property Tax In-lieu of VLF $1.07 /$1,000 AV $126,660 $129,194 $131,778 $134,413 $137,101 $139,843 $142,640 $145,493 $148,403 $151,371 $154,398 $157,486 
Property Transfer Tax $12.SO /$500 AV $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ·so $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sales Tax 
Employee Non- Restaurant 1.00% $2,276/empl $21,190 $21,826 $22,480 $23,155 $23,850 $24,565 $25,302 $26,061 $26,843 $27,648 $28,478 $29,332 
Employee Restaurant 1.00% $263/empl $2,448 $2,521 $2,597 $2,675 $2,755 $2,837 $i,923 $3,010 $3,101 $3,194 $3,289 $3,388 
Project Restaurant 1. 00% $SOO psf $103,346 $106.446 $109,639 $112.929 $116.317 $119,806 $123.400 $127.102 $130,915 $134,843 $138,888 $143,055 

$126,983 $130,793 $134,717. $138,758 $142,921 $147,209 $151,625 $156,174 $160,859 $165,685 $170,655 $175,775 

Parking Tax 
Total Revenues $100/sp 9S% occ $660.455 $680,268 $700,677 $721,697 $743.348 $765,648 $788,618 $812.276 $836,644 $861,744 $887,596 $914.224 
General Fund Taxes 2S% 20%to GF $33,023 $34,013 $35,034 $36,085 $37,167 $38,282 $39,431 $40,614 $41,832 $43,087 $44,380 $45,711 

N Payroll Tax 4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
O'> 
O'> Gross Receipts Tax 4 $359;814 $370,609 $381,727 $393,179 $404,974 $417,123 $429,637 $442,526 $455,802 $469,476 $483,560 $498,067 

Business Registration Fee 
Businesses 3,000 sf per bus. 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 
If Gross Receipts $0.75 to $1 M $700 per business $108,145 $111,389 $114,731 $118,173 $121,718 $125,369 $129,130 $133,004 $136,994 $141,104 $145,337 $149,697 
If Gross Receipts $1 to $2.5 M $300 per business $46,348 $47,738 $49,170 $50,645 $52,165 $53,730 $55,342 s·51,002 $58,712 $60,473 $62,287 $64,156 . 

Utility Users Tax 
Water Users Tax $6.10 per emp/ $5,678 $5,849 $6,024 $6,205 $6,391 $6,583 $6,780 $6,984 $7,193 $7,409 $7,631 $7,860 
Gas Electric Steam Users Tax $66.24 per empl $61,673 $63,523 $65,429 $67,392 $69,414 $71,496 $73,641 $75,850 $78,126 $80,470 $82,884 $85,370 
Telephone Users Tax $46.8S per svc popn $14,539 $14,975 $15,424 $15,887 $16,363 $16,854 $17,360 $17,881 $.18,417 $18,970 $19,539 $20,125 
Access Line Tax $43.42 per svc popn $13.476 $13,880 $14.296 $14,725 $15,167 $15,622 $16,091 $16,574 $17,071 $17,583 $18,110 $18,654 

$95,366 $98,227 $101,174 $104,209 $107,335 $110,555 $113,872 $117,288 $120,807 $124,431 $128,164 $132,009 

License, Permit, Franchise Fees $2S.87 per svc popn $8,028 $8,269 . $8,517 $8,773 $9,036 $9,307 $9,586 $9,874 $10,170 $10,475 $10,789 $11,113 
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties $4.36 per svc popn $1,353 $1,393 $1,435 $1,478 $1,523 $1,568 $1,615 $1,664 $1,714 $1,765 $1,818 $1,873 

Total General Fund Revenue If Avg. Gross Receipts< $1 M $499,558 $513,279 $527,385 $541,889 $556,801 $572,134' $587,900 $604,111 $620,779 $637,918 $655,542 $673,664 
Total General Fund Revenue If Avg. Gross Receipts > $1 M $797,576 $820,236 $843,552 $867,540 $892,222 $917,618 $943,748 $970,634 $998,298. $1,026,763 $1,056,052 $1,086,190 

1 Table 3. 3 Table 2. 
2 Table 2a. 4 Table 4b. 
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Table 4a 
General Fund Revenues Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue Source Measure 1 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 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 
A Von Tax Roll ($1,000s} i $150,688 $153,702 $156,776 $159,911 $163,109 $166,372 $169,699 $173,093 $176,555 $180,086 $183,688 

Non-AV Revenue Escalation 1 3.0% 289.8% 298.5% 307.5% 316.7% 326.2% 336.0% 346.1% 356.5% 367.1% 378.2% 389.5% 

Employees 3 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 

Restaurant SF 3 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 

Parking Spaces 3 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 

Leasable SF 3 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 

Service Populatfon 3 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 

Possessory Interest Ta>: Not Deposited into IFD 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF $1.07 /$1,000AV $160,636 $163,849 $167,126 $170,468 $173,878 $177,355 $180,902 $184,520 $188,211 $191,975 $195,814 
Property Transfer Tax $12.50 /$500 AV $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sales Tax 
Employee Non- Restaurant 1.00% $2;276/empl $30,212 $31,118 . $32,052 $33,013 $34,004 . $35,024 $36,075 $37,157 $38,272 $39,420 $40,602 
Employee Restaurant 1.00% $263/emp/ $3,490 $3,594 $3,702 $3,813 $3,928 $4,046 $4,167 $4,292 $4,421 $4,553 $4,690 
Project Restaurant 1.00% $500 psf $147,346 $151,767 $156,320 $161,009 $165.840 $170,815 $175.939 $181,217 $186,654 $192,253 ,$198,021 

$181,048 $186,479 $192,074 $197,836 $203,771 $209,884 . $216,181 $222,666 $229,346 $236,227 $243,313 

Parking Tax 
Total Revenues $100/sp 95% DCC $941,651 $969,900 $998,997 ~1,028,967 ~l,059,836 ~1,091,631 ~1,124,380 ~1,158,111 ~1,192,855 ~1,228,640 ~1,265,500 

General Fund Taxes 25% 20%to GF $47,083 $48,495 $49,95.0 $51,448 $52,992 $54,582 $56,219 $57,906 $59,643 $61,432 $63,275 
N 

Payroll Tax 4 
O') $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $.O $0 $0 $0 
-.J· Gross Receipts Tax 4 $513,009 $528,399 $544,251 $560,579 $577,396 $594,718 $612,560 $630,936 $649,865 $669,360 $689,441 

Business Registration Fee 
Businesses. 3,000 sf per bus. 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 
If Gross Receipts $0.75 to $1 M $700 per business $154,188 $158,814 $163,578 $168,486 $173,540 $178,747 $184,109 $189,632 $195,321 . $201,181 $207,216 
If Gross Receipts $1 to $2.5 M $300 per business $66,081 $68,063 $70,105 $72,208 $74,374 $76,606 $78,904 $81,271 $83,709 $86,220 $88,807 

Utility Users Tax 
Water Users Tax $6.10 per empl $8,096 $8,339 $8,589 $8,847 $9,112 $9,386 $9,667 $9,957 $10,256 $10,564 $10,880 
Gas Electric Steam Users Tax $66.24 per empl $87,931 $90,569 $93,286 $96,085 _$98,967 $101,936 $104,995 $108,144 $111,389 $114,730 $118,172 
Telephone Users Tax $46.85 per svc popn $20,729 $21,351 $21,991 $22,651 $23,330 $24,030 $24,751 $25,494 $26,258 $27,046 $27,858 
Access Line Tax $43.42 per svc popn $19,213 $19,790 $20,383 $20,995 $21,625 $22,273 $22,942 $23,630 $24,339 $25,069 $25,821 

$135,969 $140,048 $144,250 $148,577 $153,035 $157,626 $162,354 _$167,225 $172,242 $177,409 $182, 731 

License, Permit, Franchise Fees $25.87 per svc popn $11,446 $11,790 $12,144 $12,508 $12,883 $13,270 $13,668 $14,078 $14,500 $14,935 $15,383 
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties $4.36 per svc popn $1,929 $1,987 $2,046. $2,108 $2,171 $2,236 $2,303 $2,372 $2,443 $2,517 $2,592 

Total General Fund Revenue If Avg. Gross Receipts< $1 M $692,299 $711,462 $731,167 $751,431 $772,270 $793,699 $815,736 $838,399 $861,706 $885,675 $910,326 
Total General Fund Revenue If Avg. Gross Receipts> $1 M $1,117,201 $1,149,111 $1,181,945 $1,215,732 $1,250,500. $1,286,276 $1,323,091 $1,360,974 $1,399,958 $1,440,075 $1,481,358 

1 Table 3. 3 Table 2. 
2 Table 2a. 4 Table 4b. 
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Table 4b 
Payroll and Gross Receipts Taxes 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Payroll/ Gross Receipts Tax Calculation 

Occupancy' 
Building 101 
Building 102 
Building.104 
Buildi.ng 113 
Building 114 
Building 115 
Building 116 
Building 14 

Occupied Square Feet in 
Taxable.Businesses 

Building 101 
Building 102 
Building 104 
·Building 113 
Building 114 
Building 115 
Building 116 
Building 14 

taxable 

a: 
58,245 

10,703 

43,471 

60,743 

15,444 

12,555 

24,259 

15,662 

241,082 

Taxable Occupied sf% ofTotal 241,0B2 total sf 

Payroll Tax 

Taxable Payroll ($1,000s) 3' 

Taxable SF Payroll ($1,000s) 3 

Payroll Tax.Rate 

Total Tax 

Gross Receipts Tax 

$33,059 3.0% esc/n 

75% 

Taxable Gr. Receipts ($1,000s) 3 
$75,567 . 3.0% escln 

Taxable SF Gr. Receipts ($1,000s) 3 75% 

Gross Receipts Phase-In Rate 3 

Tota1Tax 3 
0.329% 

1 20th Street Histori.c Bldgs Proforma 3/27/15. (Orton 

Development Inc.) with KMA adjustments to match 
constructiOn completion to fiscal years from 2015 to 2017. 

2 Table 2. 
3 Table 3. 

FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17 /18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27 /28 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/3l 

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0.0% 

25% 
25% 

0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

14,561 
2,676 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

·O 

17,237 

7.1% 

75% 
95% 
75% 
75% 
75%' 
75% 
75% 
75% 

43,684 
10,168 
32,603 
45,557 
11,583 

9,416 
18,194 
11,747 

182,952 

75.9%. 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333. 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95%, 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333' 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

·95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 

.14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14;379 

229,028 229,028 

95.0% 95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

95% 
95% 
95%. 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95%. 
95% 

.55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 229,028 229,028 

95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 

95% 95% 
95% 95% 
95% 95% 
95% 95% 
95% 95% 
95% 95% 
95%.. 95% 

95% 95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 229,028 

95.0% 95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,.333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

$0 $2,435 $26,616 $34,318 $35,348 $36,408 $37,500 $38,625 $39;784 $40,978 $42,207 $43,473 $44,777 $46,121 $47,504 $48,930 

$0 $1,826 $19,962 $25,739 $26,511 $27,306 $28,125 . $28,969 $29,838 $30,733 $31,655 $32,605 $33,583 $34,591 $35,628 $36,697 

1.125% 0.750% 0.375% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% ·o.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

$0 $13;694 .$74,856 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$0 $5,565 $60,839 $78,446 $80,799 $83,223 $85,720 $88,291 $90,940 $93,668 $96,478 $99,373 $102,354 $105,425 $108,587 $111,845 

$0 $4,174 $45,629 $58,834 $60,599 $62,417 $64,290 $66,219 $68,205 $70,:251 $72,359 $74,530 $76,765 $79,068 $81,440 $83,884 

25% 50% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%' 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% . 100% 100% 

$0 $6,861 $112,504 $193,418 $199,220 $205,197 $211,353 $217,694 $224,224 $230,951 $237,880 $245,016 $252,366 $259,937 $267,736 $275,768 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier70 fiscai 09 28 15; B4b payroll and GR; 11/4/2015;jj 
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Table 4b 
Payroll and Gross Receipts Taxes 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Payroll/ Gross Receipts Tax Calculation 

·Occupancy 1 

Building 101 
Building 102 
Building 104 
Building 113 
Building i14 
Building 115 
Building 116 
Building 14 

Occupied Square Feet in 
Taxable Businesses 

Building 101 
Building 102 
Building 104 
Building 113 
Building 114 
Building 115 
Building 116 
Building 14 

taxable 

a: 
58,245 
10,703 

43,471 
60,743 

15,444 

12,555 
24,259 
15,662 

241,082 

Taxable Occupied ·sf% of Total 241,082 total sf 

Payroll Tax 

Taxable Payroll ($1,000s) 3 

Ta~able SF Payroll ($1,000s) 3 

Payroll Tax Rate 

Total Tax 

Gross Receipts Tax 

$33,059 3.0% escln 

75% 

FY 31/32 FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 

95% 
95%. 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57;706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
.95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 

.14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 

. 23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706· 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95%. 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,70.6 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 

. 23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 
95% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046' 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

%% 
95% 
%% 
~% 
%% 
%% 
%% 
%% 

55,333 
10,168 
41~297 

57,706 
14,672 
11,927 . 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

%% 
95% 
%% 
%% 
%% 
%% 
%% 
%% 

55,333 
10,168 
41,297 
57,706 
14,672 
11,927 
23,046 
14,879 

229,028 

95.0% 

$50,397 $51,909 $53,467 $55,071 $56,723 $58,424 $60,177 $61,982 $63,842 $65,757 $67,730 $69,762 $71,855 $74,010 $76,231 . $78,518 

$37,798 $38,932 $40,100 $41,303 $42,542 $43,818 $45,133 $46,487 $47,881 $49,318 $50,797 $52,321 $53,891 $55,508 $57,173 $58,888 

0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.006% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Taxable Gr. Receipts ($1,:JOOs) 3 
$75,567 3.0% escln $115,200 $118,656 $122,216 $125,882 $129,659 $133,549 $137,555 $141,682 $145,932 $150,310 $154,820 $159,464 $164,248 $169,175 $174,251 $179,478 

Taxable SF Gr. Receipts ($1,000s) 3 
75% $86,400 $88,992 $91,662 $94,412 $97,244 $100,162 $103,166 $106,261 $109,449 $112,733 $116,115 $119,598 $123,186 $126,882 $130,688 $134,609 

Gross Receipts Phase-In Rate 3 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Total Tax' 0.329% $284,041 $292,562 $301,339 $310,379 $319,690 $329,281 $339,159 $349,334 $359,814 $370,609 $381, 727. $393,179 $404,974 $417,123 $429,637 $442,526 

1 20th Street Historic .Bldgs Proforma 3/27/15 (Orton 
Development Inc.) with KMA adjustments'to match 
cOnstruc~ion completio:i to fiscal years from 201.s to 2017. 

'Table 2. 
3 Table 3. 
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Table 4b 
Payroll and Gross Receipts Taxes 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Payroll/ Gross Receipts Tax Calculation FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56 FY 56/57 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 

Occupancy' 
Building 101 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 
Building 102 95%. 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 
Building 104 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% . 95% 95% 
Building 113 95% 95% -95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 
Building 114 95% 95% 95% 95%. 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%. 95% 95% 
Building 115 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 
Building 116 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%. 

Building 14 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 

Occupied Square Feet in taxable 

Taxable Businesses a: 
Building 101 58,245 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 55,333 
Building 102 10,703 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 ,10,168 10,168 10,168 
Building 104 43,471 41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 ·41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 41,297 
Building 113 50,743 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706. 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706 57,706 
Building 114 15,444 14,672 14,672 14,672 14,672 14,672 14,672. 14,672 14,672 14,672 14,672 14,672 14,672° 14,672 14,672 
Building 115 12,555 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927. 11,927 11,927 11,927 11,927 
Building 116 24,259 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 23,046 
Building 14 15,552 14,879 14,879 14,879 14,879 14,879 14,879 14,879 14,879 14,879 14;879 14;879 14,879 14,879 14,879 

241,082 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 229,028 
f'V 

Taxable Occupied sf% of Total 241,082 tototsf 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% ......... 
C) 

Payroll Tax 

Taxable Payroll ($1,000s) 3 $33,059 3.0% escfn $80,873 $83,299 $85,798 .$88,372 $91,023 $93,754 $96,567 $99,464 $102,448 $105,521 $108,687 $111,947 $115,306 $118,765 

Taxable SF Payroll ($1,000s) 3 75% $60,655 $62,474 $64,349 $66,279 $68,267 ·$70,316 $72,425 $74,598 $76,836 $79,141 . $81,515 $83,960 $86,479 $89,074 

Payroll Tax Rate 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0:000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

Total Tax $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Taxable Gr. Receipts. ($1,000s) 3 
$75,567 3.0% escln $184,863 $190,408 $196,121 $202,004 $208,065 $214,306 $220,736 $227,358 $234,178 $241,204 $248,440 $255,893 $263,570 $271,477 

Taxable SF Gr. Receipts ($1,00Ds) 3 75% $138,647 $142,806 $147,091 $151,503 $156,048 $160,730 $165,552 $170,518 $175,634 $180,903 $186,330 $191,920 $197,677 $203,608 

Gross Receipts Phase-Jn Rate 3 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Total Tax 3 
0.329% $455,802 $469,476 $483,560 $498,067 $513,009 $528,399 $544,251 $560,579. $577,396 $594,718 $612,550 $630,936 $549,855 $659,360 

1 20th Street Historic Bldgs Proforma 3/27/15 {Orton 
Development Inc.) with KMA adjustments to match 
construction completion to fiscal years from 201S to 2017. 

2 Table 2. 
'Table 3. 
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Table 4c 
Other Fund Revenues Estimate 

. Fiscal and Economk Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

· Revenue Source Measure 1 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 
Revenue Escalation 3.0% . 100.0% 103.0% 106.1% 109.3% 112.6% 115.9% 119.4% 123.0% 126.7% 130.5% 134.4% 138.4% 
Employees 2 

0 34 360 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 
Restaurant SF 2 

0 2,676 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 
Parking Spaces 2 0 75 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 

--
Sales Tax 
Taxable Spending ($1,000s) 

Employee Non- Rest. $2,276 per empl $0 $80 $869 $1,139 $1,173 $1,208 $1,245 $1,282 $1,320 $1,360 $1,401 $1,443 
Employee Restaurant $263 per empl $0 $9 $100 $132 $136 $140 $144 $148 $153 $157 $162 $167 
Project Restaurant $500 per sf ~ $1,378 $5,394 $5,555 $5,722 $5,894 $6,070 $6,253 $6,440 $6,633 $6,832 $7,037 

$0 $1,467 $6,363 $6,826 $7,031 $7,242 $7,459 $7,683 $7,913 $8,151 .$8,395 $8,647 

Public Safety Sales Tax 0.50% $0 $7,335 $31,816 $34,130 $35,154 $36,208 $37,295 $38,414 $39,566 $40,753· $41,975 $43,235 
SF County Transportation 0.50% $0 $7,335 $31,816 $34,130 $35,154 $36,208 $37,295 $38,414 $39,566 $40,753 $41,975 $43,235 
SF County Public Finance 0.25% $0 $3,667 $15,908 $17,065 $17,577 $18,104 $18,647 $19,207 $19,783 $20,376 $20,988 $21,617 

MTA Parking Tax 
Total Revenues $100/sp 95% ace ~ $88,065 $344,686 $355,027 $365,678 $376,648 $387,948 $399,586 $411,574 $423,921 $436,638 $449, 738 
MTATaxes 

.
1 Table3. 
2 Table 2. 

25% 80%MTA $0 $17,613 $68,937 $71,005 $73,136 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; B4c other rev; 11/4/201.5; jj 

$75,330 $77,590 $79,917 $82,315 $84,784 $87,328 $89,948 
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Table 4c 
Other Fund Revenues Estimate 
Fiscal and Econ.omic Impact Analysis . 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue Source 
Revenue Escalation 

Employees 2 

Restaurant SF 2 

Parking Spaces 2 

--

Sales Tax 
Taxable Spending ($1,000s). 

Employee Non- Rest. 
Employee Restaurant 
Project Restaurant 

Public Safety Sales Tax 
SF County Transportation 
SF County Public Finance 

MTA Parking Tax 
Total Revenues 
MTA Taxes 

1 Table 3. 
2 Table 2. 

Measure 1 

3.0% 

$2,276 per empl 
$263 per empl 
$500 per sf 

0.50% 

0.50% 

0.25% 

$100/sp 95% ace 

25% 80%MTA 

FY 27 /28 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32. FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 
142.6% 146.9% 151.3%. 155.8% 160.5% 165.3% 170.2% 175.4% 180.6% 186.0% 191.6% 197.4% 

458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 

10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 

285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 

$1,486 . $1,531 $1,577 $1,624 $1,673 $1,723 $1,775 $1,828 $1,883 $1,939 $1,997 $2,057 
$172 $177 $182 $188 $193 $199 $205 $211 $217 ·. $224 $231 $238 

.$7,248 $7,466 $7,690 $7,921 $8,158 $8,403 $8,655 $8,915 $9,182 $9,458 $9,741 $10,034 
$8,906 $9,174 $9,449 $9,732 $10,024 $10,325 $10,635 $10,954 $11,282 $11,621 $11,969 $12,328 

$44,532 $45,868 $47,244 $48,661 $50,121 $51,625 $53,l73 $54,768 $56,412 $58,104 $59,847 $61,642 
$44,532 $45,868 $47,244 $48,661 . $50,121 $51,625 $53,173 $54,768 $56,412 $58,104 $59,847 $61,642 
$22,266 $22,934 $23,622 $24,331 $25,0()0 $25,812 $26,587 $27,384 $28,206 $29,052 $29,924 $30,821 

$463,230 $477,127 $491,440 $506,184 $521,369 $537,010 $553,121 $569,714 $586,806 $6"04,410 $622,542 $641.218 
$92,646 $95,425 $98,288 $101,237 $104,274 $107,402 $110,624 $113,943 $117,361 $120,882 $124,508 $128,244 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; B4c other rev; f1/4/2015; jj 
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Table 4c 
Other Fund Revenues Estimate 
Fiscai and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue Source 
Revenue Escalation 

Employees 2 

Restaurant SF 2 

Parking Spaces 2 

--.-
Sales Tax 
Taxable Spending ($1,000s) 

Employee Non- Rest. 
Employee Restaurant 
Project Restaurant 

Public Safety Sales Tax 
SF County Transportation 
SF County Public Finance 

MTA Parking Tax 
Total ·Revenues 
MTATaxes 

1 Table 3. 
2 Table 2. 

Measure 1 

3.0% 

$2,276 per empl 
$263 per empl 
$500 per sf 

0.50% 

0.50% 

0.25% 

$100/sp 95% ace. 
25% 80% MTA 

FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 
203.3% 209.4% 215.7% 222.1% 228.8% 235.7% 242.7% 250.0% 257.5% 265.2% 273.2% 281.4% 

458 458 458 458 . 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 458 

10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 

285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 285 

$2,119 $2,183 $2,248 $2,315 $2,385 $2,457 $2,530 $2,606 $2,684 $2,765 $2,848 $2,933 
$245 $252 $260 $267 $275 $284 $292 $301 $310 $319 $329 $339 

$10,335 $10,645 $10,964. $11,293 $11.632 $11,981 $12,340 $12,710 $13,092 $13,484 $13,889 $i4,305 
$12,698 $13,079 $13,472 $13,876 $14,292 $14,721 $15,162 $15,617 $16,086 $16,568 $17,066 . $17,577 

$63,492 $65,396 $67,358 $69,379 $71,460 $73,604 $75,812 $78,087 $80,429 $82,842 $85,328 $87,887 
$63,492 $65,396 $67,358 $69,379 $71,460 $73,604 $75,812 $78,087 $80,429 $82,842 $85,328 $87,887 
$31,746 . $32,698 $33,679 $34,690 $35,730 $36,802 $37,906 $39,043 $40,215 $41,421 $42,664 $43,944 

$660,455 $680,268 $700,677 $721,697 $743,348 $765,648 $788,618 $812,276 $836,644 $861, 744 $887,596 $914,224 
$132,091 $136,054 $140,135 $144,339 $148,670 $153,130 $157,724 $162,455 $167,329 $172,349 $177,519 $182,845 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; B4c other rev; 11/4/2015; jj 
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Table 4c 
Other Fund Revenues Estimate 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis. 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Revenue Source 

Revenue Escalation 1 

Employees 2 

Restaurant SF 2 

Parking Spaces 2 

--
Sales Tax 
Taxable Spending ($1,000s) . 

Employee Non- Rest. 
Employee Restaurant 
Project Restaurant 

Public Safety Sales Tax 
SF County Transportation 
SF County Public Finance 

MTA Parking Tax 

· Total Revenues 
MTA Taxes 

1 Table 3. 
2 Table 2. 

M.easure 1 

3.0% 

$2,276 per empl 
$263 per empl 
$500 per sf 

0.50% 

0.50% 
0.25% 

$100/sp 95% occ 
25% 80%MTA 

FY 51/52 FY 52/53 FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56 
289.8% 298.5% 307.5% 316.7% 326.2% 

458 458 458 458 458 

10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10;168 

285 285 285 285 285 

$3,021 $3,112 $3,205 $3,301 $3,400 
$349 $359 $370 $381 $393 

$14,735 $15,177 $15,632 $16,101 $16,584 
$18,105 .$18,648 $19,207 $19,784 $20,377 

$90,524 $93,240 $96,037 $98,918 $101,886 
$90,524 $93,240 $96,037 $98,918 $101,886 
$45,262 $46,620 $48,018 $49,459 $50,943 

$941,651 $969,900 $998,997 ~1,028,967 ~1,059,836 
$188,330 $193,980 $199,799 $205,793 $211,967 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; B4c other rev; 11/4/2015; jj 

FY 56/57 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 
336.0% 346.1% 356.5% 367.1% 378.2% 

458 458 458 458 458 

10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 10,168 

285 285 285 285 285 

$3,502 $3,607 $3,716 $3,827 $3,942 
$405 $417 $429 $442 $455 

$17,081. $17,594 $18,122 $18,665 $19,225 
$20,988 $21,618 $22,267 $22,935 $23,623 

$104,942 $108,090 $111,333 $1i4,673 $118,113 
$104,942 $108,090 $111,333 $114,673 $118,113 

$52,471 $54,045 $55,667 $57,337 $59,057 

~1,091,631 ~1,124,380 ~1,158,111 ~1,192,855 ~1,228,640 
$218,326 $224,876 $231,622 $238,571 $245,728 
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Table 5 
Operating Expenditure Assumptions 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Global Escalation Assumption 

November 4, 2015 

3% 

Pier 70 Waterfront Site and lllinois Street Parcel Population Factors 1 

~~~ z~ 
Employees 10,585 
Service Population 0.33 6,087 

General Fund Expenditures 

Police 

Fire and EMS 

Public Open Space 

Crane Cove Park 

Public Works - Streets and Sidewalks 

Community Health, Public 

Protection (non Police and Fire), 

Human Welfare, and Culture and 

Recreation 

$763,848. cost of one patrol unit 
1 

6,087 service population -----
$125.48 cost per service population 

$2,546,160 share of Mission Bay Public Safety Building 1 

6,087 service population --.,---
$418.27 cost per service population 

The lessee will be responsible for maintaining the project's 

public plaza. It will not be an obligation of the General Fund. 

The total annual cost to maintain the park is estimate to 

approximate $400,000 per year. The park's maintenance cost 

will be funded through a CFD maintenance district. 

The project is not creating any new new public right of way 

improvements and therefore, it is assumed that the project is 

not creating any significant new new mainenance costs. 

Service costs are typically generated by residential uses, 

which are not included in the project program 

1 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.; Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility - Pier 70 Waterfront Site and 

Illinois Street Parcel Report May 21, 2013. Expense has been adjusted for inflation. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates,. Inc. Page 31 
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Table 6 
General Fund Expenditures Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 • Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Expenditure 

Non-AV Revenue Escln. 1 

Service Population 2 

Police3 

Fire ~nd EM54 

Total Expenditures 

1 Table 5. 
2 Table 2. 

Estimating Factor 1 

3.0% 

$125.48 per svc pop 

$418.27 per svc pop 

3 Methodology described In Table 5. Cost factors 
based on police department's estimates of the cost 
to serve the Waterfront Pier 70 project. 

• Methodology described In Table 5. Cost factors 
based on the.per capita service costs for operating 
the Mlsslon Bay Fire Station. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17 /18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27 /28 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 

100.0% 103.0% 106.1% 109.3% 112.6% 115.9% 

0 11 120 153 153 153 

119:4% 

153 

123.0% 

153 

126.7% 130.5% 

153 153 

134.4% 

153 

138.4% 

153 

142.6% 

153 

146.9% 

153 

151.3% 

153 

155.8% 

153 

$0 $1,465 $15,975 $20,933 $21,561 $22,208 $22,874 $23,561 $24,267 $24,995 $25,745 $26,518 $27,313 $28,132 $28,976 $29,846 

$0 $4,883 $53,249 $69,777 $71,871 $74,027 $76,248 $78,535 $80,891 $83,318 $85,817 $88,392 $91,044 $93,775 $96,588 $99,486 

$0 $6,347 $69,224 $90;711 $93,432 $96,235 $99,122 $102,096 $105,158 $108,313 $111,563 $114,909 $118,357 $121,907 $125,565 $129,332 
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Table 6 
General Fund Expenditures Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Exeenditure 

Non-AV Revenue Escfn. 1 

Service Population 2 

--
Police' 

Fire and EMS4 

Total Expenditures 

1 Table 5. 
2 Table 2. 

Estimating Factor 1 

3.0% 

·$125.48 per svc pop 

$418.27 per svc pop 

3 Methodology described in Table 5. Cost factors 
based on police department's estimates of the cost 
to serve the Waterfront Pier 70 prOJect. 

4 Methodology described in Tabl.e 5. Cost factors 
based on the per capita service costs for operating 
the Mission Bay Fire Station. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

FY 31/32 FY 32/33 FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 

160.5% 165.3% 170.2% 175.4% 180.6% 186.0% 191.6% 197.4% 203.3% 209.4% 215.7% 222.1% 228.8% 235.7% 242.7% 250.0% 

153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 

$30,741 $31,663 $32,613 $33,592 $34,599 $35,637 $36,707 $37,808 $38,942 $40,110 $41,313 $42,553 $43,829 $45,144 $46,499 $47,894 

$102,470 $105,545 $108,711 $111,972 $115,331 $118,791 $122,355 $126,026 $129,806' $133,701 $137,712 $141,843 $146,098 $150,481 $154,996 $159,646 

$133,212 $137,208 $141,324 $145,564 $149,931 $1-54,429 $159,062 $163,833 $168,748 $173,811 $179,02.5 $184,396 $189,928 $195,626 $201,494 $2.07,539 

Page 33 
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Table 6 
General Fund Expenditures Estimate 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Expenditure 

Non-AV Revenue Escln. 1 

Service Population 
--

Police3 

Fire and EMS4 

Total Expenditures 

1 Table 5. 
2 Table 2. 

2 

Estimating Factor 1 

3.0% 

$125.48 per svc pop 

$418.27 per svc pop 

3 Methodology described in Table S. Cost factors 
based on police department's estimates of the cost 
to serve the Waterfront Pier 70 project. 

4 Methodology described In Table 5. Cost factors 
based on the per capita service costs for operating 
the Mission Bay Fire Station. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 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 

257.5% 265.2% 273.2% 281.4% 289.8% 298.5% 307.5% 316.7% 326.2% 336.0% 346.1% 356.5% 367.1% 378.2% 389.5%· 

153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 

$49,330 $50,810 $52,335 $53,905 . $55,522 $57,188 $58,903 $60,670 $62,490 $64,365 $66,296 $68,285 $70,333 $72,443 $74,617 

$164,435 $169,368 $174,449 $179,682 $185,073 $190,625 $196,344 $202~234 $208,301 $214,550 $220,987 $227,616 $234,445 $241,478 $248,723 

$213,765 $220,178 $226,784 $233,587 $240,595 $247,813 $255,247 $262,904 $270,792 $278,915 $287,28.3 $295,901 $304,778 $313,922 $323,339 

Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\190671015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 1566 exp 
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Table 7 
Economic Benefits 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Project Direct, Indirect, and. Induced Economic 

Benefits for the City and County of San Francisco 

On-Going Economic Impacts 

Employment 
2 

Payroll 
3 

Output 1 

Construction Period Economic Impacts 

Construction Hard Costs 4 

Construction Payroll 
5 

Construction Employment 

Total person years 3
' 

6 

Full time equivalent jobs for 3-year period 
6 

$68,571 avg pay 

$1 M I 6.38 empt 

40% constr. cost 

$67,000 avg pay 

3 years 

Direct 

Impact 

458 

$31,406,000 

$71, 7 89, 000 

$78,960,000 

$31,584,000 

471 

157 

November 4, 2015 

Indirect 

and Indirect 
Induced and Induced Total 

Multiplier 1 Impact Impact 

1.70158 321 779 

1.60617 $19,037,000 $50,443,000 

1.48345 $34,706,000 $106,495,000 

1.46124 $36,420,000 $115,380,000 

1.42574 $13,446,000 $45,030,000 

1.50141 236 707 

1.50141 79 236 

1 Minnesota IMPLAN Group model - 2012 County Level Data for San Francisco County. Average multiplier for the following industries: manufacturing; wholesaling 
and reta.il; wareho'-lsing and storage; media and software; information services; architecture, engineering; and design; computer programming and design; 
science; research, and development; and administrative services. On-going output estimate is based on the IMPLAN multiplier relating jobs·to mil.lion dollars of 
output. 

2 Table 2. 
3 Table 8. 
4 Total hard costs per Orton Development Inc. proforma. 
5 Estimated ratio of payroll to total construction work. 
6 A person year of employment is equivalent to full time employment of one person for one year. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
Filename: \\Sf-fsZ\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; 87 econ benefit 
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Table 8 
Estimated Average Payroll per Employee 
Fiscal and Economic lmpactAhalysis 
Pier 70 - Historic Core 
Port of San Francisco 

Potential Occupation 

On-Going Occupied Project 2 

Engineer 
Programmer 
Designer 
Builder/Manufacturer 
Warehousing/Shipping/Receiving 
Related Support/ Administration 
Related Support/Sales 
Average for all On-Going Occupations 

Construction Period 
Construction Worker 

OES Survey Occupation 1 
. 

Architecture and Engineering 
Computer and Mathematical 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, Media 
Production 
Transportation and Material Moving 
Office and Administrative Support 
Sales and Related 

Construction and Extraction 

November 4, 2015 

Mean 

Annual 

Wage 1 

$106,000 
$108,000 

$74,000 
$43,000 
$43,000 
$48,000 
$58,000 

. $68,571 

$67,000 

1 California Employment Development Department Occupational Employment Statistics Survey, 1st QTR 2015. 
2 Based on sample list of occupations provided by Orton Development, Inc. in their Response to RFP for Pier 70: 

20th Street Historic Buildings. 

Keyser Marston.Ass~ciates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\ 19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 1588 avg salary; 11/4/2015; 11 :49 AJ'.)re 36 
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Table 9 
Construction Period Revenues 
Fiscal ·and Economic Impact Analysis 
Pier 70 ~ Historic Core 
Port.of San Francisco 

Construction Period Revenues 

Payroll Tax 

Taxable San Francisco Payroll 

Payroll Tax Rate 2 

Total Payroll Tax 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Taxable San Francisco Gr. Receipts 

Gross Receipts Phase-In Rate 2 

Total Gross Receipts Tax 2 

Sales Taxes 

Material Costs 
Qualified Subcontractor Amount 

Base 1% Sales Tax 
Public Safety Sales Tax 
SF County Transportation 
SF County Public Finance 

1 Table 7. 
2 Table 3. 
3 KMA assumption. 

$31,584,000 total 1 

$78,960,000 total 1 

$78,960,000 total 1 

75% SF adj. 2 

75% SF ~dj. 2 

0.329% avg rate 2 

60% materials 3 

50% qualified 3 

1.00% SF share 2 

0.50% tax rate 2 

0.50% tax rate 2 

0.25% tax rcite 2 

FY 15/16 

$7,896,000 

1.350% 
$106,600 

$19, 740,000 

10% 

$6,500 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.; \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19067\015\IFD pier 70 fiscal 09 28 15; 89 cxn tax; 11/4/2015; jj 

FY 16/17 

$7,896,000 

1.125% 
$88,800 

$19, 740,000 

25% 

$16,200 

FY 16/17 Total 

$7,896,000 $23,688,000 

0.750% 
$59,200 $254,600 

$19,740,000. $59,220,000 

50% 

$32,400 $55,100 

$47,376,000 
$23,688,000 

$237,000 
$118,000 
$118,000 

$59,000 
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August 16, 2018 

City and County of San Francisco 
Attn: Mayor London Breed 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 200 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
Attn: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

CL~ 

City Hall, Room 244 ~ r-~:,,-
i::~;:; 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
The Planning Department 
Attn: Commission Secretary. · 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 · 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

To Whom It May Concern: 

-· co \ 
"· 

Re: 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) 

On Tuesday, July 24, 2018, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco 
(the "City'') adopted a resolution entitled, "Resolution of Intention to establish Sub-Project Area 
G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70); to call a public hearing 
on September 11, 2018, on the establishment and to provide public notice thereof; and affirming 
the Planning Department's determination, and making findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act" ("Resolution of Intention"). Under the Resolution of Intention, the 
Board of Supervisors states its intention to form "Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)," 
"Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)" and "Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre 
Site)" (collectively, the "Sub-Project Areas") of "City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure 
Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco)" (the "IFD") pursuant to Government Code 
Section 53395 et seq. (the "IFD Law''). 

The City is proposing formation of the Sub-Project Areas for the purpose of financing 
construction of public improvements of communitywide significance in the City as more 
particularly described in the hereinafter referenced draft Appendix G-2. 

As part of the formation process, the City must prepare a draft Infrastructure Financing 
Plan for the IFD. The City must also distribute the draft Infrastructure Financing Plan, along with 
any report required by the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") relating to ·the 



August 16, 2018 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4 of 

City and County of San Francisco /FD No. 2 (Port of San Francisco) 

proposed public facilities to be funded by the I FD and the proposed private development 
projects within the boundaries of the IFD, to each governmental trucing agency that levied or had 
levied on its behalf a property tax on the property in the proposed IFD in the fiscal year prior to. 
the designation of the IFD. 

The adopted Resolution of Intention and the draft Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan for the IFD, which is the infrastructure financing plan for the Sub-Project Areas, 
are enclosed with this letter. The environmental reports requjred by CEQA ("Relevant EIRs") for 
the project and any associated private development projects, which Relevant EIRs are 
described in the rertjaining portion of this paragraph, are. incorporated in their entirety by this 
reference and are available on the website of the San Francisco Planning Department. On 
August 24~ 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission by Motion No. 19976 and Motion No. 
19977, certified the completion of the Hnal Environmental Impact Report for the Pier 70 Mixed
Use District Project (the "Projecf'), and. approved other entitlement and transaction documents 
relating to the Project, induding certain environmental findings under CEQA, · including a 
statement of overriding consideration, and a mitigation and monitoring and reporting program 
(the "MMRP"). On November 14, 2017, the Board of Supervisors, in Ordinance No. 227-17, 
adopted the CEQA findings and the MMRP, and made certain environmental findings under 
CEQA (collectively, the "FEIR"). · 

Formation of the proposed Sub-Project Areas will require, among other actions, approval 
·of Appendix G-2 to the Infrastructure Financing Plan for the IFD by the Board of Supervisors. 
This approval is required before the Board of Supervisors can adopt an ordinance to allocate a 
portion of the City's incremental property tax revenue from the Sub-Project Areas to the IFD. It 
is possible that changes to the draft Appendix G-2 will be made prior to its adoption by the 
Board of Supervisors. In the event any such changes are made, such changes will be sent ·to 

. you prior to the approval of the Appendix G-2 by the Board of Supervisors. Although subject to 
change, adoption of the Appendix G-2 is currently anticipated to occur on Tuesday, October 16, 
2018. . 

In addition, as part of the process of forming the IRFD, a public hearing will be required to be 
held. The public hearing. is scheduled to be opened on Tuesday, September 11, 2018, and 
anticipated to be continued to Tuesday, October 16, 2018. 

I am sending you this letter in order to comply with the requirements of the IFD 
Law. By this letter, I am also requesting the Clerk of the Board of Supervisor~ to make 
Appendix G-2 and the Relevant EIRs available for public inspection, as required by 
Section 53395.15 of the IFD Law. 

Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions or comments. 

Very truly yours, 

Michael J. Martin 
Deputy Director, Real Estate & Development 
Tel: 415-274-0544 

Enclosures 

2 
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Appen.dix 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) ("/FD'') as itre/ates 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 bo.dy of the IFP and this Appendix, the provisions of this 
Appendix shall govern with respect to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4. 

Background: Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 collectively include a largely unimproved 
28-acre area in the southeast corner of Pier 70 known as the "28-Acre Site". In the general 
election held in the City and County of San Fran9isco (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, ~nd 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 provide for a separate 45-year tax 
increment allocation period for each phase.· 

Sub-Project Area G-2: 
Sub-Project Area G-3: 
Sub-P.roject Area G-4: 

Phase I 
Phase II 
Phase Ill 

Port as agent of the /FD with respect to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G~3 and G-4: The Board of 
Supervisors has appointed the City, acting by and through Port, as the agent of the 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 G-4, are described in the maps attached to this Appendix as 
Attachment 1. The legal descriptions of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 are also attached 
to this Appendix as Attachment 1. · · 

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

Enhanced Financing.Plan: Each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 is a "Pier 70 district," 
as defined in Section 53395.8(c)(11) of the IFD Law, and this Appendix includes a "Pier 70 
enhanced financing plan" for each of the Sub-Project Areas as defined in Section 
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53395.8(c)(12) of the IFD Law. Other initially-capitalized terms used, but not defined in this 
Appendix, have the meanings ascribed to 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 G-4 is the fiscal year in which 
the assessed value of taxable property in such Sub-Project Area was last equalized prior to 
the effective date of the ordinance adopted to create Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 
or a subsequent fiscal year. The Base Year for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-
4 is FY 2015-2016. 

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

B. Allocation of Tax Increment 

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

2. The Board of Supervisors will appropriate· 100 percent of the ''Allocated Tax Increment" 
(as defined below) for allocation to the IFD until the IFD repays all debt (as defined in the 
IFD Law), including all ERAF-secured debt, payable from Allocated Tax Increment to 

· fund the capitaf facilities authorized by Section 53395.S(d) and listed in Table 1 of this 
Appendix (the "Facilities"). The financing of the Facilities satisfies Section 
53395.8(g)(3)(C)(ii) of the IFD Law, as described more completely in Section G. below. 

. . 
3. In order for the Facilities to be developed concurrently with the Pier 70 waterfront 

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

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

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

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

In addition, the Port, as the agent of the IFD, will use Allocated Tax Increment to pay 
directly for 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 G-4 is CJ 
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. 

2 
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4. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the allocation made by ,the Board of Supervisors in this 
Appendix shall be the following: 

(A) The Board of Supervisors hereby irrevocably allocates all of the "City Share of Tax 
Increment" (as defined below) from Sub-Project f\reas.·G-2, G-3, and G-4 to the !FD 
to the extent that the City Share of Tax Increment is necessary to repay bonds, notes 
or related agreements (including Project Payment Obligations and Pledge 
Agreements under the DOA) or meet contractual obligations that the IFD or the Port 
is obligated to satisfy with Allocated Tax Increment, in each case to the extent such 
bonds, notes, agreements or obligations have been approv.ed 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 \FD to pay for debt that is not described in the preceding clause (A), 
including the financial obligation to fund Facilities costs from annual deposits of 
Allocated Tax Increment. 

Under the IFD Law .• the amount of City Share of Tax Increment allocated to the IFD from 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 will determine the amount bf 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 Increment.will be allocated to the IFD, 
.and, if only 75% of the City Share of Tax increment is allocated to the IFD, then 75% of 
the ERAF Tax Increment will be allocated to the !FD. · 

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

"Gross Tax Increment" is, for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4, 100% of 
the revenue produced by the application of the 1 % ad valorem tax rate to the 
li:icremental Assessed Property Value of property within such Sub-Project Area; 

"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 !FD 
because each of Sub-Project Areas G-2 , G-3, and G-4 is a Pier 70 district. 

"City Share of Tax Increment" is 64,588206% of Gross Tax Increment; 

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

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

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

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

• ERAF Tax Increment: 25.330110% of every dollar of Gross Tax 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 exp.ected to be ·allocated to the IFD from the Sub-Project Area assuming an 
allocation period for such Sub-Project Area of 45 fiscal years after the fiscal year in which 
the City projects that the IFD will have received $100,000 of tax in·crement from such Sub
Project Area under the IFD Law. 

The projection of AHocated 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 Sut?-Project Area G-4 to be 
allocated to the. I FD 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 listed below. These limits reflect 
the projected total Allocated. Tax Increment plus a contingency factor of approximately 88%-
92% to account for variables such as higher assessed values of taxable property due to 
resales. 

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

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

F. Pier 70 ERAF Allocation Limit 

In accordance with S~ction 53395.8(g)(3)(D)(ii)(ll) of the IFD Law, each of Sub-Project 
Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 is subject to a limitation on the number of dollars of the ERAF 
share to be divided and allocated to the IFD from such Sub-Project Area pursuant to this 
Appendix, which has been established in consultation with the countY'tax collector and shall 
be included in the $tatement 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 projectedERAF Tax 
Increment allocation to each Sub-Project Area plus a contingency factor of approximately 
88%-92%. . 

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

• The 11mit on the ERAF Tax Increment to be divided and allocated to the IFD from 
Sub- Project Area G-3 is initially established at $217,000,000. 

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

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

Pursuant to Section 53395.8(g)(3)(C)(ii) of the IFD Law, 20% of the Allocated Tax Increment 
("Set-Aside") must be set aside to be expended solely on shoreline restoration, removal of 
b'ay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental remediation of the San Francisco 
waterfront ('.'Authorized Set-Aside Uses"). The IFD Law al.lows the Set-Aside Requirement 
applicable to Project Area G (Pier 70) to be met on .a Project Area G (Pier 70)-wide basis 
rather than on a Sub-Project Area basis. Pursuant to Appendix G-1, on a cumulative basis, 
it is estimated that approximately 64% of the Allocated Tax Increment to the IFD from Sub
Project Area G-1 will be used for Authorized Set-Aside Uses. As such, the Port, at its 
discretion, may wish .to spend less than 20% of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project 
Areas G-2, G-3, or G-4 on Authorized Set-Asid_e 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 finandng 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. A time 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 /FD 
actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Area 
G-2 under the /FD Law. 

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

• Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub
Project Area G-2: the final day of the 20th fiscal year after the fiscal year in 
which the /FD first issued debt secured by AlloGated Tax Increment from Sub
Project Area G-2, The IFD law allows the IFD to. issue ERAF-secured debt after this 
date in certain circumstances, and this Appendix incorporates those provisions by 
this reference as if they were fully incorporated herein. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Date after which the IFD may no longer repay fndebtedness with incremental tax 
revenues received under the !FD' Law from Sub-Project Area G-4: the final day of 
the 45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the JFD actually receives 
$100,000 of Al/oc.ated Tax Increment from Sub.- Project Area G-4 under the /FD 
Law. · 

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

. . 

For purposes of this Appendix, ERAF-secured debt for a Sub-Project Area includes the . 
obligation of the !FD to use ERAF Tax lncremen~ 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 !FD 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 adually receives 
$100,000 of Allocated Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area. 

I. Description of Public Improvements and Facilities 

· The IFD Law requires an infrastructure financing plan to contain the following information 
·with respect to each of Sub-Project Areas 0-2, G-3, and G-4. 

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

Under the requirements of the proposed Pier 70 Special Use District and Design for 
Development guidelines, vertical developers will be responsible for developing certain 
privately owned, public o'pen spaces. These costs will not be repaid to vertical 
developers from Allocated Tax Increment generated in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and 
G-4. 

2. Public facilities to be provided by governmental entitles without assistance under the !FD 
Law: 

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

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

Exhibit G.-2a r ~;-f;.~;~ -·;r. ~, ;=;-~:~.-~ :;;c:y~~1i~ilif~~~'t~~;--!~:1JFafdettGomii1etf<T"F:::E~imatet1":ca~~: 
ac1 I ies ?~ _s:- o:· .7,:: Cf~"-: .. : -~v:,· ¢ ,~~--~-~~;Ji~:c·---~--· .· .. ;!·m_·-' ~~-~·;·~,~ ..... -:. '-o~t_$_,~ ~~-'-:-

Sub-Project Area G-2 
Direct Construction Costs 2018 - 2021 $84,729,000 
Construction 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 Contingency 2022- 2024 $6,126,000 
Desiqn Continqency -2022-2024 $2,042,000 
Indirect Costs 2022 - 2024 $22,655,000 
Indirect Cost Continqencv 2022 - 2024 $1,338,000 
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-3 $72,972,000 

Sub-Project Area G-4 · 
Direct Construction Costs 2025 - 2028 $20,393,000 

_ Construction 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 Commission and Board of Supervisors Approval) 
Irish Hill Park 2019 - 2030 $10,000,000 
Buildinq 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 Improvements 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000 
Site Interpretation and Public Realm Improvements . 2019 - 2040 $500,000 
Subtotal - Pier 70 Wide $113,500,000 

Total Estimated Costs $374,035,000 

In addition to the costs listed above, Allocated Tax Increment may also fund the Historic 
Building Feasibility Gap pursuant to the Financing Plan in relation to the rehabilitation of 
historic Buildings 12 and 21 within the 28-Acre Site. 
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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 9n April 23, 2013, excess tax increment not required to fund 
public facilities in project areas will be allocated to either (a) the City's General Fund, (b) 
funding improvements to the City's seawall, or (c) protecting the City against sea level 
rise, as allowed by State law. Accordingly, the Port plans to allocate any excess tax 
increment not required to fund the public facilities 1.isted in Table 1 and Exhibit G-2a to 
protecting the City against sea level rise. 

4. Public facilities to be provided jointly by the private sector and governmental ertities 

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

J. Projected Sources of Financing for the· Public Facilities 

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

The financing plan is presented.in Table 2 of this Appendix. As summarized in Exhibit G-2b 
below, it is anticipated that the Facilities will be financed with a combination of Allocated Tax 
Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 used on a pay-go basis, proceeds of 
bonds issued by the IFD and a CFO, special taxes levied on property within an overlapping 
CFO, capital to be advanced by the Developer (to be repaid by the !FD 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 !FD with·Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, .and G-
4). The Allocated Tax ln·crement 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 !FD bonds; however, at this time, it is 
contemplated that either !FD bonds or CFO Bonds will be issued. In both cases, Allocated 
Tax Increment will be used to pay debt service .. In the case of applying Allocated Tax 
Increment to pay CFO 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 CFO Bonds, and any Pledge 
Agreement under the DOA. The type of bond to be issued will be determined based on 
market conditions approaching the time of issuance. Additionally, the Port may potentially 
advance capital to finance facilities (to be repaid by the IFD with Allocated Tax fncrement 
from the Sub-Project Areas) as well. However, other than advances of land proceeds, the 
amounts listed be!ovv do not assume any advances of Port capital. Table 2 and Exhibit G-
2b address the portion of the Facilities to be financed by tax increment and do not address 
any other sources of funding that may be applied to the Facilities. 
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The amounts shown in Table 2 and Exhibit G-2b include ERAF Tax Increment and City. 
Share of Tax Increment that will be allocated to the IFD from the Sub-Project Areas to pay 
for Facilities on a pay-go basis pursuant to Government Gode 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. 

Exhibit G-2b 
<.Ant· -.,~ateC1;sQYiQ'.l$ancfIDs<fs~fltu1UfSE!";:-~~·:i~l~~~t~i:~~,:-,,·-::;,. ·p --~:~-:::--:'-~-:~~~~::1f:..~~;~: .. ~~ 

2017/18 Dollars Nominal Dollars 
Anticipated Sources of Funds 

Annual Tax Increment $596,720,000 $1,578,818,000 
Bond Proceeds $137,429,000 $169,593,000 
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 $150,27 4,000 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $101,663,000 $192.,200,000 

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

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

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 administering the IFD with Allocated Tax · 
Increment from the Sub-Project Areas. 

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

. K. Accounting Procedures 

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

L. Cost and Revenue Analysis 

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

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

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

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

Taxes, fees, charges and other revenues expected to be received by the City's General 
Fund as a result of expected development in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 are. 
detailed in Attachment 3: "Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Update - Pier 70 Mixed 
Use Development Project". and summarized in the following Exhibit G-2d. As shown; 
upon stabilization, the project is anticipated to generate annually $9.8 million of net 
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-2c: Annual Service Costs During Develo12ment {2017 §) · 

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) {20Q,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) {l,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) (1,230,175) (1,319, 786) {l,385,781) {1,552,767) (1,597,419) {l,702,000) 

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

"Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

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

Total, 20th/Illinois (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) {104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) 

TOTAL IFD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (l,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423, 786) (1,489,781) (1,656, 767) (1, 701,419) (1,806,000). 
N 
c.o IRFD en 

Hoedown Yard 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

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

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

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) 

8/31117 

12 



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

IFD 

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

Annual General Revenue 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000 
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000 
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,0'00 868,000 $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 
Funded by Project Assessments Parks and Open Space 

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

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

NET General Revenues $7,689,ioo $317,600, $8,006,800 $248,400 I $8,256,200 I 
....... _ ......................................................................................... 
Annual o·ther 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 p86,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 

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

Possessofy Interest/Property Taxes (1) . $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3,111,000 $22,69.2,000 

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

(1) Until project infrastructure costs are fully paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar generated from the site will be utilized to fund bond debt 
service and on a pay-go ba$is fund infrastructure costs through an IF[)/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. 
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Appendix G-2 
Rider#1 

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

FY 2015/16 Ba.se Year- $0 

FY2023/241 $2,283,000 

FY 2024/25 $4,323,000 

FY2025/26 $7,975,000 

FY2026/27 $8, 134,000 

FY 2027/28 $8,297,000 

FY2028/29. $8,463,000 

FY 2029/30 $8,632,000 

FY 2.030/31 $8,805,000 

FY·2031/32 $8,981,000 

FY 2032/33 $9,160,000 

--FY 2033/34 -$9,344,000 

FY2034/35 $9,531,000 

FY2035/36 $9,721,000 

FY2036/37 $9,916,000 

FY2037/38 $10,114,000 

FY2038/39 $10,316,000 -

FY 2039/40 $10,522,000 

FY 2040/41 $10,733,000 

FY 2041/42 $10,948,000 

FY2042/43 $11,167,000 

FY2043/44 . $11,390,000 

FY 2044/45 $11,618,000 

FY2045/46 $11,850,000 

FY2046/47 . $12,087,000 

FY2047/48 $12,329,000 

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

FY 2049/50 

FY 2050/51 

FY 2051/52 

FY 2052/53 

FY 2053/54 

FY 2054/55 

FY 2055/56 

FY 2056/57 

FY 2057/58 

FY 2058/59 

FY 2059/60 

FY 2060/61 

FY 2061/62 

FY 2062/63 

FY 2063/64 

FY 2064/65 

FY 2065/66 

FY 2066/67 

FY 2067/68 

Cumulative Total, Rounded 

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

$12,827,000 

$13,083,000 

$1'3,345,000 

$13,612,000 

$13,884,000 

$14,162,000 

$14:445,000 

$14,734,000 

$15,029,000 

$15,329,QOO 

$15,636,000 

$15,949,000 

$16,268,000 

$16,593,000 

$16,925,000 

$17,263,000 

$17,608,000 

. $17,961,000 

$18,320,000 

$542, 187' 000 



Appendix G-2 
Rider#2 

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

FY 2015/16 Base Year-$0 

FY2028/292 $5,715,000 

FY2029/30 $5,829,000 

FY2030/31 $5,946,ooo 

FY2031/32 . $6,064,000 

FY 2032/33 $6, 186,oqo 

FY2033/34 $6,309,000 

FY2034/35 $6,436,000 

FY2035/36 $6,564,000 

FY 2036/37 $6,696,000 

FY2037/38 $6,830,000 
. . .. 

FY2038/39 $6,966,000 

FY2039/40 $7, 106,000 

FY2040/41 $7,248,000 

FY2041/42 $7,393,000 
~ 

FY2042/43 $7,540,000 

FY2043/44 $7,691;000 

FY2044/45 $7,845,000 

FY2045/46 $8,002,000 

FY2046/47 $8, 162,000 

FY2047/48 $8,325,000 

FY2048/49 $8,492,000 

FY2049/50 $8,662,000 

FY2050/51 $8,835,000 

FY 2051/52 $9,011,000 

FY 2052/53 $9,192,000 

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

FY 2054/55 

FY 2055/56 
... 

·FY 2056/57 

FY 2057/58 

FY 2058/59 

FY2059/60 

FY 20.60/61 

FY 2061/62 

FY 2062/63· 

FY 2063/64 

FY 2064/65 

FY2065/66 

FY 2066/67 

FY 2067/68 

FY 2068/69 

FY 2069/70 

FY 2070171 

FY 2071172 

FY 2072/73 

Cumulative Total, Rounded 

Appendix G-2 
Rider #2 Continued 

'. 
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$9,376,000 

$9,563,000 

$9,754,000 

$9,949,000 

$10,148,000 

$10,351,000 

$10,558,000 

$10,770,000 

$10,985,000 

$11,205,000 

$11,429,000 

$11,657,000 

$11,890,000 

$12,128,000 

$12,371,000 

$12,618,000 

$12,871,000 

$1.3, 128,000 

$13,391,000 

$13,658,000 

$410,845,000 



Appendix G-2 
Rider#3 

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCREMENT, SUB.-PROJECT AREA G-4 (PIER 70-
. . WATERFRONT) 

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0 

FY2029/30
3 $802,000 

FY 2030/31 -· $1,003,000 

FY 2031/32 $9,291,000 

FY2032/33 $9,477,000 

FY 2033/34 $9,666,000 

FY2034/35 $9,860,000 

FY 2035/36 $10,057,000 

FY ~036/37 . . . $10,258,000 

FY 2037/38 $10,463,000 

FY 2038/39 $10,673,000 

FY2039/40 $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 

FY 2051/52 $13,806,000 

FY 2052/53 $14,082,000 

FY 2053/54 $14,364,000 

3 For purposes of illustratio~ only. The actual commencement date for Allocat~d Tax Increment in Sub
Project Area G-4 will be the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocat.ed Tax 
Increment from Sub-Project Area G-4 under the IFD Law. · · 
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FY 2054/55 

FY 2055/56 

FY 2056/57 

FY 2057/58 

FY 2058/59 

FY 2059/60 

FY 2060/61 

FY 2061/62 . 

FY 2062163 

.FY2063/64 

FY 2064/65 

FY 2065/66 

FY 2066/67 

FY 2067/68 

FY2068/69 

FY 2069/70 

FY 2070171 

FY2071/72 

FY2072/73 

FY2073/74 

Cumulative Total, Roun9ed 

Appendix G-2 
Rider #3 Continued 
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$1,4,651,000 

$14,944,000 

$15,243,000 

$15,548,000 

$15,859,000 

$16,176,000 

$16,500,000 

$16,829,000 

$17;166,000 

$17,509,000 

$17,860,000 

$18,217,000 

$18,581,000 

$18,953,000 

$19,332,000 

$19,718,000 

$20,1·13,000 

$20,515,000 

$20,925,000 

$21,344,000 

$625,789,000 



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

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target Completion 

Timing 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Submittal Exhibits 
Streetscape See Attachment 4: Phase 1 . 2018 - 2021 

Submittal Exhibits 
Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 

Submittal Exhibits 
Historical Building Rehabilitation Existing buildings 15 and 108 2018 - 2021 
Developer's Other Costs NA [1] 2018 - 2021 
Construction Contingency NA [1] 2018 - 2021 
Design Contingency NA [1] 2018 - 2021 
Indirect Cdsts NA [11 2018 - 2021 
Indirect Cost Contingency NA [1] 2018 - 2021 
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-2 (Phase I) 
[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above. 
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Estimated Cost 
(2017 $) 

$5,437,000 

$3,295,000 

$3,509,000 

$2,355,000 

$12,009,000 

$3,87.?,000 

$8,873,000 

$9,1.43,000 

$4,548,000 

$20,424,000 

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

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

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

$141,300,000 



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

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target Completion 

Timing 

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

/below-arade site demolition 
Auxiliary Water Supply System R.outing through ROW, see 2022-2024 

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

Attachment 4: Phasinq Plan 
Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2022-2024 

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

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

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022-2024 
Retainina Walls .. 
Roadways See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022- 2024 

Streetscape See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022- 2024 

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

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

$2,746,000 

$209,000 

$1,100,000 . 

$669,000 

. $5,536,000 

$1,377,000 

$3,091;000 

$2,742,000 

$1,552,000 

$20,875,000 

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

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

$72,972,000 



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

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target Completion 

Timing 

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

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

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

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

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

Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 
Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and See_~ttachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025-2028 
Retaininq Walls 
Roadways See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025- 2028 

Streetscape See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025-2028 

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

Developer's Other Costs NA [11 2025-2028 
Construction ContinQencv NA (1] 2025-2028 
Desii:in Continqency NA [1] 2025-2028 
Indirect Costs NA [1] 2025-2028 
Indirect Cost Contingency NA [1] 2025-2028 
Subfotal - Sub-Project Area G-4 (Phase Ill) 
[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above. 
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Estimated Cost 
(2017 $) 

$1,194,000 
$80,000 

$746,000 

$410,000 

$1,755,000 

$889,000 

$4,348,000 

$1,371,000 

$1,126,000 

$7,962,000 

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

$20,668,000 
$1,061,000 

$46,263,000 



Table 1 
Appendix G-2 
Improvements to be Funded by IFD 

· IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Type of Improvement Location of Improvement 
Target Completion 

Timing 
Estimated Cost 

(2017 $) 

Pier 70 Wide Facilities (Subject to Port Commission and Board of Supervisors Approval) 
Irish Hill Park including Assessor's Block 4120/Lot 002 
.Landscaping, Site Furnishings, and _potentially portions of 
Public Art, Recreation Assessor's Block 411 O/Lot 
Equipment, Playground 008A 
Equipment, and .Stormwater 
Manaqement 
Building 106 Rehabilitation Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 
Building 111 Rehabilitation Assessor's'Block 4052/Lot 001 
Shipyard Electrical Service Assessor's Block 4110/001, 
including Electrical Power Assessor's Block 4046/Lot 001 
Separation and/or Assessor's Block 

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

· Management 

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

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

Subtotal - Pier 70 Wide Facilities 

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

2019- 2040 $30,000,000 
2019 - 2040 $20,000,000 
2019 - 203D ' $3,000,000 

2019 -2Q40 $30,000,000 

2019 - 2040 $20,000,000 

2019 - 2040 $500,000 

I 

$113,500,000 

$374,030,000 



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

Total 2017/18 Total Nominal Base Year Year 1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 Year7 
Dollars Dollars FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY21/22 FY22/23 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Rev.enue to IFD 
General Fund 100% . $428,626,670 $1, 134,072,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF 100% $168,092,823 $444,744,900 $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 lnore.ment $596,719,493 $1,578,817,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 .$0 $0 $0 $0 
Bond Proceeds $137,428,825 $169,592,682 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,958,583 $13,803;768 $0 $17,276,277 
Developer Capital $133,832,094 $150,273,590 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $0 $3,697,526 $38,321,013 $23,836,436 $12,761,518 
Advances of Land Proceeds $164,931,373. $192,200,418 $0 $0 $0 $18,655,418 $37,405,648 $19,988,040 $11,906, 197 $0 
Total Sources of Funds $1,032,911,784 $2,090,884,490. $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $18,655,418 $58,061,758 $72, 112,821 $35,742,633 $30,037,795 

I • 

(..,) IFD Uses of Funds 
0 Bond Debt Service $253,892,744 $522,328,387 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 co Interest on Advanced Funds $22,974,947 $27,041,858 $0 $0 $0 $4,873,665 $1,724,148 $1,206,524 $0 $5,949,685 

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-Projeict Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $287, 908, 679 $329,382, 160 $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $13,781,753 $41,103,174 $58,309,053 $35,742,633 $12,761,518 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $53,041,434 $140,338,906 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Sea Level Rise Protection $130,378,925 $498,964,093 $0 :$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF $61,885,847 $230,355,078 $0 '$0 $0 ~o $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 $18,655,418 $58,061,758 $72, 112,821 $35,742,633 . $30,037,795 

Net !FD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a% of 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Cumulative !FD Increment Deposits 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
lnfra~tructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-~. G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Years Year9 Year10 Year11 Year 12 Year13 Year 14 Year 15 Year16 Year 17 
FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 .FY 26/27 FY 27/28 FY28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/33 

Available Property /Poss~ssory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD 
General Fund 100% $1,640,100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300 $5,842,800 $5,959,'700 $10, 183,800 $10,963,900 $11,315,800 $17,480,900 $17,830,600 
ERAF 100% $643,200 $1,217,980 $2,246,400 $2,291,400 $2,337,200 $3,993,700 $4,299,600 $4,437,600 $6,855,400 $6,992,600 
Annual Total $2,283,300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200 $8,296,900 $14,177,500 $15,263,500 $15,753,400 $24,336,300 $24,823,200 

IFD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $2,283,300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200 $8,296,900 $14,177,500 $15,263,500 $15,753,400 $24,336,300 $24,823,200 
Bond Proceeds $29,498, 163 $20,263,603 $0 $36,735,051 $11,111,695 $0 $0 $23,945,542 $0 $0 
Developer Capital $11,789,879 $2,685,478 $7,866,007 $0 $0 $16,181,016 $0 $0 $0 $0 

· Advances of Land Proceeds $31,358,486 $28,315,966 $0 $14,294,272 $26,629,322 $3,647,068 $0 $0 $0 $0 
w 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 
0 
co IFD Uses of.Funds 

Bond·Debt Service $1,600,268 $2,895,924 $5,337,115 $5,384,639 $5,433,113 $9,270,235 $9,897,086 $10,135,220 $15,791,311 $15,982,973 
Interest on Advanced Funds $2,952,868 $1,736,726 $856,074 $5,573,678 $908,566 $0 $734,870 $525,054 $0 $0 
Repay Developer Capital $27,025,375 $19,570,066 $1,072,667 $33,545,146 $19,833,115 $0 $3,274,746 $11 ,667 ,868 $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $'0 $0 $357,239 $3,647,068 $0 $15,970,530 $6,381,834 $6,633,634 
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 $7 4,929,828 $55,588,446 $15,840,707 $59, 163,523 $46,037,916 $34,005,585 $15,2!l3,500 $39,698,942 $24,336,300 $24,823,200 

Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and Uses of 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 

Year18 Year19 Year20 Year 21 Year22 Year23 Year24 Year 25 Year26 Year27 
FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40141 FY 41142 FY 42143 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to !FD 
General Fund 100% $18,187,100 $18,550,900 $t8,921,900 $19,300,300 $19,686,300 $20,080,000 $20,481,600 $20,891,300 $21,309,200 $21,735,400 
ERAF 100% $7,132,400 $7,275,000 $7,420,600 $7,569,000 $7,720,300 $7,874,700 $8,032,200 $8,192,900 $8,356,700 $8,523,900 
Annual Total $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 ' $·27,406,600 . $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 

!FD Sources of Funds ' 
Annual Tax Increment $25,319,500 . $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Developer Capi~al $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 o.f 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 

(A) 
....... IFD Uses of Funds 
0 Bond Pebt Service $16,178,469 $16,377,87 4 $16,581 ,267 $16,788,728 $17,000,339 $17,216,182 $17,436,341 $17,660;904 $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 $6,890,471 $7,152,445 $7,419,658 $7,692,215 $7,970,223 $8,253,792 $8,543,032 $8,838,056 $9,138,982 $9,445,925 
Pier 70 ·sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $2,250,560 $2,295,582 . $2,341,575 $2,388,357 $2,436,038 $2,484,727 $2,534,427 $2,585,240 $2,636,961 $2,689,782 

· Sea Level Rise Protection $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total Uses of Funds $25.,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 ' $·27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 

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

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 93% 80% 69% 61% 55% 49% 45% 41% 38% 35% 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas. G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year28 Year29 Year30 Year31 · Year32 Year33 Year34 Year35 Year36 Year37 
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 $24,967,100 $25,466,500 $25,975,800 $26,495,300 
ERAF 100% $8,694,400 $8,868,200 $9,045,600 $.9,226,500 $9,411,000 $9,599,300 $9,791,300 $9,987,000 $10,186,800 $10,390,6QO 
.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 

!FD Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment $30,864,400 $31,481,600. $32,111,300 $32, 7 53, 600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36, 162,600 $36,885,900 
Bond Proceeds ·$0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

00 Total Sources of Funds $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32, 111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36, 162,600 $36,885,900 
..... ..... IFD Uses of Funds 

Bond Debt Service $18,361,901 $18,604,975 $18,852,910 $19, 105,804 $19,363,756 $19,626,867 $19,895,240 $20,168,981 $20,448, 1'97 $18,477,228 
Interest on Advanced Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 
Repay Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $9,304,429 $9,368,666 $9,091,626 $9,379,569 $9,673,270 $9,177,484 $9,365,819. $7,630,787 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $2,743,491 $2,798,273 $2,854,307 $2,911,467 $2,969,624 $3,029,145 $3,089,690 $3,151,415 $3,214,474 $3,278,811 
Sea Level Rise Protection $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,301 $8,688,976 $10,517,098 
ERAF $454,579 $7Q9,686 $1,312,457 $1,356,760 $1,401,950 $2,243,405 $2,407,651 . $2,502,015 $3,810;954 $4,612,762 
Total Uses of Funds $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 . $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36, 162,600 $36,885,900 

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

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

Year38 Year39 Year40 Year41 Year42 Year43 Year44 Year45 Year46 Year47 
FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56 FY 56/57 FY 57158 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63 

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to !FD 
General Fund 100% $27,025,200 $27,565,700 $28, 117 ,000 $28,679,300 $29,253,000 $29,838",000 $30,434,800 $31,043,400 $31,664,300 $32,297,700 
ERAF 100% $10,598,300 $10,810,300 $11,026,500 $11,247, 100 $11,472,000 $11,701,400 $11,935,400 $12,174,100 $12,417,700 $12,666,000 
Annual Total $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39, 143,500 $39,926,40,0 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 . $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700 

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

c..:> 
$38,376,000 $39, 143,500 $39,926,40,0 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700 

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

Net IFD F.und Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Ei<penditures as a-% of 23% 23% 24% 25% 26% . 27% 28% 29% 31% 32% 
· Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources ancll 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 to -28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year 48 Year49 Year 50 Year 51 Year 52 Year 53 Year_54 Year 55 Year56 Year 57 
FY 63/64 FY 64/65 FY 65/66 FY 66/67 FY 67/68 FY 68/69 FY 69/70 FY 70171 FY 71/72 FY 72/73 

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 $22,949,900 $23,408,900 $23,877,000 $24,354,600 $24,841,700 
ERAF 100% $12,919,300 $13,177,800 $13,441,300 $13,710,100 $13,984,300 $9,000,200 $9,180,200 $9,363,800 $9,551,100 $9,742,100 
Annual Total $45,862,800 . $46,780,20Q $47,715,800 $48,67.0,000 $49,643,500 $31,950, 100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800 

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

I 
$0 $0 $0 $0 

Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 "$0 $0 $0 

w Total Sources of Funds $45,862,800 . $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589, 100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34;583,800 
__.. 
w !FD 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 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 F acilifies $0. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $4,076,609 $4,1?8,285 $4,241,447 $4,326,160 $4,412,783 $2,840,043 $2,896,842 $2,954,696 $3,013,874. $3,074,138 
Sea Level Rise Protection $29,046,499 $29,627,429 $30,219,977 $30,824,377 $31,440,864 $20,235,040 $20,639,741 $21,052;535 $21,473,!)86 $21,903,058 
ERAF $12,739,692 $12,994,486 $13,254,376 $13,519,463 $13,789,853 $8,875,017 $9,052,518 $9,233,568 $9,418,240 $9,606,604 
Total Uses of Funds $45,862,~00 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 .$49,643,500 $31,950, 100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800 

Net !FD 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% 39% 40% 40% 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 
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Table 2 
Appendix G-2 
Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 . 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Year58 
FY 73174. 

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 $21,343,909 
Bond ~roceeds $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 Devel.aper Capital $0 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0 
Pier 70 ·Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $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 

NetlFD Fund Balance $0 

Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a% of 41% 
Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Fi111ancing 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 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27/28 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 . $904,604 $922,698 $941, 148 $959,976 $979,170 $998,766 $1,018,739 
property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $253, 111,499 $2,539,257 $4,808,052 $8,868,661 $9,046,041 $9,226,980 $9,411,477 $9,599,755 $9,791,704 $9,987,656 $10, 187,389 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $1,640, 100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300 $5,842,800 $5,959,700 $6,078,900 $6,200,500 $6,324,500 $6,451,000 $6,580,000 
ERAF 25.3·3% $64, 113, 170 $643,200 $1,217,900 $2,246,400 $2,291,400 $2,337,200 $2,383,900 $2,431,600 $2,480,200 $2,529,900 $2,580,500 
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $2,283,300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200 $8,296,900 $8,462,800 $8,632, 100 $8,804,700 $8,980,900 $9,160,500 

Sub-Project Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0. $635,532 $648,243 $661, 199 $674.422 . $687,923 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0o/o $168,036,743 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,355,316 $6,482,429 $6,611,988 . $6,744,217 $6,879.,226 

c..:> Property Tax Distributed to IFD 

..... General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,104,900 $4,187,000 $4,270,700 $4,356,100 $4,443,300 

CJ'! 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 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 G-4 
Incremental 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 ar1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $892,349. $1,t15,658 $10,332,518 $10,539,257 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $0 $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 $282,600 $2,617,ZOO $2,669,600 
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $802,400 $1,003,200 . $9,291,000 $9,476,900 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $1,640,100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300 $5,842,800 $5,959,700 $10, 183,800 $10,963,900 $11,315,800 $17,480,900 $17,830,600 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $643,200 $1,217,900 $2,246,400 $2,291,400 . $2,337,200 $3,993,700 $4,299,600 $4,437,600 $6,855,400 $6,992,600 
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD _J;5~719,4!J:l $2,283,300 $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,1~4,~0 - $~2913,90~ _114,177,500_ $15,~3,5()0_$113,7E,40() $24,336,~00 g4,8~3,200 
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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 

----- ----

Pr.operty Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 

.Sub-Project Area G-2 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,039,113 $1,059,887 $1,081,083 $1,102,714 $1,124,755 $1,147,253 $1,170,196 $1,193,605 $1,217,482 $1,241,837 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253, 111,499 $10,391,125 $10,598,866 $10,810,832 $11,027,135 $11,247,553 $11,472,531 $11,701,957 $11,936,054 $12,174,822 $12,418,372 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $6,711,600. $6,845,800 $6,982,700 $7,122,400 $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 $2,906,000 $2,964,100 $3,023,400 $3,083,900 $3,145,600 
Total 89.92% . $227,597,860 $9,343,700 $9,530,500 $9,721, 100 . $9,915,600 $10, 113,800 $10,316, 100 $10,522,400 $10, 732, 900 $10,947,600 $11,166,600 

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

CA) 
Property Tax Distributed to !FD 

..... GenO!ral Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $4,532,100 $4,622,800 $4,715,200 $4,809,500 $4,905,700 . $5,003,800 $5,103,900 $5,206,000 $5,310,100 $5,416,300 

O'> 
ERAF 25.33% $42,563.700 $1,777,300 $1,812,900 $1,849,200 $1,886,100 $1,923,900 $1,962,300 $2,001,600 $2,041,600 $2,082,400 $2,124,100 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $6,309,400 $6,435,700 $6,564,400 $6,695,600 $6,829,600 $6,966,100 $7,105,500 $7,247,600 $7,392,500 $7,540,400 

-Sub-Project Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1 ;ooos) $1,075,000 $1,096,497 $1,118,439 $1, 140,803 $1,163,612 $1,,186,888 $1°,210,621 $1,234,842 $1,259,542 $1,284,731 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $242,463,293 $10,750,000 $10,964,969 $11, 184,386 $11,408,029 $11,636,121 $11,868,883 $12, 106,206 $12,348,421 $12,595,418 $12,847,309 

Property Tax Distributed to !FD 
Genera! Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $6,943,400 $7,082,300 $7,224,000 . $7,368,400 $7,515,800 $7,666,100 $7,819,400 $7,975,800 $8,135,400 $8,298,100 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415 954 $2,723,000 $2,777,400 $2,833,000 $2,889,700 $2,947,400 $3,006,400 $3,066,500 $3,127,900 $3,190,400 $3,254,200 
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $9,666,400 $9,859,700 $10,057,000 $10,258, 100 $10,463,200 $10,672,500. $10,885,900 $11, 103,700 $11,325,800. $11,552,300 

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $18,187,100 $18,550,900 $18,921,900 $19,300,300 $19,686,300 $20,080,000 $20,481,600 $20,891,300 $21,309,200 $21,735,400 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 . $7,132,400 $7,275,000 $7,420,600 $7,569,000 $7,72.0,300 $7,874,700 $8,032,200 $8,192,900 $8,356,700 $8,523,900 
Total Property Tax Distributed to !FD $596,719,4~ $25~500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,86_9,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 
Assessed Value an.d 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 52/53 

Sub-Proiect Area.G-2 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,266,670 $1,291,993 $1,317,838 $1,344,195 $1,371,074 $1,398,499 $1,426,479 $1,455,004 $1,484,097 $1,513,779 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253, 111,499 $12,666,704 $12,919,929 $13, 178,381 $13,411,948 $1-3,710,743 $1,3,984,987 $14,264,791 $14,550,044 $14,840,970 $15,137,789 

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $8,181,400 $8,345,000 $8,511,900 $8,682,200 $8,855,800 $9,032,900 $9,213,600 $9,397,900 $9,585,800 $9,777,500 
ERAF 25.33% . $64,113,170 $3,208,500 $3,272,600 $3,338,100 $3,404,800 $3,472,900 $3,542,400 $3,613,300 $3,685,500 $3,759,200 $3,834,400 

. Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $11,389,900 $11,617,600 $11,850,000 $12,087,000 $12,328,700 $12,575,300 $12,826,900 $13, 083,400 $13,345,000 $13,611,900 

Sub-Proiect Area G-3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $855,338 $872,442 $889,891 $907,696 $925,856 $944,373 $963,245 $9.8Z,518 $1,002,169 $1,022,220 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 $8,553,381 $8,724,422 $8,898,910 $9,076,957 $9,258,563 $9,443,728 $9,632,451 $9,825,178 $10,021,686 $10,222,198 

c..:> 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 $6,099,700 $6,221,600 $6,346,100 $6,473,000 $6,602,500 ...... ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $2, 166,600 . $2,209,900 $2,254,100 $2,299,200 $2,345,200 $2,392, 100 $2,439,900 $2,488,700 $2,538,500 $2,589,300 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $7,691,200 $7,845,000 $.8,001,900 $8,162,000 $8,325,300 $8,491,800 $8,661,500 $8,834,800 $9,011,500 $9,191,800 

Sub-Proiect Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,310,420 $1,336,633 $1,363,367 $1,390,636 $1,418,439 $1,446,819 $1,475)56 $1,505,260 $1,535,376 $1,566,0.81 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $13,104,204 $13,366,326 $13,633,674 $13,906,361 $14, 184,386 $14,468,194 $14,757,562 $15,052,602 $15,353,759 $15,660,810 

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

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $22,170,000 $22,613,40Q $23,065,700 $23,527, 100 ,$23,997,600 $24,477,600 $24,967,100 $25,466,500 $25,975,800 $26,495,300 
Total ERAF; $168,092,823 $8,694,400 $8,868,200 $9,045,600 $9,226,500 $9,411,000 $9,599,300 $9,791,300 $9,987,000 $10, 186,800 $10,390,600 
Total Property Tait Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $30,864,400 $31,481,600 .$32,111,300 $32,753,600 $3_3,408,600 '$34,076,900 $34, 7 58,400 $35,453,500 $36,162,600 $36,885,900 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56 FY 66/57 FY 57168 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63 

Sub-Project Area G-2 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,544,061 $1,574,933 $1,606,439 $1,638,568 $1,671,341 $1,704,711 $1,738,857 $1,773,632 $1,809,108 $1,845,296 
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 $17,047,709 $17 ,388,568 $17,736,321 $18,091,081 $18,452,958 

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

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

(A) Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
_. General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $6,734,500 $6,869,200 $7,006,600 $7,146,700 $7,289,700 $7,435,400 $7,584,200 $7,735,800 $7,890,600 $8,048,400 

co ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $2,641,000 $2,693,900 $2,Y:47,700 $2,802,700 $2,858,800 $2,915,900 $2,974,200 $3,033,700 $3,094,400 $3, 156,300 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $9,375,500 $9,563,100 $9,754,300 $9,949,400 $10, 148,500 $10,351,300 $10,558,400 $10,769,500 $10,985,000 $11,204,700 

Sub-Projed Area G-4 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,597,398 $1,629,348 $1,661,933 $1,695,173 .$1,729,07.0 $1,763,657 $1,798,932 $1,834,909 $1,871,608 $1,909,041 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $15,973,977 $16,293,483 $16,619,328 $16,951,735 $17,290,703 $17,636,566 $17,989,324 $18,349,088 $18,716,081 $19,090,414 

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

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $27,025,200 $27,565,700 $28, 117,000 $28,679,300 $29,253,000 $29,838,000 $30,434,800 $31,043,400 $31,664,300 $32,297,700 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $10,598,300 $10,810,300 $11,026,500 $1-1,247' 100 $11,472,000 $11,701,400 $11,935,400 $12,174,100 $12,417,700 $12,666,000 
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700 
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Table 3 
Appendix G~2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
lnfrastructuire Financing Plan 
lnfrastructuire Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 7.0 - 28-Acre Site) 
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 71/72 FY 72/73· 

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

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $12,157,100 $12,400,300 $12,648,300 $12,901,200 $13, 159,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $4,767,600 $4,863,000 $4,960,200 $5,059,400 $5,160,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total 89.92% $227 ,597 ,860 . $16,924,700 $17,263,300 $17,608,500 $17,!'J60,600 $18,319,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

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

"' Property Tax Distributed to !FD _.. 
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $8,209,300 $8,373,500 $8,541,000 $8,711,800 $8,886,000 $9,063,800 $9,245,000 $9,429,900 $9,618,500 $9,810,900 

(0 Ef<AF 25.33% $42,563,700 $3,219,400 $3,283,800 $3,349,500 $3,416,500 $3,484,800 $3,554,500 $3,625,600 $3,698,100 $3,772,100 $3,847,500 
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $11,428,700 $11,657 ,3_00 $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 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,947,220 $1,986,165 $2,025,890 $2,066,403 $2,107,740 $2,149,889 $2,192,894 . $2,236,744 $2,281,484 $2,327,113 
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $19,472, 198 $19,861,655 $20,258,897 $20,664,035 $21,077,402 $21,498,888 $21,928,937 $;<2,367,438 $22,814,835 $23,271, 130 

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

Total General Fund $428,626,670 $32,943,500 $33,602,400 $34,274,500 . $34,959,900 $35,659,200 $22,949,900 $23,408,900 $23,877,000 $24,354,600 $24,841,700 
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $12,919,300 $13,177,800 $13,441,300 $13,710,100 $13,984,300 $9,000,200 $9,180,200 $9,363,800 $9,551,100 $9,742,100 
Total Property Tax Distributedfo IFD - $596,719,493 $45,862,800 $46,780,~00 - 147,71§,800 $48,670,000 _ HM_43,50Q _$3j,9§0,100 ~32,589,100_ l33,24Q,8QO _ $~3,9Q5_,70_D $34,583,800 
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Table 3 
Appendix G-2 
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 73174 

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

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

Sub-Project Area Gc3 
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $0 
Property Tax Increment at 1 % 1.0% $168,036,743 $0 

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

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

Property Tax Distributed to IFD 
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $15,331,400 
ERAF 25.33% $61,415,954 $6,012,500 
Total 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 $596,719,493 $21,343,900 
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Table 4 
Appendix G-2 
Developer Capital and Bond Issuances to be Repaid by IFD 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Estimated 
Loan Terms Interest Rate Term 

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

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

· Total Gross Loan Amounts $558,461,735 $16,901,636 

Net Loan Proceeds 
Develop·er Capital $150,273,590 $16,901,636. 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 . $0 
!FD or CFO Bonds $187,909,323 $0 
Total Net Loan Proceeds $530,383,330 $16,901,636 

Notes: 
[1] Excludes capitalized interest. 

Issuance Costs · 
OCR /Reserves [1] 

110%-130% 13% 

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

$10,218,627 $6,014,454 $0 $3,697,526 $38,321,013 
$0 $0 $18,655,418 $37,405,648 $19,988,040 
$0 $0 $0 $22,372,801 $18,210,775 

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

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

$10,218,627 $6,014,454 $18,655,418 $60,567,512 $74,152,428 
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Table 4 
Appendix G-2 
Developer Capital, Advances of Land Proceeds, and Bond Issuances to be Repaid by IFD 
Infrastructure Financing Plan 
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areais G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) 
Port of San Francisco 

Estimated 
Loan Terms Interest Rate Term 

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

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

Net Loan Proceeds 
Developer Capital $15Q,273,590 $23,836,436 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $11,906, 197 
!FD or CFO Bonds $187,909,323 $0 
Total Net Loan Proceeds $530,383,330 $35,742,633 

Notes: 
[1] Excludes capitalized interest. 

Issuance Costs 
OCR /Reserves [1] 

110%-130% 13% 

FY 22/23 FY 23/24 

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

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

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

$17,276,277. $35, 155,345 
$30,037,795 $78,303,710 
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FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 

$2,685,478 $7,866,007 $0 
$28,315,966 $0 $14,294,272 
$24,520,256 $0 $50,321,987 
$55,521,699 $7,866,007 $64,616,259 

$2,685,478 $7,866,007 $0 
$28,315,966 $0 $14,294,272 
$21,332,623 $0 $43,780,129 
$52,334,066 $7,866,007 $58,07 4,401 
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Table 4 
Appendix G-·2 
Developer Capital, Advances of Land Proceeds, and Bond Issuances to be Repaid by IFD 
Infrastructure Financing Plan · 
infrastructure Financing District No. 2 
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site} 
Port of San !Francisco 

Estimated 
Loan Terms Interest Rate Term 

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

Total FY 27/28 
Gross Loan Amounts 
Developer Capital $150,273,590 $0. 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $26,629,322 
IFD or CFD Bonds $215,987,727 $12,772,063 
Total Gross Loan Amounts $558,461, 735 $39,401,385 

Net Loan Proceeds 
Developer Capital $150,273,590 $0 
Advances of Land Proceeds $192,200,418 $26,629,322 
IFD or CFD Bonds $187,909,323 $11,111,695 
Total Net Loan Proceeds $530,383,330 $37,741,016 

Notes: 
[1] Excludes capitalized interest. 

Issuance Costs 
OCR /Reserves [1] 

110%-130% 13% 

FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 

$16,181,016 $0 $0 
$3,647,068 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $27,523,611 
$19,828,085 $0 $27 ,523 ,611 

$16, 181,016 $0 $0 
$3,647,068 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $23,945,542 
$19,828,085 $0 $23,945,542 
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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 FINANClNG 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 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 0(20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE 
NORTH 85°38'01" EA~T 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 
COMIYIENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 804.07 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 24.00 
FEHTO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38101" EAST 208.50 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°2115911 EAST 255.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74°11'04" WEST20.15 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 
188.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST259.09 TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 
53,981 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELCZB 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID UNE.OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 677.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21159" WEST39.70 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENC.E 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°21159" EAST 96.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT.OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 
11,520 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

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

PARCEL 12 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°3810111 EAST 731.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 36.70 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21159" 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°21159" EAST 
251.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38 10l11·WEST 256.17 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, 
CONTAINING 64,351 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
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PARCEL 2 
BEGINNING AT "POINT B", AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL 12; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 246.01 
FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 83.30 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 246.01 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 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 ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1012.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 
381.41 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 161.00 FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 152.50 FEET; THENCE 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. 

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

!FD P!=LS_AREA-G2.dooc 
09-13-17 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

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

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

PARCEL PKS 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE), DISTANT THEREON 
NORTH 04°21159 11 WEST 426.95 FEET FROM THE NORTHERLY LINE OF. 22No ·STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE 
NORTH 85~38'01" EAST 180.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21159" EAST 97.90 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" 
Y'JEST 180.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY UNE OF ILLINOIS STREET; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILLINOIS 
STREET, NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 97.90 FEET TO SAl.D POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 17,630 SQUARE 
FEET, MORE OB LESS. 

PARCEL F/G , 
BEGINNING ATTHE EASTERLY TERMINUS OF THE SOUTHERLY LIN.E 22No STREET, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 
85°38101" 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°38101" EAST 26.17 
FEET; THENCE ALONG A TANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS 328.50 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL · 
ANGLE 11°06107"1 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° W07", AN ARC LENGTH OF 52.32 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38101" EAST 368.74 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 04°2115911 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°06147" WEST 56.46 FEET AND NORTH 42° 41'35" WEST 129.00 FEETTO 
SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 82,477 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL El · 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE.ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1072 .. 57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21159" EAST 
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38101" EAST 195.25 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 70.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 125.25 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" 
EAST 115.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 70.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 185,00 FEET 
TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 21,717 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL 21 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1272.32 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
438.79 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21159" EAST 81.30HET; THENCE 
SOUTH 85°38'01" Vv'EST 108.35 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 81.30 FEET; THENCE ~ORTH 85°38'01" 
Ef.ST 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 2iw STREIT (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS.EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21159" WEST 14.20 
F.EET 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 (~PND), CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2013 COORDINATE SYSTEM {SFCS13). 

IFP PCLS_AREA G-3.doo( 
09-13-17 

Page 2 of 2 

336 



LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

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

ALL Tl:iAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DESCR.IBED AS FOLLOWS: . 

PARCELC1A 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE} 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF ILUNOIS STREET, 
NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 426.95 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 285.50 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 133.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS "POINT A"; 
THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59;' EAST 128.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01" WEST 133.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 17,024 SQUARE FEET, MORE 
OR LESS. 

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

PARCELC1C 
BEGINNING AT 1'POINT B", AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL ClB; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST79.00 
FEET; THENCE SOUTH 26°49'04" EAST 13.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 115.90 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTfi 85°38'01" WEST 84.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59" WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 10,722 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCEL B 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE} 
ANDTHE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE}; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°3810111 EAST1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°2115911 EAST 24.00 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85~38'01" EAST 292.20 FEET; THENCE spurn 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°2115911 WEST255.09 TO SAID 
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 95,710 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELE4 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80· FEET WIDE) 
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20TH STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20TH STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLYpROLON'GATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1480.67 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 159.00 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 72 ° 01'08" WEST 110.45' FEET; THENCE SOUTH .85°38'01" WEST 80.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
04°21'59" WEST 185.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 187.85 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 33,357 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
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PARCELH1 
COMMENCING ATTHE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1073.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 45.80 
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 251.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
04°21'59" EAST 174.20 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN DEED 
GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NO\{EMBER 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" W.EST 174.20 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF 

·BEGINNING, CONTAINING 43,724 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 

PARCELH2 
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF iLLINOIS STREET {80 FEET WIDE) 
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22No STREET {66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22No STREET AND 
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01" EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST 45.80 
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; .THENCE NORTH 85°38'01" EASJ 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 NORT.H 04°21'59" WEST 174.20 FEET TO 
SAID TRUE POINTOF 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 1'19. 

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

2 

3 Resolution adopting Guidel'ines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure 

4 Financing District with Project Areas on Land· Under the Juri$diction of the San 

· 5 Francisco Port C9mmission .. 

6 

7 WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395-533t;l8 . .47 (IFD Law) authorizes certain 

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

9 financing districts (IFDs) to finance the-planning, design, acquisitfon, construction, and 

10 improvement of public facilities meeting the requirements of IFD Law; and 

11 WHEREAS, IFDs are formed to facilitate the desi~n, acquisition, construction, and · 

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

13 local resources are insufficient; and 

14 WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395.8 and 53395.81 authorize the 

15 establishment of IFD.s on land under the jurisdiction of the Port Commission of San Francisco 

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

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

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

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

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

21 Port development projects within the waterfront district; and 

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

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

24 111 

25 
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1 City and County of San Francisco," which do not apply to land owned or managed by the Port; 
1. 

2· ii and 
I. 

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

4 Infrastructure F·inancing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San 

5 .Francisco Port Commission" (Port Guidelines) setting.forth proposed policy criteria and· 
I 

~ l1 

8 !! 
I 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
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14 I 
15 I 

16 ii 
11 I 
18 

19 

2d 11 

11 

21 l 

22 

23 

24·1 
II 

25 ii 
h 
i• 

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

No~382~Which is hereby d~clared 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 wa~erfront district and 

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

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

on the date the Board of Supervisors adopts this Resolution. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNIS. J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 

/,};11 j/ A A / . 
By: ~ ( u 'VIV'l/l/ 

Deputy City Attorney 

ij Mayor Edwin Lea . 
I\ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

11. ,, 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

TO: Angela C:alvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: ~ayor Edwin M. Lee 9fl. 
RE: Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an 1nfrastructur!3 

· Financing District o.n Port Land 

DATE: March 19, 2013 

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

· Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisors Kim 

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

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (~i5) 554--5105. 

cc. Supervisor Jane Kim 

1 DR'. CARL TON B. GOODLEIT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFOR.NIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: 1ifl 6) 554-6141 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB~COMMITTEE MEETING . _ APRlL 17, 2013 

L~gislative Objectives 
• The proposed resolution would adopt "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure 
· Financing District (IFD) with Project Ar~as on Land UJtder the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco 

Port ·commission". The Port IFD Guidelines establish the threshold criteria that must be. met in 
order- to establish a Port IFD and the strategic· criteria that should be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors but are not requir~d to establish the Port IFD". 

· Key Points 

• State law authorizes the establishment of a Port IFD to finance public improvement projects along 
the San Francisco waterfront. The Port IFD may fin~ce the same types of improvement projects 
that are financed by non-Port IFDs (open space, parks, and street improvements), as well as projects 
specifi-,e to the Port, including removal of bay fill, storm water manag~ment facilities, shoreline 
restoration, and. maritime facility improvements. Increased property tai 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) tci establish the Port IFD 
consisting of eight project areas; and (2) directing tht". 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 o,f Sµ_pervisors 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 ofthe 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 aclmowledge 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 
impa~t to the City's General Fund, as well as the net economic benefits. 

Policy Considerations 
• Property taxes are apportioned to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF), the City's 
·General Fund, and other taxing entities. Under State law, in five oftQ.e Port IFD project areas, the 
ERAF portion of tax incmment may be redirected to. the Port IFD in an a:r,nount proportional to the 
General Fund portion bf tax increment that is redirected to the Port IFD. Thi-eshold 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 BRA.F's.share of tax increment 
could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill those monies intended for education. 

• The proposed Port IFD Guidelines will guide future Bo.ard 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. ' · 
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Recommendations 
L Amend the proposed re~o lution to request the Port to amend: 

APRIL 17, 2013 

(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 criteiia should b.e considered by the Board of 
Supervisors but are not required to establish a Port IFD; 

(b)Threshold Criteria 5 to require that the project area financing plan projects th~ net fiscal impact to 
the City's General Fund, as well as the 1:1-et economic benefits, over the term of the Port !FD; 

( 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)Tbreshold 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 measlU'es to protect 
against sea level rise . 

. 2. A-pproval of the proposed resolution, as amended, is a policy decision for th~ Board of Supervisors. 

Mandate Statel)lent 

California Go¥ernmer:it Code Section 53395 et seq., which became law in 1990, authorizes cities 
ari.d counties to establish Infrastructure Financing Districts (!FD), subject to approval by the city 
council or county board of supervisors, to finance "public capital fa~iliues 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 (Poit IFD) to finance additional improvement projects along the San Francisco 
waterfront, such as structural repairs and impro.vements 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 F3oard of Supervisors. 

Background 

State Law Authorizes the Establishment of Infrastructure Financing Districts 

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

· • Purchase, construction, expansion, improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabiiitation of any 
real or other tangible property- with an estimated life of 15 years or longer, including 
parks, other open space, and street.ii:nprovements; 

•· Planning and design work directly related to the purchase, construction, expansion, 
improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilitation of that property; · 

• Re:inibursement 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; 

1 California Government Code Section 53395 et seq. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPEfl..VISORS 

21 
BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 



BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING APRIL 17,2013 

• Costs incurred by a coilnty 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 IFD was established to pay for. 

The City's Guidelines for IFDs, "Guidelines for the "Establishment and Use. of Infrastructure 
'Financing Districts iri the City and County of San Francisco" were adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on February 8, 20'11 (Resolution No. 66~1 l). 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 faw2 auth0rizes the establishment of a Port IFD to finance additional improvement proj.ects 
along the San Francisco waterfront. The additional improvement projects include removal of bay 
fill, storrri 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 describe~ in this report would apply to each Port project area that the
Board of Supervisors approves.3 On _March 27, 2012, the Board of Superv~sors approved a 
resolution of intention to establish a Port IFD (Resolution No. 110-12), with seven project areas. 
On June 12, 2012, the Board of Supervisors amended the resolution of intention to include 
Seawall Lot 351 as the eighth project area in the Port IFD (Resolution No. 227-12). The eight 
project areas f~r the Port IFD in the amended resolution of intention are: 

1. ·Seawall Lot 330 (Project Area A) 

2. Piers 30-32 (Project Area B) 

3. Pier 28 (Project.Area C) 

4. Pier 26 (Project Area D) 

5. Seawall Lot 351 (Project Area E) 

6. Pier 48 (Project Area F) 

7. Pier 70 (Project Area G) 

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

The resolution of intentio.n allows the Port to establish additional project areas in compliance 
with Sta~e law, as noted below. 

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

2 California Government Code Section 53395.8 
3 Cali:.t:ornia Government Code Section 53395,S(g) 
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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 envrronmental review of the proposed project. 

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

San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Community College District, and the San 
Francisco County Office of Education, may not b.e 8.l.located to the Port IFD. The tax increment 
from other r~cipients of Cizy property taxes, including the Bay Area Air· Quality Management 
District and Bay Area Rapid Transit District, may be allocated to the Port IFD if a resolution 
approving the financing plan is adopted by that recipient and sent to the Board of Supervis9rs.5 

Except for specified circumstances~· State law6 mandates that any tax increment allocated to tlie 
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 :i:FD mlist be set aside to be expended exclusively on 
shoreline restor.ation, removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental 
remediation of the· San Francisco waterfront. 

Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund Tax lricre~ent.Allocated to Port IFD in. 
Specific Project.Areas 

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

below, which would otherwise be allocated to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund8's 
(ERAF), subject to specific limitations. Two of the five project areas - Seayvall 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 tb,e Port IFD at a future date. According to Ms. Joanne Sakai, Deputy City 
Attorney, the -Board of Supervisors may opt to not allocate 'ERA.F's: share. of tax increment 
generated by any of the five project areas to th.e Port IFD on a case-by-case basis when 
consid~ring whether to approve the proposed Port IFD financing plan. 

4 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.i . 
5 California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.5. 
6 California Government Code Secti~n 53395.8.g.3.c.ii 
7 Oh September 29, 2012, Assembly Bill (AB) 2259 was passed. 
8 The Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund redirects one-fifth of total statewide property tax revenue from 
cities, counties and special districts to school and community college districts. The redirected property tax revenue is 
deposited 'into a countywide fund for schools· and community colleges· (ERAF). The property tax revenue is 
distributed to the c:ounty's non-basic aid school.s and community colleges (i.e, school and community college 
districts that receive more than the mini!llum amount of state aid required by the. State constiMion). In 2004,, the 
State approved a complex financing mechanism, known as the 1riple flip, in which one-quarter cent of the local sales 
tax is used to repay the Proposition 57 deficit financing bond; property taxes are redirected from ERAF to cities and 
counties to offset revenue losses from the one-quarter cent sales tax; and State aid offsets losses to school and 
community college districts from the redll:ected ERAF funds. · 
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Pier 70 Project Area 

A Pter70 .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· ER.AF share of tax increment from the Pier 70 project 
area for up to 20 fiscal years from the first Pier 70 debt issuance. Once any ERAF~secured debt 
issued within the Pier 70 projec~ are;a has been paid, ERAF's share of tax increment will be paid 
into ERAF. Beginning in the 21st fiscal year, ERAF' s share of tax increment may only be used to 
meet debt service obligations for previously issued debt secured by ERAF's allocation of tax · 
increment. ERAF's share oftai increment exceeding debt service obligations must be paid into 
ERAF. 

Seawall Lot 330 arid Piers 19, 231 and 29 Project Areas 

E:RAF"s share of tax increment from Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 may only· be 
allocated to. fund (a) constructien of the Port's Cruise Tern:ij.nal at Pier 27, (8) planni:n:g and 
design' work directly related to construction of the Port's Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, (c) future 
installatioJJ.s of shoreside power facilities on Port maritim~ facilities, and ( d) planning, design, . 
acquisition, and construction of improvements to publicly~owned waterfront lands held by 
trustee agencies, such as the 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. · 

ERA.F'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. Tlie 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 1;li.~ Naqonal Park Service or the California State Parks.10 

Any improvements made with ERAF's share of tax increment for the above purposes are not 
.required to be located within the individual project areas from which ERAF's share of tax 
increment is allocated. To enable allocation of ERAF's share of tax increment from al~ of the 
eligible project areas noted above, the Board of Supervisor.s wo.uld have to approve an 
amendment the previously approved resolution of intention to form the Port IFD· to authorize 
Piers 19, 23 and 29 as Port IFD project areas. 

9 For example, for every $1.00 in Property. Taxes (not including Property Taxes designated· to pay Gene~al 
Obligation bonds), $0.25 is allocated to ERAF, $0.65 is allocated to the City's General Fund, and $0.10 is allocated 
fo the other taxing entities (SFUSD; CommunilJ. College District, ·BART, and Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District). If the Board of Supervisors were to ·approye 50% of the City's General Fund share of.tax increment (or 
$0.325 of $0.65), then the ERA share of tax increment is 50% (or $0.12.5 of$0.25). . · · 
10 State law sets aside 20 percent :from ERAF's tax increment in lieu of the minimum of 20 percent of the tax 
increment allocated to the Port IFD required to .be set aside· to be expended exclusively o'n shoreline restoration, 
removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental remediation of the San Francisco waterfront. 
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Maps of the Port JFD, with specific project area boundaries defined, are provided in the 
Attachment to this report. 

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

The Port IFD Guidelines identify I 0 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 
establishm~nt of l;I; Port IFD. Because neither the proposed Port IFD Guidelines nor the proposed 
resolut~on define the purpose qf the tlireshoid criteria and strategic criteria, the proposed Port 

. IFD Guidelines .should be amended to specify that (1) the thr~shold criteria must be met in order 
to establish a Port IFD, and (2) the strategic criteria should be considered by the· Board .of 
Supervisors but are. not required for the establishment of a Port IFD, comparable to language in 
the City's Guidelines. 

The Port IFD Guidelines are summarized below. 

Threshold Criteria of the Port IFD Guidelines 

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

• Consist exclusively of Port property; 

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

• Be accompanied l:ly a project area-specific financing plan that· meets State law 
requirements. 

· 2~ Potential property annexations to the Port JFD of non-Port property adjacent to Port property 
are subject to Board of Supervisors approval and will be evaluated individually to determine 
w}lether to ~nnex 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 p;ublic facilities should 
be subject to the City's JFD_Guidvlines. 

3. No tax increment will be allocated to the Port JFD without completion of environmental 
review and recommendation for approval bythe·City's Capital Planning CC'.i;rimittee. 

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

• State law regarding IFDs;· 

• The Port's Waterfront Land Use Plan; 

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

• The Port's 10-Y ear Capital Plan. 

5. The Port must .demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to the 
City in·the project area-specific financing plan by including; · 
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• . Total revenue that the General Fund is projected to receive; 

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

6. When an allocation ofERAF's share of tax increment, identified in the Port IFD Guidelines 
as $0.25 per $1.00 in tax increment, is authorized under State law, the City, subject to Board 
of Supervisors approval, should maximiz~ such contriputions to those project areas by 
allocating the maximum amount of City tax increment to those areas, identified in the 
Guidelines as $0.65 per $1.00 in tax increment. As previously noted, ERAF's share of tax 
increment is authorized for allocation within the Seawall Lot 330, Pier 19, Pier 23, Pier 29, 
and :eier 70 project areas. 

7. Tax .increment amounts based on project area-specific financing plans for project areas are 
subj ec~ to approval _by the Board of Supervisors and should be sufficient to e.nable the :Port to; 

• Obtain fair market rei;i.t for Port leases after build-out of the project area;. 

• Enable propo$ed development projects to attract ~quity; 

• Fund debt service and debt. seni"ice coverage for any bonds issued in public facilities 
financed by tax increment in Port)FD project areas; 

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

8. Exces.s 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 s.ea level rise, as allowed by .State law, contingent upon Board of 
Supervisors approval. 

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

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

~tratef!ic Criteria of the Port IFD Guidelines . 

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

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

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

a The Port should continue utilizing the '"best-praotfoes' citizen participatidn procedureiF 
to help establish priorities for public facilities serving Port land;· 

11 Pay-as-you-go is a method of financing expenditures with funqs that are currently available rather than borrowed. 
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BUDGET AND FJNANCE SUB-COMMITTEE J:v.f.EETING APR.IL 17, 2013 

• The Por~ the May9r' s Budget Office and the Controller should collaborate to conduct 
periodic nexus ·stucli~s. 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 tax.es the City receives from 
P.ort land, and any other revenues that the City receives from Port lan.d. 

FISCAL ANALYSIS .· · > ·. -.. '~ 
- - '"I_ ~ -

_,,, . -· 

'While there is no direct. fiscal impact of the proposed resolution to adopt the Port's Guidelines 
for Establishment and Use of an Iri.frastructure 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 an,d the City. 

Threshold ·criteria 5 Requires Net Economic, Not Fiscal, 1;3enefit to the City 

Thresnold Criteria 5 requires that i;b.e 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 fl.IIlOUnt 
ofrevenue to the City's General Fund; and (b) n.umber of jobs and other economic development 
benefits. In contrast, the City'.s IFD Guidelines require that the IFD provide a net fiscal benefit 
over the 30-year.tenn of the IFD, "gua;ranteeing that there is at least some gain to· the General 
'Fund in all 'circumstances". In addition, State law13 requires only an analysis of costs and 
revenues to the City. 

Threshold Criteria 5 states that the project area financing plan should be similar to findings of 
fiscal responsibility and feasibility reports prepared in accordance with Administrative Code 

. Chapter 29. · Adminis~rative Code Chapter 29 requires more detailed evaluation of :f:J.scal benefits 
to the City tha;n required by the proposed Port IFD Guidelines, including· direct and indirect 
financial benefits to the City, project construction' costs, available funding to pay project costs, 
ongoing maintenance and operating costs, and debt service costs. 

. . 
The City's IFD Guidetines acknowlydge that the Port's use ofIFD law differs from the City in: 
that the Port intends to build infrastrµcture to attract private investment to create jobs, small 
l;msiness, waterfront visitors and other growth, and therefore would not necessarily be 
"'predicated on up-zonJngs14 that result ip. net fiscal benefits to the General Fund". However, in 
order to fully disclose the fiscal impact of the Port IFD on the City's 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 IFP. 

. . 
12 Best ptactic:-es citizen participation procedures include regular publicly-noticed meetings of waterfront advisory 
committees to support ongoing communication with neighborhood' and :waterfront stakeholders as well as 
community planning processes for major waterfront open space, maritime, and development project opportunities. 
and needs_ 
13 California Government Code Section-53395.8.g.3.c.vii 
14 "Up-zonings" are increases in height, bulk or density, allowing increased development. 
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Threshold Criteria 6 and 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 ERAPs Property Tax allocation is referred to as $0.25 per $1.00 D;i 
tax increment. How~ver, future State law may change these propertj tax allocations. In addition, 
these property tax all0cations are subject to approval by the State for ERAF and by Board of 
Supervisors for the City on an annual basis. Therefore, the Budget . and Legislative Analyst 
recommends that Threshold Criteria 6 aµd 7 specify that the share of tax increment allocat~d to 
the City and ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for ERAF'and by the Board 
of Supervisors for th~ City pursuant to the C~lifornia Revenue and Taxation Code. 

Threshold Criteria 8 Does Not Specify ERAF's Excess Share of 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 outlin~d by 
Threshold Criteria 8. State law contains specific restrictions for how ERAF's share of tax 
increment may be used, as described in the Background Section of this report. Therefore, the . 
Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends that Threshold Criteria 8 s)lould.specify that ERAF 
tax increment may not be re-ailocated to the CitY' s General Fund or to improvements ih the 
City's seawall and other measures to protect a~ainst sea level rise. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS . - ·_ . ·.:. ~ J ·= .. ~·-_.-. -' 
. - - -- - . 

State Law Allows ERAF Tax Increment lnten.ded. 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 

· maxiinize ERAF contributions in designated projt)ct areas by allocating the maximum City 
contribution to those same pi:oject.are~s.15 The rationale for niaxirllizing ERAF contributions is. 
to mai:dmiZe the Port's ability to pay for development of public in:frastructur~ along the Port, 
such as the Cruise Terminal at Pier 27. Such allocations are subject to Board of Supervisors 
·approval for each individual.project area. 

According to the Senate App;ropriation Committee's :fisc<il summary of the State law, diverting 
ERAF's share oftax,increm~nt could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill 
those monies intended for education. However, the potential State General Fund cost is unknown 
becaus~ the economic activity that would be generated absent a Port IFD is unclear. 

15 ERAF's share of tax incren;ient is allocated in proportion to the percentage o{City tax increment allocated to the 
designated project areas. · 
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Approval of the Proposed Resolution is a Policy Decision for the Board of 
· Supervisors 

The proposed Port IFD Guidelines will guide future Board of Supervisors' decisions on 
allocation of City and ERAF tax increment. Therefore, approval of the proposed resolution ·is a 
policy decision for the Board of Supervisors. · 

RECOMMENDATIONS . . . : · · - .. · . . . ... ~, :,-;_ :, 
~ . - . ~ . . : --- - .. :..:_ .. . . .-

1. Amend the proposyd resolution to request the Port to amend: . 

(a) The Port IFD Guidelines to specify that the threshold criteria must be met in drder 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 :fillancing plan. projects the
0 

net fisca:l 
impact to the City's General Fund, as·well as the net eporiomic benefits, over the term of 
thePortIFD; . . 

(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 BRA.F's excess share of tax increment may not be re
allocated to the City's General Fund 9r to improvements in the City's seawall and other 
measures to protect against sea le'.'el rise. 

2. Approval of the proposed resolution, as amended, is a .policy decision for the Board of 
Supervisors. 
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Formattecf: Font: Not Bold 
Threshold Criteria: The followinir Threshold Criteria must be met to establish an infrastructure 
financing district (IFD) or project area on Port land. 

1. At formation, limit waterfront districtS and project areas to Port land. Consistent with 
California Infrastructure Financing District flFJ»-law (Gov. Code§§ 53395-53398.47)JIJ:12. 
law), the City may form anIFD consisting only of land under the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Port Commission (Port) without an election (waterfront district). The formation of 
a waterfront district consisting of all Port land with project areas corresponding to Port 
development projects within the waterfront district1 will be subject to the criteria in these 
Guidelines for Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project 
Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco-Port CoT11J11.ission (Port 
Guidelines). The City will consider allocating property tax increment frorn a projecrarea to 
the waterfront district when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing 
plan that specifies: (a) the public facilities to be financed by tax incr!'lment2 generated in the 
project area; (b) the projected cost of the proposed public facilities; (c) the projected amount 
·of tax increment that will be generated over the term of the project area; (d) the amount of tax 
increment that is proposed to be allocated to the IFD to finance public facilities; and (e) any 
other matters required under IFD law. · 

2. Consider requests to ~ex non-Port land to a project area on a case-by-case basis. If 
an owner of non-Port land adjacent to a project area petitions to add the adjacent property to 
the project area in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider on a case-by-case 
basis: (a) whether to annex the non-Port property to the project area to assist in financing 
public facilities; and (b) the extent to which tax increment generated by the non-Port land but 
not used for Port public facilities should be subject to the Guidelines for the &tablishment 
and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City 
Guidelines). 3 

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

Jn according with .Board of Supervisors intent as stated ia Board Resolutioa No. 110-12, adopted oa March 27, 2012. azid Board Resalutioa 
No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012- These PottGuidellnes will applyeven if the Board later decides to create multiple ll'Ds on Port land, 
rather than a single waterfroal district · 
2 

!FD Jaw generally authorizes certain classes of public focilitles lo be financed through IPDs. The Legislature has broadened the types of 
authorized public facilities for waterfront dislricts to include: (1) remediation of hazardous mutorlals ia, on, under, 1>raround aziy real or tangible 
propc!ty; (2) seismic and life-safety improvements to existing buildings; (3J rehabilitation, restoration, and preservation of structures, buildings, 
or other facilities having special bis1odca11 architectural. or nestheric interest or value and that are listed on the Na.Ii.anal ~Jster of Historic · 
Places, are eligible for listing on the National Registet of Hisiorlc Places individually or because of their location within an eligible registered 
historic dislric~ or are fisted oa a, state or local register of historic landmarks; (4) strucblral rep'!irs and improvements to piers. seawalls. and . 
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) remov.l of bay Gll; (6) stormwatermanagemea1 facilities, other utility h\frastructure, or public open-space 
Improvements; (1) shoreline restoratioa; (8) other repairs and irnpravemerus tq maritime facilities; (9) planalng and design work that is directly 
related to any public facilities authorized to be fmanced by a waterfront distric~ (10) reimbursement payments made to lbe California 
lafrastructure azid Economic Develop o:ieol Banldn accqrdance with !FD law; (11) improvements, which may be publicly owaed, to ptotect 
against potential sea level rise; (12) Portmnritime facilities at Pier 27; (13) shorcside power installations at Port maritime facilities; and 
(14) improvements to.publicly-owned waterfront limds ased as public spectator viewing sites for America's Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov. 
Code§§ 53395.3, 53395_8(d), and 53395.Sl(c)(I). 
3 

Adopted oa Februory 8, 2011, by the Board of Supervisor.; Resolution No. 66-11. The City Guidelines do aot apply to !FDs on land owaed 
or managed by !he Port. 
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not approve an infra.structure fu}.ancing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the 
waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following have occurred: (a) the 
City has completed environmental review of the proposed development project associated 
with the project area and any proposed public facilities to be financed with property tax 
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital Planning Committee has recommended 
approval of the related infrastructure financing plan. 

4. Public facilities financed by tax increment must be consistent with applicable laws, 
policies, and the Port's capital plan. Project areas in the waterfront district· must finance 
public facilities that are consistent with: (a) IFD law; (b) the Port's Waterfront Land Use 
Plan; (c) any restrictions imposed by the public trust for comniyrce, 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. 

5. The Port must d~monstrate the net fis~al impact of the proposed project area on the Citv' s 
General Fuhd 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.sil]lilar 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 fonding to pay project costs. ongoing 
operating and maintenance costs. and debt service, 

6. Where applicable, maximize State contril:!:~tions. tO project areas throng~ matching City 
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the State's share of property tax 
increment to certain Port project areas in proportion tci the City's allocation of tax increment 
to t'tie 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 Pier27. · 
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 waterfrqnt district the amount of ~ax 
increment frqm the project area that will maximize tl}e 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 Supei:visors 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 do1Iars ($0.253 in FY 2012-2013). To 
maximize State contributions to project areas tbromm matching City contributions in project ___ -i Formatted: Font: Not Bold 
areas where the City's use of the State's share is authorizedde-oo, the City would budget up 
to $0 .90 per the sum of all of the City's share of property tax dollars from the project area 
plus all of the State's share of property tax dollars from the project area (i.e., i:he sum. of 
$0.65 of tax intrqinent allocated by the City to the waterfront district from the project area 
and the State's share of tax increment), until the earlier to occur of: (a) full financing of the 
authorized public facilities by tax increment; or (b )- the allocation to·the waterfront district of 

· the full amount of tax increment from the project area authorized under. the approved 
infrastructure financing plan. 

7. Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to the waterfront district from a 
project area in relation to project economics. The City will consider approving 
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas that-provide for allocations of ~ 
increment of up to $0.65 ~up to the sum of property tax dollars allocated to the Citv from 
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·the project area in accordance with tax rates established annually by the Board of Supervisors 
for the City, or, where permitted by 1FD law, the sum of the City's share of property tax 
dollars from the project area $0.65 of trut increment so tha:t, ffi eombiaation with plus 
Statethe State's share of property tax dollars from the project area as established annually by 
the State's share of ta.'E increment, the toW allocated is up to $0.90 per property tax dollar, to . 
fund authorized public facilities necessary for each proposed development project. Each 
infrastructure financing plan must include projections of the amount of tax increment that 
will be needed to fund necessary public facilities. The allocation ~hould be sufficient to 
enable the Port to; (a) obtain fair market rent for Port groun!l leases after build-out of the 
project area; and (b) enable proposed development.projec;ts to attract private equity. No tax 
increment will be used to pay a developer's.return on equity or other internal profit metric in 
excess oflimits imposed by applicable state and federal law; the IFD law currently measures 
permissible developer return by reference to a published bond index and both the State 
_Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal tax law require a return that is consistent 
with industry standards. The Board of Supervisors in its discretion may allocate additional 
tax increment to other public facilities serving :fue 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 facilitie$, the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district 
from the project area in amounts sufficient to fund: (a) debt service and debt service coverage 
for bonds issued under 1FD law CU:O Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities Act of 19824 (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the 

· Port is airthorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized to be financed in the 
infrastructure financing plan to the extent not funded ·by special tax levies; anci (b) costs -of 
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

8. Use excess tax increment for citywide purp9ses. Any portion of the City's share of +1ax 
increment that the City allocated to the waterfront district.from the project area but that is not 
ri;quired· 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 JFD law. any 
portion of the State's share of tax increment not needed to fund eligible public facilities 
reverts to the State and may not be re-allocated for citywide purposes . 

. 9. Port Capital Budget. If the Port issues Port revenue bonds (instead of CFD Bonds or IFD 
Bonds) to be repaid by tax increment revenue generated in one or more Port project areas, to 
further the purposes Port Commission Resolution No. 12-22 adopting the Port's Policy for 

· Funding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will include annually in its Capital Budget 
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to provide 
debt service covera~e 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 i:rifrastructure financing plan only if the Port has identified anticipated 
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed 
with project area tax increment .Examples of acceptable sources for operation and 
maintenance are: (a) private financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners association 
assessm~nt; (b) a supplemental special tax levied by a community facilities district formed 

4 
Gov. Code§§ 553311-53368.3 (Mello-Ross Act). . . 
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under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments leVied by a community benefits district; and (c) the 
Port's maintenance budget ot other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund. 

Strategic Criteria; are to be considered bv 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 facilities serving Port 
land when the Port does not otherwise have sufficfont funds. · 

Use Port IFD financing to leverage non-City resources. Port IFD financing should be 
used to leverage additional regional, stat.e, and federal.funds. For example, IFD funds may 
prove instrumental in securing matching federal or state dollars for transportation projects. 

Continue the Port's "best~practices'~·citizen participation procedures to help establish 
priorities for public facilities serving Port lanQ. .. Cqntinue to use the Port's "best
practices" citizen participation procedures to: (a) establish community and municipal 
priorities for construction of infrastructure serving Port land; and (b) ensure that 
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas provide financing tD help the Port and the 
City meet those priorities. 

The Port, the Mayor's Budget Office, and the Controller should collaborate to conduct 
periodic nexus studies. No less than every ten years, the Port, the Mayor's Budget Office, 
and the Controller should collaborate on a nexus study. The nexus analysis will examine 
whether the cost of basic municipal services provided to Port property, such as services 
provided by the Fire and Police Departments, is covered by the sum of: (a) the portion of 
property taxes the City receives from Port land that is not allocated to the waterfront district; 
(b) hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts, and any other taxes the City receives from Port . 

. land; and (c) any other revenues that the City receives from Port land. 
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Draft 
Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an 

. Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on . 
La:nd under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission 

Threshold Criteria: 
. . 

1 .. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port land. Consistent with 
California Infras~cture Financing District (IFD) law (Gov. Code §§ 53395-53398.47), the 
City may f~nn an lFD consisting only ofland under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port 
Commission (Port) with.out an election (waterfront district). The foimation of a waterfront 
district consisting of all Port land with project areas corresponding to Port development 
projects within the waterfront district1 will be subject to the criteria in these Guidelines for 
Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project Areas on Land 
under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission (Port Guidelines). The City 
will consider allocating property tax increment from a project area to the· waterfront district 
when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing plan that specifies: 
(a) the public facilities to be :financed by tax incr~menf generated in the projept area; (b) the 
projected cost of the proposed public facilities; (c) the projected amount of tax increment that 
will be generated over the term of the project area; (d) the amount of tax increment that is · 

. propos~d to be allocated to the IFD to finance public facilities; and ( e) any other matters 
required under If'.D 1aw. . ·· . 

2. Consider requ~ts to annex non-Port.land to a project area on a case-by~case bas~. If 
an owner ofnon--Port land adjacent to a project area peti_tiqns to add the adjacent property to 
the project area in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider on a c~e-:-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 f~cilities ·should be subject to the Guidelines for the Establfshment 
and Use of 11jfrastructure Financing Districts in the C,ity and County of San Francisco (Ctty 
Guideline_s). . . . . . 

3. Require completiono.f environmental review and t.µe affirmative recommendation of 
the Capital Planning Committee before approving any infrastructure fmancing plan 
that aUocates tax increment from a project area. The City may form the Port-wide 
waterfrqnt district without allocating tiµc incr_ement to the waterfront district. The City will 
not approve an infrastructure financing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the 

l In according with Board of Supervisors intent as stated in B~m:tl Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board Resolution 
No. 227-12, ad.opted on June 12, 2012. These Port Guidelines will apply even if the Board later decides to create multiple IFDs on Port land, 
rather 1han a single waterfront district · 
2 

IFD law generally authori7.es certain-classes of public facilities to be fuianced through IFDs. The Legislature has broadened the types of 
authorized publio facilities for waterfront districts to include: (1) remediajlon ofha,zardotis materials in, ori, 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 historiptl, architectural, or aes1hetic interest or value and that are !ist~d on the National Register of Historic 
Places, are eligible for listing on lhe National: Register of Historic Places individually or because of their location within an eligilile registered 
historic district, or are llsted on a state orlpcal register of historic landmarks; ( 4) sfIUctural repairs and unprovements to piers, seawalls, and 
wharves, and installation of piles; (S) removal of bay :fill; (6) stonnwater 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 
related to any public facilities airthqrized to be financed by a waterfront 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, tu protect 
against potential sea level rise; (12) Port maritime facilities at Pier 27; {13) shoreside power installations at Port maritime facilities; and 
(14) improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands used as public spectatorvieW:ing sites for America's Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov. 
Code§§ 533953, 53395.8(d), and53395.8l(c)(l). . . 
3 

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 ~ort 
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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 th~ project area and any proposed public facilities-to be financed with property tax 
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital Planning Committee has recommended 
approyal of the related infrastructure financing plan. 

4. Public facilities financed by tax increment must be consistent With applicable laws, 
policies, and the Port's capital plan. Project ?J:eas 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 iniposed by the pub Uc 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 a,s in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure 
financing plan. 

5. The Port must demonstrate thatthe project area will result in a net economic benefit to 
the City, including the Port The Port must include in the infrastructure fmancing plan for 
eaC?h project area: (a) the total amount ofrevenue 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 economtc 
development benefits that the.project assisted by the water.front district ~s projected to 
produce .over the term of the project area. The projections in the iru7'astructure financing plan . 
should be similar to those prepared to demonstrate that certain projects are fiscally feasible . 

· and respon.Sible in accordance with Administrative Code Chapter 29. 

6. Where applica~le, maxi.mize State contributions to project areas through matching City 
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation ofthe·State's share of property tax 
increment to certain Port project areas in proportion to the City's allocation of tax increment 
tO the Port project area to assist in financing specified Port public facilities, such as historic 
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port's new James R. Herman Cruise Terminal at Pier 27. 
When an allocatiqn of the State's share of property tax increment to a Port project area is 
·authorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the water.front 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 :fi.md authorized public '(acilities. 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. project area and the State's share of tax increment), until the 
earlier to occur of: (a) fyll :financing of the authorized public facilities by tax increment; or 
(b) the allocation to the water.front district of the full amount of tax increment from the 
project area authorized µnder the approved i,nfrastructure financing plan. 

7. Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to. the waterfront di°strict 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 tha~ in combination with State's share of tax. increment, the total allocated 
is up to $0.90 per property tax dollar, to fund authorized public facilities necessary for each 
proposed development project. Each infrastructure financ~g 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) eruible 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 pennissible developer return by reference to a 
published bond index and both the State Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal 
tax law require a return that is consistent with industry standards. The Board of Supervisors 
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in its discretion may illocate addi1fonal tax increment'to other public facilities servir+g 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 an4 debt service coverage 
for bonds issued under IFD law (It'D Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities Act of 19824 (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the 
Port is authorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized tp be :financed in the . 
infrastructure ·:financing plan to the extent not funded by special tax levies; and (b) costs of 
admj.nistration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go ha.Sis. 

8. Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Tax increment not required to fund 
.eligible project-1?peci:fic public facilities will be allocated to the City's Gen~ral Fund or to 
improvements to the City's seawall a.lld other me~ures to protect the City. again.St sea level 
rise or other foreseeable risks to the City's waterfront. 

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 p:iore Port project areas, to 
further the purposes Port Commission Resolu.tion No. 12-22 adopting the Port's Policy for 
Funding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will include annually in its Capital Budget 
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project areato provide 
debt service coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment.· 

10. Require each project a:rea infrastructure financillg plan to identify sources of funding 
to construct, operate, and mainta:i;n 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 financ:ing 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 IFD financing for public facilities serving Port land where other Port moneys 
are insufficient. Port IFD financing should be used to fmance.public.facllities serving Port 
land when the Port.does not otherwise have sufficient funds. · 

• Use Port IFD financing to foyerage non-City resources. Port IFD :financing should be 
used to leverage additional regional, state, and federal.funds. For example, IFD funds may 
prove ~trumental in securing matching federal or state dollars for transportation projects. 

• Continue the Port's "best-practic~" citizen.participation procedures to help establish 
priorities for public. facilities serving Port land. Continue to use the Port's ''best
practices" citizen participation procedures to: (a) establish community and municipal 
priorities for construction of infrastructure serving Port land; and (b) ensure that 

4 
Gov. Code§§ 553311-5336&.3 (Mello-Ross Act). 
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infrastructure :financing plans for Port project areas provide :financing to help the Port and the 
City meet those priorities. 

• The Port,- the Mayor's Budget Office, and the Controller should collaboi:ate to conduct 
periodic nexus studies. No less than every ten years, the Port, the. Mayor's Budget Office, 
and the Controller should collaborate on a nexus study. The nexus analysis will examine 
whether the cost of basic municipal services provided to Port property, such as services 
provided by the Fire and Police Pepartments, is covered by the sum of: (a) the portion of 
property taxes the City receives from Port land that is not allocated to the waterfront district; 
(b) hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts, and any other taxes the City receives from Port 
land; and ( c) aily other reve1;mes that the City receives from Port land .. 

4 
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IN,FRASTRUCTURE f INANCIN~G DISTRICTS 

·• A city or c~unty may form ·an Infrastructure Financing District (technically a 

separc?te political subdivision) to finance public improvements like new 

st1reets, .utility ·infrastructure and parks. 
·, 

.. 

• The 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 cases1 only l~cal prop~rty tax may be captured. 

• Tax increment may be used to. pay for infrasfructu.re ·via the sale of bonds, 
·or on a pay-as-you go basis. · · 

• Port ff=Ds are structured to provide· different types .of .public benefits thon . 
redevelopment, which focuse.d ·~n affordable housing·. "By state· law, 20% of 

the Port IFD tax incre1ment must be spent on parks, Bay a.ccess and fill 
removal and environmental rem·ediati'on. 



PORT 10 YEAR 

CAPITAL· PLAN 
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· lf.D LEGISLATIVE- EFFO·RTS .. 

•· S.B· l08;5 (2.005)-.-~ Authorized the Board of 

Supe.rvisors to form Infrastructure Financing Distr'icts 

cflong Port of S-c:in Francisco p.roperty ....,, 

.. 

• AB 1 ·19.9 (2010) - Pier 70 State Share of Tax 

Increment. 

, 

·• AB 664· & AB 2259 (2.012) - 34th America's Cup .IFD 
\._ 

St.ate Share of Tax lncrem-ent 



PRo-Pos.e-:o_ -Po~RT J·FD· Po-LICY 

Nexus Analysis 

• Charter and the Burton Act established Port Harbor Fund 

• 2004 and 2008 nexus analysis (taxes and revenues from· Port 
vs. cost of City services) 

· • Taxes g·enerated from Port property are sufficient to pay for 

City services _on leased property and the wo·rkorder bud.-gef 

supports services on unle·a-s-ed property. 

• Pri·ncipl·e':· G:eneral Fund should not subsidize City services for 

unleased Port property, and the Ha~bor Fund .. should r:i:ot pay for 

City servlces on f e·a.sed property.·. 
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PORTWIDE IFD 

• Waterfront proiect areas for ·each project 

• Eligib~e. uses: 

Y Piers, docks, wharves & 

aprons 

>- Parks, and Bay access 

:» Fnl remova.I · 

~~ --- )> ~nstclllation of piles. 
(.o)O"l );> Environ.mental .remediation 

)> Seismic upgrades 
);> Historic rehabilitation ·· 

Y. Utility infrastructure 
)> Seawall and sea level rise 

)-- Streets and sidewcdks -
);> Port maritime f acilit-ies 



PRG~:pos~e:oT. :p .. o:RT IFD····P.o·t.1cv 

1. Port I-and. Di-stricts formed on Port property. 

2. An.nex·in_g :Non-Port La.nd._ Case-.by-cd.se policy dec:is.i:on a·bout 
applying e.xisting. City IFD Guidelines. · 

3. CEQ.A. Conduct CEQA· pdo:r to cido.pting cin Infra.structure. 

'Financing P.lon. 

4. Priority .of ·tm:p.rovem·ents. Consistent with: ·IFD law, .Wat~:rfront 

Pl·an, public .trust' and· C·9pital Plan. 
' . . 

5. Economic Benefit and General Fund Impact. Results ·in· total 
net r.evenu.e0.to G.eneral Fund, ·jobs. qnd· .othe·r econorni·c 

d eve I o:p.m ent. .benefits. 

6. St~te and Ci'fy. m.(1-fc:h.i:ng. c.o:ntrlbu.t:i:.o:n;s.< Maoc·irni~·e .. us-e. o.f locarl 

· increment to.levera·g·e the maximum avail.able State, share. 
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PROPOS·ED PO.RT IFD PoL1c·y 

7. Amount of. increment aUocated. Up to $0.65 per prc>-perty 
tax d·oll.ar1 or, where perm.itted by State law, up to ·$0.9·0 per 

property tax dollar, until the costs of required infrastructure 

. are fully p·aid or r_eimbu·rsed. No increment will be us·e-d to 

· pay a deveJoper's return, except as permitte~ by: law. 

8. Ext'._e.s·s i·ncremenit-. To the City's General Fund or to 

improvements to· the Clty's seawall or to a.-ddress sea level 

ris·e. '·· 

9. P<?rt Annual ~a.pit.al· Program. If the Port. issues revenue 

bonds, debtc service coverage to Port Capital Program. 
. . 

10. Fundin·g for ln.frastructu-re M·ainte.nance. Identify source to 

. maintain improvem·ents. 



p:.Q.RT l·F··D,_',' F·'O·-RM:ATl<ON . 

. . 

• Resolution 110-1.2 - "Cit.Y a·nd County of San Francisco 

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Franci'sco )" 

• City staff will develop an Infrastructure Finance Plan ("IFP") .. 
which will rnclude a separate "IFP append.ix·" for ~.ach pr6iect 

•. Port, DPW, Sf PUC review 9f horizontal'inf~astructure proposals 
and third-party cost estimates 

• Mechanisms to ensure a fair infrastructure· price (e.g., GM'P· 

contracts) 

• CPC recom·mendation to full BOS regarding. each IFP appendix 
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STRAT·EG:IC CRITE.RIA & NEXUS. 

1. LJse IFDi where other Port moneys are insufficient. 

2. Use IFDs strat·egicaJly to ·leverage non-City resources. 

3. Continue .th~ "b·est-practice-s;' citizen p·articipotion proc~dures 

used to help City agencies prioritize impl_emeritation. 

Conduct periodic nexus analysis every· ten years to review _net 

economic benefits to City. What· are the cos.ts of City services to 

the proposed development vs. general taxes (net of tax 

increment)? 



MAJ.OR ·WATE::RtF.R(lNT PR.OJECTS1 

• ·SWL 337 & Pier 4·8 
3.6 million sf of mixed use developmentt est. all-.in cost of $·1 .. 47 billion 

$341 million in tax increment captured to service debt ( 12.5% of total 
generated over 75 year term) 

1 

• Ple-r 70 Waterfront Slte2 

> 3.5 million sf of mixed u~e developmentr est. all-in cost of $1.76 billion 

· • Piers 30-32 and. SWL 330 · 
--2 million sf of mixed use developmentr est .. cost of $875-975 million 

Notes: 
· 1 Fig·ures ·for all development projects (s.f of developmentr·cost estimates and 

financial projections are conceptlial, pre.~~ntitlement projections. 

2 The Port proposes to form ·a· broader infrastructure financing distrit:t project· 
area over all of Pier 70 ( 69 acres). The Wat.erf.ront Site. i·s 25. acres. 
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SWL 3·37 F1sc:AL. l·MPA.CT 
BASED ON CHAPTER 29 FISCAL FEASIBILITY REPORT 

PROJE_CTION IS S()BJECT TO REFINEMENT . 

• Net Fiscal Benefit to.CCSF 

$1 3 million tax and dedicated revenue 

$2 .. 5 million Police, Fire and DPW costs 

$1 0:5 million annual fiscal benefit 

it While SFMTA [,s projected to receive $1 .7 million of this amount, the 
full costs of SFMTA service to the site will be further analyzed during 

CEQA and SFMTA's related planning studies 

0 Aftec IFD pays for e!Ig.ible infrastructu.re costs, th~ proiec;t will . 
generate $8 million ·annually (in 201 3 doll·ars) which the Board may 

allocate to. the City's sea·wall or lor Generql Funq purposes. 



SWL 337 & P_IER 48:: COSTS FOR PARKS, STREETS, 
I . 

H.ISTO~Rl·C R·EH·AB, UTILITl"ES AND .SITE Wo:.RK 

INFLATED COSTS START 
PHASE COMPONENT UNINFLATED COSTS (3%.} YEAR 

· ·tntifI1i¥#l?ifitti~'if;lf1~*1i:1:;tjr;.,·fi;tI-@AA'i:i>l:;~\sii··11r-:,i,:.:,,:,.,,i'';$'t-i·o:Jooo"·oa·o'"· 1 • ..,.::' ;,; •• ·:i '-·:·:l•'$2'CF o·dtVo'tf"'\;;;i'~';;,,~i!' ''l·Vi""'b 1 ·t2·t·•<·. ~~~ -·' .:,:.r_ .... ~,.':!: • ..... ~ .. .:., bt.~1iN~:r{t~ · ~·· ~ L ... -~t'·1 ..,. .';!~ '~=~::-~~,:~1 1·~1:·t 1~i~ ·A .. ; : . · ,. . .-.. ;:::::;.::t:~m-t'.:r,._;?r;. <I ..... .i ...... ,:.1~.:11:r!'¥.m~~:;;~~~::::~e~~.:.:r~.;:~f; ... :~ ,.:~c~:t1 
Phase 1 Parcels A, B & C $18,390,613 $21,523,162 2017 

f~;~~;~~~l~~~~~~4~m~#~~~~~1m~~~~J:~P.:EG~Fr~=g~~~~r~;~~~~~:!~~:s~~~s~lz~=sJ·sl2z:~~;~!I!;r:~~;·;~~~t1~f:}1~~~~~!~~~1s~~a~:~~~f~!m~~riTii'.~f.1~~rf:r~~~~~ff~r:1 

Phase 2 Parcels G & K $31,832,900 $38,227,462 2018 
:~\ • 1~ili!j~;C?iH~~{~;tJt.1:l~~ii~~;~1~ff ~lf'·'-~.;1-;;-o~i:·1"r.:',.l ~~th~~. 1 ~~;~;::::~ :~:C;r~~:;:;i<S:~:.·:;1 :;-!:~.~ -t~r::1 :--1··!' -':~:·; .:; ~-~ ; ·:i:i-. ~~:~;~tf:~~,.. :"·f;;..: J:t:~ti:·;ir :~.·;t:d;·~~~:~r ~ =~~ttfi~~~~;\ ~·/!.?.!:' .. ~~(~~r!. 
~i~~1;~§~i-31t!i:~l''i!..!\f~W~1t$.1tiM:r.a.rtt'.~.~i.l3'1\~!~Qii!:J1t>::::::U:~·~1,b?~1:¥!,,~.s.z;.q1~~i:~'''~ ;·~/-:t,.::!:::lt1:;;i·?:~~:~.~.l~Z!:fai\:l;;,;~~i.!i1~:1:J1:l~}\~t: .. OJ~~~:M; 
·Phase 4 Paree-ls H, I & J $14,687,489 $18A41,259 2020 

:i~'.:2m~m1~I:'t¥lil:~~1~1~~111t~tm1111w~;1; (~;11~r~1~;1~:!1i&~\~1!1~G~1@;;:;\~1;· '.>~~;~;;::· ;:.~ ·':_, \,. : · ;;:: .: .. =::::: ;:. ::: ;;::~:: ·1Jif f iiJ:~~;i~m1;;;ti;~ii~i\1ii;mm~~~m1~1:m:111r~11!:~i~1iJJ11~ 
Total $107,489,636 . $125,721,237 

Notes: 
• Costs presented in 2012 USO .. 
• Ph.ase 4 also includes p·rojected costs for Pier 48 of 

'$2.2,050,'0'00 ($28,428,311 inflated), paid through tenant
funded capital improvements and project IFD proceeds. 

• Total= hard costs+ 10% contingency+ 2sra soft costs . 
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·Pie~r 70 Wa-terfr·ont ·Site 
To•tal ·lnfr.astructure .& Site Conditi·o-ns Co·sts 

Type of Infrastructure 
' 

Entitl.~;men~s 

Roads and Utilities 

Site Preparation 

Seacant Wall 
00 CXl '' 

~ ~ Open Space·· 

Site Remediation 

Off-site l171p,.r::o.vements 

Total 

Notes:· 
• .Costs presented in 2012 USO. 

Est. Cost 

·$2 t.OQQ;·o.P;.Q" 
. $38,856,000 

$27:s'.s(]j:.0·00 

$23,4.13;0.00 

$28~89.4";.0.00 

$i1,4s2,ooo · 
-· :.-~· 

$ 2 q,,$94,,.0:.QQ 

$178,346,000 

• Does not include approximately !$90 million Jn.historic building rehab work,.net 
costs of which (after.federal historic tax credits and building revenues) will be 
eligible for IFD reimbursement. 



WAR:R1·c:>-Rs: F1sc.A·L FeAs1s1-L1TY & c.o·s-rs-
1. ,Direct & ·i-n-d.ire·ct ec'onomie benefit·s of. the proie·ct 

• City Revenue: $ l 9·.4M '(inc. tax increment.)/ $53.8.M (one-time) 

• Visitor Sp-ending: $60M/year 

·• Jobs: 2,~23 (construction) / 1,757 (per:manent) 

2. c·ans.tr~uctio·~ costs: $·s75.;9,75:M. (ha.rd & s.o.ft costs) 

• City w.iH- reimburse Wtrrriors for, agreed im.provem.ents·,to Piers 30-32 

· cap pe~d · a.t $..1 2·0 M 

•. Reimbursem.enf from ·3 sources: Piers 3.0--.32 Rent Cred.its, Seit.le :Pri·ce of 

SWL 3301 IFD 

LI? N 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and Econom_ic Analysis Update 

August 31; 2017 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report updates a 2013 evaluation of the.fiscal feasibility of proposed development at Pier 

70. The Project consists of three areas evaluated in this report: 1) the Pier 70 28-Acre 

Waterfront Site (the "Waterfront Site"); 2} the Port-owned property at 20th Street and Illinois· 

Street (20th/Illinois); and 3)the PG&E-owned parcel further south known as the Hoedown Yard. 

The entire Project area encompasses the 69-.acre Pier 70 Special Use District {"SUD"). 

The Project's Fi_nance Plan includes the creation of two Mello-Roos financing districts, the 

designation of additional sub-project areas to an existing lrifrastructure Financing District {"IFD") 

that includes the Waterfront Sit~ and 20th/Illinois parcels; and an lnfrastructu~e Revitalization 

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

generated property tax to fund Project infrastructure and affordable housing. To establish an 

IFD and IRFD, Port policies require the preparation of analysis to demonstrate that "the project 

area will result in a net economic benefit to the City."1 Th!s 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 io, LlC {"Forest City")·. The Port also owns the 20th/Illinois property; a 

portion of the property will be sold to raise funds to fund the Project's infrastructure and other 

development costs. A description of the Project is provided in Chapter 1 of this report, and 

Chapters 2 and 4 describe financing. Chapter 3 provides estimates of fiscal and economic 

benefits. 

All dollar amounts are expressed in terms of 2017 purchasing power, unless otherwise noted. 

Certain values derived from the Finance Plan have been updated to 2017. Information and 

assumptions are based on data available as of August, 2017. Actual numbers may change 

depending on Project implementation and future economic and fiscal conditions. 

1 Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on 
Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission (Adopted April 23, 2013 by _Resolution 
No. 123-13; File No. 130264) 

www. be r kso n associates. corn 1 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and tconomic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

FISCAL BENEFITS 
The Pier 70 Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois Street parcel and the Hoedown Yard will create 

approximately $8.3 million in new, annual ongoing general tax revenues to the City net oftax 

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 milliori. Certain development fees, including Jobs Housing. 

Linkage fees and Affordable Housing In-lieu fees, will help to fund affordable housing at the 

Project. 

The new general revenues will fund direct services needed by the Project, including police and 

fire/EMS services. Other services, including maintenance and security of parks, open space, road 

· maintenance, and transit shuttle services will be funded directly by tenants of new Project. 

vertical d·evelopment. The estimated $8.3 million in net City general revenues, after deductirig 

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 pr~vide a· range of directand indirect economic benefits to the City and the 

Port. These benefits include a range of economic benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, 

and increased public and private expenditures as described in Chapter 5 and summarized below: 

• 6,100 new jobs, plus another 5,300 additional indirect and induced jobs, for a total of 

11,400 jobs in San Francisco resulting from new businesses and employees. 

• $2.1 billion of construction activity over a period of 15 to 20 years (including 

infrastructure and buildin·g developrrient), resulting in 16,800 direct, indirect an.d 

induced construction-related job-years during construction. 

Over 2,000 new residential units, plus sites for an additional 322 affordable units in 100 

percent affordable developments. This housing is critical to economic growth in San 

Francisco and the region. 

The Project provides space for Arts and Light Industrial uses that can help to retain cultural 

activities. in the City, and encourage innovation and growth of new small businesses in the crafts 

and arts trades, as well as high-tech industries. 

www. be r kso n associates. com 2 
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Pier 70 Fiscal and tconomic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT 
The Port of San Francisco1 as property owner, will participate in and benefit financially from 

development and ongoing leasing activities at the Project. Direct benefits totaling ari estimated 

$178 million in net present value (NPV, 2017 $$)are described in Chapter 5 and include 

participation in financial returns, tax increment and special taxes generated by new 

development. 

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES 
The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access and open space, and a network of 

·1andscaped 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 oftheSan~Francisco waterfrent; bringing a vital mix of uses that will support 

business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant 

and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of 

historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the 

Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization, 

employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic maritime facilities and structures, 

improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, 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. be rkso n associates. com 3 
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Figure 1 Project Area 

C::Z:J Existing Pier 70 Area 

D Existing Central Waterfront Plan Area 

LJ Union Iron Works Historic District Bound~ry 

Source: Turnstone Consulting/SVITCA 

www.berksonassociates.com 

·Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

0.125 0.25 

4 

395 



.\ 

Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update · 

August 31, 2017 

1.-THE PROJECT & COSTS OF.CONSTRUCTION 

The Project will be constructed over a period of 10 to 15 years (including infrastructµre and 

building development), depending on future economic conditipns and market demand. The 

Projec;t 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 ofthis analysis, a "midpoint" 

scenario is analyzed, which assumes a roughly equivalent distribution of residential and 

commercial uses. Taken together, the Pier 70 28-Acre Site and the 20th/Illinois Street Parcels are 

. in the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD) and comprise the Pier 70 Infrastructure Financing 

District (IFD). The P-ier 70 SUD .also includes the PG&E "Hoedown Yard", which constitutes a 

separate Infrastructure Revitalization-Financing District (IRFD). 

The scenario evaluated in the fiscal and economic analysis includes the following uses for the 

total Project: 

Office -For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes construction of 1.4 milliqn 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 lndustrl.al uses are constructed within the SUD. The 

uses are divided between traditional retail, and arts, culture and light industria.1 uses. 

The traditional retail space includes restaurants and cafes, businesses and financial services, 

convenience items, and personal services._ 

The Arts and Light Industrial space will be oriented towards small-scale local production, arts 

and cultural uses, small business incubator uses, and other publically accessible and activating 

uses. The space will provide low-cost facilities to help grow local manufacturing and light 

industrial businesses and encourage collaboration and networking through shared facilities. 

These uses will provide economic vitality and create unique local character that will attract 

residents and office tenants to the Waterfront Site. 

Residential -This fiscal and economic analysis assumes a scenario consisting of 2,042 total 

Project units in the SUD. Additional sites will be dedicated to affordable housing and 

accommodate 322 additional affordable units. 

www. berksonassociates.corn 
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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 acc·ommodate an additional 322 affordable units. 

All condominiums, including those on the Illinois Street parcels, are assumed to pay in-lieu fees 

representing 28% of total condo units. These fees will help fund onsite affordable housing. 

Parking-The number of parkir:ig 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 ~ummarizes development costs totaling approximately $2.1 billion,: which will CCCI.Jr 

. . 

over 15 to 20 years of buildout (infrastructure and buildings) depending on future market 

conditions. These values provide the basis for estimates of various revenues and economic 

impacts. 

Table 1 Summary of Construction Costs and Assessed Value (2017 $$) 

Item Development Cost Assessed Value 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Infrastructure 
Arts, Light Industrial (1) 
Office (1) 
Residential 

Toµ I 

20th/Illinois 
Infrastructure 
Residential 

Total 

Hoedown Yard 
Infrastructure 
"Residential 

Total 

TOTAL 

$260,535,000 
. $29,647,000 

$636,626,000 
$768,753,000 

$1, 695,561,000 

see Pier 70 costs 
$159,730,000 

$159,730,000 

see Pier 70 costs 
$220,548,000 

$220,548,000 

$2,075,839,000 

(1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses. 
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial us.es and value. 

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

inc. in bldg. value 
$14,391,000 

$728,073,000 
$990,362,000 

$1,732,826,000 

inc. in bldg. value 
. $225,345,000 

$225,345,000 

inc. in bldg. value 
$311,146,000 

$311,146,000 

$2,269,317,000 

8/31117 

2 Hard and soft development costs; land value included in assessed value. 
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August 31, 2017 

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 ("DOA"), Forest City will be responsible for 

. horizontal development of the Wat~rfront 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 offunding 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 offeri"ng of a portion of the 20th/Illinois Street 

parcels adjacent to i:he Waterfront Site; 

• Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) bond proceeds secured by CFO 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 

Develop·ment Costs on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. Special taxes could also fund a reserve 

for unanticipated increases in horizontal development costs or to fund planning and 

studies to develop plans for Shoreline Protection Facilities. 

Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) - The Board of Supervisors has previously formed 

a Port-wide IFD and a sub-project area over the Historic Core leasehold. The IFD would 

be authorized to pledge tax increment from the sub-project area to secu~e bonds issued 

by the CFO 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 

vvww. 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 !RFD will allow the capture 

of property tax increment for affordable housing and to reimburse the Developer for 

eligible public infrastructure expenses. The tax increment only includes the local share 

of property taxes. Under the !RFD,. the district will co.llect pay-go taxes up until the final 

bond is issued, and tax increment necessary to service bond debt, debt service coverage 

and bond reserves. Subsequently~ any tax increment in excess of amounts required to 

service debt and fulfill requirements of bond covenants will flow to the General Fund. 

• Condominium Facility Tax -- This is a CFO special tax that will be assessed on 

condominium units to initially provide an ·additional source of funding to pay for 

infrastructure and later available to the City to fund shoreline protection facilities. 

• · Shoreline TaK-A CFO sp~cial tax that will be assessed on all leased properties to fund 

shoreline improvements by the Port. 
. . 

In addition to the CFO 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 n·ot be 

financially feasible without the additional funding. 

www. be rkso nasso ci ates. com 8 
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS: 
FUNDING OF INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE 
& PUBLIC SERVICES 
Dev~lopment of the Project will create n~w public infrastructure, including stree~s, 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 developm.ent supplemented by charges for services. 

Table 2 summarizes total. ann.ual general revenues created by the Project Project, excluding tax 
. ' 

incremel)t allocated to the IFD and IRFD. After deducting service costs, $8.3 million is generated 

annually to the General Fund. Addit_ional restricted revenues will be generated. 

Table 2- Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $$) 

IFD 
-•-•••••••••••••••••••-•·--·····-···-·--····---··-····-·-•••-•••••>••••-•••••>OH•••HO-••••····-·--

Pier 70 28-acre 'IFD IRFD SUD 
Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yar!i 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 $d 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% Ctiarter Mandated Baseline ($2,347,800) (~105,400) ($2,453,200) ($96,600) ($2,549,800) 
Net to Gener<O!I 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 b'y Project Assessments 
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000) 
Fire/EMS (net offees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000) 

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

NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 I $8,256,200 I 
-··············-----·-························--······----····-········--········-·· 
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue 
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000 

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

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

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

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

8/31117 
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Table 3 summarizes one-time fees and revenues. The impact fee revenue will be dedicated and 

legally required to fund infrastructure and facilities targeted by each respective fee. In the case 

of Transit Impact Development Fees, the revenue will offset facility costs (i.e., additional buses) 

directly attributable to Project. Jobs-Housing and Affordable Housing Fees paid by the Pier 70 

development will fund affordable housing provided by the Project. Other impact fee revenues 

may be used Citywide to address needs created by new development. 

Table 3 Estimated One-Time Fees and Revenues {2017 $$) 

IFD 
... P.ier.7iHs~a·c:re;···-··--······-·-·····-··--··········-····-·····Ti'-o·--·····-·-·· IRFD 

Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Total Hoedown Yard 

Develo~inent lm[!act Fees (1) 
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 
Affordable Housing-- §4.15 (1) $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000 
TSF- §411AandTIDF-§411.3 (3) $40,530,000 $2,414,000 42,944,000 . $3,207,000 

SUD 
Total 

37,600,000 
87,057,000 
5,798,000 

46,151 ,ODO 
Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000 

Other One-Time Revenues 
Construction Sales Tax (1 % Gen'I Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000 
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 $351,000 4,081,000 $0 4,081,000 

Total: Other One-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) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project p9ys TSF. 

MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE COSTS 

SERVICE COSTS DURING DEVELOPMENT 

During .development, the construction of new infrastructure will trigger a need for public 

services. Table 4 estimates service costs by area during devel.opment, 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 occwpancy 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 co~ts are phased as new development and occupancy occurs . 

Actualcosts will depend on the level of future service demands, and Citywide needs by City 

departments at the time of development and occupancy. 
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Table 4. Annual Service Costs During Development (2017 $$) 

Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

--
!.EQ 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

Police (33,364) .(117,608) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) 
Fire/EMS {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) {853,000) 

Total, Pier 70 '{886,364) {970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) 

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) 

..i::.. 
Fire/EMS {52,000) {52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 

0 Total, 20th/Illinois (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) {104,000) (104,000) 
N 

TOTAL IFD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) {1,185,817) (1,185,817) 

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) 
Fire/EMS {69,000) {69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) 

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

TOTALIRFD (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) 
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(377,175) {466,786) 
{853,000) {853,000) 

(1,230,175) (1,319, 786) 

{52,000) (52,000) 
(52,000) (52,000) 

(104,000) {104,000) 

(1,334,175) (1,423,786) 

(69,000) (69,000) 
{69,000) {69,000) 

{138,000) (138,000) 

(138,000) (138,000) 

(1,472,175) {1,561,786) 
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2028 2029 2030 2031 

(532,781). (699,767) (744,419) (849,000) 
{853,000) {853,000) {853.000) {853,000) 

(1,385,781) {1,552,767) (1,597,419) {1,702,000) 

(52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 
. (52,000) (52,000) {52,000) . (52,000) 
{104,000) {104,000) (104,000) (104,000) 

{1,489, 781) (1,656,767) {1, 701,419) {l,806,000) 

. '(69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) 
{69,000) {69,000) {69,000) {69,000) 

{138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

(138,000) (138,000) {138,000) (138,000) 

(1,627,781) (1,794,767) {1,839,419) {1,944,000) 
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Public Open Space 

The Pier 70 SUD will include approximately 9 acres of public parks and open spaces:3 All of the 

Waterfront Site's at-grade parks and open spaces.will be owned by, and will remain under the 

jurisdiction of, the Port and subject to conditions of the BCDC major permit applicable to 

portions of the Waterfront Site. 

Maintenance of the parks and open spaces will be funded by special taxes imposed on Vertical 

Developers by a maintenance CFO upon issuance of Certificates of Occupancy. Preliminary 

estimates of annual maintenance costs to be funded by the special taxes total approximately 

$2.9 million. The costs include administration, maintenance, and utility costs required for parks, 

open space and hardscape improvements, and roads.4 The costs include long-term, "life-cycle" 

replacement of facilities, including major surface recon.struction of roads. 

Police 

The SFPD will respond to· police needs and calls for service generated by the Project. The Project 

area is located within the Bayview District of San Francisco Police Department {SFPD). The Port 

currently contracts with the SFPD to provide two officers that respond to calls fo~ 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.5 Police 

staffing increases are expected to occt.ir over the next several years to meet the City Charter 

mandate for the number of sworn police officers; this increase will help to address needs 

created during development and at buildout ofthe Project. 

Based on five officers at an average cost of $189,000 per officer, the additional annual cost at 

build out would total approximatelV-$968,700. This cost includes employee taxes and benefits, 

overtime and backfill during vacation, equip.ment, and the ann.ual capitalized acquisition and · 

maintenance cost of vehicles.6 

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

Project development and at buildout. 

3 Notice of Preparati~n, May 6, 2015, pg. 4 
4 Maintenance Cost Projections 7 /21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17. 

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

Email correspondence from Carolyn Welch, Budget Manager San Francisco Police Dept., to Sarah 
Dennis-Phillips, San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Sept. 21, 2016. 
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The San 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 Stati_on 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 "dy_namically" deployed around the City depending o.n 

forecasts of need at any given time. 

According to the draft EIR, the addition of Project residents and employees Would require an 

additional ambulance, under both a Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenario.7 

Ambulances are staffed with an EMT and a paramedic who provide pre-hospital advanced 

medical and trauma care.8 For coverage 24/7, a fully staffed ambulance would require a total of 

3.5 EMTs and 3.5 paramedics, at a total cost of $1,2Lj.8,300 including taxes and benefits, and 

including the annualized capital and maintenance cost for an ambulance.9 

Increased fire service and EMS costs will be offs~t by increases in General Fund revenues 

generated during Project development and at build out. Cost recovery from fees averages 

approximately 22%, which would provide $274;600 of offsetting revenues, resulting In a net cost 

of $973,700. 

SFMTA 

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

design, development, and eventual operation of transportation elements of the Project; The 

transportation plan presents goals, principles, and strategies to meet the travel demand needs 

of the site with an array of transportation options that meets the City's future mobility and 

sustainability goals.10 

A shuttle service is a key component of the Project. The shuttle would connect the Pier 70 SUD 

to regional transit hubs, like the Trans bay Transit Center and 16th Street/ Mission Street BART 

station. The ser"'.ice would be operated and maintained by a Pier 70 Transportation 

7 DEIR, Section 4.l., Impact PS-2, Dec. 21, 2016. 
8 . 

DEIR, Section 4.L., pg. 4.L.7, Dec. 21, 2016. 
9 Email correspondence from Mark Corso, Finance Division San Francisco Fire Department, Oct. 11, 2016, 

to Rebecca Benassini, Port of San Francisco 
10 Pier 70 Transportation Plan Draft, 1/9/16. 
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Management Agency (TMA). 11 The TMA is likely to contract with a third-party shuttle operator. 

Fees collected from tenants of the Project would fund the shuttle service, which would be free 

to riders. Preliminary estimates indicate annual costs of approximately $700,000 annually for 

operation of seven vehicles, a transportation coordinator, marketing and other costs.12 

No changes to.Muni system routes are proposed as a part of the project. Muni capital needs and 

operations would be funded through a combination of local, State and Federal sources as well as 

from.fee revenues. Specific service increases and related funding have not been determined at 

thJs point in time. 

DPW 

The Project ~ill cre~te new roadway connections; and improve existing streets. Al.I streets will 

have sidewalks, streetscape and street tre.es. Signalization improvements will be required. 

Special taxes imposed on Vertical Developers by a maint.enance CFO will fund maintenance of 

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

includes both ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic 111ife cycle" costs for repair 

. and replacement of facilities over time. 13 

Public Health 

Depending on the outcome of ongoing debates regarding the Affordable Care Act, it is possible 

that current revenues to the Dept. of Public Health could be reduced. The new residents added 

by the Project could increase demands on public health facilities, including San Francisco 

General, and incur additional costs not estimated in the current analysis. Funding for these costs 

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

PUBLIC REVENUES 
New tax revenues from the Project will include both ongoing annual revenues apd one-time 

revenues, as summarized in the prior tables. The revenues represent direct, incremental. 

benefits of the Project. These tax revenues will be available to help fund public improvements 

and services both within the Project and Citywide. The following sections describe key 

assumptions and methodologies employed to estimate each revenue. · 

11 DEIR, pg. 4.E.44, Dec. 21, 2016. 

12 R.Berkson correspondence with Kelly Pretzer, Forest City, 10/18/16. 

13 Mainte.nance Cost Projections 7 /21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/i7. 
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The City Charter requires that a certain share of various General Fund revenues be allocated to 

specific programs. An estimated 20 percent of revenue is shown deducted from General Fund 

·discretionary revenues generated by the Project (in addition to the share of parking revenues 

dedicated to MTA, shown separately).14 While these baseline amounts are shown as a 

deduction, they represent an increase in revenue as a result of the Project to various City 

programs whose costs aren't necessarily directly affected by the Project, resulting in a benefit to 

these services. 

Possessory Interest and Property Taxes 

Possessory interest tax or property tax at a rate of 1 percent of value will be collected from the 

land and improvements associated with the Project.15 The development on parcels transferred 

in fee will be charged property taxes, while the development on parcels under ground lea?e will 

be charged a "possessory interest tax" in an amount equivalent to property tax. Parcels on the 

Waterfront Site may be sold for residential condominium development. The 20th/Illinois Street 

Parcel is assumed sold for condominium development. 

The City receives up to $0.65 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected. The 

State's Education Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAFi receives $(f25 of every property-or-------

possessory interest .tax dollar collected, although the State of California has authorized the 

capture of this tax increment through an IFD for purposes of furthering state interests at Pier 70, 

pursuant to AB 1199.16 The DOA 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 !RFD on the Hoedown Yard will retain only the $0.65 portion. 

The remaining $0.10 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected, beyond the 

City's $0.65 share and the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing 

entities, including the San Francisco Unified School District, City College of San Francisco, the 

Bay Area. Rapid Transit District and the San Francisco Bay Area Afr Quality Management District. 

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

14 Jamie Querubin, San· Francisco Controllers Office, correspondence with consultant, August 25, 2017. 

15 Ad valorem property taxes supporting general obligation bond debt in excess of this 1 percent amount 
. are excluded for purposes of this analysis. Such taxes require separate voter approval and proceeds are 

payable only for uses approved by the voters. 
16 Assembly member Ammiano, Chapter 664 of the statutes of 2010. 
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The ODA will provide that an 8 percent share of IFD taxes; not otherwise required for debt 

services or other Project costs, may be utilized for Port capital improvements elsewhere within 

Pier 70. 

For the Waterfront Site and the 20th/Illinois Street Parcel, land (and the possessory interest in 

the land), buildings, and other improvements will be assessed and taxed. In the event of the . . 

sale of a parcel, the land will be assessed at the new transaction price; following development of 

buildings (and their sale, if applicable) _the property will be re-assessed. The County Assessor will 

determine the assessed values; the estimates shown in this analysis are preliminary and may 

increase depending on future economic conditions and the type, amount and future value of 

development 

The assessed value is assumed to grow at a 2 percent annual rate (or at CPI, whichever is less) as 

permitted by State law, unless.a transaction occurs which would reset the assessed value to the 

transaction price, or unless depreciation or adverse economic conditions negatively affect 

assessed value. The analysis assumes that the overall growth in value, including increased 

assessed value due to resales, will keep pace with· inflation. 

It is likely that taxes will also accrue during.construction of.infrastructure and individual 

buildings, depending on the timing and method of assessment and tax levy. 

Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fe.es 

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 proj_ected 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 es.timated 

Taxable expenditures by new residents and commercial tenants at the Project which are 

partially captured by retail and businesses at the Project 
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In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in California, voter

approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two spe:cial districts, 

.the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Public Financing 

Authority (related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a portion of sales taxes 

(0.50 and 0.25 percent, respectively) in addition to the 1 percent local portion. The City also 

receives revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose offunding 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 m~nner 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 residentjal uses envisioned for the Project: 

TheCity .currently collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However,. g.iven that no hotels are 

envisioned forthe Project (out-of-town visitors to the site will likely stay at hotels elsewhere in 
- -- - ~ - . -- . . - - - -- - -----· 

· the City), the impact will not be direct and is excluded from this analysis. 

Parking Tax 

The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parking spaces open to the public.or 

dedicated to commercial users. The tax is 25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The 

revenue may be.deposited to .the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter' 

of City policy the SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax revenue; the other 20 percent is 

available to the General Fund fo~ allocation to special programs or purposes. This analysis 

assumes that all new commercial parking spaces envisioned for the Project will generate parking 

tax. This analysis qoes not include any off-site parking tax revenues that may be generated by 

visitors to the Project that park off-site. 

Property Transfer Tax 

The City collects a property transfer tax ranging from.$5.00 on the first $1,000 of transferred 

value on transactions up to $250,000 to $25.00 per $1,000 on the amount of transactions above 

$10 million. The fiscal estimates assume an effective rate applicable to an average condo 

transaction of $1 million, and an average rental and office building transaction of $20 million. 

Several residential parcels could be sold to vertical developers and become condominiums, 

which will sell more frequently than residential rental and commercial properties. The fiscal 

analysis assumes that commercial property sells once every ten to twenty years, or an average 

of about once every is 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 peen applied to the average sales tr.ansactions 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 20th/Illinois Street Parcel and Hoedown Yard are assumed to be 

condos, which can re-sell independently of one another at a rate more frequent than rental 

buildings, generating more transfer tax revenue than rental buildings. This analysis 

conservatively assumes that the average condominium will be sold to a new owner every seven 

years, on average. 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Estimated gross receipts tax revenues are generated from on-site businesses and rental income. 

This analysis does not estimate the "phase in" of this tax during the 2014 to 2017 period and 

assumes gross receipts taxes will substantially replace the existing payroll tax. Actual revenues. 

from future gross receipt taxes will depend on a range of variables, including business types and 

sizes, ·share of activity .within San Francisco, and other factors; the estimates generally assume 

the lower rates if a potential range exists for a given category in the analysis. It is likely that the 

majority of businesses in the retail, arts and light industrial (RAU) space will be small businesses 

and therefore exempt from the gross receipts tax. 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
The Project will generate a number of one-time City impact fees as a result of new development. 

Reuse of existing buildings is assumed to be exempt from the impact fees. Fees include: 

• Jobs Housing Linkage Program {Planning. Code Sec. 413) -A fee per each new square foot of 

commercial 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 C::ode Sec. 415) -Condominiums on the site will meet 

affordable housing requirements by paying the affordable housing fee representing 28% 

percent of the market rate units. 20 percent of new rental developments will provide onsite 

inclusionary affordable units 

Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414, 414A} -A fee per square foot will be paid by the office 

and residential uses, applicable to the extent that childcare facilities are not provided on

site. 
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• Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) (Planning Code Sec. 411A)-This fee, effective December 25, 

2015, replaced the Transit Impact Development Fee. It is a fee per square foot paid by 

residential, no.n-residential, and PDR uses. The fee estimates assume that new Project 

development pays 100 percent of the TSF fees. 

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be 

collected based on utility consumption and other factors. Other fees will include school impact 

fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. The Project wUI also pay various 

permit and inspection fees to cover City costs typically associated with new development 

projects. 
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4. DEBT LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CFO, IFD 
AND IRFD 

·The Pier 70 Waterfront Site proposes to use a portion of newly created property tax funds from 

the Project, collected through an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) on the Pier 70 

Waterfront Site., and an Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District {!RFD) on Hoedown 

Yard properties to help pay for the horizonta I development costs required by the Project. The 

IFD and !RFD obligations will be secured by property taxes (and possessory interest taxes) paid 

by the Project lessees and property owners, and will not obligate the City's General Fund or the 

Port's Harbor fund. In the IFD, the property tax increment will be used to fund Project 

infrastructure and/or to repay IFD. bonds, or to pay debt service on CFO bonds, as described 

. below. In the !RFD, the property tax increment will be used to finance affordable housing and/or 

to repay !RFD Bonds. 

Although specific financing vehicles will be refined as the financial planning continues and 

market conditions change, it is expected that the annual IFD revenues will fund debt service on 

$397. million of net proceeds from bonds (nominal dollars). !RFD. bond proceeds are estimated to 

be approximately $45.9 million (nominal dollars). The actual amount of bonds issued could be 

greater depending on the amount of tax increment generated in future years. For the purpose 

of specifying debt issuance limits, a contingency has been added to the anticipated required 

amounts and the amounts issued could be greater than the estimates noted above. 

Although CFO bonds (paid by IFD revenu.es) currently are anticipated to be the primary source of 

debt proceeds, the specific mix of CFO 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, !RFD and CFO, which are subject to approval by the Board 

of Supervisors, clarify that the debt incurr.ed underthese 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. 

FISCA~ BENEFITS 
As described in Chapter 3, the Project is anticipated to generate a net $8.3 million annual 

general City tax revenues in excess of its estimated public service costs. These revenues would 

be available for expansion of local and/or Citywide.services and public facilities. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY 
The construction of the Project on the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and Illinois Street Parcel and 

future economic activity of businesses and households that wili occupy the Project will create 

short-term construction spendi~g and jobs, as well as longer-term, permanent jobs and 

economic activity in San Francisco. The economic analysis provides estimates of these benefits, 

· including the "multiplier" effects from expenditures by riew 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 arialysis 

provides a descriptfon of the types of benefits and an "order of magnitude" of benefits. 
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Table 5 Summary of Economic Impacts (2017 $$) 

IFD IRFD ... rrerYii"za~acre .......................................... .. 
Impact Category Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois Hoedown Yard TOTAL 

Ongoing Project Em[!loyment 

Dir.ect 6,050 30 10 6,090 

Indirect 1,850 10 0 1,860 

Induced 3,380 £Q_ 1Q.. 3,410. 

Total Employment 11,280 60 20 11,360 

Annual Economic Outeut 

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 ,ooo 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 Em[!loyment {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 Out[!ut frcim Construction 

Direct $1,695,561,000 $159,730,000 $220,548,000 $2,075,8~9,000 

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 $2,704,4?0,000 $254,772,000 $3.51,778,000 .$3,311,ooo,oo.o 

Source: IMPLAN 2014; and Berkson Associates. 8/31117 

Employment 

New permanent full and part-time jobs will be created by the Project. The number of jobs to San 

Francisco residents will depend on the ability of local residents to compete for Project . 

employment opportunities and implementation of local hire policies. 

The number and type of Arts and Light Industrial jobs depend on the potential mix of businesses 

and uses, and may include shared office and manufacturing work environments, arts and 

culture, and food-related uses. For purposes of analysis, this report assumes average job 

densities similar to office uses, consistent with the environmental analysis of the Project.17 

::·. 

17 
DEIR, Table 4.C.5, pg. 4.C.27, Dec. 21, 2016. 
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Total Output 

"Direct" output refers to the total income from all sources to the businesses located at the 

Project; these sources of income in turn are spent by the businesses on supplies, labor, and 

profit .required to produce the goods and services provided by the businesses. In addition, 

Project businesses will spend money on goods, supplies, and services in San Francisco, whkh will 

generate additional "i.ndirect" economic activity and support additional jobs at those suppliers. 

The San Francisco households hD'lding those direct and indirect jobs will spend a portion of their 

income in the City, which is an additional source of "induced" output. Total output is the sum of 

direct, indirect, and induced business income in the City as a result of the Project. 

New Households and Affordable Housing 

Development of residential units at the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and 20th/Illinois Street Parcel will 

generate a small number of new jobs directly serving the residential buildings and occupants, for 

example building maintenance, janitorial and repair services, waste collection, domestic 

services, and childcare. Expenditures by the residents of the new units are not included in the 

economic impact numbers because the analysis projects economic activity generated by the 

Project du.e to onsite jobs, and the indirect and induced expenditures assoCiatedwith those 

onsite jobs. Howev·er, the addition of a significant supply of residential units will help· to ensure 

that induced expenditures are captured in San Francisco, and that expenditures by residents re

locating from other communities are also spent in the City. These effects will be a substantial 

benefit to San Francisco business revenues. These potential taxable. sales are included in the 

fiscal analys.is 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 development 
' . 

(e.g., the affordable housing i.n-lieu fees, and jobs-housing linkage fees) will help to fund the 

affordable housing. 

Construction Impacts 

$2.1 billion of dire~t construction expenditures for site development and vertical construction 

will create a range of economic benefits to the City. In addition to generating "direct" 

construction activity and jobs on site, the construction expenditures will also generate new 

business and jobs "indirectly" for San Francisco firms serving the construction industry. 

Expenditures in San Francisco by the households of employees of companies benefiting from 

these direct and indirect expenditures will create additional "induced" benefits to the City. 

These benefits will occur over time during construction and through .build out of the Project. 

WW'vV. be r kso na ssocia tes .con1 23 

414 



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update 

August 31, 2017 

As described in Chapter 3, construction activity will generate additional general revenues to the 

City, including sales tax on construction materials and gross receipts tax. 

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT 
The Port will receive various revenues .over the 99-year lease period and in conjunction with 

land sales; the estimates below provide the Port with approximately $178 million in net present 

value (NPV, 2017 $$)of revenues that are projected to be generated to the Port over time, . 

based on current financial projections based on the program assumptions described in Chapter 

1 of this report. Actual revenues will vary dep.ifoding on the mix of land uses, Project costs and 

revenues, and future economic conditions, and will be generated over the life of the Project. 

• Profit participation in land value, calculated as 55 percent of all horizontal cash flow 

after Forest City achieves an 18 percent return on its predevelopment and infrastructure 

investments, estimated at $23.7 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Participation in modified gross rent from buildings, starting at 1.5 percent 30 years after 

construction and increasing to 2.5 percent 60 years after construction, estimated at 

$22.8 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• 1.5 percent of all net proceeds from sale or refinancing of properties, estimated at $5.9 

million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• A share of property tax increment, designated for capital improvements at Pier 70 

including the release of reserves, estimated at $38.9 milliqn (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• A $0.08 share of each dollar of property tax incrementfrom the amount collected 

annually, estimated at $23.6 million (NPV, 2017 $$); 

Condominium Transfer Fee - paid upon every sale of a condominium unit, estimated at 

$36.8 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Condominium Facility Tax - This tax will fund capital improvements and Pier 70 public 

services; the portion available after debts are paid will be applied to shoreline 

improvements, and is estimated at $1.5 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Shoreline Tax -A portion ofthe CFO spedal tax not required for Project costs and 

reserves will be available to the Port after the Developer's.required returns are paid; 

this is estimated at $16.1 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

• Lease Revenues from Parcel C-1A-this site, originally programmed for a parking garage, 

will provide the Port with an estimated $8.9 million (NPV, 2017 $$). 

www. berksonassoclates.corn 24 
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August 31, 2017 

The Port will publicly offer the 20th/Illinois Street parcel for sale or 99-year ground lease at fair 

market value through a proprietary public offering as soon as practicable after project approval. 

The Port's net proceeds, or an amount equal to the parcel's appraised 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 wlli provide a range of public pa.rks, public access, and open space, consisting of 

approximately 9 acres of public parks, including a 4.5-acreWaterfront Park. A network of 

landscaped pedestrian connections and multiple classes of bicycle networks, from commuting 

lanes to recreational pathways, throughout the Project site will enhance accessibility. These 

facilities will benefit San Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and 

attraction of businesses, employees, and residents. 

As previously noted, maintenance of these facilities will befunded by a CFO. Maintenance 

special taxes levied against each taxable development parcel, separate from special taxes levied 

to pay for infrastructure, will provide pay-as-you-go fun~s for operating and maintenance costs 

of public access, roads, parks and open space areas. 

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS 
Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of 

the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support 

business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant 

and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of 

historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the 

Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization, 

employment and living opportunities, pre.servation 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. be r kso na ssociate s .. com 25 
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APPENDIX A: FISCAL ANALYSIS 
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table 1 
Fiscal Results Summary, Ongoing Revenues and Expenditures 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

IFD ·-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------· 
Pier 70 28-acre . IFD 

Item Waterfront Site 20th/Ulinois St. Annual Total 

Annual General Revenue 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 . 2,435,000 
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 

Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline (~2,347,800) (~105,400) (~2,453,200) 

Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 

. Public Services Expend.itures 

IRFD 
Hoedown Yard 

$310,000 
$0 

$129,000 
$0 

$44,000 
$483,000 
(~96,600) 
$386,400. 

Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 
Roads Funded by Project Assessments 
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) 
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) 

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

NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 I 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue 
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 ~48,000 434,000 $65,000 

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

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

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

SUD 
Annual Total 

2,264,000 
2,435,000 

997,000 
0 

7,053,000 
$12,749,000 
(~2,549,800) 

$10, 199,200 

(969,000) 
(974,000} 

($1,943,000) 

$8,256,200 I 

499,000 
499,000 

$998,000 

$22,692,000 

$31,946,200 

(1) Until project infrastructure costs are fully paid, the full $0.65 per property tax dollar g.enerated 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 wrn also include the State's share that currently is 
distributed to ERAF. The IRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) will only receive the General Fund share to pay for Project costs. 

8131117 
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Table 1a 
Annual Ser.vice Costs During Development 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026. 2027 ·2028 2029 2030 2031 
--
IFD 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments 

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 

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

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

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

Roads Funded by Project Assessments 
Police (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 

~ 
Fire/EMS (52,000) (52,000) (52.,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) . (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) 

_. Total, 20th/Illinois (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) . (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) 
co 

TOTALIFD (990,364Y (1,074,.608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) (1,314,175) (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;ooo) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) .(69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) 

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

TOTAL !RFD (138,000) (138,000) (13S,OOO) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) 

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

8131117 



Table 2 
Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

IFD 
--P-ier-1tr2a-~acre ___________________________________________________ ii=iY _______________ 

IRFD SUD 
Item Waterfront Site 20th/Illinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total 

Develogment lmgact Fees (1) 
Jobs Housing Linka.ge - §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 p,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'! 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 iQ 4,081,000 

Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000 

~ 
NI Total One-Time Revenues $133,357 ,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184,113,000 
0 

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017. 

(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses. 
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF. 8131117 
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TableA-1 
Project Description Summary (1) 

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

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
.Residential 

Apartments 
Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total,Apts 
Condos 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Condos 

Total, Residential 
Parking 

20th/Illinois Street 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (condos) 
Parking 

Hoedown Yard 
. Retail 

Office 
Residential (condos) 
Parking 

TOTAL 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential 

Apartments 
Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total,Apts 
Condos 

Market Rate 
Affordable · 

Total, Condos 
Total, Residential 

Market Rate 
Affordable 

Parking 

Gross 
Bldg. 
Sq.Ft. 

79,893. 
205,880 

. 1,387,228 

6,600 
·o 

1248,615 

349,353 

82,493 
2q5,880 

1,387,228 

1,614, 106 

(1) From Financing Plan Base Case scenario (Updates 8/30/17). 

Units or Spaces 

na 
na 
na 

709 units 
177 units 
886 units 

587 units . 
units 

58( units 

1,473 units 
1,569 spaces 

na 
239 units 
239 space~ 

330 units 
126 spaces 

709 
177 
886 

1, 156 
Q 

1, 156 
2,042 

1,865 
177 

1,934 spaces 

Additional 100% affordable units can be constructed on dedicated sites. 
Source: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 
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Inc. 115,700 sq.ft. Bldgs 12c, 21 
Inc. 60ksf Bldg 12a 
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TableA-2 
Population and Employment 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site · 
Population (1) 

Employment (FTEs) 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office . 
Residential (4) 
Parking (2) 

Total · 

Total Service Population 

Illinois Street Parcels (2) 
. Population (1) 

Employment (FTEs) 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (4) 
Parking (2) 

Total 

Total Service Population 

Hoedown Yard 
Population (1) 

Employment (FTEs) 
Retail 
Office 
Residential (4) 
P.arking (3) 

Total 

Total Service Population 

TOTAL 
Residents 
Employees 
Service Population 

CITYWIDE 
R,esidents (5) 
Employees (6) 
Service Population 

(1) Based on DEIR. 

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

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

Assumptions 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq. ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per i::rE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) 

2.27 persons per unit 

350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 
276 sq.ft. per.FTE (2) 
27.9 units per FTE (3) 
270 spaces per FTE (3) · 

j. 

Total 

3,344 

217 
746 

5,026 
53 

§ 
6,048 

9,391 

543 

19 
0 
9 
1 

28 

571 

749 

0 
0 

12 
Q 

12 

761 

4,635 
6,088 

10,724 

866,583 
709.496 

1,576,079 

(4) Includes building management, janitorial, cleaning and repair, childcare, and other domestic services. 

(5) Cal. Dept. of Finance, Rpt. E-1, 2016 
(6) BLS QCEWState and County Map, 201603. 8131117 
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Table A-3 
San Francisco City Development lmpa~t Fee Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 
New Residential Units 
Adaptive Reuse (Buildings 2, 12, 21) 

Units 
Sq.Ft. 
Net of Adaptive Reuse 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) 
Jobs Housing Linkage -§413 (5) 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) 
Child Care-§414 (4) 
Transportation Sustainability Fee §4i1A (6) 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) 

Total 

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 900 sq.ft./unit. 
(2) All impact fees are as of January 2017. 

Residential 

1,986,740 
2,042 

107,736 
107,616 

1,529,771 

$87,056,973 
$3,607,919 

$17,250,361 

$107,915,252 

Arts, 
Office Retail Light Industrial 

1,387,228 82,493 205,880 

. 60,000 .Q 115,700 
1,327,228 82,493 90,180 

$33,831,042 $1,961,684 $1,807,207 

$2,189,926 $0 $0 
$26,531,288 $1,649,035 $720,538 

$0 $0 $0 

$62,552,256 $3,610,719 $2,527,7.45 

(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; Illinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee. 
Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units.· 

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

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; ret~il fee for< 100,000 sq.ft. 

Sources: City of San Fra.ncisco, and Berkson Associates. 

Berkson Associates 8131/17 

TOTAL 

.. $37,599,932 
$87,056,973' 

$5,797,845 
$46, 151,222 

$0 

$176,605,972 

8131117 
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TableA-3a 
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Arts, 
Item Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) · 1,388,772 1,387,228 75,893 205,880 
New Residential Units 1,473 
Adaptive Reuse (buildings 2, 12, 21) 

Units 120 
Sq.Ft. 107.616 60.000 115,700 

Sq.Ft. Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,281,156 1,327,228 75,893 90,180 
Condos 587 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $37,442,984 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $44,206,266 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $4,649,746 
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $40,529,942 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) lQ. 
Total $58,427' 100 $62,552,256 $3,321,837 $2,527,745 $126,828,938 

.i:::. 20th/Illinois Street (2) 
N New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 248,615 0 6,600 0 
.i:::. 

New Residential Units 239 
Condos 239 

City Fe.es (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $156,948 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $17,998,803 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $477,341 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $2,414,220 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 

Total $20,758,430 $0 $288,882 $0 $21,047,312 

Hoedown Yard (2) 
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 349,353 0 0 
New Residential Units 330 

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2) 
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $0 
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $24,851,904 
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $670,758 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9:18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $3,207,061 
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 

Total $28,729,722 $0 $0 . $0 $28,729,722 

Berksor • -.sociates B/31117 Pier70FiscaL2017-0B-30_aug30of.xlsx 
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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; Illinois Street assumed· to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee. 

Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units. 
(4) Childcare fee will not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site. 
(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light. Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace. 
(6) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% ofTSF. 

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

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 

Berkson Associates 8131117 
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TableA-4 
Assessed Value Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Developn:ient Cost Assessed Value 

Infrastructure 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Residential 

Total 

TableA-4a 
Assessed Value Estimate 

$260,535,000 
$29,647,000 

$636,626,000 
$1, 149,031,000 

$2,075,839,000 

none assumed 
$14,391,000 

$728,073,000 
$1,526,853,000 

$2,269,317,000 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site; 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Development C?st 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 
lnfn;\structure 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; Pott of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 8131117 
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TableA-5 
Possessory Interest and Property Tax Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item Assumptions 

Gross Property Tax/Possessory Interest Tax 

Allocation of Tax (2) 
Net New General Fund (1) 
ERAF 
SF Unified School District 
Other 

65.00% 
25.33% 
7.70% 
1.97% 

100.00% 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8/31/17 

1.0% ofnewAV 

427 

Total 

$22,693,000 

$14,750,450 
$5,748,000 
$1,747,000 

$447,000 
$22,692,450 

8/31117 
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TableA.:.6 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Citywide Total Assessed Value (1) 
Total Citywide Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (2) 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Project Assessed Value 
Growth.in-Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) 

20th/Illinois Street 
Project Assessed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) 

Hoedown Yard 
Project Assessed Value. 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) 

TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF 

Assumptions Total 

$212, 173,326, 106 
$211,724,000 

$1,732,826,000 
0.82% 

$1,729,000 

$225,345,000 
0.11% 

$225,000 

$311,146,000 
0.15% 

$310,000 

1.07% 
$2,264,000 

(1) Based on the CCSF FY2015-16 total taxable assessed value recorded by Controller's Office, City and County of San Francisco. · 
Annual Report 2016, Office of the Ass.Eissor-Recorder (pg. 22). 

(2) City and County of San Francisco Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017, page 126. 
(3) Equals the increase in Citywide AV due to the Project multiplied by the current Citywide Property Tax In Lieu of VLF. 

No assumptions included about inflation and appreciation of Pier .70 or Citywide assessed values beyond 2016. 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 
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TableA-7 
Property Transfer Tax (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings-(2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

20th/Illinois Street 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Coi:nmercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value.(1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

Hoedown Yard 
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales 
Residential Value (2) 

Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) 

Commercial Value (2) 
Non-Residential Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value (1) 

Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) 

Annual Average Transfer Tax 

TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX 

.... 
~ 

Assumptions 

$990,362,000 (avg. sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.321$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$7 42,464,000 (avg.sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$225,345,000 (avg. sale once/7 years) 
14.3% annual turnover 
$6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) 

(avg. safe once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.321$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

$311, 146,000 (avg. sale once/7 years) 
14.3% annual turnover 
$6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) 

$0 (avg. sale once/15 years) 
6.7% annual turnover 

$19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 

Total 

$66,024,000 
$1,275,000 

$49,498,000 
$956,000 

$2,231,000 

$32, 192,000 
$204,000 

$0 
$0 

$204,000 

$44,449,000 
$282,000 

282000 

$0 
$0 

$2,717,000 

(1) Waterfront Site assumes all residential buildings are rental units, and sales of all buildings average once every 15 years. 
Illinois Street Parcels assumed to be condos and sell once every 7 years. 
Commercial buildings assume sale once every 15 years. 

(2) Calculated estimate assumes rate on $1 million average for condos, $20 million for apartments and commercial buildings. 
Rates range from $5/$1,000 on first $250,000 to $25/$1,000 on amounts above $10 million. · 

8114117 

f!erl<son Associates 8131117 Pler70FiscaL2017-08-30_aug30pf.x/sx 
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Table A-Sa 
Sales Tax Estimates 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San _Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq.Ft. 

Innovation (3) 
Retail 

Total 

· Retail Taxable Sales 
Innovation 
Retail 

Total 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (4) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (5) 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Annual Sales Tax Alloc?tion 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund (7) 

Other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (6) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (6) · 

Assumptions 

$47,600 per household 
30% 
27% 

80% ·of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales. 

50% 

$300 per sq.ft. 
$300 per sq.ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1.00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
Total Development Cost · 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit,.soft costs, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

Total 

$158,700 
. $42,800 

1,473 

$63;044,000 

$50,435,200 

. $504,000 

102,940 
75,893 

178,833. 

$30,882,000 
$22,767,900 
$53,649,900 

$536,000 
($134,000) 
($134.000) 

- -$268,000 

$772,000 

$772,000 

$386,ooo 
$386,000 
$193,000 

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

$2,798,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
· San. Francisco MSA by the State Board of Eqµalization. 

(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) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built. 
(6) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. · 

Source: Berkson. Associates 8131117 
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Table A-Sb 
iles Tax Estimates 

..!0th/Illinois Street 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total· New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq.Ft. 

Retail Taxable Sales 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1 %) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

'1ther Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (5). 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 

Assumptions 

$50,000 per household 
30% 
27% 

80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

$300 per sq.ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1.00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded}° 
Total Development Cost 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Fr·ancisco General Fund 

(1) Assumed qVerage share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage. 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00%. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

Total 

$166,700 
$45,000 

239 

$10,755,000 

$8,604,000 

$86,000 

6,600 

$1,980,000 

$20,0.00 
($5,000) 
($5,000) 

$10,000 

. $96,000 

$96,000 

$48,000 
$48,000 
$24,000 

$159,730,000 
$87,852,000 
$52,711,000 
$26,356,000 

$264,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above). 
(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built. 
(5) Sales t~ proportio.ns for these entities as reported by Controller's. Office. . 

Source: Berkson Associates 8114117 
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Table A-Sc 

Sales Tax Estimates 
Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Average Annual Housing Payment 
Housing as a% of Average Annual HH Income (1) 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space 
Retail Sq.Ft. 

Retail Taxable Sales 

Sales Tax to San Francisco 
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 

Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

Other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 

Assumptions 

$50,000 per household 
30% 
27% 

80% of retail expenditures 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

$300 per sq.ft. 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 
25% of commercial sales 
25% 

1. 00% tax rate x taxable sales 

0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.50% tax rate x taxable sales 
0.25% tax rate x taxable sales 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded) 
'Total Development Cost . . 
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards reht or mortgage. 

55.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 

1.0% tax rate x taxable sales 

Total 

$166,700 
. $45,000 

330 

$14,850,000 

$11,880,000 

$119,000 

6,600 

$1,980,000 

$20,000 
($5,000) 
($5,000) 

$10,000 

$129,000 

$129,000 

$65,000 
$65;000 
$32,000 

$220,548,000 
$121',301,000 
$72,781,000 
$36,391,000 

$364,000 

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the 
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above). 

(4). Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built. 

(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office. 

Source: Berkson Associates 8131117 
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TableA-9 
Parking Tax 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item· · Assumption Total 

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site 
Total Spaces 
Residential Spaces 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking· Revenues 
Annual Totai (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax (3) . 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

20th/Illinois Street 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

Hoedown Yard 
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

$5,928 per year 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

$5,928 per day 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

$5,928 per day 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax proceeds 

(1) This analysis assumes that all non-residential Project parking will generate parking tax; includes parking in 
commercial buildings. 

(2} Including parking tax on monthly and daily rentals. 
(3) 80 percent is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit 

as mandated by Charter Section 16.110. 

Source:. Berkson Associates 

Berkson Associates 8131117 

1,569 
1,569 

0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

8131117 
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TableA-10 
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois· and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Pier 70 28~acre Waterfront Site 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) (4) 
Arts, Light lndustrial (3) · 
Office (4) 
Parking 

Subtotal 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail 
Arts, Light Industrial 
Office 
Parking 
Residential 

Subtotal 

Total Gross Receipts 

Project Construction 
Total Development Value (6) 
Direct Construction Cost (7) 

20th/Illinois Street 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) (4) 
Office (4) 
Parking (4) 

Subtotal 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail 
Office 
Parking 
Residential 

Subtotal 

Total Gross Receipts 

Total Gross 
Receipts (GR) 

$11,384,000 
$15,441,000 

$1,431,376,000 
.$Q 

$1,458,201,000 

$3,076,000 
$4, 150,000 

$88,736,000 
$8,836,000 

$40,027,000 
$144,825,000 

$1,603,026,000 

$1,695,561,000 
$932,558,550 

$990,000 
$0 
.$Q 

$990,000 

$267,000 
$0 
$0 
.$Q 

$267,000 

$1,257,000 

GR Allocated to 
SF for GR Tax (1) 

Gross Revenue Tier (2) 
up to $1m . $1m - $2.5m $2.5m - $25m 

$10,.246,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 
$1,544,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 

$1,288,238,000 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 
.$Q 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 

$1,300,028,000 

$3,076,000 
$4,150,000 

$88,736,000 
$8,836,000 

$40,027,000 
$144,825,000 

$1,444,853,000 

$1,695,561,000 
$932,558,550 

$891,000 
$0 
.$Q 

$891,000 

$267,486 
$0 
$0 
lQ 

$267,486 

$1,158,486 

0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 

0.300% 

0.075% 
0.400% 
0.075% . 

0.285%. 
0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 

0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 

0.350%[-- 6.466%1 

0.100% 0.135% 
0.460% 0.510%. 
0.100% 0.135% 

0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 

$25m+ 

0.160% 
0.160% 
0.560% 
0.160% 

0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 

0.450% 

. 0.160% 
0.560% 
0.160% 

0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 

Gross 
Receipts Tax 

$10,246 
$1,158 

·$6,570,014. 
.$Q 

$6,581,418 

$12,450 
$266,208 

$26,508 
$120,081 
$425,247 

$7,006,665 

$3,730,234 

$891 
$0 
.$Q 

$891 

'$802 
$0 
$0 
lQ 

$802 

$1,~93 ·---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.: ________________ :._ ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Berkson Associates 8131117 · Pier70Ffscal_~017-0B-30_aug30pf.xlsx 
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TableA-10 
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars) 
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/Illinois and Hoedown Yard 

Item 

Project Construction 
Total Development Value (6) 
Direct Construction Cost (7) 

Hoedown Yard 
Business Income 
Retail (net of shift) ( 4) 
Office (4) 
Parking (4) 

Subtotal 

Rental Income (5) 
Retail 
Office 
Parking 
Residential 

Subtotal 

Total Gross Receipts 

Proiect Construction 
Total Development Value (6) 
Direct Construction Cost (7) 

Total Gross 
Receipts (GR) 

$159,730,000 
$87,852,000 

$990,000 
$0 
.filQ 

$1,568,000 

$0 
$0 
$0 
1Q 

$411,000 

$1,979,000 

GR Allocated to 
SF for GR Tax (1) 

$160,000,000 
$87,852,000 

·$891,000 
$0 
1Q 

$9,465,300 

$0 
$0 
$0 
1Q 

$411,184 

$9,876,484 
·---------------------------------------------·-------------------

$220,548,000 $220, 548, 000 
$121,301,000 $121,301,000 

*Note: reflects tax implementation after the payroll tax is phased out. 

Gross Revenue Tier (2) 
up to $1m $1m - $2.5m $2.5m - $25m 

0.300% 0.350%[ - ~ 0:406%! 

0. 075% 0. 100% 0. 135% 
0.400% . 0.460% 0.510% 
0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 

0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 
0.285% 

0.300% 

0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 
0.285% 0.300% 

o.350%C-o-:-460%1 

(1) Rounded; gross receipts for retail, office, and manufacturing uses are based on direct output o~ onsite uses, from IMPLAN. 
(2) Given uncertainty about business size among various categories, this analysis applies highlighted tax rate in tier for each use. 

$25m+ 

0.450% 

0.160% 
0.560% 
0.160% 

0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 
0.300% 

0.450% 

to $25 million per business. The actual gross receipts will depend on the size of busine~s in each category and their gross receipts generated within the City. 

Gross 
Receipts Tax 

$351,408 

$1,411 
$41,076 

1Q 
$42,487 

$1,234 
$0 
$0 
1Q 

$1,234 

$43,721 

$456,000. 

(3) 1.0% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt. Rate based on retail; manufacturing"' 
(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 repr.esent direct construction costs .. 

Sources: City of San Francisco; IMPLAN 2014; Berkson Associates. 8131117 
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FILE NO. 130264. 

AME~DED IN BOARD 
. 4/23/13 

RESOLUTION NO. \ 1 ~ - \ ~ 

[Ado.ption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an lnfrastructure".Financing District 
1 on Port Land] · 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Resolution adopting Guidelines for the Establishment anc;:I Use of an Infrastructure 

Financing District with Project Areas on Land Under the Jurisdiction of the San 

Francisco Port Commission. 

WHEREAS, Government Code sectio~s 53395-53398.47 (IFD Law) authorizes certain 

public agencie~, including the City and County of San Francisco, to establish infrastructure 

financing districts (IFDs) to finance the planning, design, acquisition, construction, and 

improvement of public facilities meeting the requirements of IFD Law; and 

WHEREAS, IFDs are formed to facilitate the design, a·cquisition, construction, and 

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

local _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 o(projed 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-: 121, adopted on June 12, 2012, the Board stated its intention to form a . · 
19 

20 

21 

. 22 

23 

24 

25 

.single IFD consisting of aH Port land (waterfront district) 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 

adopted "Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of lnfrast~udure Financing Districts in the 

II I 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Kim 
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1 City and County of San Francisco," which do not apply to land owned or managed by the Port; 

2 and 

3 · WHEREAS, This Cify policy for the use of Infrastructure Financing Districts on Port 
. .· 

4 property is unique to the Port of. San· Francisco and does not establish a precedent for use of 

5 the Infrastructure Financing District Law elsewhere in the City and County; and 

6 WHEREAS, A draft document entitled "Guidelines for the-Establ.ishment and Use of an 

7 Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on Land under the Juri_sdiction of the San 
. . 

8 Francisco Port Commission" (Port Guidelines) ·setting forth proposed policy criteria and 

9 guidelines for the waterfront district is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Super\tisors in File . 

1 ff No. _1 :?_0264, whiGh is hereby declared to be a part of this Resolution as if set forth fully he~ein; 

11 · now, therefore, be it 

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

13 . that a rational and efficient process is established for ttie formation the _waterfront district and 

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

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

16 · on the date.the Board of Supervisors adop~s this Resolution. 

1·7 

18 APPROVED.A$ TO FORM: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

. DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney · . 

c\ . ~ 
By:· ~ (;:;;. 

·Joanne Sakai 
Deputy City Attorney 

May9r Lee; Supervisor Kirn 
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City and County of San Ftaricisco 

Tails 

Resolution 

City Hall 

I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisca, CA 94102-4689· 

File Number: 130264 Date Passed: April 23, 2013 

Resolution .adopting Guidelines for the Establish.nient and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District 
wi.th Project Areas on Land Under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port' Commission: 

. April 17, 2013 Budget and Finance Sub-Committee.- RECOMMENDED 

April 23, 2013 Board of Supervisors -AMENDED 

Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Breed, Campos, Chiu; Cohen, Farr~ll, Kim, Mar, Tang, Wiener 
and Yee . -

April 23, 2013 Board of Supervisors - ADOPTED AS AMENDED . 

Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Breed, Campos, Chiu, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang, Wiener 
and Yee · 

File No. 130264 . ' . 

City and County ofS(]Jt Francisco Page23 

I hereby certify that t.he foregoing 
Resolution was ADOPTED AS AMENDED on 
4/23/2013 by the Board Qf Supervisors of the 
·City and County of San Francisco. 

~:__f' . -c:::...av~ 
Clerk of the Board · . 

Angela Calvillo · · 

Date Approved 
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FILE NO. 120128 

Amended of the Whole 
in Committee. 2/22/12 

RESOLUTION NO. 

1 [Resolution of Intention to Form Waterfront Infrastructure Financing District} 

2 

3 Resolution of Intention to establish Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 for the 

4 City and.County of San Francisco at the Port of San Francisco. 

5 

6 

·7 

8· 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

. 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

. 23 

24 

25· 

· WHEREAS, California Statutes of 1968, Chapter 1333 (the "Burton Act") and the 

San Francisco Charter Section 4.114 and B3.581 empower the San Francisco Port 

Commission with the power and duty to use, conduct, operate, maintain, manage, 

regulate and control the lands within Port Commi.ssi~n jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS, Under Government Code Sectio'ns 53395 et seq. (IFD Law), this 

Board of Supervisors is authorized to establish an infrastructu_re financing district and 

to act as the. legislative body for an. infrastructure financing district; and, 
( 

WHEREAS, More specifically,.this Board of Supervisors· is authorized to 

establish a "waterfront district" under Section 53395.8 of the "IFD Law,.including (i) a 

waterfront district for 65 acres of waterfront land in the area near Pier 70 (a "Pier 70 

d,istrict") for.which there.is a "Pier 70 enhanced financing plan" and (ii) a waterfront 

district created as a "special waterfront district" and a "Port America's Cup district" 

under Section 53395.81; and, 

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

may be divided into project areas; and 

WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors wishes to establish a waterfront district 

as described and for the purposes specified in this Resolution; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, By the Board of Supervisors as follows: · 

Mayor .Lee ·, . Supervisor Chiu 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1. Authority. This Board of Supervisors proposes to conduct proceedings to 

establish an infrastructure financing district pursuant to the IFD Law, which district shall. 

constitute a waterfront district. The waterfront district shall in~lude project areas as 

identified by this Board of Supervisors from time to time; one of which is 

intended to constitute a Pier 70 district (at the time authorized by the IFD .Law) and one · 

or more of which may constitute special waterfront districts; and, · 

2. Name of IFD. The name proposed for the infrastructure financing district is 

"City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) No. 2 (Port of 

San Francisco)". The names ofthe initial proposed project areas are: 

a. Project Area A (Seawall Lot 330). Projed Area A shall be a special 

waterfront district and a Port America's Cup district. 

b. Project Area B (Piers 30-32). Project Area B shall be a special waterfront 

district and a Port America's Cup district 

c. . Project Area C (Pier 28). Project Area C shall be a special waterfront 

district and a Port America's Cup district. 

d. Project Area D (Pier 26). Project Area·D shalt be a special Wc,lterfront 

district and a Port America's Cup district. 

e. Project Area E (Seawall Lot 351). Proje.ct Area E shall be a V.'aterfront 

district. 

ef. Project Area F (Seavvall Lot 337). Project /\rea F shall be a waterfront 

district. 

~- Project Area G (Pier 48). Project Area G shall be a waterfront district. 

fgfl.. Project Area H (Pier YO). Project Area H is expected to be a Pier 70 district 

and may not be $Ubject to a Pier 70 enhanced financing plan prior to January 1, 2014. 

Mayor Lee 
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gm. Project Area I (Rincon Point-South Point Project Area). Unless the IFD 

Law is amended to permit venues within the Rincon Point-South Beach Project Area of . . . 
the Redevelopmerit Agency of the City and County of San Francisco. to be included in 

a special waterfront district, Project Area I shall not constitute a special waterfront 

district. 

The City intends to establish additional project areas from time to time in compliance 

with the IFD Law. 

· 3. Boundaries Described. The proposed boundaries of the IFD, including the 

boundaries of the initial project areas within the IFD, are as shown on the map of the 

IFD on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, which bou.ndaries 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 the IFD ---

and pursuant to the IFD Law shall consist of those listed as facilities on Exhibit A 
. . 

hereto and hereby incorporated in this Resolution (Facilities) .. The Board of Supervisors 

hereby authorizes the Executive Director .of the Port of San Francisco and any 

designee of such official to execute one or more agreements to acquire Facilities 

financed by the IFD, which agreement(s) may provide for the acquisition of discrete 

portions or phases of facilities. 

5. Incremental Property Tax Revenue. The Board of Supervisors hereby 

declares that, pursuant to the IFD Law, the IFD will use incremental property tax 

revenue from the City but none of the other affected taxing entities within the iFD 

(except to the extent permitted by Section 53395.B(h) of the IFD Law) to finance the 

Facilities. 

Mayor lee 
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6. Infrastructure Financing Plan. The Executive Director of the Port of San 

Francisco is hereby directed to prepare an infrastructure financing plan (Infrastructure 

Financing Plan) for this Board of Supervisors that complies with_ the .requirements. of 

the IFD Law. The Infrastructure Financing Plan shall be a special Waterfront district 

enha.nced financing plan, as defined in the IFD Law, with respect to Project Areas A, B, 

C and D. This Board of Supervisors reserves the right to establish enhanced financing 

plans in the future with respect to other project areas within the IFD. To the extent. 

required by the IFD Law, the Executive Director of the Port shall cause the 

lnfrasfructure Financing Plan to be sent to the San Francisco· Planning Department and 

to this Board. 

7. · Public Hearing. This_ Board of Supervisors will conduct a public hearing 
- . . . 

on the proposed esta~lishment of the IFD in the .Board of Supervisors Chambers, 1 Dr. 

Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, San Francisco, California, on a date to be 

established by the Executive Director of the Port, 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 dty. The notice shall state that 

the IFD 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 IFD and state the day, hour, and 

place when and where any persons having any objections to the proposed 

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 

Infrastructure Financing Plan by this Board .. 

\· 
) 

Mayor Lee 
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9. Further Action. The Clerk pf the Board of Supervisors and all other officers 

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

or advisable to give. effect to ttie transactions contemplated by this Resolution. . . . 

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

Supervisors to establish the IFD. The establishment of the IFD, including the project 

areas described above, shall be subject to the approval of tllis Board of Supervisors by 

ordinance following the holding of.the public hearing referred to above. 

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

finds that, pursuant to Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15378(b)(4), 

adoption of this Resolution and the. establishment of the IFD are not "projects" under 

the California Environmental Quality Act, because they do not involve any commitment· 

to a specific project that may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the 

environment. 

Mayor Lee 
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City and :County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Res.olution · 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 120128 Date Passed: March 27, 2012 

Resolution of Intention to establish Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 for the City and County of 
San Francisco at the Port of San Francisco. · 

February 15, 2012 Budget and Finance Committee - AMENDED 

February 15, 2012 Budget and Financ.e Committee - CONTINUED AS AMENDED 

February 22, 2012 Budget and Finance Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE 
WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE . 

February 22, 2012 Budget and Finance Committee - REFERRED WITHOUT 
RECOMMENDATION. . 

February 28, 2012 Board of Supeivisors - CONTINUED 

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Olague 
and Wiener · · 

March 27, 2012 Board of SupeiviSors -AD.OPTED 

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, O,lague · 
and Wiener 

File No. 1201;28 I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Re.solution was ADOPTED on 3/27/2012 by 
the Board of Supervisors of the City 1md 
· County·of San Francisco. · · 

~ 4- .C<i.Q...~. 
Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

Date Approved '. 
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ILE NO. 120278 RESOLUTION NO. ~;;J:;f .. /0>. 

1 Amen.ding Resolution of Intention to Form Waterfront Infrastructure Financing District] 

2 

3 Resolution amending Resolution qf Intention to establish Infrastructure 

4 Financing District No. 2 (File No~ 120128) for the [City and County of.San 

5 Francisco at the Port of.San Francisco. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

' 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

( 

WHEREAS, California Statutes of 1968, Chapter 1333.(the "Burton Act") and the 

San Francisc~ Charter Section 4.114 and B3.581 empower the San Francisco Port 

Commission with the power and duty to use, conduct, operate, maintain, manage, 

regulate and control the lands within Port Commission jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS, Under Government Code Sections 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 (Original Resolution 

of Intention), this.Soard of Supervisors declared its intention to establish a waterfront 

district to.be known as "City and County of S.an Francisco Infrastructure Financing 

District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco)" (IFD), and designated initial proposed project 

areas within the IFD; and 

WHEREAS, Seawall Lot 351 was not included in the territory proposed to be. 

included in the IFD purs.uant to the Original Resolution of Intention; and 

WHEREAS, Because the IFD Law provides that incremental tax revenu~s 
' ' 

allocated to a waterfront district must be used within the waterfront district and the 

Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco has proposed the use of incremental 

tax 

ort Commission 
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.~ ·. . . -· 
;. 

1 revenues generated by Seawall Lot 351 and related development to finance authorized 

2 facilities throughout the IFD, the Board of Supervisors wishes to amend the Original 

3 R~solution of Intention to add Se~wall Lot 351 to the territory proposed fo b.e included 

4 in the IFD, and to designate Seawall Lot 351 as an initial proposed Project Area E; 

5 now, therefore, be it 

6 RESOLVED, By the Bo.ard of Supervisors as follows: 

7 1. . Ratification of Original· Resolution of Intention. This Board of Supervisors 

· 8 hereby ratifies the Original Resolution of Intention except as set forth in this Resolution. 

9 Except as set forth in this Re.solution, the Original Resolution of Intention shall remain 

1 O in full force and effect. Exhibit A to the Original Resolution of Intention, which lists the 

11 type of public facilities proposed to be financed by the IFD, is attached hereto and 

. 12 incorporated herein. 

13 2. Amendment of Original Resolution of Intention. The Original Resolution of 

14 Intention is hereby amended to propose a ProjectArea E (Seawall Lot 351), which will 

15 be a project area and a waterfront district within the IFD. In order to provide for a 

· 16 orderly designation of project areas, the Original Resolution of Intention is hereby 

17 amended to establish the names of the initial proposed project areas as follows: · 

18 a. . Project Area A (Seawall Lot 330). Project Area A shall be'a special 

19 waterfront district and a Port America's Cup district. 

20 b. Project Area B (Piers 30-32). Project Area B shall be a special waterfront 

21 district and a Port America's Cup.district. 

22 c. Project Area C (Pier 28). Project Area C shall be· a special waterfront 

23 district and a Port America's Cup district. 

24 d. Proj_ect Area D (Pier 26). Project Area D shall be a special waterfront 

25 district and a Port America's Cup district. 

art Commission 
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1 e . 

. ···2 district. 

3 

4 

f. 

g. 

•' 

Project Area E (Seawall Lot 351). Project Area E shall be a waterfront 

Project Area F (Pier 48). Project Area F shall be a waterfront district. 

Project Area G (Pier 70). Project Area G is expected to be a Pier 70 

5 district and may not be subject to a .Pier 70 enhanced financing plan prior to January 1, 

6 2014. 

7 h. Project Area H (Rincon Point-South Point Project Area). Unless the IFD 

8 Law is amended to permit venues within the Rincon Point-South Beach Project Area of 

9 the former Redevelopment Agency of the .Gity and County of San Francisco to be 

1 O included in a special waterfront district, Project Area H shall not constitute a special 

11 waterfron:t district. 

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

.13 the IFD, which are amended ·to include Project Area E and to reflect the re-naming of 

14 certain proposed project areas as described above., are as shown on the amended map 

15 of the IFD on file with the Clerk of the Board of SupeNisors, which boundaries are 

16 hereby preliminarily approved and to which map reference is hereby made for further 

17 particulars .. 

18 4. Public Hearing; Notice. This Board of SupeNisors will conduct a public 

19 hearing on the proposed establishment of the IFD, including Project Area E as 

20 · proposed by this Board of SupeNisors in this Resolution,. in-the Board of SupeNisors 

21 Chambers, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City.Hall, San Francisco, California, on.a 

22 date to be established by the Executive Director of the Port, in consultation with the 

23 Clerk of the ~oa,rd of SupeNiso.rs. The Clerk of the Board of SupeNisors shall cause 

24 notice of the public hearing to be published as set forth in the Original Resolution of 

25 Intention. 

art Commission 
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. . . 

1 5. Further Action. The Clerk of the ~oard of Supervisors and all other officers 

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

3 or advisable to give effect to the tnmsactions contemplated by Original Resolution of 

4 Intention, as amended by this Resoluti~n: · 

5 6. No Obligation. The Original Resolution of Intention, as amended by this 

6 Resolution, shall in no way obligate the Board of Supervisors to ·establish the IFD. Tlie 

7 establishment of the IFD, including the project areas described in the Original 
1. 

8 Resolution of Intention as amended by this Resolution, shall be subject to the approval 

9 of this Board of Super\tisors by o·rdinance following the holding of the public hearing 

· 1 O referred to above. The proposal to include property in the boundaries of the IFD does 

11 not constitute an approval of any specific land uses on such property. · 

12 7. California Environmental Quality Ad. This Board of Supervisors hereby 

13 finds that, pursuantto Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15378(b )(4), 

14 adoption ·of this Resolution and the establishment of the !FD are not "projects" under 

15 the California Environmental Quality Act, because they do not involve any commitment 

16 to a specific project that may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the 

17. .environment. 

18 

. 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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City and County of San Francisco. 

Tails 

Resolution 

, ,! I 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 120278 Date Passed: June 12, 2012 

Resolution amending Resolution of Intention to establish Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (File 
No. 120128) for the City and County of S'an Francisco at the Port of San Francisco. 

June 06, 2012 Budget and Finance Sub-Committee - REFERRED WITHOUT 
RECOMMENDATION . 

June 12, 2012 Board of Supervisors-ADOPTED 

Ayes: 8 - Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Olague and Wiener 

Noes: 3 - Avalos, Campos and Chiu 

File No. 120278 I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was ADOPTED on .6/12/2012 l;>y. 
the Board of Supervisors of the City and. 
County of San Franci.sco. 

c;:: 

Citj l1lld County of San Francisco Page6 

462 

cl~ 
Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

Date Approved 

Printed at 11:23 am on 6/13/12 



FILE NO. 151006 RESOLUTION NO. 421-15 

1 [Amending Resolutions of Intention to Establish Port Infrastructure Financing District] 

2 

· 3 Resolution further amending Resolutions of Intention to establish Infrastructure 

4 Financing District No. 2 (Resolution Nos. 110-12 and 227-12) for the City and County of 

5 San Francisco at the Port of San Francisco. 

6 

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

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

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

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

11 Commission jurisdiction; and 

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

· 13 Supervisors is authorized to establish an infrastructure financing district and to act as the 

14 legislative body for an infrastructure financing district; and 

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

16 divided into project areas; and 

17 WHEREAS, On March 27, 2012, by Resolution No. 110-12 (Initial Resdution of 

18 Intention), this Board of Supervisors declared its intention to establish a waterfront district to 

19 · be known as "City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of 

20 San Francisco)" (IFD), and designated initial proposed project areas within the IFD, including 

21 Project Area G (Pier 70); and 

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

23 this Board of Supervisors amended the Initial Resolution of Intention to propose, among other 

24 things, an amended list of project areas; and 

25 
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1 WHEREAS, Because the Executive Director of the Port of San F.rancisco (Executive 

2 Director) has proposed that the Board of Supervisors designate Sub-Project Area G-1 to 

3 Project Area G (Pier 70), the Board of Supervisors wishes to amend the Initial Resolution of 

4 Intention as amended by the First Amending Resolution (as so amended, Original Resolution 

5 of Intention) to designate Sub-Project Area G-1; now, therefore, be it 

6 RESOLVED, By the Board of Supervisors as follows: 

7 1. Ratification of Original Resolution of Intention. This Board of Supervisors hereby 

8 ratifies the Original Resolution of Intention except as set forth in this Resolution. Except as set 

9 forth in this Resolution, the Original Resolution of Intention shall remain.in full force and effect. 

1 O Exhibit A to the Original Resolution of Intention, which lists the type of public facilities 

11 proposed to be financed by the IFD, is attached hereto and incorporated herein. 

12 2. Amendment of Original Resolution-of Intention. Paragraph g· o_f Section 2 of the 

13 Original Resolution of Intention is hereby amended to read in its entirety as follows:' 

14 g. Project Area G (Pier 70). Project Area G shall be a Pier 70 district and shall 

15 include Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core). Sub-Project Area G-1 shall be a Pier 

16 70 district. 

17 3. Amended Boundaries Described .. The proposed amended boundaries of Project 

18 Area G of the IFD, which are amended to include Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 - Historic 

19 Core), are as shown on the amended map of Project Area G of the IFD on file with the Clerk 

20 of the Board of Supervisors, which boundaries are hereby preliminarily approved and to which 

21 map reference is hereby made for further· particulars. 

22 4. Infrastructure Financing Plan. In the Original Resolution of Intention, this Board 

23 of Directors directed the Executive Director to prepare an infrastructure financing plan for the 

24 IFD (Infrastructure Financing Plan) that complies with the IFD Law. The Executive Director is 

25 hereby directed to prepare an infrastructure financing plan for Sub-Project Area G-1 (Pier 70 -

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Cohen 
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1 Historic Core) as an appendix to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, to be designated Appendix 

2 G-1, for this Board of Supervisors that complies with the requirements of the IFD Law. 

3 Appendix G-1 shall be a Pier 70 enhanced financing plan with respect to Sub-Project Area G-

4 1 (Pier 70 - Historic Core). This Board of Supervisors reserves the right to establish 

. 5 infrastructure financing plans in the future specific to other project areas and sub-project areas 

6 within the IFD. To the extent required by the IFD Law, the Executive Director shall cause the 

7 Infrastructure Financing Plan, including Appendix G-1, to be serit to the San Francisco 

8 Planning Department and to this Board of Supervisors. 

9 5. Public Hearing; Notice. This Board of Supervisors will conduct a public hearing 

1 O on the proposed establishment of the IFD, including Project Area G and Sub-Project Area G-

11 1, as proposed by this Board of Supervisors in the Original Resolution of Intention, as 

12 amended by this Resolution, in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 

13 Place, City Hall, San Francisco, California, on a date to be established by the Executive 

14 Director, in consultation with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. The Clerk of the Board of 

15 Supervisors shall cause notice of the public hearing to be published as set forth in the Original 

16 Resolution of Intention. 

17 6. Further Action. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors and all other officers and 

18 ·agents of the City are hereby authorized and directed to take all adions necessary or 

19 advisable to give effect to the transactions contemplated by the Original Resolution of 

20 Intention, as amended by this Resolution. 

21 7. No Obligation. ·The Original Resolution of Intention, as amended by this 

22 Resolution, shall in no way obligate the Board of Supervisors to establish the IFD. The 

23 establishment of the IFD, including the project areas described in the Original 

24 

25 
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1 Resolution of Intention as amended by this Resolution, shall. be subject to the approval 

2 of this Board of Supervisors by ordinance following the holding of the public hearing 

3 referred to above. The proposal to include property in the boundaries of the !FD does 

4 not constitute an approval of any specific land uses on such property. 

5 8. California Environmental Quality Act. This Board of Supervisors hereby· 

6 finds that, pursuant to Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Sections 15378 and 

7 15060( c )(2), adoption of this Resolution and the establishment of the· IFD are not 

8 "projects" under the California Environmental Quality Act because they do not result in a 

· 9 physical change in the environment. 

10 

11 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DE~NIS J. HERRERA 

City.7: .. 

By: s/J~-u~if_, 
·. GRACE PARK 

Deputy City Attorney 
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City and County of San Frandsco 

Tails 

· Resolution 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Gi:>odlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 151006 Date Passed: November 17, 2015 

Resolution further amending Resolutions of Intention to establish Infrastructure Financing District 
No. 2 (Resolution Nos. 110-12 and 227-12) for the City and County of San Francisco at the Port of 
San Francisco. 

October 28, 2015 Budget and Finance Committee - RECOMMENDED 

· November 03, 2015 Board of Supervisors - CONTINUED 

Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang, 
Wiener and Yee 

November 17, 2015 Board of Supervisors -ADOPTED 

Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang, 
Wiener and Yee 

File No. 151006 I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was ADOPTED on 11/17/2015 

City a1Z1i County of San Francisco Page9 

by the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco. 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

. \\ \~\ \&' 
Date Approved 

Printed at 1:47pm 01111118115 
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 170878 7/12/18 RESOLUTION NO. 232-18 

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

2 

3 Reso.lution of Intention to establish Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub..,Project Area G-3 and 

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

5 District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70); to call a ·public hearing on Septe~ber 11,· 

6 2018, on the establishment a.nd to provide public notice there.of; and affirming the 

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

8 Environmental Quality Act. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

NOTE: Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman; 
•deletions. are strike through ita[ips Tin~es }kw Roman. 
Board amendment additions are double-underlined; 
Board amendment deletions are strike_t}iroufil!lnormal. 

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

14 Franeisco Charter Sections 4.114 and 83.581 empower the City and County of San . 
15 Francisco, acting through the San Franci$co Port Commission, with the power and duty to 

16 use, conduct1 operate, maintain, manage, regulate and control the lands within Port 

17 · Commission jurisdiction; and 

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

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

20 legislative boc;ly for an infrastructure financing district; and, 

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

22 divided i.nto project areas; and 

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

24 lnt$ntion to Establish IFD), this Board of Supervisors declared it$ intention to establish a 

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

2 within the IFD; and 

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

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

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

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

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

8 First Amending Resolution, the "Resolution of Intention to Establish !FD''), this Board of 

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

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

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

12 Core), as a Pier 70 district; and 

13 WHEREAS, ln the Resolution of Intention to Estab.Iish IFD, this Board of Supervisors 

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

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

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

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

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

19 the Executive Director prepared the Infrastructure Financing Plan; and 

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

21 IFD), this Board of Supervisors, among other things1 declared the IFD to be fully formed and 

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

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

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

25 Commission certified a Final Environmental.Impact Report (FEIR) for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use 
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1 District Project (Case No. 2014-001272ENV) (Project) pursuant to the California 

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

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

· 4 Administrative Code. A copy of said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Boc;1rd of 

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

6 the actions contE?mplated herein, this Board of Supervisors has reviewed the FEl.R, concurs 

7 with its conclusions, affirms the Planning Corn mission's certification of the FEIR, ahd finds 

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

9 analyzed in the FEIR; and 

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

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

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

13 considerat"ion, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). A GOPY of said 

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

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

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

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

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

19 Project's MMRP; and 

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

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

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

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

24 

25 
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1 

2 

RESOLVED, By the Board of Supervisors as follows: 

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

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

4 pursuant to the IFD Law; and 

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

. 6 a. ·Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70,.. 28-Acre Site). Sub-Project Area G.,2 (Pier 70 -

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

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

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

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

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

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

13 IFD, which are amended to include (i) Sub-Project Area 0-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) within 

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

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

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

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

18 reference is hereby made for further particulars. 

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

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

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

22 Resolution of Intention to Establish IFD, and are partituli;1rly described in Appendix G-2 to the 

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

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

· 25 · including, without limitation, Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub""Project Area 
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1 G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), fa atta.ched 

2 hereto and incorporated herein. 

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

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

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

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

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

8 Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) (In each case except to the exte.nt 

9 permitted by Section 53395.S(h) of the IFD Law or as a result of the allocation of the ERAF 

. 10 share (as defined in the IFD Law) to fincmce the Facilities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

21 Supervisors. 

22 7. Public Hearing. That 9n Tuesday, September 11, 2018 at 3:00 p.m. or as soon 

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

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

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

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

3 Area G (Pier 70) of the IFD. 

4 8. · Notice of PL1blic Hearing. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby 

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

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

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

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

9 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) will be used to finance Facilities
1 

briefly describe the Facilities anq .the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

17 Supervisors. 

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

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

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

21 Board of Supervisors is further directed to mail a copy of this Resolution t6 any affected taxing 

22 entities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7 of any specific land uses on such property. 

8 

9 APPROVED AS T:O FORM: 
DENNIS J. HER 

10 City 

11 

12 

13 By: ___,,_-'rl-___ -4--+~~--

14 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Resolution 

City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Fife Number: 170878 Date Passed: July 24, 2018 

Resolution of Intention to establish Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and Sub-Project 
Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San 
Francisco, Pier 70); to call a public hearing on September 11, 2018, on the establishment and to 
provide public notice thereof; and affirming the Planning Department's determination, and making 
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

November 09, 2017 Budget and Finance Committee - RECOMMENDED 

November 28, 2017 Board of Supervisors - CONTINUED 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee 

December 05, 20.17 Board of Supervisors -AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE 
WHOLE BEARING NEW TITLE 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee 

December 05, 2017 Board of Supervisors - RE-REFERRED AS AMENDED 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee 

July 12, 2018 Budget and Finance Sub-Committee - AMENDED 

July 12, 2018 Budget and Finance Sub-Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED 

July 24, 2018 Board of Supervisors - ADOPTED 

City a11d County of Sm1 Francisco 

Ayes: 9 - Cohen, Brown, Kim, Mandelman, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Stefani and Yee 

Excused: 2 - Fewer and Tang 
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File No. 170$78 

Lbndon N. Breed 
Mayor 

Cil)! and County ofSmt Francisco Page2 

I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was ADOPTED on 7/24/2018 by 
the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of san Fr;;tncisco. 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case No .. : 

Planning Commission Motion 
No.19976 

HEARING DATE~ AUGUST 24, 2017 

2.014-001272ENV 
Prof ect Ti tie: Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

M~2 (Heavy Industrial) and P (Public) 
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts 
Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001, Block 4111/Lot 004 
Block 4120/Lot 002, and Block 4110/Lots 001 and 008A 

Project Sponsor: David Beaµpr?/Port of San Francisco 
david.beaupre@sfport.com, (415) 27 4-0539 
Kelly Pretzer/Forest City Development California, Inc. 
KellyPretzet@forestcity.net, ( 415) 593-4227 

Staff Contact: Mel!nda flue -(415) 575-9041 
melinda.hue@sfgov.org 

1650 Mlssiqil St 
Suite40.0 
S;i,h Fran~isco, 
CA 94103-2479 

R~c.eptibn; 

41~.li58.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfJJnrtation: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING. FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE PROPOSED PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT. 

MOVED, that the Sa;n Francisco .Planning Commission (hereinafter· "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 

final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2014-001272ENV, the· "Pier 70 Mixed-Use 

District Prqjeif' (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the following findings: 

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter 
"Deparhnenn fulfilled all proced:ural requirements of the Califo,mia Environmental Quality Act 
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA'')~ the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 

Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter ;n of the 

.San Francisco Admir).istr~tive Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A. The Department determined that an Envirorunenfal Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR'') was 
required and provided public notice of .that determination by publication in. a newspaper of 

general circulation on May 6, 2015. 

B. The Department helc:!. a public scoping meeting Dr:i M.a:y 28, 2015 in order to solicit public comment 
on the scope of the Project's environmental review. 

C. On December 21, 2016, the Department ptiblished the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(hereip.after iiDEIR'!) and provided public notice .in a newspaper of general drculation of the 

availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date artd time of the Flanning 

VNNJ .sf.planning. org 
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Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this. notice was mailed to the Department's list 0£ 
persons requesting such notice. 

D. Notices of availability of tll.e DElR and of the da,te cµlQ time of the pU:blic::heating were posted neat 
the project site on December 2i, 2016. 

E. On December 21, 2016, copies of the DEIR we~e mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requeflting it, to thol:!e hoted on the distribution Hst in the DEIR, and to government agencies; the 
latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 

F. A Notice · of Comple(:ion ·was fileP, with . ate State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on December 21, 2016. 

2. The Comhiission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on February 9, 2017 at which 

opportunity for public cominent was given; and public comment was reeeived on the DEJR. The 
period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 21, 2017 .. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments <;>n environmental issues received at the public 
bearing and in writing during the 60-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response tp .comments received or based on additional information that 

became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the OEIR. This material 
was presented in a Comments and Response.s document, published on August 9, 2017, distributed to 
the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon 
request at the Department. 

4. A Final· Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter ;'FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, 

consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became availabXe, and the Comments and Responses document all as 

required by law. 

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files 
are available for public review at the bepartment at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the 
record before the Commission. 

6. On August 24, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR 
and her€by does find that the· contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 

prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Fr;mcisco Administrative Code. 

7. The Planning Com.mission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2014-00U72ENV 
reflects the indepi;!ndent judgement and analysis of the City and County of San Fr~cisco, is adeqtJ.ate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains no significant 

revisions to the DEIR that would require recirculation of the .document pursuant to ·CEQA Guidelirte 

Section 15088.5, and hereby does CERTIFY 1HE C'.QMPL'.ETIQN of sald FEIR in compliance wi:f:h 
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

2 
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8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEtR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR would have the following sigrlIBcant unavoidable environmental impactsi which 
cpnnot be mitigated to a level of insignificance: 

A TR-5: The Proposed Project would cause the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus route to exceed 85 percent 
capacity utilization in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both the inbound and outbound directions. 

B. TR-12: The Proposed Project's loading dei:J+and during the peak loading hour would not be 
adequately accommodated by proposed on-site or -off-street loading supply or in proposed on
street loading zones, which may create hazardous conditions pr significant delays for transit; 
bicycles or pedestrians. 

C C-TR-4: The Proposed Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative trqrtsit 
impacts on the 48 Quintara/241h Street and 22 Fillmore bus routes. 

D. No:..2: Construction of the Proposed Project would cause a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity al::iove levels existing without the p:roject. 

E. N0-5:. Operation of the Proposed Project would cause substantial permanent increases in ambient 
n,oise Ieveis along so:ine roadway segments in the project site vicinity. 

F. · C-N0-2: Operation of the Proposed Project, in combination with other cumulative development, would 
cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

G. AQ-1: Construction of the Proposed Project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially fo an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and result ill a cumulatively considerable net incte;:tse in criteria air 
pollutants. 

H. AQ-2: At project .build-out, the Proposed Project would result in emissions of criteria air 
pollutants at levels that would violate an aJ.r quality standard, contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
polli.J.tants. 

I. · C-AQ-1: The Proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
futu.re developm~nt in the project ~ea,. would contribute to cumulative regional air quality 
imp ads. 

9. The Commission reviewed and considered the lnfbffilfttion contained in the FEIR prior to approving 
the Project. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
P~!'!ll'lll\lc;i DEPARTMENT 3 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED hy .the Planning Commission .at its regular 

meeting of August 24r 2017. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

. SAN FRA~msco . 

·Hillis, Richards, Johnson, Koppel( Melgar, Moore 

None 

Fong 

Aqgust 24, 2Q17 

. PLAl\INlf'G DEPARTMENT 
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Commission Secretary 
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S~N FRANC:lS.QJl ... · . .. . . ·.· .. . , . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Pl_annh1g Commission Motion No. 19977 
, .. H$ARING DATE: AUGUST 24, ~01f 

.CaSeNq.:; 
iJroject,Atfdreis: 
FX.i$ting ZQrifnsJ 

]3lOcldLot: 
froJect SpC>~or: · 
staff C:oritact: • 

. ······· . 
·2.oi4..:001272ENV 
fief 7.q · Mh~4..:tJf:le Ptp,jecl: ·· . 
· fyl'+.2 (H~avy'.1ndustrial)Zqrri.ng District 

d?, ¢.l,l~Hc) iol)in~ I)iSi;ri~ · · ·. · · • .• . ... 
4o"x and 65-{\ ;tte!ght artcl l}ulk l)fotricts. 

40s2Jooi; 4iiozoo1 ~Ci opsA; 4j1ifoo4:; arici 41~01002 
Pb~t ~J~ar1~r<m~i~s{)_aitd. FC Pi<?r?O~ LLC 

. Rie:ha:rdsucr~;.c41!:)rs7s"9.ios, 
~ichard:s~c~e(@~f!§~y:~~g, .· .. 

1650.Mission st 
Suite 400 · · 
San Francisco, 
CA. 94103-2479 

. Recep1ion: · 
415.558.~378 

F¥: . 
·415,558,6409 

Planni!J.g 
·lnf0rmat1on: 
. 415.558:6~77 

ADOPTING EN:VI~ONMENTAL . FINPINGS PURSUANT TO THE. CALIFORNIA 
ENJIRONM,EN.i'At ,Q1Jl\Uri. Ac:tr~C,:Ll:)l)I~G)~™.Di.NGS.QJT Fl\,CT, iiIN.t>mcs REGA)lDING • 
. SIGNIFICANTIMPACTS ANo;·srGNIFICANT:ANDtJNAVOIDABLE IMJ!ACTS;EVAL'UArlON 
bF; MrTIGAtIQ~·fy!El\_$,UJ{~s:A.N,bAt'.fE~~~s~. ~D·A.S'I:ATE~O.F 6\lERRil)ING • 
c():NsrnERATIONS l.l~i:A:r'Ep tq APPRQyAu; FOR TIIE . J.>IE.Jl to MIXED:-USE PRojEcr 
•("PJ,lQJcCT;')~·Lo.cAiEI>•oN.A:~SESSOR'S BLOC~ ~osiI,OT 001, BLO~K 4110.LOTSOOl andoos.A,. 
sLac::c< 41i:i toT oQ4 a+):d. B'Loc.t<Ai2o tor ()02! · ·· ·· · · · ·· · 

PREAMf3LE: 
·tf~:I?i~, 70 fyi}xed~U~e:Pr?Ject.. (''.Projed'')¢omp:tises~. project sit~ ofapproxirnately 35-acres1fotillded by 
•Illinois Stt¢et tci the west; 2.0th. $tr~f fo the n,orth; San Francisco Bay. to. th~. eci.st; anc;l<'.L2.nd Street• to the 
~o~th, T()g(!ther; . the Port. o{Sari. .Fi:~clsco: ('Por'q. an'd FCI'iei:: 70, :LJ/'. ('~Foresf Qfy';) ,· ~r.~ •. p~oj~f 

•. sportsorS: for the Pi:o}ect/rhe.Pi:oject is .<i mixed~hse P,ev:eIOpiileni: co11taiitlng two development areas--: the 
1'2S-Acre '.$ite;; anc( tile I/Illinois. Parcels'.;~that v,i~ii ii:iclude substanf.iqj_ resiqentlaf use$ (includiii_g 
affrird~bl'.e housing), offLc~,. re~ailr Hghtil,"tdusti:i?J.; arta; par~ arid open space areasi . . . 

. . . . ., .. · ........ ' ........... ··· ... ·····-- ............... • ,.· ... , ... :·.: ·· ....... ,. 

The ,;~~-.1\cte: site'/ . is: aJ:J, <ipproXim~teiy- 28-'~cre fu:ea fodited ~etwecil 20th; Jvfichigan,. ·and 22nd streets, 

and .$.ai\ Fr~n~isco Bay:. T1li~ site: fucl~~es' A.s~ssor's l31otk405,2(Lo~ 001 and LOi:QO~. and Biock 411 lf1ot . 
.QO~ fuld Lot _QM. >Ttt~; '~Illi:rlqis p<1fcel5" fcir.rn- ari approximately 7-am( site thai: coi:isisi:s of. an 
appr()~imi~el)7 ~;f.atr~ P()~t~owned . Par~efi, call~d . the/12.0tJ:lJI1lfoois. Parcei/' 'along Jllinois Street at ;wth: 
Stieei: {A.Ssessor's B1ock 4l1b/Lot.ootj. ancr the appmxl.mateiy :3~6-acre "H<?edown Yard," at Illinois .and 
22nd ,str~ts (A~~~s~r'.s. ~iock ~129/C~t bo2 and)lpck4110/Lbt 008A)" which is own~d by P(;&E. 'fhe 

. , Hoedovm Yard iri.cllides a Cify-o'Wned. O:;Z~acre:portioti of street.right~of~wa.y th.at. bisects the site: 

The Project would·.n~ione.·•the entii¢ 35-acre project site (indud.iii.g the 2S~Ac:te Slt~·.a:itd_ the•Illinois 

P~r¢els) 11n<l e;~bl4h la~d llS~ controls for thepr~j~~-t site Hrr~righ adoption ~f the Pier 7o Special Use 
· ·. D(stdct (SPD)> anci incoipqratioit qf design st:1rn:l.ards. aricLgi.iid~Unes · in a ptopo.s¢d Pif!_r 70 ·Design for 
. Deveiq:;m~;i t d~euI!leI\t;: The Proj~d w~uld 1n~luci¢ the rehabilitation ifud adiiptiv~ reuse of three ~f the _12 

vvV1Vv .. sfph~nnlng=.~cirg · 
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on-site GOntributlng resourceS lit :the 1Jnion Irqn Woi:kS Hisfoi:k Dist:rkti ~d'tet~nlion ()f tl:i.e rnlijodtY c)f 
qne qn'.'site· i::()nf::fibuti!lg resom:ce (ti:~h ffl.ii);'TI1e, Ptpjec:t wou1d dernol.islr eight rernaiJ:ii!lg ori.~~Ue 

·.i:~t\1:t;::.:~:~;•.~!.~!i~1~1~~:1~~~:.8-~l~;~~;~~~;~~;r:ti::~~1:a;l~~~~!~. 
!ffid - affordable; residenti<ll.. t,ts~, corot11ercia~ :U:sE!, RAq uses{ pa,rking. . shoreHne h~1.provement:S; 

infi:~tructUre development <;md· $treef hnprovern~~~~ <m4 pubUc qpen 1>pcic:e;.· The Prn}~c;t; involves ~ 
.flaj?J~)aP.cl µ~e pr9gti¥li rin9:et v..rhi~h certaiit p~r.cels. on ~e' p~oj~cfai~e co11lsl: ~.e desi.grlated for. .either. 
c:omro~rdar-offi~e. or -iesiife~tl~l .U:ses, ci:ep~dipg on;' fil.hl'.re, mari<:et. dim8J'i4" Dep~J1dfrig on the use~ 

. proposed; .the J?roject \voi.fltl include benve~n 1,6~5 tq 3(QZ5 resi(i~ntiif uni~s;. a ·m~~m: ~f ·Uoi,zsd to ; 
2j62,356< grqs~ ~Ciu~~ £eet(ish qi c.ornrn~rci41:dffi~~ ~~' arid a.: p:;_~m~~:of,494j10q. t~ 1t(s;7qo i~f oi 
.retail-ligb.t, i.ndustria,I~arts use. The J?roj~ct. also •4icl;ud~ C()I1$trµ~tibl\. q~ tr?Tl$P0.~4tlon <µld si:rcul~tion, 
' iillproy~r,±leiits~ neyr a;nd.~pgtadeq µtill ti¢~ fi.rid fufrastructW€!~ .geofechriicat artd ~h~re10e ·UtjprovemeiltS( 
f.leliwe~ $,i15 tq: 3~;345' c:iff~streetpaiking sp"1c:es .iii. proposec;!, bull.dlngs ~d. di$.ttid pai:king sl:n,lctP..r~;
#d 11W.e ~ci~ of p\!bHcly~\JwIJ,ed oi>~ri::~piic;e. Nei_W::~ti~idi{tgs,, w~ml~ tcirige.iri: h~igr~'.frc:P. s9 !o,·90 fe~t, 
conii?tent w~th Propos~tior; -F; w.i:lid:i w<is passec(~y;San F:i:<itlclsc(J':V.9ters it\ No.vemb~I.'2.oi4, Under th°e 
.J>roj¢ct~ cfovelopnl.ent of tli:ia 28~Acre Site w94Idiri.cludt(iip to appro~n::tateiy•3,42.2_,;26(5 gsfof:cq11sfy11c#ori. 

.;;::,~n!tEpifSF~~;~t~~t:!;~LSt!~~~~:~ 

. ~~~~ss()cy P?fltjii.g). N~~ bU:gcil:rJ.gs ~:n tpe mh16is Parc;~is wollid not ~exceed:~. height of 65 feeLthe Project 
·u.;~q~e:p~~13t1y ~~gib~d ll;\.Atta:chrti~ntA•<~~liei9w)/ · · · 

. Puri:;uant~fo.··fil1d:.·in ~c;cord#nc;~ ~th.the. reqllire1Ilen.t5.o£.S~on 2)CJ?4 ?£.\:EQA af.ici.$edioljS ·15063and• 
. tsq~2 ~ffue CEQA Guidelines~· the San Frand~co,Pfanning .Department. ((IDepartinenf'), as lead agency; 
· ·puJJli$.hed .• ~Ili:l dro.ifa.teQ.; a Notlte 9£ frep;µ-<ttioit. (".NQ;P,!') . o:ri;;.:fyfa:y. 6~ 2,D15; whidi notice solicit~d 

·~i!~!~t~I!~~i:~€~f$~~i~i~~t~ 
.ichs;•at the 'Pott of sari:Fiancisco/Pler i.. . 

' . . . . . . . ' '. . . . . . . . ~ ... • . ; . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . ' . 

. Puring• ili.e, ?-pp:t6x.irna.-telj }o:day pub~ic_. stoping;c p~riqd th'ci(erided: oP: jun,~: S> 2015~ · .tfle bepar~ent 
accepted comments b:om agencies .cul.d. k~ei;est~d pcuii.~ 'ihaf id,entified:, erwironmerit~J i,ssµes that shou1cf 
ber adc,tr~ss¢ir{tJ1e ~)J{~ C9wmei:)t$ ~~t!liv~d · <:ItJ:rlrtg 1;1~e}c:pping. p~?¢ess wer~ C()J::\si<:fe~ed. ~r1 pr~par~ti9i1: 
. 9.f the Draft: EJR . 

. :i . " .. ' . . . . . . . .. .. ' .. .. . . . . ....... :. . . .. " .. . .. ;.. . .. . ,.,, . . .. 
The .P.rojectSpop_Sors·.des:erllx:l th~ RALI use-as .induCJ.ingneighboi;l).9o<lcserving: retail/ ~rt!;: actiyity ;eating and. driil)<lrig plai::es, 

prodrictio~ dlftribrttio~ ~d repair, Ii~htrnan~f(lcfurlOg, and·entertaiitin~t.~taJ?lisluriffits, . .· . .. . . . . 

SAN FRANcisco ' . . . 
'PJ..ANNINO PEPAJITMENT 2. 
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M<1ifonNo.1e~11 
AY!lY~t, 24~ 2011 

CASE NO :iQ;14.,001272ENV 
·· Pi~t'toMix'~<j~~~~ Proje~t 

. The Deparnnent pn:ipared the Draft EtR; Which. d~scr~l:Jes the Draft EIR Projed arid the e1:wironm.eµt~L 
~etthig; ~~lyzes potehtial unpa~ts; idezj.tifi~~ Al,i.~gation m.~~sin-~ for impa~tS fo~d to be significail{~r 
pbteiitia..lly signtficant; a!ld (!Ya,l~ates alternativ¢fi to. the pi:iift E,pl Proje~t. :~e })raft EIR C1s8es~es the 
. poteritiai .. 2()nstructio6.: ~d op~r~tion~l · imp~ct.s 'ot th.e Dr!lft .· Ei~. Ptoje.ci. ~n th~ env#oniTient, ~nd .the 
.rotentjaI .. cµmul;;iHve ·impacl:l;.ass()d~ted with~. the Draft EU{ Project•ir\·•cor,ri.biµation with' othe,r·past,. 
~pFesent, ~~: f.utilre;acti?ns ·yvitli pote~tial fc)i: Jrnpq~t$, o~ th~ :same, re~~urce~'. 'The cirlaiy~is of potential 
envirop.nlenb:il impa,ds irJ. )he, [)raft EIR utilizes .signlflc<;1J\ce criteria that ;:µ:e based OJ:f the Saµ Fr~qsco 
Planning oeJ?art1nen~ Envi~orimentat Plarining I>ivisiqri gUidancereg~ding the ~nvirormental ei£i!ct5 i:o. 

~:~J:ri~~tr~~;~!J:rq~:~~s:~~i:~;t!~b~~iiig Divisi~n'.s· ~ici~¢e is, µt ~rn, based 0~ ciqi 

Th(;i J)~p<;trtinel}t pul::?ii~hecla praft Erl{ f()r i:lie pi:bj~t C>i} P¢~f!m~r2i/2.0i6; <lll~ cgcu1~ted th¢ Draft :Eu1 
to.Jpcal, fi~te; an.4£ecier~l agepdes.andto in~er~stedprganiz~Ho~ and indiyidu(ilsfo£pµi>1ic;revie:l1• .Oil 
Dee~mber iii. zoi6, the Departt)let1,t ~lso. dfstribtih:d nc/tices of availability ofthe Di:aft' EIR;. publisheci' 

· notific9H6n of its. av<tiia~ilifr .in <i .n~yvspipei ?£ g6.i:1:er~l d~<:Ulati(f n in S~n Fr~ii:dsco; posted. the no ti<;~ of · avaiiabiiity at the $an. Ftanclscp QotintfC:lerk'~ office;. arid postedri()tices at lpcati0.11.$. within the projec{ 

.~;:;t~~::~~~~f;:~Js;1ta*~~r~~~1-1~~tf;~~!~~~!FJ::j~1a~l;2~b~ic£l=-i~ts~~h1d·~::• 
~!~:S~~~/tr~t:ir~}~hi~~Z!Z~e~2t~t~~~fif~,•t:d.~:~;:~t:•~:=1.r~:;~a:r!i• 
ac~7pt~c:l: pU.,1Jl1s .c?m.*'¢nt on me I;>r~ J;:W'. ifnti\J.l~1?~~!)7' ~t~ ~91? '. . 

.. . .. . . . . .. . . .. 

The S<J.p.i:Fran¢~cci Pli.i.nhing bepartxnent then prepared .. the Commepfa and Responses fo Ccnn:ments o:q.,. 

~f~=~=:~::~,!~~;J~a~:~l~!ii~e~!i:Siii~~~!.~:~:e~~~:c?~;!~~=~:md~?~s·~9pi~s· . 
. Dutfpg .t1le; peri(),<l befyle~n. pu~lic~tiqn o.£ ~el?ra£t I!:J:R and t;he, RT<:; ~.?c~~~t, th~ Vr?ject $popi;gr hil~· 

!:~~i:~;:~;~!E~;;~~!~E~i~:~!p£~~;~~'.~{~'.jr!ri:~s 
would J,1\~iill#~ th~ oyet~11V:oli1,~e o~ ~xqavated s~ils·~ci.J:b.e'~u.i)lb~r ofrjff-rau,l tiµ,t}StJ:ips reqU:fred f()r 
ilie . tJ:anspoff. anq. disposal of ~cav:ated soils.' tJil.<ier the Wastewai:~r . Treatrneri:t and Reus~ System 

i~~~~r=~~~~;:~!;rJa~~~~~!t1L~;{~1i%S 
iefyded. arici jl1;;it afi. newly ¢ori.Sb,:ucted b\j_ildirigs W()tild .~o~~ a disp'ict sy1;~er:il. Fiajtlly; the lrish,:l~ill 
. f:>a:Ssageway Variitilt wouJd realign the propos~ ped~strian pass~g~wuy befWe¢n: Iliinois Stre¢t. an~ the: 
proposed IriSh ffin· P1aygt~uU:d iri, ord~r to:· crfate. ·~. ~e\V co~id~r, throtigh th~: pr~p~~d. infill 
. cq~striltj;io11; Jroiri nifn..o~ Stte.etJO !he frisli: :Hill la!lci;;eape feat:ure.1Jnder this Vfiliant; the 40,;,Jqot~Mde 
. pe<le&tria;n passageW~y coniw~till~ .I1li,noi~, S,i:J:e~t and tl;t~propose~ 1ris4 IIiilPt~ygioun,4 would ~ep~r~.te cqrtstruction within P~rc;et ~~ and ParcelHD.Y2 at tli,~ southwest cor!lei of the project, site; 111e 

pedesttfan: passagew~y' woutd be shifteci riotthward by appfoxlrnately. i69 feet, to bisei:t Parcel PKS • 

SAtl FRANCISCO . . 
· PLANNIN(l; DEf>A.RTMENT · 
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Motfo.n t'J'Qd ~~7'._7'' 
.AU,QYSt241 Z-01?·• 

:CA.$J; NO'iOt4~QD127'2_£;NV 
)?tf~i toMi.~eq-U~e. Proje~t 

(~hich woµId pecoUJ.e PI<Sl and HoY3:w!th. thisv?ilan.t); to aliOw views of the western fac.e ofthdrish 
lfiJl rf3Inn.aiitfr,o¢. :I11il)ois Sti;.e~t: Tues~ Y<\Tl<VttS _were fully i>fti.died I~ !:4Ei P:taf(~IR.: . . . 

ill. .a.dditiori to. c;l.escribing and• a.n.aly?;ing · tl:te. physic:at en;virol11Uenm). <i1llpad:s of:the revisions tq . fue 
. Proje~t, the \nc d~qi~~nt;proyided a;dditloilaj; upd~ted ihf9rmatj(?~, :cl~ift9ittoll. ?Ii(l ~o~ffiqatfnjls'.c:>J1, 
issu.es rcrlSed; b.y c;omrrtenter:i; ?(> weJl ai(P.Jann.ing Department staQ-friitiated tE:!J(t chflllges t.o the tJr<ilt ~lit 

.~z~:~:~~~~~~~~~1~1~?J£:Z~::! 
·:Prati; EIR · i:hat wocld, i hi.dl~1Q.u.aJJy o;, coriectiv~iy coni~Htu:te sfgiiliican.t new ·woUn..~tlpJ1 withm.: ·t!Te. 
:I'I).e<µling of: Rublic Respµtces Cod~ Section 21092,1 or CEQA •Guidelines. Sectiort. 150885 so as. to Xeq,uire 
teciia:lI~jjO.P.:qffue·F~{E.iR (or iU;.y:pq;li6r·i'.the~e9f):ud4~~ CEQA. ill~ RTC <l0cilll1;erit5.:~~· ~peeric1i~~s 
and. all st{pporting. jnfopnati()n contain 1\0. • µlform;atjoJ:l. r~ye.aiing (1) <;tpy ;new. sigaj#.can,t eh,vif.qnpi:enta} 
±~pact th~t 'W-tjul<l · ~~s.4i~, fr~m ~~. J?rqject qr' fj:<,uµ· a · h.~w.· gtlt.ig~ttPn.: we~tir~ "Pr~pos~& tP.. ~e 

. hriplerne11te4 C2.) llll.Y ~ubstarit,i4 increase. fu fu.~ s,e.yeilty ~f' ~ pre.v.iot1~lyj9~t.Jietj: .ep,ytr9pnj_e.lital irµpac;t, 

. (3). iµly • f~~llile :proj~f.: aiterriatiy~ 9; n)itlg~µ9p: m~~µi.!;i:}9Pi.i~~f~p\y cUff¢.ie);i.t~f.X<)m:9fu.~s pi_~Vi~il~i:r: 
anai y:zed ih~t would ci~arly lessen i:he enviro~e.fit~'. iW.pacts of the Proj~d; I;iut fuq.t w.<J.S rejed;~d bi the 

.• pr<;>i~ct.'sp()rtSd~, pr (~)that 'tile })raft ~~ was so itu;idfiin~~tallY: an4. })~i~ly. inaci~qtJ,<j.ie <md. • c;:qnc::~~ry. 
fa rt~ture that meaw:nifulpubli~ :review 'aitd :c-o:rnm:~f wet~.pr~ciua¢d. . . . .. 

" 

The Comirtl,ssibn l:evfew(:)d <ITT<i. co:nSidered fhe !'j;tuil E!:\yirpp:ffien~al JP:ipaP: R,epQ~t (I1F'.!R) fi).r the Projed 

·;l4~~-:~~:··~~~!,~~;6J~!:ttiJ~~k~:.··~1J:i:9~~~ir:~~tl~~~i:.~:~~u~~:·:~::~~=:~: 
C.ode sectioµ ~ioob ef $iq.): <;'C$QA"); the .¢E,qA,cilid;eliiies (14 ca(C:ode J1eg;· s-e<:fion 15.000,# s&q.),_:~iid 
Qiap~er ;310fthe ~~-F~~d~~d:A~rilii:tlsfra~;e c(>d'.e~ · ·· · · · · · · · · · -_ · · · · ·· · · · · · · ·· · · · · · ··· 

1he C9inmi$siqn f.ou..n«;l the.I1.EIR Wa~ ·;.!Sf eqttat~~ ll~¢Uiat~ i;mc:lj:ibj~ye, i:~fleqed tli.¢ t11qepencie.tit aria.Iy$fu. 
a~dJv~~ent•·~f tbe .D~~F~~t apd\he ~1aruj¥g:C~~k~i¢if;.~~ ~a.(~~~~~of~~~~htf. a.I.id. 
respo;riSes c;ontaihed no. signifkant :iev:i~ions ~9; the,· D~aft EIJ.\ and ¢ertified. the F~alEIR ,for J4e· Project .~it 
. comf?ii~c~ V<lfu ~EqA;,·fu~ CE9~G'qfqeitileS.: ajd ~~pt~~Stby itS, M6tl9ti' No:,'i99.76,;' . . . . . . . . . . . 

·.z;~~t!t~";t~:i:k~~'.;::::;~i~~::iec1.·40"'1be<1•··~·.~ ·Fllll<.W¥J•·~~··th, 
• C.aiis~ one i11dividtjal Mi;t.n_i_ tqut~ (4~ Qi:/.irl9J:'3f21'lh .S.rree~ l?tiS, ·rout~ }~o ~i:.~~. 85, P.f!ro~nt' · 

: .~apadti Ji.truzat).011 m the ~.rii .. ~~ p.:m~ :pea.k'h,gurs fo be;>$ ~the fuho~d ,.m;;r ()utbouitd. d.i!ecti.Qnsi 
• 't:~ilse io;;i.dip:g iiimlan<(cii:t~mg 1fw p¢~k,'I9a.'cting ,h.oµr. fo .not ~e ~4~qu.P:MY a<;:coinmod~fe.ci l;>y 

pi~po~e.4 on~s.il:e/6££.:si:r~t Ioaslii1g:supply ()r}n pf6po~y.9: o,il,st;r.E'.et}~a~ih~ z.q11esj wltich 111aY 
CJ;eate:h.azardotj,s c611clition1:>,or si~iP:cantq~Ja::fs fi:)r tt:ans~t,bkydes;orP.ed~strians; 

• c6httibut¢ COlliliderably fO sl~icarit rumuJatlve J:r<iriSit impa~ts. or{the 4:~. Qui;ntara/.24bi Sfre~t: 
arie:i22:Fillnio~ebus.r6ti~~; .,' .. ,, .... ···· · ....... • •· , ·' , . . . ..... ·.·.:·. 

• ¢~iise a sukstanti~f t~mp.opny or p¢iipdfc 'fnGre<i$e. fu airibi~t Do~se l~vei.S. a;urtng ~onstnittipn hi. 
lf.te project ~kiµity abqve ie:v~IS eifutiµg without tJ:le. project; · · 

4, 
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·· M9tJ;qr1· N.o, 19,~7'7' 
Augu&t24;, 2017' . . .. ... ~ ...... •'. .: . . . . 

CA$E No 2Q14-001.2f2E:NV 
Pi~I' 7:0. Mix~ci-LJs~ ProJ~c:t 

. . . . . . .. 

• Cause substantial permanent D}creas,es ip, aJ?biept nqise levels iri t):le project vicfuity (22rui Stre~~ 
. [east of Tennessee Street t(). eaS.t of IlHnois Si:rget ]; and U1ii;iois Street [201r. Stre.:t to south of i2°<l: ... 
:str~etn/. ·· · · · · ·· · · · · ·· · · · · · · ···· · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · , · ·· :~: · · 

. . 

• . Combirte "v'.'ith. cumulative. devefoprrtent to. cause a. subsfantial perJJ;lane11t increase in ani.bi~nt 
. noise levels in the prpj~l:vi.cinify (22~<lstreet [ ~ast of tr erui.essee Sti:eei: tb e~~tot min.bis S#etit] 
andillinoisStreet[20~Street to so.uth of 22°d Str~et])i. 

•• Generate fugitive dust and criteria air polli,itffii.ts dii~i11g ~on,stJ:U~f:i.61\ ~h.ich:V,rould viq~ate <111 ajr 
quality standardicontci})Ute sul{stantia}ly to an existiilg of 'projecteci afr quality' viol~~ion, a.t.id 
resttltin a eurrml~tivelyp)n~id~able net i~~re~$e in cril:~ria kit pollll-tant:s; : ·.· . . . . 

•· Result inc?perational emissions: qrci,ilteria .. air. pollut?.llts atl~ve.l~ tlJatwould, yi6le:tt~ Cl,ll air quality 
standard~ cofitribui:e tq ari ex!sfinj{br pi:6jeded ;.ifr quality yfol~l:i9n,, a[ld J'~qul~ in ~ 0.irtn.il~tivel y . 
consjderabie n~f kcie;IB~ fa c!iteda. air pollutant&; ati<l . . . . 

• •Combine ~it~ past, present, and,teasonal:)ly fore$eeapfofuture. (levelopIJ:lerii. ir;i t;he pi;9je~t <i.fe?, t() 
c~ntri~utefo (:u~ufu.iive~egi9J:l<l1.air qualifyunp~cts~ . ... .. ... . ... . .. . . .. ··.··· ... ... . . . . 

. ··:: . . . 

·The Planning C:6ii:Ui:liSsi9Ji: Seo'etary i~ thE! eustcidi~xi of remrd,s. for'tli,e Pliiiilling Pepa:i;fffient rri~terial~, 
located,.ln .tlie File: for Caq¢ No: Z014-00i272EN.Y, atl650 Mi~~ioi:t:Street,' Fourth, Floor~ S,;,n fra'n~isco, 
· (;alifornia •.. 

Ort Augusf 2(2017, the Comrni$sfori cond,udyd idilly noticed pu'bl~chea~fr.ig ai: a r~gµlarly;~edt1led · 
meeting on'. Case No> 20l4-001272ENV to constder. th~ apptov~l of the Project~ The ¢i:m,1ri:iiSsi\Jfl: h~ ~ea:d:L 
and, coris,id~re9 th~ t~thno.rty pr~~efitaj to _it ·at :tile ptr~li~ hem;h1g #L4 il~s'furth~r: toi;iliid~re~, written' 
materials, and or,al testimony presente4 on ~eli.aif ofth~ I'r9je~t,, the Pianrting Depa~hnentst'i.ff~ ~pe'rf:~ 
conslllfants l:ln(i'othE!r intei·ested p~ties. ..·.·. .. ' . .. ' ·.· .. ' . .. .. 

This CoxrU:nissiori,. h?S re\>iewed ,the ~tjr~ Ie\:oni. pf this, proceedfog( th~, .Envirortri\entil 'Fiilc!ii1gs, 

~=a?i~I:~f~i:~;~J:1;:~L~:~~:~rra~1~~dE~ 
incorporated fully by i:his referer1ce, ,,,;Jildunater!al vvas made availabie to the pulJlic; 

. . ... . . . .. .. . .. . . "•" •. ... . ·. ······ .. . . ·... . ·· .. ····"·' . 

MQVED~ thatthe .PlfilUJI.ng Goiluriission hereby adopts these firidfugs under.>t:lle caiifomia 
~nvirc)n.ffi~tal Qu~litY Act,, inchidi~g r~jectfo:g ~1tk~riathr¢s ,~s irtle~sib~e· ail& adoptfug. ~' $tate~~r\(qf 

.•. ~vAt:~~~e~f~;i!~~~r-~:~s~S:i~~~~~=::.~:::e~c!J~e~~t;!;!iJ:g~~··MM@:·l:ltt~~e4: 

SAN FRA.NC!SCO . . 
PLAMN!~Q; D.\EPA!in,M.E\'>IT 
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AYES: 
·NAYES:~ 

ABSENT:·· 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO . 

ruin§Joljl~Qrl~)<*pp~+; M.~lgar, q§q£.~ ~~ ~cl:larcik .. · 
None 

Ft>:n.g:· 

f\tigil~t 2,4, 20.17: 

. ~· 
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· ~·otip,n _NQf, · t9.@77 
Aµ9µst 24t ~Qt7 

Attachment A 

FJNb1r-JC3s dF FACT; E.VALuAfrow.·dF Mlii<:'iAr10N :IYIJ~A$.UJ~i:;s ANb 
AL.TERNATIVES1 ANO STATEMENT QF0VERRlblNG'CON·SID5RATIQNS 

AQ.g\J.$~241, 291'7' 
'' ' 

In detenitini.ngfo approye the .Pier 7q, Mix~d-Use Projec:t ("Prnject''), as de~c,ribe.d ill SeCtion LA;froject 
Pescriptior{, beiow;the folIOwing findings of fac,t:.~nd dect$ioris regarding. (!litlga,tio):l:me~st,tres in<{ 
alt¢matives are.niade <md adopted, and the statetperif ofo:Verridlng i::()ljsiderittli?,llil i$ made'.andacfopted, 
b~ec:l ori ~~s~tial e~d,ence rnthe wlJ,ole record of ·tlli~ ;proceedfug :iin<t ~der :th~ (:alif9~a 
}:k.vironmental Qu<?:li_ty . Act, Califon:Uci, P~hlic Res()ur~e5 Code ,Sajicin;s. 2i096-21189.3 ·· C¢$q1\.''),. 
partio,ila:dy Sections :no81 anq2lO?L5, j:he Gu~d~ilite.sfi).r.iffipl~ili~tatioilo,f ¢EQA, C;i}#orrlia <1<?4e &f 
I{eittfations> Titie 14, Sections lqbOo-)¥~87 ("¢~QA. :<:;µi.deiine!t)( · {JarnCU1irr.1y. S~ctioris 156Qi • th!oug6. 
_ 15093, anq ?l<J.p~er 3f pf the San frai1~1sc? A,d:rnirostra~!.ye 9-i~e, ·. 

This. document is Organized as follo\.y-s~ 
... , . .. . . . . ... •".. '" .. 

Section: . I prci\iides i description of th~ proj~ propOS(:ld for adoptio~(. proje.cf objectiv~~; the 
eii_~hoJ:1rnental review. process for • the :project( t:he : a.pproval astions t~ be: taken;, ·'imd the focafion; of 
records; . . . . . . ' . . . . ·. . . . . . . . . 

Secf:iin~ llidentifiestl;le iinp~cts thatvtete nof smdied.irtthe.EiR; . 
· .. · ...... ··... ..··.· . "'. ,, . ..'····· . ... •. .· 

S.ectfo~ m !i:lentifies the impacts fotind. nqttQ. be signifi~~ttliat ~b npt .r~qu;fre'.njitigati{>p:; 

.Sectio:ii IV. . iden.tifies potentially significant imp~~. thaf ~all Pe . ayoicied. pr .• redl!ceq J9. les1;~than ~
sigruficant levels throughn1itigatio~ and dt=scribes the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Sect;icin y ~dei:ltiP,B$. signi~cant impa'cjs that cannot f.ie av9ided o;i: reduc;e.d t9les~0t)::ian~significarit. leyels 
and d.es~rlbes ~ny applica~le iJ:l{tigaH.:on measii!e~:as iv ell as ':the dispositioJ:l o~ th;e i:riiti~atfonmeasrires; . 

Se('.tfon \TI evalua.tes the different prcij~ a!terriatives and tlie ~oncl'm_ic1 legal, social; tecffi,i,6Iogical; ¥1d 
. other. eori$ideratl9ns that st,lpport approval of the project artd the rejettiori as ihleasible (>£ alterrtaJ:ives; cit 
elements thereof, an.alyzr;d; and . . . . 

SAi! FRAllCISCcl 
PLANNING PEPARTNIENT 7 
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. '~ 

:JY'Lot,i.Ph P4q~ ta,~nt . 
:Ay·Q,V~t ;?4.~: 2Q.~ 7· .. ·· · ··· 

Secfi.!JIJ, ViJ:•pres~IB. ;i state.I!lent of: overriding i::onsi4ei:atlc~ns setting J9rth$peCi~c poias,ons In suppo~t.~qf 
. the acti&ns. fbi the. rroJ~ qlld the rejoctio~ as w~~i}Ji0, of~~· a,ltemative# no~ incorporateti intc) --~~ 
project •• 

The i\iitigatiol\ M~nitori!ig and Repbffiri~ rio~am ('i~;;), t~~. thE.l: fnitlgatibi.i:me.asur~s;,!h<ii• ~ave 

···=r~p;~~::J:tciEcif ~d:::zit;r;i~~i.~d~~~d:~~i::~\~pii~~~~~+:i!id.~:· 
table s~ttjng 'forth e~d1.mttlwtiqn w.ea1>u.re itsted ~n th.e Fina.t E.nvirpnntenfl:l.l Irrtpad Report for th~ Pr:9ject 
e·~u{~t f:tR~J tj;l~tJs. ri;)qu#ed::tQ. ~~dus~ ;o~ ~\;oi~ ~, s.1Srii.ftca~t~~vei-$.e iirii?~ct: ~•Tue ·~· .~:>9 sp:e~ifies 

·•::n:;~::t:~tit~~Bi~~:~::::~;!ti~:l:tt:e~al~£~~~i~:.:=~~~··~ctio~··~rid.•a· · 

• ~~:zt ~~~!~~~~!~!;t~:~~i~t7~~k;1~1:~t~i~!b~:::sili:rs:r.~~9~t~;~~!,j 
Enyironmeritallmpact Report e~DrafLEIR'! or ~~nmR'.") 01'.·fh~ Response$ .to 'c0mments. do.cumerit (''RffC~) 

.. iii the fiP,al EIR:are for ease,of rt:!ference and ~e ~6f int~Cf.ed to provide. <:ill exhaustive list; of the:ezid~c~ : relieg upon fOr these fiii_dings; . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 
· 1. · ,J?R'.ow,~to~~¢~;i:iRN".olit~crtv.~d3N\?;iilo~1.{~i¥t!\.v~~;JiEw:;ri.tq:Q:s~"· 

" . , .· Af:l,'P:;P:!'A:LA.C'JlO.NWAWDRlil<;Ol!P.~. ,~ . . . ., 

· ~e [ffoj~~ 't~ ~·.mi~~~-~~ 1 4~vel~pitl~r.i{p!pj~t,:1~1te~.P~;.a!l appio~a~elf ;35~??,"*~ ptjrt~p·~f?:~~lQ · 
Jioundec,i by Illin01$. S,treet to the.:w~st/~.Oth. Si:reef fo, the nqrt;J:v Sip R+:anci$Co BaY tq the e~t; a.i;i.d'22it(i 

~~~:~l~r~t~~~rTthie~~~~~!r;~~~;r~~;~~~1t~lo~1*~~!~:i~{~~~itilir$.1~J,.~!: . ''Illinois :Parcels/f. The "28~Acre Sib:{'is :an apprmd.mately 28~acre area lofatizd b'ei:W¢eri'.20fu, :Mh::higan~ 
: aj:td ~2nd streef.s;. and San Frandsco Bay/This sitemcliides.As~esso:i;'s l,3lock1'()!J2!{.:o.t QO.l, a;n<l,.LotQ.02 ai;t9, 
· .8i(>cic: 41.11/L~~•oo3 .¢ci ·Ltii: oo{ 1ire•.'rn11~~is P~rtet5+£otili<lli appto~~f~if 7~~c;t~'. ~te 1#.Wc~fdt~ :;;£ 
· ap; appro~wafelJ~-~~cr:e.1,'.9rt~o~~d•p~ff€Jl~. pllecl ·.tii,~: '.;~6*1fiili.nqtS.fa,r.seI/':·along .Iiliil:()is $freet.~~"~()i;i) 
;·.S!I¢~f(A~s¢i;so~s.~l~41JQ/Lpt:OQ1).·aµd,tJ:i.eapproxtmiit.ely:3A~a<:r¢·!tff~~~oyro:Yi:IT~/:a:f;!llii'.ioJs:.i:µl.<i 
22ii.a. sti:i:ieti; (Asse;11or' s Bto~k 4iioitof ooi cind. Bloc~; :4n O/Lot OOSA)~. W.l}i<1.: is. 9W.ned. 6y rc&ij .. The 

· U~edow11Yai;J i~d~de1> .a. dl:)r~qwngd !n-~9-e port:toi,'qt 1>tr~eff~ght-o!-wa!th~~ ~ll>~Jhe i;it~ · · ·· · 

~~ect~;~~~~~;;~;~:J;f:;:~r:".;,~~~~~ 
. dedicat~d to retail/artSilight-ihdustrial ('!UU~) Uses'.' in addi#on;.two. parcels .on the project site (Parceis 
er an.cl. Cz)!eoµl4 be. de,velppe4 far. sf:ructU.r~d · p?rking, residential/¢or±unercicil use, 9r soldy i;;0Sid.el'l,tiai 
:lls~,' d.ep~nd,ing ,on fµhite' !ltatk~t d~4.£o'(: parkfu.g and 'future travel ~~an4 P,atte~~ ,tfo".'eiop:rlient of 
the .28-i\ci;E:) Site would.;Jn~iUdg·up:tp a maxim.um ofapproxirri.ately 3;4ii,Z6q gfoss square fei:{ (g~f) of 
. ¢o~tl;'uctlon :.m. :n.ew. buihllngs .•and'.. intp~ov¢rrtents tQ ' ib<i.St{ng .. &.rtJ.ctures ( e~¢h.idbig· fiqmi.re footage 

··~~~ri!~:~~t~tc;;J:~~~~!;~t~kis~:tt:~~~tts~;t:!~~u~::~~;~::~~:y~6tlodis:f~•~1~: 
1'uildirigs; thes~ new :buildin:gi; wo:uld 11.0~ exc~ecl a height of 65 feet; which' l~. ili.e existing height )irfiit 
. al~hgll1Jno1s~fy~et~n botl\the Port~o~ed and J:h~west~hpoi:tibn\)f th.~ Boe~cj.yil Y;;ll:d/ '; .· ' . 

SAii fl!AiWisQO · . .. · . . .. · 
f".LANNING OE.Pl'!,RJ;'!lllEN:T . 
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· M'.oti:011 No; tfl97''i 
AlJ£iu~t··241.··~lQ17 

A. Project Description. 

1.. ?roject ~?catioll and Site Chat(lderistics. 

a. ProjectSit~ and Vicinity. 

Tb.e 3~~aq;e project site is located within th.,e 69:-~q;e ~i~r 7:0 area on San Fran9-sc0 Bay i3.long Sap. · 
. FranciSco' s Ce11tra1 .WaterfronJ. It: is just· soutl(of MJ.ssion Bay South and east of the Potrero Hill and 
Pogpatcli. neighborhoods. the' A!nerkan Industrial Center, a ;latge multi~tenailt lighi:~fudustri;tl 
buildhlg; i.s foc~ted ~c:r~ss rnfu~isStre~t, yv:~s~ ~£.the Illinois Parc:~l~. To the north ~fthe pr~ject slle :~~. 
the. BAE Systems. Ship Repafr ·facility, the .2.0th St;reet Historic Core (Historic Core) .of the. Union Iron 
. W Q.tkS Blsforic DistriCtJ £Uture Graue. (:ove· Park \construction of which is. sclteq11].¢d, tb begin iJ:l ?.016)~ 
and. the Mission Bay sotl.th I'edevefopmE!rit area, To the south 6f the projeci site. are PG&Ws: Potier(). 
Substa:tion (a furlctioning high-:voltage transmission. stibstatioq seiving San Francisco), the 
ci~coiUffiissio~e~ Potrero Power Pi.mt, and the Trans Bay Cabie co'nverfo{ statioh, v/hiq-l conii:ect(f:h~ 
Pitts~W:g~Sa;n< Francisco 400~Tii.egavvatt i:lirect:-Current;: uuderwaJer electric tiaj:ls~sion. cabl~. to 
PG,&E' s eiecidc:ity transrnissfon · grM. by. vv-ay · o(the · ~otrero. SJ.fbstation, There is a. . dilapidated . pie~ 

~:~:~~t~~~:!!~:;~e ~~oEi~ Fr.ancisco, Bay ~edi~t~Y, rt6rth~ast ?.£the ~l.ip~ays; 1J\lffa not 

Tue p:rojec{S.ite CUL(ently con;tp]ns ;:tppro~1mate)y ~51;,$00 gsf q{pµildhtgs and t~ciliti~s; p:io~f of wN~h 
are .. cieiei-~or~tfug~ c~rrent.use{~)li.ilie·:8ite;•·a1,1·ofwhich, ar~·temporciiy,·Iilductespe¢:alev~t•Y.imues,. 
artists~ sfucljps, sel(stoi;age facili#es, vvatehouse~, ~11toniohile. stqrage 16ts, a parking fof, .a soil 
r~cling y~rd, and office spaces. Th.~ project sit¢ has. varyin.g topography; .siopmg ·lip from.. .San 
·~i;['~~0:S:~~:~~je:::~7i~~:t;i~~=;~~=l::.:!~e:::;::b;;:oi~7~~!j~;~i~:d·. 
·~;!~;~f~~~~cr~s~~f.:U~~~~tm~:i~4~~!;f~i;i:i:Wri~~~~~:~:~~vers.· appio~teiy·. •93. 

f); · TJriion Iron w o!ks Historic_ District. . 

Mostof fi~r?O (66 of the. tc:ifal 69 acres) is listed in the Union Iron Works HiStoricOistric:L the Hlstoric 
. Pistrlct'. !:?. Nati6Il.ai R~ster rioillmatfon repm;t. doclirrients ilie sigUificanc~ 0£ Un.ion lrori w brkS (U1\'.VJ 
a1Jd. Betfileh~~'.steel ~t' Piet 70 and, their r()fo m the ~tior( s ·maritime histocyr s~ppcirtiJ;ig ~ul~Ple War• · 
efforts;: as,wellas'irtthe,evolµtlon 9{hi.dtl:strial ar~l;dtect:µre in San Francisco~ The Historic Districf'.s 44 

.~:::nt~~}:::e:d t~~~k,n:dct!~~~~~~1!::r:f. ~b1~~~· t~~1!7%gf1;:s.~/~~~~~.• 
arc;hitecturai style: and historic>Uf/e, ancl made of'/.imremfOrceci bric;:k masonry; conc;rete,' and steel 
franp.ni yv.itltC,~irugat~d ii~ti.&r steel cl'l.cldmg,'; llWbuiltor repaiteci ships at i\e~ io fto:in the ti.me 
of the Spanish AmericanW at in 1898( anc(ship repair operations continve today.: . 

. ... .. . .. . . 

The projecf sl.te .contains 12ofthe ,44 contributing: features in:. the Historic Dlstrict and one of the ten· 
non"conttibutlng foatµres ill the :Historic Distiic£ The Hoedown Yard 'is, n.ot'Witl;iin the Hisforic 
District; but tt ii.as aiso b~en u~ec! £or inctu~triat purpo~es since the 1880~. 1<lentiliab1~ historic~tuses at 
th~ Ho~dovvrt,Yard appear to hav:e been itmite.d to the storageq(fueloil fn abo~e~groim4 storage tariks 
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··, 

JVkitJqrr ~fo: J9.an · ••. 
;Akl:9Y.~t~4i>2~tr·· 

. (3b,ooo~ tµ {p~oqo:i:i:arrel capacity)' for <idjacent in;du.St~illi activities'. :PG&E' acqiih.ed th~ ffo~do:Wri Y?l'd 
~~~r t\m~'6:o1U:ya,ri~us compariies;.incltiwgJlrWf!Ilcl Bethlehe:El1S.t~~l~ . · . . . ... . , . . ..... . 

c,· HisforlcUpl~48 and tidelands. 
-~· . . ... . .. 

The.largf?:>f portiori'ofi:ne ~ier.70 site cqmpli$es lm:id.$ ID;3:pped· and sold by.the Board pf Tide Land 
CorttP:li~s~qri;~~~ (Bi:£C), ule ~s~les weie alifhor~ie&by qill:ptei: 543 of :fhe Stat:tl;tes of. 1868 .. ,Most pf thi; .. 

··~~rilEJi~~~~1¥£~5~1SIS~~~~E~ 
Actisrant: _ j · ., _ . . • · ·• - : 

:: : ~ . :; d .. 

T',rc>\ri&iop: ()£ 9 acr.es of xva~erfr9i;if1~arlfs; p~aygrouncJi;~: a,nd req:eati911. opp()rl;µ:aj#,es OJ;l ~d 
faj~ce~tfo.ihe·2s~A<;±~s.it~j, ;,· :. ·· · · · · · · ·· · ·_ ·· · · · · · · • ·: ·· · · 

•. . ¢ons~~ti9~ ofl:)~ny~~ approX.iµiai:ely. :t;ooo and:Z,QQQ new. hotismg U!ijt£; 

· : !~i:'.:1~t~rJ,~~~~!0J~:!~L1~::~7; 
rt> Restdtafiott of '.thps~ hlsJ;ori~ stmcturesb:t;t the s1t¢ that are essei:itl~ fo the iritegrifY qf thetJnioi:l . 

j~9ri W.di:M Hlstri~ic DfoP:ict(' ·· · " · · ·· ·· · · · · · · · ·· · · ·· 

• . . G:eatfon ofsub~t~tlal new ~d ~erib;~t~d sp~¢e fo~ ~:rts; qtli:ural, p:rµa11-sca1e inanufac:;l:µiin& 
~csal r.~~ail~: ~I\d P,-e1ghborhoo~f-.sen:iltg 11s~s; · ,. 

·.~.· .PreseryaH9ri<:>£tl1¥.artistcoiiJ:µlritjifym~~ently located inBU:ildmg.11 (th~ N6ona:11 Builcfirig) by 
providing new. ~fate~<?fi:he_'.-art/on:s~te ~pa(:~ that iS a£fo:i:dapie; .functloriat and 'aesfu(;)tlC~ ajtd by 
~dnti:fnifugto. accommodate the NoonanBµtldirig community witlrlri theUrtiOn rton W6rkS 
Histo:dc Pistdcf dliring ;:iriy trailsitibn peribd associated :with th~ constitl.diori. p(new spa¢e; 

:S~N f&~NCis.oo • ...... · . . . • . . . 
!'t.4N~!N$: PEPAF!TM~T,. 
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QA$€ ~O 2.JH4rQ!J1 Z72J;;.NV · 
Pi~rYP. Mf~lti4~u.s~ Pr9j~~~ 

• (}r~\lti.011 ofb~tWeex:t ~ppi:oximat,ely l;OOO,OQO cin,d 2,QQO,OQO .sqttare feet ofJ.'.tew comrriei:daland 
offiCe spac,e; ancl 

• Yi:oyision of accessory parki,ng faciliJ:ies and other trcipsportation il1frastrµctµte as p;:rrt of a 
. trans~·ortatiOn d,e~d I1l~ge.cien£program that ~arice$ mobility ii:t l:he diStrkt and· 
nei hbbrhood: .... g;; .. ,,· .......... . 

2; . Project Chiracteristic~l • 

a. Qeniolitlon 'and Rehabilitation'. .. 

Tll!3. pr~ject .s.it~ has 1'.2 co.ntributors to th~ Ur),iorr Iron W prk~f.IiStoricIJistrid an(1 one non-co11trlbutor,. 
totaling·.$$1,?qci·g;st Tii.eP.~b'je~t~SI~<les ;rehabrnfa.J1on,:ih complia!ic~ ·~u{tilesecretary of the· 
Mter$qr' ~ .$tand~rds ·· fqr. tfre 1ye.aµXlent qf Hi$toric 'J.:rbperties; of ~pprnximately 227;soo gs£ fu. BUlldings 
2~J2~ ai-tcf 2i £C>r rei.we; Bti1Idnig~ 2 and 12_ Wbuld reU'\<lin :P:i i:heji; cuTI:entlocatiort. Builci~g 21 ;vould be · 
fel()cated ~bouJ ?S. feet ~g the; so\ltl\eas~, to crelit~. pt1'Qli<;: . frontage along. ,th~. Waterfl:ont park aJ:ict 
"i:naintairt a; .Visual connectlqn to J?tjildings 1 'cind :L.2~ $e.vert of tile rezjlailling contribuJing blµidmgs iiu:id 
strµcture~ on the sifo <(Buildings: 'il, JS; '16;. J9, '2.5c 32; arid. 66),: containing 92~945 gsf,, WO\lldbe 
deril¢lishgd. i s~an pqJ:ti9n of the'. ~o?gn,~~~· teaJ:ti;re;. t:lif! f~~Cillt 6t: Iris?: Hiit W,quid ~lsq .i:J~: 
removed. 'Ili,e Po1;tha.5 prop?se<f tqden:iolish tb,e00194~gsfBUildmg~117~ :foc:atedo11 the Pr~ject; sitei as: 
part ·o(tiw.~oili, SP:~.ef'ili~f()ric Cor~: proje.ct to allov£ the adjacl:aj~ b,uiJcling (B'illlding 116} to ~ 

·~~a~~::r.a~em::!!::~~d~e~~~µ;:~~:•~:J;~!e~i::~:~~!r!::i~!r~~ti·l~:iift~:~0~• 
· tiirovg~ 8),".votJld bE'l: p<iftlCJ.µy ~en,:toved. as part o~ theFr.oject; 

b. . _Specia1 p Sf:! l)iSfricf. ~d Liuld Use Program 

fhe. Pr.ojec~ all}en& W~.~I~iPg. ¢q~~)() c~e~t~ t?¢ Pi~r}Q .S,fie(:iiilIJ~;e f>~ict (SpP)~ ah.~ aB1¢r\ds ~e 
· ·Zoning JvfapstO make confq~ining Changes related fa;> Piei70 SUD;i 'The l'ier 70 SUD r~tiires complianc:e · 

y.r#h the .e~~pd~~d}?~ct· 7c)'$Ur:) I)~ig~ f()~ bef~iop~e~t, ~hkh is d~ciiss~d ~l~ .Ji: 23£? of the; ri~ni-· 

. '~~:~:hifuW:;!~p~~i)~:~i~:1~ti1~:1~1-~\~ieiJ;:J~r:i~:~c~:~~~l=~~;~:ie!::~·~;' 
resl.denHaFuses~: Rare~~~ ¢t ancl q w911l4. be desi~ated, f()~ structtfred patking, l?l1t could be developed 
:mili ei~her residential or C()Wrnerdal. (Par<;:ei. c;i) dr resideritial uses (Parcel ci), depending o~ future . .. .. ... . . .. . . . . . . . 

met)mds of. travei f9(residents ;:ID.d visifor.s, 

The Zqrtirig Maps ~e: anu~hCled to sh\)vv 4iarigeffrqm t±l~ cu:ri:erif ,Zotjing (M/2:[II~avy i:rid.ustri~l] ar1d )?; . 
. {l?~blic ]}' tq th~ Pier 70 sup, H~ight Iinlits o~ ~e :2S~Acre 5-ite wouid: b~ in~~ased fr~m 4.0 to 99 f~t, 
'except fof a,10o:foqf~wid~ po#fon aqjacetjt to the .sli.oreJ.irie tJ:tat v{oi.ild remairl af 40 f.eet; as a1.lfu.orizeg by 
Propositlon. F ~n Nqvew~er'. 2J)~·t 'Ihe, Zo11ing Map ameI1<lrrierits alsomodlfy the ~ist111g heightJin:tits .on 
. <ill easte}TI poit~o~ of the Hbetlowri · Y ~~q fro!rt 40. fo 65 Jee~:,~e;he~gh~ !kits for tJ:le JlltnoiS S.treet p~rc~ls 
fyould·'. r.ei:r\airi t~e safiie at ~SdeeL r:Ieighf: limits a:re £urther testfict;ed ,f:~i.tougl~ .the &sigh $tanc:lards 
estf,blfo1led:fo 'th~<Piei:·70 sun De~ign for Devetopment CDesigidor b'eveloprnerit). The P,roject afao 

ainen:d.s tp:eJ'c:irt's \V aterfront taii:d Use Plan (WLUP) . 

. SAN. FRANCISCO .· . 
Pl.AN!>lll'!.G ~ARTIYIENT 
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• NkitJqt( Nq·;, 1:~i:l:1'.l'! : 
AtJJf.y~·t~4p;i.Q1~" 

Propqs¢d n~w zoning in the~ST..TD wou'i4 pe~it th~ foI.fow!~g Uf>es; ii$ted below by par.eel ;:iric(shqwn in : ~~~iJ;bI~:. 2'.2; Pf()f)os~~ ri~r • 70: SpeciaL · p s~ ~i~~~ct ·~ .. Prirp?JY. µses · by• .Parcel.. M4 · R..ehahilitated 

O:µ. tli~. 2~Acre ~itel 

• P~rcclsA and B: Restrktei::l tt{pi:@arily·~ItiwerCial Ul)e, wLth RA-LI.us~ alloy\i'eq ci1\tl1e 
~?~<:iH?or: . . . . : , . . . 

• ~i~::~~~:~~:!ci~b~~ei'q?ll. re~~\f~q:tjal, Qr ~fyildt1r.~<f~~~~~g 11ses with: Mr;r us~ 

• :I~1t~(iri~~~~~ori;~t.er reii~en#& 8~ ~~ctured parking iises, ~~th RAU ii$i.~ · 

• · .~:.;~!:.k0e;:c:µ'.1,<fE3:; 'R~~fticte4 to p~hnarily residential U:11e; wifltRA I;fµ;>~'.i'· ;;ill.oiY.~c;l oi\ 

~ .: 

·. ~ · ... , . 

. . • , ::k:~~~~J;~~~ri:~l~~~J~itr~~~1~~i.i~TI~!~,:a;,~~~l~::;~ trI<Si)= 
. • . fl<).idowri Yard ($ubdiv.i<led: ih.fo:P.arcd R6~46wiiYr:l;rd;t [HD'tlfa9.d P~rc¢1 B:oedci\v1\Y axd. 

: 2JBQY41K Perrrtrtted for~ith.et cori;un~<:i~( OJ,' :regrden.tfah1:$ei>;witli.RAtl µses ~ho~~d.~9n. , the grpill{d fio:Ot; · , · · ·· · · · · ·· · · ; ··· 

, • : ,Ail!iim6is J?krcels: :P~rmitte<llo fridti:cte atcesS:brJ: parkirtg~ ·· · 
. . 

To• coyer a, fu,ll ta!lge. of pdentlaJ. land' .i.Ises'th~t 'cohld "b.,e ci_ev¢ldped \mder th~ proposed..;s®~ th~ EIR,. 

SE~~i:~:;~~~~:~!t~\~~ 
to.taL gross ~qvare f~t (&if) would ta.rlge b~tWeen a 'm~iiµ,,~ of :(frz,230, g~f; fu1d~r th~ M:a.Ximum' 

·~:;::::~:~:~:r:::;'t!r:~:~~g~~m;~~:r:~~~·~~:::~~:~:~~ti:~~~:~~:i:: 
maxli;i:J.:qn1: of 3~422,265 gsfori the.i8~A.g.~ Slt~ <fild 8Ql~4<Jo gs(d~ th~:Illfu.Ciis Piir~Is. ·· · · · 

. . . . . ~-. ... . .... 

. Maxio:tum Resid~t;i<if Seen.aria 

. 'SAN FRi>NO!S{)°' 
P~l"!!~Jt'll'q; P.!"\"'A,nJ;MEN,:t" 12 
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rvfotrq11 N~,,J~~iT 
AiJgW$..~ ~1i :2lH 7' 

'.Q.~~!f. NO: 2014,.qpjz72E;f1!:\( 
P,i$r70 l\llix~d~Us~ p.roJec;t 

Oevelopment undei: f:he Maxfu:tup:t Re~;ide:q.tial SceJ:i.atfo qri the. 28~Acre Site would, in.;:luci.e a Ina)ci:J:nu:m 
of up t~ 3/110,830 gsf in gew and reno\i-ateci J:>µilding~ (~~cludhlg $q~ardo~tage, a}located to paxkfilg): 
Under thl.s SGenario; ther~ wo11l<fl:JE! up to. 2/i50 resl,clentia~ uni~· (i;tp t(I appi;-o~ately 71Q sfudi.6/oµe~ · 

~;~~;~;eti~~~,:~b4isit;~o;:e;;~I~~de0:Jt.:;?~$~~~!n~·~Ut~iZf 'b~~,f;~·~·;;;j~t:ii·.· 
space,.@;415 gsf ofrei>ta:1lr<lJ;lt spCJ.C(:!, ;µid, f4~,110 gsf o.f at.l;s/light:-indlJl'tria)sp~ce)~ l!rif'.1'.er, a, ~(:ertariq 

··:~~=n:.~_·!.~i~e~P~~0~~i~~?a~~1t.~~~iectlbt~~}!:;~~:m~~.~cf{it~~~faj~·;:aJ~~~. 
trnits)i fotaliti:g. aq9ut. 1,870,000 g#: 1he ove~a)l ctevelopi;nepf ,erivel9p¢> iriqudes i'.eh.abil.ita:tfon q£ 
Z3.7r.8pq· i,t?t #<• i3U_i1aift&$ 2( · 12,: .aiid)zf •IB: ~Cin\r1t#~se Wi!11 $~ ~c±i=hi~ ·of the fut,etioi~.?fur1d~~¢s. fa~ 
tlie Tr~a~riiertt ofH.ist\)~C:: Picip~rtle.s; . 

Dey~iopmeri:t µnder th~, -Maxhru1qi R.esid;(:Iltfar.Sc.e!latici :.01\ t-J+e'Illll;i9i~ P.atc:~ls 1voU1d'jncl11dE! a 

~~H:~~t~1~~~~~~J!~~$~~~~B~!e,~~:1;~ 
a . ··.· foxifi'.tafof .;34,800 ··· sf'df'RALts , ace (27,8?.(6 asfof iefail s· ace 'a:i:ld 6;966 .. st of r~$fuurm:l.t s' ·'°'ce) in 

§~~r~~~~at]l~:~~;i~::,~~~&tt~t~!: 
~a>.~w;ri N s,37o off:~h:?~trarkilig sp~ces ~pµ1i:tbe ~119"7-e<l. . . ··· ... ·· , .... .. · ···· · . 

M~~¢~~erclqJ. ,ss~ati~ 

;:t!:~~:ib:\1a~~1:l~~~iitflrtl$:t~~~~ 
t.Wo~. p:r;: w9re b~roorri y.u,wi )~ fqt~g a69u.i: 957,poo: gsf, *~ ,Yell' a~ : ilp1#oxuµat~~y 2i}24~b50' gsf ot, . 
ci?rPinei-8~1 a~ea; W1~0·Mt2is :gsf 9£ ~q,;$pa,c~, (~9s;1~s·s# ?£ retail sr~~~; s9,,62o gs(or r~tilur~t:: 
l'l.P.ac~~- ai\c:i. H3,l1Q gsf of aitS/ligll,t.-fu(i\ist]:ial space); p~ger f,l;scenaj'i,9 v/fo~re t:h¢.Pr9j~~,t. p~9yid,es ll'pJO. 
JO peicer\t . tlu-ee~ljedi<)qm 1.lllits, th~re w.otiJc{ be up to• 1;;t QQ i'esicien#a(units (up ~6\ipptoxbnately 473. 
sajdfo/on¢:-l>~d~~()¢ ~t$ and; 927 ~W.o~ ot ~oii. heCii9~in ~itii) t(>f~iin~ a~"cmt 9~i,oqo gsf/fb,~;o'v~rafr: 
d~~~l~p~ertt ~~velop~. jnd.ti.<le.s th~ feiia9ilit~ti6n 9(727,800 gsf ~-. Buildirlgs• 2~ ii, ~pQ. zi in 
,ccn1ipliaj.i¢~Y-'ith the sed~u,Uy 9f lq:eihtepO,F # .Sf~g~~~l$ tori:r.e'.'lti#~t ?ffJiSt9i:ic P5o~J:qe5:·· 

· Illiri.oiS :ra:t~els 

Deyeloprn~nt·on $e: hlinois•Parc:ehr under. the:Maxia:mir].··Cornm,erdai Scenai;fo·.yvould.. iridude a 
m~iffiiliit'. ~f ab6ul 757,0~5 g~f ili fi~~ btjildf~~ lffid~t fu.is scena!fo; there v;;:oitld qe up to 5'1s. 
residential unit:S (up to approXimately, isosfu.dio/cn,'le~be'd:i:c)om luli~ts· and 36~ fWo,c:n:~rnm:e hedrqori:\ 
units)~ . totall~g c;lbOtit 473,000 gsf,f •.·a~.' Well. '?5. approxl:mately f38{3oq . gsf . of' COlT\.IT(erctai . area . antl 
arr•ro>d.illat~1y 45,7~5 gsfo~ gf\ii.(36;5~6,gsfofre~il sJ?ac~ ~d.9,i45 gsfq~restaur1ini sp~c:eliri new 
.hlnJ(imgs, JJntjer a scena.rfo y,There th.~ PrC,je(i provtdes up to io pei:cent tj:\r¢e~bed;rqc)Ip. units,. 545 · 
resi4enfiaL units. (up to. approxii;nately Z35 sttidio/pn~-be6;qoffi \1fiits . ~cl: 3io . tw &-or-monU:i.ed,roon:t 
iirU;ts ) t6ta,lli1g a,h9~t 473,oqO gst Under' the fyiax,irn~ Cc:JJjt~erci<iJSce~fil;ici fi maxiffium 9f 3,49~ pf~:. 
sti:eet _pa:rkffigspaces would"be allowed. 

13 
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.c. 

PortioPf. oft4.~ 2.,8::;\cre Site fwcl ~lprii;ii~ f ai:cel.S ar~ ~uJ?j~c~ t?. tl}.~ ~9.!nm9nJ~w pul:)li~ tn;tsgoi;(:oirt.triereer 
navigation,. and. fisheries. ;md ·the ~t~tut~ry.. trust tinder. the Burton Ad; as amended; .(the Public trust).· Jn 
oi;d.:<;?t}9 Glar,ify tJ:i-OJ?upng Tro~ti>fafiis <>f portions of PiElr70, 1;11:e.;F!()ithiLS ob,tain~d $.tate)egii:;latioh (Aa 
,Usy th~t: ~i.i~orhei:;. the Stat~ Laµ~: c6~sipri to ~pp~~yg ~:J;>g~li~ J~u~t e){Shfui.$~ ili.at\v~tii(ft~e 

.· s91tle•porti(),tis of the~ pfojeet sit(i• fr<Jirt• ±he. l.'U.bli~. TiµSt• whi~e.. COffi.[Illtting O.!:he.r~: ~<J,· th<i ftibli¢1'rl!st. ·.TO 

~~~~,t1$:~=~~ter1t5E:r!~~~7f?zr4~= 
· r~qti,iremenb.> ()f::t\B ~is. ' Tue H.o!!,9?wn 'Yard is .not.subject :to .the Ptiblk Trust an:d Wi.ff nof be affected .by 
~J ~U:s(~~~ai)g~. . , . .. . . 

. UncJ,~t. th~ P:roject;, •30: p¢rce~it9fa119C>rnP!~~~d: re~idential · y;ajts on;. f;h¢ · 2~h\ci:e Site wo~d b~. reqID.re~i .to 
: be :bf;t~fed, ~ti f;~fow matket r~te pr(cesi M~f i:inajc)i:iij: oii~sjdeiiti~i tinHs co~tTild~d W.ohia; he i~nta1$i ill 
cornplfanc~: with PropqsitjQt;t :R; ·ie~~~entiaI µnif,ibh, th~ :iJlillqis·r~cels. ~o~id. b~subjec;t to.. fue. afforci~b.le 
'h9µ$.m~. ~e~tili~~~n~i~ 'se~tio~ :415 ~£·fu,~;.\1~? <=~·~~,. v~a~~:~?ak~f9f$~p~r:0sor$ ~f;~oiq~Q.ri; J'.\I~, 
54~ 14, :if t;li'.~ :Qty· e'x~t.tises Jts· qptiori. to· puJ:~Jiase;JP:e t.I9e4p'W£1 .Ym;d fyop.1, f.G~;':prgc;eeds £row. th{;!saJe 

. '0£,th~ Hoed(i,¥ri X~r4 w~uid l>~~ect~4 ~9:.tf.~,:C:HJ:~~i{Qr~ $F.'hhtl§1~$.pi:cigfaaj, whfrl1 in~tli4~ t?~· 
P9fr~ro.Terrace and . .AnnexHOPE SF project 

•· . . .. . . 

~; , : Pi~r.7~ S~ ~Jesi¢forJ?evelopment 

~!~jfli?~~72i~~~~?il~~ 
eh~ilra&e ·~.dJite~e of it13 owi{ti~e #;t ~,ew~,o~tr:tl~iQ~'. .. . 

F.utiire ,; ver#caf • ci~;VeX(ipi:i\¢:U,t iit., !=ht3· 1~foj~sf.: .Site;'.. -W).\ethef'..'c6;n~trti~fy!d; ·hf: $6r~st Cify, · .. Fol:est. qity 
a£fili?-~€S/ t;}r, t,hl:rd-parfy 'q~y~lc.Jpers ::;cl~ct~~· qy. tµe Porfl:hrough broker-managed. off~rfu&~t would• be 

.. 1)q~d.l?,y:£h~: p~i~ fort>ev~I9p¢eilt;. i;fi9xi;clfx:tg the I31'iMdll;\g Dest.grtSt;ffidm;tls. : ·, 

··~ia~S~=~::Ert~w=~~~~;~~u:;~~~ 
f. , Proj~H tjp~~-Sp~~i~idri:: 

'I}:i.e Project :i:qclit<fe~ 9. ac,r~s of p\lbUdy OV17!1ed opffi1.spac~, ·m, .~d<l.ip.(),nto privat~ open ~pat;:~ ar.e~_s11.c;h. 
as: l>alcopies,,rooftops W.ith ad:i\re·rec;:Teai:iohal spa¢es~; anc{ ~qrirfy~ds that.W:ohlc:l l:)e.acct¥sipl~( ortiY. tO 
buildfu.g occupants." The .open spates .are ~ticipated to accbnuttodate:evei'yday passive uses ~5, wellas 
P11.~fk outd.oor ·eve:q~;: inc~ucllii~ art exli.ifotl6J;1S~ tb.e~t~ perfo:trnan~e.s, cu1tutii.1 events; outdoor fai~s~ 

14 
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494 



·O~J~.~(NO gQ.1fh0~1Zr2RN\t 
•. Pl~J IQ)(\tx~.~;y~~.f?.;rPj~~t; 

festivals anll i;rtarl<;:ets; outdoor fllrn• screeni]lg$~ ¢:yenirigf)iight niarl<~ts,_ food ¢yents, 13tI'.~et. f<:i.fys; ~d 

.~;~~~~miei§ ~l~!iz!~;~~~0~;::;g•1;h~~:~~s;.r~o~:o0:~~~e~·~~ ..• ;:~~~~!~~;~:· 
attractinjf up to !)jOOO: pajp_le-: Th.e. prop(.)~ecl; :Open ~pace ~ou\d supplement recreat~or,iaf aiiienities; in 
the Y~9PitY oftli,e prb]ec:t siJe; such ~i the ~~e Crarie: Coye P~rkin ~he:~orthwe~~em part of. Pier 70, 
and wouldmcl\lde extell.Sion of.the Blue· Gr~nwayand Bay Trail t:hr('.)U,gi:t the ~q:µthemh~l,f of)he Pier 
7o a~e~; Publi~ly o~ed operi: ~pac:e on the ~ite is a.~lbcated:as f()llows: :\Yatetfront Prnrrie.nade; Waterfront, 'J'em1ce; siipwaY common~; Bujidillg t2 pl~a :anj;l . M:arke.t · s~uar~; Irisl:l flill Rlaygr9Uitdf · 
20th StreetPlaza; and Ro()ftop O~n Space Areai: . . .. 

•Traffic and Circulation Pian. 
··: . 

. L • _f:ip:~~t Impfovemertts, Circulatlori and. Parking. , .. 
. · ....................... ,_., .......................................... --: .. :':.:.:···· ...... , .. . 

The. primary $tTe(!~s. qn. the. pi:oject sife. wouid ~e iOth ·and 22.rtd shefits;buht pl;itofr,qn;t west to eas.t: . 

~~~~w~Ent:tr~iEE~~5$~~3i~~~~~f~l 
inter~ec.tlort ofIIlinois and 21st streets. L6uisiilla Sheet from 21st Streetto 20th Street wouJ.ci'indude a '. ... . .. ' ... ,· . . . . . . . ...... . . .. . .. ·:: . . .. ' ...... ,· .. ,··· . . . 

t~~~i~1~:i~~t:j:J~0~~~;~~~~~~~ert;;:~~es~:~ri;J~i~~!~:~!f;:d~~~t:;ds~t:::, 
. flio:llttiJ:e v,rhere a~prilP,r1~te: 'Ma.IY.icihQ.~~ 2(}lli! 'lll:lci' Th:t4 Stf~efs.wpu\d'.mdii4¥ bicyd~ .#:~tn;c@g• or·. 
signage: With the excep~fori, of fo{iiSiana $tieefb~tweei.{ZQt;li and 2Jst streets; all siieetS:wQiilc;i be .two~· 
way; 1)7i~h a ~irigl~; l~~~ °.~' ~~y~(in,'eac;1i, 44'~~~?~,)~?~lisiapa Sfr.~yt Yf?ulcl;+e. 6~~-w~y ·.TIJ,· th~· 
southlJOU,rid dll'.~~~OP:t~~tlya sltig;.~e, lfu}e ()f b;a\'eh• 

. A5 pal} qf. ~~.Prpje~t; lvfichigafi. str~et fr;c>m· th~ S:o~~h~ifi $i4~ <>f2®.i ~freet: fow~?5, 2.~s~ 9.tt\3¢t s~<;1J- l}~ 
narrowed fiont80 to 68 foet with i2 .:fuet·,ofthe .ri fa--0£.;wa ·converted from.a ublk street to'· tivate. 
~~e;. i,e.;A\Ta~~~~d,'1•~d d.~~~lqp~~ ~~ ~~r,t bf.thb\~bi~,)?~l'.fek.: y~d~ ~~y~i !oill,¥1lcit p~J~~~~t~~· 
tn:r<?tr&h t()+~$t~freef d~e. to~grade clia:riM, 'b,iJt ~de§.tria,±1 J'af,:hw~Y.s wou1dcorfil.ed:~ · 

!he Proj~cfpn:>v~de?: parkkg spaces ~~ithlP, ii sit~-\'\'tde J:ill:!xirnmn a:ii.d. ~ maXip:wri:t. ratio. per rise .. Pnd.er 
. f#~ Maxiµii.iI):l ],'{(;;5~9.~riti?J scenad<? ::l· D:i,,Pdrli#Di 9r 3,370 • O£f~stieet P.ai:kJrig; spac~s Y.,ould, se; a11oy,ted, 

$:El~~*~~t~~~~~t~~~::~~~1~ 
.· ·. rovided for offife/commerd~iind RALt lW!S~ ii,ttd ·a;7s ... arkih . s aces' ...• I' resicl.e.ii.tiai Unit would .be' P : ....... ' ··: .. · . . .. ...... ..... . . . .... ::·. ·"·< ..•... : ..... , ........... ... ·.P · ... g. J?.. .. .• ~ ...... , .. ": • ... , .. ., .•. ' ............ :: .... . 
a]Jo.w,ed; lfJ:tot dey~loped as:tesiden11:al QI'. c;om:mer¢-ru ts.es; plauµeci stnictµ'\'.e(tp~JG,ng {)!ll?atcels q1 . 

·~i~!~t~~j~~~1~~i~;~~~i£~f~~1~• 
of r~rifuig (_)~ prifdiasing~ :aW:ellirig un#~ .. ' . 

. 'iL 

SAtl FRANCISCO. . 
PµNNIN(ii .D1'PJIRTMENT. 15 
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.'J:. 

: The P.roje~t indµdes a Pier ?Q SUD 1'ranspqr~tlon PJan iri.tended .to. man;;i.ge t.r.~porta.tion denia.:n.9,~ , 
. and to e~2oilrage, sµstamable tfarisp<ii:taifolJ. Cli,pices; consµ; tent. with the .Cify of San ;F.ran~i$c0' s Tr<lns,it. 
Frrst, ·Betl;er $ti:~~ts; ~te A.cti:bn, arid 1)~ari$p~~kti~~ susi:~~hilit¥ p1~ ~d ro1itje.s. : The t~ier 10 

· suri · Tr~p~rtatlon Pi~• includes. a:. tr~portati~n dem~d::m~;,fg~m~t CiIDMD ·pifill;, · ;;iiich.·:fo 

··~:~~!.;J~~J!r!:F~~~~:£~~t?E;~· 
·.street rmprovementS and TOM i?lan would J;>ey the. ~e i<!r' :bofu.. the M~irrtum<B-eS.idep.tiaISc~n!lrfo 
ari<l-tl1~ M~iiiiwn <~i:hri.t~~cicil sc:~~c;~. · ·. · · · ·. · · · · · · ·· · · · · , , ;: : · · ·· · · · · · ·.. · · · · · · · · · 

.·Ther ProjeC.t;$. mM:··tl®.;vtotil4JJe ;;i.~s~ere~?D# mah:itajried, ~y.~•1rai:IBP.P.r.~fi6t.i·~M~migew¢t 
¥.s?ciatiotj, (TM~); ;r.h¢ T¥!\ wc:ru,fcfpe re.sF,qji~l.bl~ fqr pro:V]$iqr\ 9f~butf:1e,:s£'lt.'fk¢ bef;o/e.i'rrl fh~J>i'.qject 
site andlocaI and re ·a· Tb:ansff h bs . 

•• • • < •.•. : •••••. g1:)1~-·o· .. ·: .. :·.• ~ < 

The TMA·w.ouid work colfuborativeiy;,W:!th $FMTA:arl<l:Bay Area ail<~ sllitr~.·@A'.BS) ·iiept~s~tathr~$to . 
. fffializ¢ th¢ design; lqcation;. .itJ.stall~tlcin:thneUn~; aqd 'fundfu.g .ll\11'.ailgen;tent:S f6r l:)ot:h iri.ifll:ll ipstaila#on 

~~~i~~~~=~Aifi~[~· 
ill, . IHeycl~,andPedestrian: Ilhprovemenk • 

. ' · . .'··: (' . _, ...... , . ~ .:·.: . .. : . ,, . . . . . . . .. . ': ; : : ·.' :·, : . ' :~ 

=r~n::!:.:·~~:,::;:t~:~~~;\t~~~{IiJ::::~,'"i:i~0~ 
coils:tru.Gl:e\); oh the; p;tpj~.sit~;tl:tat:wotild J.Iie.ef or eye~ i:l].e ·~i~.ti.ng J?l.~ng ~od~.t~CjJ~iremetff:s at. t!fe. 

m~&\ii~iiiililm~i~ 
on .ZOth/i2ii<VancF Macylaii,d streets• h.: ('.I~s; . .I separ.a..t~~ • bl~y~l~ and pede5trian fadllty wociid. b~ 

·~~::i!;1:t~~!.:ta~~~tt~~t~·~~~~~%t;t~lli;;~;:!·::~!~t~kj:~~5.!~~.:;~o;£ete~~:t~!i. 
park hoµn¢ary ~o tJ1e•fuii;ire ~.outilegtc,()nnedion th:rou,gh thet.ormer. Potrero Power Plant site. 

f~destri~ .tntv~f"fc,luiq~e eni:cio/iigec.f fu!ough9~t :H;i~:pfoj~h ~tt~ ~f ¢sfu~Fshing a. ~eW.9!~.of coiuie9t¢~. 
pecles~ian·p~tliways'. ruluji~g both west-t{HaSt.and. ~orlli-t~-sduth.:to connect ope~ space~.,· Stre~t and; 
bp~ space:··d~sigri:·W.9Ul~. alsO 'ffi.corpprate·:peq€!$.i:ria.i;i:-safe ·?Fl~,~~°':· ~cl ilJ:f~t, d,e~ign: ~~;~igna.g~,.· . i.\1.1 
streets on the proje~t site wouJddnch1d.e 9.;,, to ia~£06t~wid~:i:iidewaU<s.~: Tue. proj~ct site .is' d~s{~ed to 
:m.*e the arE!a ~ast iitMaryland· Street ~ predoilifuajttly p~dei;tdki.tone; aitd $~re woµlc(~e no ~~hlcui?t 
sti~~ts ~19ng the l~gfu 9£ wat~~frcmt: p~;ks, with the ~c~ptiq~ odh~ iiortii~~ohlh n:;nrifug poi#c}i{of 20Q\ 
Street.,· Maryia,mfS.treet anil :26th S.tre~t, q?'tl14 poten~hlly ha:ve· a sh.at.e4. street condition~ i:o:,teirtf~J;se th¢ 
pedbitrian connection fy~iil \he w~sterrt potti~n of t}1~ :site, acro~s, the ~treet, ~d fo's~ F~and~co B~y• 

16. 
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Motion No.''19977 
AY9iJs.t 24, 2017 

(ff'.\SJ;;'- r;Ip ~,O.f 4;001 ~72ENY, 
Plf2r 7fX Mixf,!,i;1-lh;e Project 

_Both 20th. an.ci 22nd sb:eets woul~ featlire pedes!J:i?Il ai:iJ.eiliHe5 t~ ~¢6.up1g'¢ ~V<llld~g fr9tn tb,e Dogpatch 
neig;hborhobd, asw~U as tr<rnsit11se al{)rig; t~ Third. and2Z~d.stJ:e~tE? corri4ors,. ,. .. . .. ··-·-- ···-

- rv. . Loading. . ... . ..... 

TI1e, proposed new streets yyould.proyi4e a~c.es~Jor eiri~rgency yeh~cleli ~cl off~stre~ffy~igh~ loadi9g': 
ivncli.ig;ari, .tcmisi?-Illl, and 21st streetS wo4ld be, desi~ed as primary. on-street, ~o,aqmg 'coIT.idqr{ .. . . . ' ' 

Ii._ .r:rt.&fu;trtict:rtre alii:lutiiiue~. 

_t i>ota'bfo-Water,_ 

Potable. w4-ter dlktributib:n piping would b$ consthieted. in trenches ill:l<le:r the~pl~edstreefa tb 
provide· :water· for, site, µses cmdffrefightW-g needs; To reduce potable water :9.~maDd~ J'tigh::e$.~ie;ncy 
£bchu-e.s ~d a,ppliances wouid be fu.s~led<ll,;t ilew bujl~gs; ~d ~tuies m'e~~~g ,bclldwgs woµld 
be retrofitted~ as requrred, by' City, re~iatiori.s' ·. .. . . - . 

_it . Re_cvcledflleclaimecl).Water~. 

" . . 

The project site fa loc:a,ted w.itJ:iiriJhe Qty's desigr:Lated recyc:Jed W.a_ter ~e ;frea: .and is i;libject. tg :Ai:i:idtf 
22 ofthe's~.Fnmtjsco, fubli.c;Wmks Code, the Req~led W~tei lJse;'Otdfu~nc~,;<Wh~se g()al ik t6" 
maximiz.e the use of recycled water; 'Therefore~ _buildfugs ·-an4 facilities that. 'are i>ubjed; ,t()-- this• 
ordinance lI1tri,t. -Use recy~eci W:a_te~ f~t .. a.11 use~ autlici~~ed l:>Y. the Stk~~ ~~te a ~ii~ce ofreqclecl water 
is available at;td pro]ects must fuch1de recycled water <:listribution syste!iiS 'within h:Uilding8,~: wen as. 
throu~hcn1.~. the pr()i~cts#es, ;•Altha.ugh a).ou+~e.of :i;ecrcled, "".P:te:i: is'npty~t f!Yailable .~oll1; the .Sfty; .tfie•
prbjecf spon$brs.;woiilci install djstribiitiori, pipelines to. ~ltil11~tely ~oJ:U1ecf witli)he <;:lfy's;recyqe~ vvat~r . 
ciisiribll.tlori sysl:ein once jf is ~OI1£>tructed: Acco:i;dlngfy; tJ:le Y:i:o)~Ct ln~lµcfe$ ·.i;h~· j,n.St?lla:tfoi;( q( 

distrib11Hon.pipelines-b.~eilt;l}.~sting .a.q.q prop?se4.s~eets w1thiJ:i:.the pro]ef(ii,rea.: Oh~~ tl;ie Citfi;; 
::%.J:~;::::::~::. is:co~tnicted,,,,thefiojedf.s r~c)fcle~ J..i<iter. pipe~fu.~ \v.o~ld_~Ci¥e~f to. the q~s, 

.. ' 

iiL 

. $au .FranCisco' ~ N ()rl~p()table Water: QrdjJia:rtce r¢qurre.s new buildl:rtgs Jarger. that::l 250,()QQ. $qil;are teet to; 
11se on-site ;'alternate wafer source!l of grayY1a.te.r; ramwa.ter,, and fou'n.dation drainage vvater t<:rrr:ieet tliat. 
· b~ilditig' s toiie.t fill~· rir~ai · fl~sJJ.ihg ~d iirig~lion; deiTI.~ds. •.·;th~, Project ~(ll11~: irtclude 'the divet~ii:lit • 
. ancl reu~~ ()f gra)'W~te:r ;me{ ra4tw'~tej;J<>~ t?ileta.,n~. t1fiJ:lal' £l?:s?Jng; a.n<:l irrig~t.i9.n,. 

i:v. 1\:uxiliary '\\T<ller S:Upplysy~.t~m. 

To meet sli ieniental £i±~fin'i->fin . w~ter ie iiireril~nts £6f ilie AiL'<iI( Waler su i>s steih(AWSS)- .· , .·,. ·,, ,• pp , ;.· .·; .; IT~ g . , ; q , ' ·: , .. ··."!Y ' ' , pp y Y,. , •··· ;' 
the Project would be requ.Q:ed tp i):ldud¢ on,~site·,f\WSS high:..pres:,njre d.ist[i.l;iµt:lqn piping. The._p~pe.!Jries 

,\,'bl;r1d 1:>~ i~st?Jl~d: be.neath -existing an~ proposed ~rreei:s aI:t<l wo~l<l. ~~pply fire hydrants w~thi~ •the 
•project site for· tJ:le prrpose,s offfrefightini: ·.Th¢ J\ WSS may ~lso -~n~uge a pei:D:tanent m?Dif~ld: 1l1Sta11ec:l 
. upland of the. ~hor~line 'that·~ tali' be tonl1~ct~d •. !:6' a t~mporary~· 'j:mrtabl~' subrrt~r;;ibfo- pump.' fo~ 
,redu.nciancy, 

V\f astewater (Sanitify Sewer) and Stohnwater Facillfies~ 
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Wastewater an.a sto,nii:W.ater flows f!:om the pr.9Ject ~ite ar.e cru;rentiy conv:eyi;d to the. soutlwast: W?tei 
Pollutioi;t. Conb;ol Piant ("$EWPCP'.;) fol'. ~eann~i: Yia the ctif ~ C~rnbW.ec1 sew~r sysi;ern; 'The Port:11)~q· • 
. ~wris ~~4. ·~ta'iris rnii.n:Y. gr~vjty sewer ljn,es· t®~ co:rmaj the eXI.sting J:>uildfug~: on the site to' the. SEfVC .• · 
. sewei; lin~$~ Tl:te. p~oject sponsqrs ~~. cqnsi~eti~g flVee opfiti~. fot managm~ W~stey,rat~ and f)fOnnW:ater · 
flows fyoi:1\ the p~oject. sf,t.e~, Option 1; Com,bfu~ s~~~r System; Qpiion Z1; Separate• .v\rastev;atefa.nd' • 
?fon:µ~ater sysfem~; ~Ci Option, 3; Hybrid system. · ·· · · · · · · · · 

...... ., 

vt. Eiectrici!}'. ap.dNattl,.~~fcas.' 

, ·Th~ J"J;oject woulci rep face. oyei:head electricill. dist,ributiol}; ~ a joqit. fr.~ch :u,tHit{~s disb;lbutionsystern 
'W:I:ri.ch· W.oajd follow tl:i~ propos~d reaJ1gned roadways. 'rite :P!ojecr Y.v6uld alsq ext~nd. j:he ~X,j~tihg 
. natu.r~i gai> di$ibtitlbn ~y;t~¢: &<:;m 20th Sfy~t to. c(}miecl to the 2!};AP:e. site. ·A ngw P~Ma.t: ~·· 
diStiibµtioi:r system Y1<;Jt1ld ~.e con~ti:µct~ci to ~terid tQ. tf:t~;Iili:fioi~ Parcels;• N~~ g~ Jii:l~~ W<?Wci be p·l~cecf 
in th~)oirit ~tjlitleS, tr~d:t djsfJ:ibu#onsy~tein fcl,ilowfug fu~ realigped ro~dWay;; .. · · ·· · ... · · 

. . . . . '.. . .... " ... :· .. ·:·> ... ·. . : 

•.e.;~~~::··jh2~~:;~Jn;:;1:L:t!~0~~~!~bf~:~~:;rri:::1~01t~aiii~ci:.i2t~z· 
reryabi,Ii~~ted historic buildb;lgs; . . . . . . ,. . .. .. . . . . .· 

~ .' 

B; tp:e ~i'.iilCiiJigyr9p,o~~cl fcirtl:rat .pa,rcei wow~ ha.V~ tWo, 40~hor~po;wer;J:>~{:k-:up ciffiSel. Mt.fet!'-tor,t; t? 
op~r:iit~ f.ii etperge~ci sttli,afh:i!IB~, fa tota(~. n gep.eta:tors a'J:'.e ro.+ticipated on, ~e pt()jec~ site ... . . . ... •''• . '\''•' . .,. ·''"' .... .·' .. '. : . ·· .. ·": . ····. :;·'. ·.. . ,,,· 

iii~ :Re11ew~bl~Ener~~ 

Th~ ffoject is required ~o JJ.leet the 54ti?~ Titlii24 ~nd.' t11¢. $1rliti41c:llico Green Bttit4wg Reqi.ti];e:ffi.ej)Js £.or'· 
rer1~wa1:M ¢1¢rgy and· the Better Roof ~equfrements foi; ~eneVifab~e ~nergy $t~~~g~;Tl;i:e P.roj~ct,~otild. • 
allow. f~r roof~in'.ou~t~d 'o~: f,uriiliiif.tht~gt~teef ~lat ph,(;f6yoitai~ {l?V) :syste~ cm~dr roof~mciunt~d 

!=l~tr~-~~SS~t~~,~~ir~~~~··· 
buildipgs' These system,s wouW paftially offset:th.e: en~rgy d~an<l~ of tpe <lSsociate<LiJuikiings, No 

·~~~~Har~E~!;~i~~:!::u~=~ci'i~iT~re~~~ 
i. ' $.:r:ading il'ndStabiliZali?n PI~~ 

ShN mt;;t~msce. . . 
Pl;AJllN,'~P Pm>:"""41"ll/lti;:l'\rl;' 18 

::,'" 
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'fl1e Project would invol~e excavation o( soils for· gi:adiJ;lg aD.d constructjon of ttie 15~ fo 27'-foot0 deep 
baserrien~ piannf:!d an. Parcel$ A, B, c1,c2, D, El, E2, E3; E4, F, c;; Hl~ H2, PKN, P*5, HDYl ~ci HDYi. 
No. base!fien~ leve.ls ;ire planned for eristing Bu~lqing~ 2, 12; or2i 'rjie Project ~~ltlikelyreq~t~e b~dro1:k 
ie~oval byccintroll~ci rock.fragmentation techriiques. Co.ii.trolled rock fr~gipeiit~tlon. t~chri(ilogiesrnay 
j~clud~ p~lse pl~srna roc:k fragmentation, co~ttolled foam ~r hyd~auik inj~ction,,'~ci controlled blasting. 
, Iil ~on,1e ~~~arios it ma:y be n~~ssaiy to l1tilize a C()!Ilbfua,ti()n qf these tetfu:liques~ • · 

Th~ :?rojaj· 1yould i:aise the grade of. the 2S-Acre. Site iirid the. southern, lcn.v~lyirig. p9rtions; of the I1iif\o1$· . 
. Parcels by addmg up t() 5 feet of fill in order fo helP, pfotecta:g~~f flooding and projec~¢~·tuJ:iire s~a 
level rif)e?nd aS requii:edfor enviro~m~faj r~Illediatioil. .. .. . ... . . . . . .... . . . . ..... . 

A porticm: of the iiortlieim spU!'. ()£ tlt~ remnant bf.Irish I-im :w;ould ~~ r~picJved ~or constr·µctic?!l of t.he i;iew 

2ist Stieet. Ret~ining ':Valls WOtild be riec~sary a.1()11g' the . sides, ~f the f.ieW. 21./ s~~et tq, pwtec~ tli~ 
adjacent Building llq inthe HistorkCore as w~ll as the rertT1;1anto£lfl~hi~~~µ a.ndalon:g ~e r~configur~ci 
2f~~ Str~t, t(j ac;c()\in~ f9i· the pi:op~sed. t=le.v<ltlon iVff.~xer.i~•f b.~tWeen µie Sb;~e.~ <in~ adja~enfgro~~d. 

. surfaces; · · · 

.ii~ . GeoteclmieafStabilizatiori;· 

'fo, cidqr~s J:lie p()tefitiill ~al;arq of liqueraction and I~teraLspreading thaf:imiy oc~ di.iring .a iii.ajof 
¢<irjtiquak.e, .· llie J?roje<::t. wou1d. i.Ilclud¢ c9l1strqqi~rt of ini.pt~wernel1i$ ·l() coJ:1tr()1 th.¢ ill,nOl.lJ:lf of la,teral 
. displ~~enient th~t. could occur;. Thi;;se imprbveI:Ilents cbuid include eifuer teirifordng the ~xiiting slppe 
with s1:r11cfu,ral vvcills or implemeJ:ltiµg groun<:l in:iprov-ementS; · . 

·iii~ Shotell:ii~ ~rt}~ectfort linprovementii md Sea Level Jlise · 
Adapfatio~ · · ·· 

Th~ :obfe.ctiyes of the proposed shoreline protectio11 in1p~oye311fa;'rify incl\fd~ mami:aiiling a. sfal:JleshOreJirie. 

r~~~7~fSlt:E~=?~~~r~~f~:ti~~!~~1n 
. protedioj:i, \;{here . feasible~ . develi:Jp . ~esthetically pieasiftg ar1:d c9st:,efficieflt, shoi:e~i11~ ptqt¢ctiort;. ;irtd 
provide for futrue· ~e~ iev~f iiSe ~daptatioq. · For desigu purpo~es, fue ~i~tµig ~h6r¢fo1e i$ divid¢d ir'tt0: 

'tour S,c:;p<Jjate f1reaCheS,." Opti~ms fo! shoreline prote~tiOn lhtp~ovements :vere (:l_~veloped for ~<lch r.e~th. 

Sf'f{ rn'ANG!SC!l 
: P.1-1,1,l)!l)!ll,'i(;; O'EPJ,l,fITM El')IT 19: 
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.'The tiµpi:;oyemeitts COif~titute ~ot rep<l~IS tq the ~fatmg !!h()reiul.e protectioJ\ system al()itg the J;iayfrqi\t • 
•.of the i$~.Acre site thq.t is ~ently #1.· CU~rep<ti!: 'These fmprovern.ents ii.r~ re.sh1~ted .to :i;epciJr qr . . , ·• .. 
r~PlMeQ'.),er.tt 9t ~e, ~1~tT,g ~ulki:te~? lli. Refl<;h I((inq. i~f.all ~ir r~P.l<tc.em..e~t ofth;~ ~s~i.~P tap ,sl9pes . 
,in Re~She~.r;,1µ,.@51 ry. 'Aspropos,ed; tli.e improvml}~!lt~ l"??-l.d p1'.o:\Ji~~ sh()reli:rle·p~<:)t~ct:iofi. f!.,orn 

i&1~ilf~~l;lfl~liittoJ 
3, •Project V arlants• 

: .... ···.·:.· ...... . 
_: ~ 

•• ~~~~!~~~~!~~l~~~~~~~i~!~~~i~~~' 
t:he .waste~t~r'·ir8.~bjl~nt an~ Reuse System'Variant~ an4 thiip¢h '.Hill :Pass<l;gewa:y Variant. •tht1s; tfie.se .. · 
three v:<ir~~ntsJ1i;¢'ad,d.,~gt~.·tbePr?}eci:: . .· · · . ··· · ·· · . . 

.: . .:-:-.,, .. 

irish HiU Passa:gew<tyVari~twotJ,idt~allgn .fh~ pxoposed ped,es~· piiSs~gewiiy betWeeij IJJ.4lois sb:eet, 

:~t:l:t;:!•ti1:6:~v::x~:tt1~;~0~d~~~i~;!:·~:!:;~t:;~~~~1g~t~~ti' 
p~des!:fi,~ pil~s:age~;:ty COfll1eCt~g µliri.qlS})tt~raµq;~e proposedltjsh'Hill Piaygr9]1Iid w(Jul.d S,epara1e' 

g~~~~~~~f~~~~it1~~~1;~t1r~:5 
.... ::·: !.'.. >:·.;:;~ : :.''.~ " :i '"''\.' .. , . . .., . 

Adciiti~naily; th~ FEIR an~.Yied .i:Wo ~ddi~oµaj: pr6}ect ~(II!a'.nJ;S'tliaf ~ep.~t prbpose~ fPr appr9vai ·at itrls. 
ti.rhe~ th~ 'I)i~trid }trtf!rgy Systen:t Ya'd~11t. and fu.e\Autom~ted Waste: (:oJleCti()ri!Syst~ v~~{fillt; Th¢ 
Proj¢cf, asslime.s allhea,tfug artd ·t90Jii:ig V.Tould'be done al: tli¢ in<:{iyid.tJ.~ l:mildfug ley~l ·~rid i~cl~p$cfa*-t 
tr?:rU a~jaceritb~ild.ings~ a:.(ld J'G&E w9i.i14 pfoVi<le ;rt~W.r~l gas, .:ma,· elec~icitywoajd. tie·p:rc;Mq~d. l?y ple 
$FI;'QC,:;:il'.d rertewh,liie power ger1-e,rqf~c.i ori fue project site;, U!ider ~ DIBtrit:i'.1me!gy'$yst~m Vi:iri¥\ti a 
sing1Ei i;:enl±at . eileigy pfa11t vV'cfold t>e .lofateci jn, one of t:he :l>as¢Il1eD.t levelS of.a: newly tqtiitruded 
:l;>uilding on 'i='arcd ti.: The prof>cis~<f ~erttral ;~~ergf I:>l.~t1hlv:oulg p~<:rvide heating a!td cooling foi; a Jjn.ke4 
group df res~dentfal <i:ti,d COIDI!'.etcicilbuiicUngs.: . . . . . . . . . 

. , ....... ··' . . .. . 

· Vli.ciet ;the?f:'xojed:/typkal collection trucl<s would. illive a.round: th~ pr~jed: site to picl< µp oolid W?Ste 
(separated by. ,residents: ;Wd bµSinesses, m,io r~cy,clablilll, i::~mpo~tables) and trash./wast~) fro~ ~<l:ch 

· i:rldiviaual buil~ing for trani;pm:ct9 Pier 96 (tecyclable5) iri san·J:rniu:i~eo, theJepsoit~J.:rai~ie ·fiicWfr 
(cqmp<?sta,bli:~s) fo ~o1fil19 County, and the Hay~oa(:l LandfiU (trash/waste) in Solano C9~ty;. tJitt:I-er the 

20. 
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·.~<?t.lgJ1:N~;·1~~?7 · 
AµS}J\?t~4,,2Qt(: 

CASE Nb 2014~0M272ENV. 
:·r?ier: 10 · Mi~~d-vs.(! Pr9i¢hi 

Automate4 Waste (::'.olle~tion System (AWCS) Variant, an automated waste collection system wollld be 
irllitalfod .to h.'an5porf s~ ltd w~st~ from individuai n.evr. buildings and i~ public i:ireas, rep lacing ii:lterior 
and outdoor trnsh :recepJacies. The cerH:ral wa.s.te.. c9lledio1t, facility wpuld b~ located tn a, st<W.cl·:q.lone 
bU:ilqfug rte~:r· th~: prcipo.sed)Qt:il; Si:reet f'.U.mp Station Ori the BAESyste,Il1s Ship Repa5r ~ite directly north 
Of J:larcelS A and I3 .011 tlie PJ'.Oject .~it~ This variant has the poteritfal .to opera~e more efficiently aµa would 
re.riuce the,p11~be~ of trash colied:ion true:]( trips an.4the (l,S~ociated. n,oi~e mi.9. air pollutan~ e~fusions'. 

l; Pr()jecf(:()11~§Ctjort Phasiiig and f?ura~iciJ1; 

for ·1:i0th4eyelopme.n,t scena.tjos~the'Maximu~·Residential. Scenario and.~ the M~~ .Commerc;fal. 
sceri,ario, J?foject ~o~frµ~tion iS ~C>.nceptuai; how~\Ter itiil ~pecte~ to b~gm. in zois and would })e 
phased ?v~r fut ;:;_pproxi;natdy 1i-yeai period,. c;onc:iiidifig ill 2()29. Proposed developmeiit ~ exP.ecte<l. 

•:~h1:~~~:~:Kp~a:~~J~~;:;~~t.ie~I!:::is;z11fJ~::1 l6!:!w~~~::~:!:ri;~•. 
·in Tables z,5 filiQ:2.6. iij the DE:[R on, pp; 2~80 tq .. 2.;84; . 

. hlfx<'!Strit<:;ttire improvements (utilitlesi sfreetS; and open space) :a;nd grarurlg anci exc;wation a~tlvities, 

. would i;e coi1Structed by· Fbre~t City, ~s master. developer, ~u:ui would '()c.:M: :in ta.rid~~ 'as,respedive 
and ad.Jac~tpai:cel~ a.re. ~evei6p~d. v~rticaI di:!vefopment on the yariCius parcekcotild be constructed. 
by Forest City' and its ?.fffFq.tes, or by tbirCJ. party ciev~lopers •. 
. : ···:· , ... ; ..... ·.· :-· .. • · ... ·· .. .•. . ... :: ... 

It ;Frdjeff Obj~~~jr~~~.· 

•tii¢ P.6r~ ~ncf;Ftj~~~¢ify~¢ek to aehleye the f.oltbWing:obj~ctiv~s.bj' ~nd~[ng th~Proie~t: 
· • ¢~e.~te ·'il· ur;tlqrie San .Ft,Mciscq neighborhood r\rithi11 ~n indus~ia(~lstoric: .district that includes> 

·•~i~~~~~~;~:;1tJri'%~e;.~=~~.~£!§i~J~·~~ti.:• 
• fi.nplE!i'lJen~ )he op~ spac~, J1qusing, affon:ia,.bility~ )ustoric rehal:Jilitation; a.t.t:ist C::()mmunii:y 

···~~t:;;~~~fo~~;:;jc~~i ::.~~!k~!·;~~~:t;;~io~4~.an·ctesi~. poJ\ci~s· ~ndo~se~. 1Jy·.the• . 

· " Rrovide derise; mi:Xed~ittcoine l:loµsing thatincl11_<le.s both 9w11.e;rship and rental 9ppdi:t:unit1es; t() 
~~U:~;~:;;.~tt ei~ h~tise1lpld.. tjpe5: .m ~t4eI;t9· h~117 $a;n 'rial1cisc~ ·!Xle.etit~ fair ~hare 9f region~l 

• • :Pt~vid~ a niod~l Of2:i•1 c~tµry stistamable urbari deveICipment by iffiplementlngtfie Pier 70.l&k. 
:Managerne!J:t Plan apprpve.<f by, ~~e •San Francis.co· Bay· Region.a}. W ~ter: Quality· Contrql ~oarci; 
en¢otiragiflg energy and. water c;onieivatlon sys~~i:US; c#i.4.~ec!uCing v$.1tl¢.usage, ernissj~ps, and 

· 'veftide ~iles traveled .t6 tediice. tl'le ca~hon · fo()tptint imp~cfa ~£ .new. Mve.fopilleni:, • w~istept 
with the J?9rt' s difu.ate'Ac~ion Plai:J, · · · 

o provide ;;i<;:cess fo San. Francisco. Bay where it has be.en historically p:rechided, by open:ing the 
eastern. sl:tore of the ~ite tb ·the. publit \0th a 111a,.jor rieW. :vyaterfront park; extend mg. the BayJ):a,.il; . 
arid establishing the Blue Greehyvay, and ~~ea tea pede~trian:. md bi~ycl~-'tri~ricllye~virorm1ffit. 

SA~· rnAtlCisco, . . .. 
PLANNING O•Ef,'Ai;IT~f,.l'.r ., 21 
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. C:A{;!~;;t.lO 20,14,,.g,pJ~IiEM!!f 
FHer 7U' Mixed-U:;.e Project 

*~~~l,(foJg f!lxee c;on,tripµt9:c:s:t9 tl:ie. Vnit?l:l Ir()i:i: Wor.l,<S Jiistot~sD~sti:ic(t9 accq~i:no<;I?lte n,~.w 
use~ ~prisi$i:etj(·W~tJi: the ·~cr~t.<t~Y: o~· th~: fut~ri9r 5-:s~ard.s; for t1:te .J'reatJ:ne.~~ ofHi:Sfotjc 
frop~rtfoi, c.lil4. ~~$5gtl: anc( 1Jµild; r-ew)iifi:astiu~ture, pu,b],tc reah,n' ?:i;e~, P!l~ and'i:n:iHdings 
(!O~ist~t.wl#) fu£'.:~iiJ)eveioprnent 'De.sign Criteria within the Poi:t' s fier 70 P~iferred Master 
:p,~a1!~ ap,~sppp?rt !:he ~9i:~S~u~4 ~~eg~i'Y: 9£ .tii~}JI\iqn' I;rort.· yY9rJQ; ffi.,~to:ric PiJ;ti:i~t · 

Cie~te . hi:M!l.ess • ancf eJ:riploy~eri.t' opp:&i:tunlties: for: .I?.citt Wo~kei:s! and'. btisWesses · }foring .tJie 
d.esigq, con$trµd'k,ni ancfop_~r<1,tioJJ- p!iises of the P.rojecti . 

. ··. ' ·: . .· 

Elevah~: .and 'ri:iirtforce. slt~:: ~tifr~fyt!.c.f:UJ:~ ~n,q; b11jJ.diJ1g> pai:'!::e~$, to .'all9w the , new J?:i,er 70 

'· ~;IT~0~~~i~!~J!. :!!~rJ;~~;;!;~~a~:~~=~:e~~;~ot~.:::r~~;:.,~:i.~:Q;::; : 
api:lpt t6 fu,~E!, fuci;~as~.C{ lev¢1s 9f:~:?.i(~y~l ris¢;. : .. ' . .. . .. 

~~i1$!~:at~If1&1°!f1l~i~i~~;~ 
··· .. : .. 

.. . : ·~. .~~~::~; ~~t~:::.1!ci;~;.1C:~·~~~Tt:tt<J~~~)~~r:,:~:t24u.r:;!~.:!~ 
C()§t;s;j'11D:a:' ongqing; mainJeru.inq~: an4;.()p¢t;C1tlon, co~ts,. ;qid, produ(:e .;:!. ~a:r}:et rate rehµ:n 

~!1tr~~~l~~: ~~~;:~~;::s~f 0~;~~1y:13~il (AB) ~s. (~o~i). ffiici .µ10.w~ ~eJ?or(t.9 .. 

. ;tf pp:9ug~~~rd.se oi t~e: Qlf)'.'s o:p~oi;i ~th ~O&.:E:t? putcha1l\3 fh¢ Iio~dp,~:)'.~ci~ p.r?vi~e ~~' 
fo~ Jhi! qtysJJop1:rvrre.WHd pt.ojed~ m. aq:;o:r;(iaric,:e v,rit;li B.o~d 1{~1>01tttipnNc:(~ Vt~ su<:h f1s: 
ti\~ ·J?9#~ro t~J.t.~~¢ ah4. ~~~P~()Ject,: .. . . . . . . . .. . .. . ... . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. 

. .. 
::AP-R~oxal A;~t.!~#~~.; . : .. -.~~ 

: J:he P;ojed; i{s'u~Jeet t~ revi~w :and approvals by iocat' !egipna( StaJE!, and Fed era~ agencie~, with: 
. if ~1i~on'.~¥r.~o~pl~ti9~ ~~,.enyii~npterit~lfeview, in2lu~pg i:JJ~ #>H0,~1~g: · · · ·' 

. . .. 

•. Approv(ll 9f G.crier.aiPian a:II.lend.i:nenfa 
'.. . '; . :· ~~.:: . . . . . . ' 

• " ~pproy~1 of P1~p;tgcod:~ 're~t,Aineililinen~ ~~i'as130ciate<l io$~ Map :A~endrnentii· 
·~ .. A.p:proval ofa Dev:eiopm~t.Apr~rneni:: .. , 

• ABpi:oaj o{tl:u~,;fut,eragenC).'.:c~op.er~tionA~e~rn~~ 
·:. • App.rovai. ofa i?.Uoli'c.T:i:u.~t'Exchcmg~ Agreement. 

. • Arr?ovai:of~9is}Jositi6fi cmd pe~el~p~e~tA~eement1 -indu<lfug !odn~ of ~otind1~a.s~·1md: . 
purch.as¢ and s.ale agreemep:fa , 

•, Apptov~ o£Fma1 S:ubdi'visfon Maps~ 

• Approval pfkt:r~~ ~acati6ris, ~ppi:ovaf of d'.edlcatlcms ai:td eiJ,semel).tS foJ: ptiblj~ '.4nproveiri(lnts; 
fu1ct ~tc~P.tah.~~ < ~J: ctete~ti.;;i~ t~ :Nl?u~ worl<S ob:e<;t~fr t~ a~2eri:) 6£ pi.ibiic ·ihirroveni~iS~ . .;s• • . 

• ,. • '·•• ' • •' • •' ••, •I,' • ' ••• • 

nec~!lary; 

.2i .·, 
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CASIE NO ZQ14.,001~12£N\t 
Pi~r>io Mixeq~Use ProJeGf 

·. • . Approval or the fonrtatioi:i of ori,e o:i:. rn,ore co:n:mi,unity facilities distrii:~ and adoption 9£ a Rate 
. and Metho<l of A.pportioriirient £or the district~ ffil<faut1l6iiZmi other iJliplementmg actions ind. 
dc;x:frm:entS; . . . · · 

·· . t;;f~~:t!~t:~r:~~~~i.~~;~d:i~°.0~~1¥~~!1Wo~:~~~~~~:J~{~i£~:!~;'~•0£··· 
•• ?!}~ pf mqr~ !>~~~proj('!St aiea$ .for the 28.'.J\cre $~t~ ~~d soi}1(! or all of the I1liriQisParcels ~d . . 
auth6rizirl othefirii ·1emei:ttffi· actibris and.do6iments" ··:·-· .. · .· -g;, .. ··: :.·· . -F'. ,.·- -.· · .. •,,,,g .,. -.• ·-- - _. ... -- • --. - - ·.:"". 

• -¢eit:if~q1tioil.0£the ~inal EIR 

· "' . A<loptipi:l of findings th"1t fuf3 P11bii<; :rrus~ E:xch<lflglil iS .consistent :wit}+ the (;erieraI f'lan; . 

. 11• Approval of Pier 70 SUD Desigri for I)eveli;ip:tftent. 

• )ni#atfon ci:n<l recommendation tQ Board of ?uper:vi.sorsto app:rove a;n-endments to the General 
.flan,.. -· --. 

·• _·In.iti~~i6riandi;es()rririieri.<li1n9n.:t6Jhe.Boai;d o~S~p~ryis6r~.to· appi;<JyeP,lanpiri~f:ode:. 
ameridmentiiadoptinga.SpedaUJse bi$iiid and as~odited Z:orong Map amenclillents: 

. . ., . .' ··. . . 

· • iec:onunert<latio.n to rioardqf slipervi$orsto ;approve.aPeveiopmenfAgreement. 
. . ... ... . . . . . . . . ... , ... • ... " . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . .. : .· . . . . . . : ...... ·... . . : . . . . 

. . • . .·Ad()ptio11 o(findin&\l r~~<Jiding Ptjb1.ic T~9t,co~iste,ncy. 
·. ... . Approval qf:Dispositio~ ~d b.e,,;.~loprnerit Agr~t;:rnent~ irtciuding foriris of Gtourid Lea~es)itd 

.:Pu~clia13e aJi<;l Sa1i;Agr~i:!~eµt$~ ;il1fu6r~i0g()the{~ct:l~cii ancidci.Clirri~nts .. ndcessary ta.frh-Pie1*¢nt; 

· !Ji~:i:~Ta~~~::.:!~~~!d:~.:~;=~~i;:U;:!f ~~ci·fue.B.oarci bt supe&fuot~ tal(e bUler 

•· C;msent to .a De:velopmerit·Ag!e:em,~n(<i_iid ~ecommfend<tti~n tc>We l3oard()f stipel"visol:,S to 
Cl.pprove' 

· o. . J\pproval ~£the Interagericy (:oop~f.atior\.. Agreement. 

• ·. •• ~r!;~~()~ft_?evd()pIJj_¢nt t1 . .m £qr tli~ 28-Ac:~e ~fre in· a(;cqi:d~c¢ :W:lth. s~stion l1: o( 

"' Apprqva.1' of Pjer· 7o $i1P. Desisnfo.r [)_evelapmin{ 
•. .Approvalofamendrrienfu tO. Watelfront Land ilse P.fo1h 

.. :: . :PtibUcTnrntc;:on5iste~C)r-fi..n<ling$ aD<l appr9vai of :PirblicTi:ustEx<:hange Agreem.~t -vVith the 
State: La:nci:s Comlllissfon, 

., Approval ofp~oject~;rtstnic~on'-re~ated permitsfdr prop_er.ty withinl'ortjurisd~ction, 
· • · Approval of Constru~tion Site Stom:nva.te~.Runoff (;:onhol 'Permi~ 

SAilFRANOISCO : -- . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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!ID.9~i9n:wo, 19n7; 
Av~ius.t 24, 2017' 

GASE N0:2014:.gq.1 Z74.ENV 
· Pier·10 Mixe<J--0$e.t?roJE?ct 

· ... : ¢.d~~e.ni.tcf D~yelop~~nt=A~e~1e.nt ... 
•; C:9ns~tt~ t9 Iitt~t~&¢ntjf C.i;Jop~r~ti\Jn Aw~~i:U~!lt~. · 

, , 

··•·· f.~~~~;;\fuJ~~~~~::;;i;~if~~ff~~~::4~1~hi:~[~~~=~~~~~~1.t~if~~y~~,··' 
p.r~Je.Ct;iLmy, . 

.. "f QJ1!ie.httci p~V.ifaP:m~tA&I~~m~n.t. , 
; • ~~fl¥t to p:i.t~t~g~q. C,qopefati?i\~$.~~e.l:i:l~~)i;: 

Sflil Fran<;i$t;,O ~fr~ R~p~ti.~elii 

., •· C:oim~t:fo 1nt~~a.~~ry C.99P:~ati,()J;l§~~¢.µ'ieri;lG 

· si!it)1:rro1d~~o '.A.ifet9.mmi$S.!on 

::.-•·· ~~~~~t°r~T~~l.I'*'~<i~~~"!i~rirl/~opc~, lq· 

··:·.': 

: • 8¥¢.r~:~~fcW}BV!l:IJ;¢e\v~~~-$~rt? t\m.~sqd'.~}ealtp·. ¢.pde,· A.;ttc1~ ~~~ t¥.~e.t,pfdil'.l~~ce); 

··:$~i; Qori,~eryatl;o:ti ai;i~· IJ.ey~foprii:~~t (;()~iss~~ii;· 

•' !'; App1:9v\il qf:p~ft$'.fpr ~p~09ve~1en1;£ and acti\iities~lthi'n the San F~,ancisco Bay:J::'.onserv~tfon 
~d.·r?~Yi=I.opmffi:rf: ¢~4lini$s,1?ii:is.'judsdl~HO.ns,, · 

·· •· 4-FP~q~~l of.fi;il)li\±j'.rqst Exch~n~<A.g~e.e~~t~ 

··1le~fojtalWAte~Qqalitr·¢9P.Jx:ofBoa;:t~.,;;_$~F!~CiS:~9 J??.:Y:R~gw~ 

Approy~ o.~ S~dion 401 W?-ter quaiity cettlfic~tlon; 
Site7Spe.dfic ReJ,n~dt~tio11, Completion ApptQY~l(~) un9~r B:is~ M!ii:'t?g~m~n(rian; , 

.· ~I.ii F~.wcii;cri . . . . . .. 
~l,,~l\INl!'IG Q~P,\\!Q"Mli\N.T. .f, 
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9A$~N9 ZQ1.4s001~ZiENV 
f'),i~pJP: Nt.i~e_<;j':Us.,lf PtP.Je.c.t. 

• :;Approv~l pf any n~es~ary a.ir quality p~tinits (e.g.1 Auihority to Constnict an.iJ P~rmiUo ·· 
op~rat~} for.hldiyidu~i afr pollµtion s6ar~es~ sdch as boiieis an(j_ em~g~cy (;li~er gene~~~9b;; 

. C~lif~rni~. ?ubik utiiiti¢s Coruml'ssi?n 

• 'A,pp~O,ya~pf P.C::&.gs ~al#:oft:I9ed()\VJiX~rd,pa!c~l,. i~P.q&¢;',s:opera,tioris on WE)s~t~hi;l\J'E)Mt 
<tfrE:Jctdy !Jeeri :relocated. · 

•. <;~~iif9,t~{~·R~;Ra!:'@.e,Iif'.;o~ .• ~i~D:.aitii.~Vil4.Iif.~: 

• · · P.9~$!~1.e S.ectikn t.o4/$ectfon 1,qr~rWt: 

1j, S. ~~y .(jo;rp~. ()(E~gfu.e~!s • 

. U.S. ~iS,h~~ i'.\J'i[dltie 

·. ... f'o~t;ibie ~ection:<tQ4/Secti()ii1Q f etnMt.· . 
. . 

J\J:atiiJ:iiil l.V,iarin~ F~he#es $et_vi& 

· • i>ossibl~ E:ssentt~1 :Ft~li Uabit:ai; cO.nsuitaiion, 
.... 

· ~·• f'o.~sible En<iiil'.?e+eciSpecieS. A~f (2onsultitic>~:. 

ti. Findings Aboul Significant Erivironmental Impacts and M!tiiation.M.eas.m:es .. 
··' · . . : . :: :::;: :··.:·:'·' ... ::·: .. ~ ·.· ::·:.::~. ·.:.'· .. ·.:;':· '::::::~.·.::·~::::· :.·: ...... ::": .. .=:: ··:: . ::.:: ...... ··~.::;.: :.:: :.~~· ·: . • :: ... · .·. 

Theseffzj.d~g~, do pot ~ttempt. to d¢$trl~e lliet:u.11 analysiS of ea~e~yfr()ni:rt~l1.t~J1l1pqct corwiin:~d.iri the 

··~~:i~ii.arJ~~~t~:~~~:;e:i~;~J~~~!~v~~o~;:;~~ef:~fs::~~:~~Js~~:;y;~i~el~~~fii~· 
.·supporting th~:det~rri:U,rt~tron regarciwg t11E!i?:r6ject impacts arid mitigation ri1eas~es deslgri.eg ~o address 

·~Bid::J~i t;a~!~~~t.t{i:~~;~~~:u~:~~ra~:::t:;:~~;:;,~~~;~:d0!~~i:~:;~::~e~1:U00Je!: 
. . ... . . .. .. ... . . 

. SA~ F°RANCl~CO . 
Pl.ANNIN<:; i?EPAR'TMEMT 
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Mt,ititn1•ti!~~,1~~1r: 
.·A,.Y~U'$t·24,..2.011' 

£incj.jngs, except tp •. th~ .. exteni ariy such ~~terminations ill1d c;o11clusfops a.;re spedfi~a)iy .and:. e;.cpressiy 
. l).'.\9dtliea'. by th~e fin~lli~s; · . . . 

As se!f fortll.bel~~i: tlje }'nitigati6r(i11ea$.4res s~f(()~th ~n: the F.ihal ElR arid·. ifi~ atlach~(i. IV,1¥.13P. are hereby 
. · acj.opteq . :;in~. incQrp()plt!:!& •to sµf:,s1;aµtlajiy. )~t?en Qr q.yqid the pqten~@i.ly, · ::;Lgµifiq1t.tf: irnpad,5 . qf. lb~ 
· froject; Ac;:tordingiy, .in the. event~ mif;fgaHon measure ;recom111end~d :jn. th.~ firwl EIR has in<ldvettently 
·.be~: oini#~\;i, P1:the$~ piidifigs:~t. th~ ·~/sil¢:h:ii#g~ti??: :~e~~~e: ~~ ~~v~th~~e$s ·he~bb:/ ~ci6pt~4. 
aJ,ld incorporated. iTi. th~diriding$ peloW.. by ref.erence:Jji:.addii;t~,t\ in ili¢ .event tpelapgu~ge. dest:dbiJ:ig a 

· · mitlgatj_{)~ :me.asµre: §e.t f pr th: irt :tli~.~e .. fihd~gs. or; ti:w ~'tails. t(). ac::ciµ;.ately :i;efl~t . the np,tig~ti9~: 

··::~~;4~~~rr.:~~!(~:~;:a:r~:z~;~~~!.~fgt~!J~tt~:~:~:.:::1·~:1t~!£:~~~· 
· refl~~ tli~p,UJ]1l;>ers. ~qn.t~izjec;l .ii\ fb(E'ilJ?l EJ:)X: . 

·Iri sections· n; ID; IV;· and Vbefow/the same .firidiri s are made for ·~1 cate a • 'of environmental .fm · acl:S . ··. .. .: ....... , ..... , . ····· ...... ····:·: .· ......... · ··· .. , ·:., .···:.•·······' . ··: · .. · .•. g· ·· .................... ,. · ... · ., ....... IS •.. :ryr .• :·. · ........... , .· ... , · ..... , .••. =P .•... , 
. and tnitigatiqn. m~asµtes; .. Rather tl,1ari i;epeaJ J:he jdbiitkal fuid.fog (lozens ·· of 'ti:tn.es ~o ad:dl'.ess ~a!±i. cincl 

~~~!~~;~~;;;d~;:~~hJ~~~:J1,~~~~iii~/~~~~~~~ri~{a:~¥~!p:~;~~=~;~~~·: 
. tb.e. Finaj :pJ;R; for theF~9j~f; bei;n?: r~jecJed~, 

E' .LOcatlon and chsiodfan··of Re.~o~~~~ 
". 

~.:· 

'thepub.11c;h~µ,_~·:triµ.i,Sfi:h~ts:aµ4.~µi:Ifo:'.£f1e~c4~~?Pt~?~!?ll.~~t~~.:~eg?i'.dmgthe .. r~Cf:~';i;,~~tv~d: 
durmg the pu})1ic:: reView.Perio4;' ·th~ adD;tfrlistrative..rf3(:c1i;d~:. and' !:>ac.kgr<>u11d:'d.991J:iient.atiori;foi:tl:ie Fill.~ 

.~=~7:.;~~oll~·~~~:t~:'diS.~.·~a;a.:~~!.0; 

·: '. 

:Si:~iia~;~,~i?;=;dit~:t~~:~~:~t!t;:~~$~ 
c9n.side:r~ci: µ1·4~~termmfug;. whether. the Project. has The: potential fo• resulHn sigi:il!kant envirorunenfuf 
e~~~ l?~2e:th~ P.~oj~t m~~~ a1(o£ tM:f 9110.~~9 ~e~<;#t~riil: . 

. .·. . 

~-~ !j'h~}frbJect is q~ an iz¥iiis1t¢; ii~q 
· S. 1fie I'.roj~~f is r~ider)tfa1; MiXe<f.::us.~ :reside11ti#, a.~·~ eirfpioytnent center .. 

A·1:hansit p~forHy. area'~ is defln~d as an ar~a within: one~haif mile of an ex1sting.or planned major trani31t 
stop.. AJ'rrlaj()t transif sfop't. js dii!fi.hgd. irt: ealifomia Pt;tblic Resoutce~ . Cod.e S~on 21064.3 ;iis a):ail 

. ti:~sit stati9n; .a i~ryr..t~nal serv~4,i>y ·e~thtir ·~· bus oiraJl :ui~n1* ~~~2~i or th~ fut~rsed:i~~ cif tifo. ~i: 

. more major bus routes with a. fj:t;lquency .of servke 'interval of 15 minutes· or Jess &Urfu.g:themorning: and. 
a~e:rn?qi:i peak coriiU1l1te periock · ·. .. . . 

.•. 
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MO:tipn·.N~Q• • t@9:r? 
Aµg_~~'.t 24,; 2Q17. 

(:f[\aJ: NO 2ti14c00127~ENV 
Pt~r.70Mix~ct~Us~1?.ro*.i;:t. 

·.IMP A CJ?, FqUNI? l'J'.QJ: ~9 }3E SIGNLFICAJ.'IJA.,ND 
. TIIUS {)o'No1:;J{EQUiil~.MJ'.ffG1\_JiON. 

lJrnfor .CE.QA( no II1ftlg~tiori.rne'1$.l1res. <;<r~. req11ir.ed ·f()f iJJ1pa.ct$ )ha~ are: ~ess: ~i:t sigr:i~~ca11t (f~&; Res~ 
Co(le § 41002.;CEQA Gufdilines §§ 151~§'.4, sul;i.d; (aj(3 )t 15o~J):. As rti.~~~ ffitly d¢$c~il;Jed :i!l th~ f~t'iiilEJ:R 
~d bas~d o'.n 1fle e~ici~nte i~the W:l191~r¢t6t.4 ~f ti}is pfoc~~dinfi. it is fi¢reby fouhq that iiripl~Di~nta~ib,n' 
o{ the ~r()jec:t v;,~ni~d fiot;fesult)~ fillY $ig0i_fic¥t~ ~mpaS§ :in th~ f9U9~ing a,f~af <0'.~ fuat i:hes.e. iihpaft. 
aJ:~as fr:~r~for~ d(i rio~.[¢qtiJ~e.~itig~tfo11: 

.A,, Lanciuse. . 

• Impacts ty;;;1;. "[he Project~voµl!f rtot p~ysicall>; d~~cie art ¢xfati1lg conimun~~. ·. 

Impacts LlJ;-2:. The· Project W,ciuld · i.16t copflid \\ritli applica})le Ian.d us~; plans; p()lides or· regulaf:i,ons • 
ad()pted f()~ i:li'e .pµtpb~e. b( ~vo~qthg ;i; _iajtig~tini·.~· eti0J:~~e4~i ;~#~tt; stitht?~t ~.~ub~tj~l 'ad~~tse 
p1zys.ical ~han.gl'. in th¢ erivironment'r~lat¢9, to_µtii<;t.Us~ ')rfi.tild testJ1t 

.i~~?h[~~~S~~i~;~1\~~~t~j;:1~;}#~~1 
. 's; :P?Puia~i?~, E~pfoynieht ~11~ !f iJ11siJ:ti~. ·· 

Jmpacts )?IJ;~l: The J?rbject -.vould ~mt su.b~~!1ti~11x !nciute f9J?~l~~fo~ ,growth,; ~ither dir~st\r; ot 
indirectly .. 

EnPa~ts I'Ii7~! .. 1h~ frroj~ct vv\n~i<~ •. i;io,f df~pt~~~ $µ~s.t'.ill~~i: numb~r~. 'o{~xii>#nK hoHsJi1g ~nitS. or· tJ:~al:e 
deID,;aJid•f()ra9'9.~i:ipit~l. h.<?ilsl:n~ ne~~s.s1t~t¥ig i:h~ c?~~~P:?n of t~Pl~~e~e!-1t#O.vsihg e,lseV,,~~re~· ···· 

. ~iripa~f C7P'fl~1: TJ:i.e. Project under $.e ;M:¥imvp:i'. ~es.i~~ntfai ind Max_ifu.urii. <:o::frlti{ercfal s¢~ii;~1()s,. iµ. 
coJil!Jillatiop '\yjth pw( pkes.~~,··~d·}eas~~ably t<Ji:e$e~al?te; fii#.e proje~fs, .'\'iQ~id no~ ·i:e,s.u!t fo ~· 
. c:Umu1ati\iel y soi;tsiderab.le.~o:nttibl1tton t() si~ifita# ct:unufa.tFve popuiat!On <irwl h9lisiJ:1g h!:1Pasts, 

•Cultural· Resources; 
.. ,. 

fi.i,.pa~f CR ... 3: Ccii\stnidiort activities. for tl1e Project ~pijl'dnot t~tJse a substantiai ad,v:erse th<l!lge irtthe 
sigriifican~e. qf .(l.: tribal. ctiltyraf r~s.ource/ ;its d~.f~e~ in • I'upljc Ji~~ouic;es:. ('.ode. S~ion 21974, · i~ s~ch . 
resources are pi:esent\v1.thin .ffie .rrnJt;<;f ~itk, .. 

Iinpai:f .(:R,4: ... '[he Project wo1J.Idre~µ1t iry·*e· de~qliti?n•of sev¢n [Juil~fng§Jl:y~t C:?Afribute ·ro ~he· 
sr~liftcaric~ 6£ the :QJW':Hi.Sto~ic bisttict Thes~ <lre 13\tlldings · 11, is~ i6; .19; 2!), 32~ :~n<l 6$. . . . . 

. . 

. Th~ . c;Iemollfo::m of• J:lles~ 1J11iidings. ~9u,ld 110~ r~@t in.·.~ llillJ~lfliltial . aqv~rse . chiirige i'n; t~~. ftl~toric. 
significiirice of the lJI\1' ftiStoiis. District,. noi; w<?µJ.4' t.h~ <leli:tolition tesufr iii: a deieteri9tis effect 9n :fuos.t 
of ··.the · Districf s · c4ar~ct~~-<lefirimg .·. features~ .· Th~ ·· · PtW ijiStqriC • ·· b~i:fict ·. Y.,bvlg .. reta1~ · s(iffisi~t:ti: 
cqntributirig features; cl;taracter~deftrtirigJe~tUres, arid oyeraffintegrity tci fontlritie it$ U$tlng IT\ the NRHJ:> 

. ' . . . . .. ·, . . . 
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•<fASJ;~'N<;l.~9~4":9'~'16.7iE;NV 
Pier 7\0;Mfac:el;:f-lJ.$.e'Project 

and the CRHR.: As such, the deµ10Utit:rn Qf contributing Bu.Udfo:gsill, i~; i6,. J9~ 2si 02~ and 6~ wotild not 
materially impab;: the ·physical draract:erisµ.cs, th~t ·justify •. t4.e : 0IW J'{istorJ¢ b.~§trk(s Jnclus~or:t in !:he · 

. NID:IP Qt th:~. 'Clitpt A!t,h.ough depio@9fi. of tcintrt\)i,tifn.g B&ildJngs)1)J.5; 16/i9; is;; 3Z'. :~d,''6R ~Qu}d; 

. have a, foss:than'.'. signific<Jiit im.pact on, indiviciµiil: W~torkal resciu:rces •jd_~ntifted in this EIR @a til~)::n\I{ 

. Historic Qfattist a$· <i w.h~le; irrlplemen~atio1J of'Unprove.we~t Mea~u,i:e i~cs;-:4a.;;:i>~c:~¢~ta.tfon Plld ~"' 
•cR4b! P'1~li<: ~nterprf;!(;aJi9ni' whJCh, c;i!~ .fC,r'. th~ 9.o~erifu.:ti~~<and~i,!1:.~e1;p,r~ta,ti,on .of}he.lJ,J:W.ffi~~O:i:,~G 

~:~~~~!~!:IT~~:~ ~::.~i;;.~~~~;~·r.echic~, tne Je¢~.~th~~s1gruH~t;~~act r.eS.u1tiii~··~~t.n. the 
. pnpadi _cR,.:61< The reforafi.qn'.:ofcontrihiit.hlg•Builq.lng 2~ y.rould. riotajatefiauy W.~~i:t~.;m. adv~ie, 
m?,n;ner; the. physi~ c;haract~ru;tiq; 9£ .th~ ti:tWNa#cn,1~rJ~egiS~er H:ipforic QiSQict fuatj~tify)ts i:fi<;:Iw;ion 
•in th¢ Ca1i£~r¢ii :t{egister 9fHistorif:al; ~e~our~es; ,nor.:-th~ phy~ic~i~ c;haJ:at:J:~ris~c;s.: qfl3ttµdl]jg~l'.#,'la~ 
ju~~fy ~ts• aj,igiJQUity fo~ k~ivi~~at mdusi()n. in We ca1i£<Jt,tii~ ~~Sister 9~ Hisfc)r~~<i:l ~e.s9.Uic~~:· ·. · 

Jritp<ict CR:,:i2: The Pr:Oje~t would. riof i:nafoi:ially aJter; 1rl' an. agyerse i:nM.n.er; the p}lysicai chaia¢tt3ri;>ti¢S 
.. o£:ot!\~r hisi{>~ca:t ~~~oti;,c~~· ( 9u!isi<l~ bf th~ inW N~tloh~i. R~gist~· itis.toric Di;>h.i.ct)' tiktjtt~tify i~cl,@i6rj 
of s.uc:h.. rescm.i:c~ in .a Federal! State. or iocal rel?ister of historicat resource:;;;. · · ·· 

·!:~~:;~£;:~e~:1f !:c;:,~•:!t;J~~~~ ~~~)}~1.
0

~h~~~ar~:r~~~~i~h~~t~~~?t:f~r~~l~~~· . 
(()uJsid:e.df the ptw Natioruit' Register Bistonc D4tri¢t)' tl)at jµ~tifY iti; inciusfon: in the ca1i£0±hla :Reg1Ster · 

.. ~f H.~wricai R.esqui~t!~r' tesuitwg m a oimu1~tiVe impact. . ' ' .. 

'Impact .XR:.:1: · C9iistnidion of. ~he Project y{.6).1.~d not result fri. sigqificant .iajpai:ts . ()ri; the . ttansportatl?f! 
ailcidrcitlatJ.oi.tnefy/ork becayse i11eY: wpt.tla b~ ot·Wriited:diJrati9i,i and ieill,porary; . ... . .. .. . · .. 

Although no mitigation measures woiild IJe required~ Illiprov~ent Measure I~Tffi:A:'_Construct:fon 
I".fanageri:t.ent J:'lart is ide:ti.tified to· further J:edrice ies.s.:.th.q11~sigtiific01nt potenti~l pmfllcts befv.;:ee!1 
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Motion NP• 19~77 
Aq9µ,~f 2,4; ~~1T 

co.:risttuction activities andpedestri~ns; l:Jieyclists,, ~;msit, and aut()s;. ~~ betv~re~w coriStJ:UFf~()l} ac;tJvit¥es 
arid nearby; }JuSitiesses and residei;lt5, . . . . . . . . . ' .. . ' . . . . . ' . . . .. . ' 

Impact· tJ1~2: The Project .. w.ould not· cause sul:)f)tantial addition,al VMT ·nor sub~t<:lllttaUy ~I\d,ii,~e 
~utQri19l?.il~ tr:aveL. .. · ··· · 

Impact TR-3: Tue Projeetwould.not create n;i.ajor traffic hazards. 

Im.pact l'.R-4: The Project would n()t resultin any Munl screenlines . o:r sub~corJ:idors ex~eeding 85. percen.t • 
capacity U:tilfiati()i;i nor *ocld}t iil2r~ase. i:iclership by. trtore thati. fiye perce.nt ~~ ~h:y ¥iird sd:~t&iiirte: or . 
subcorrid~r £9recast to ~xceed 85. pe~cenf capCl.dty .UtiHzafton. under Bas~line coijditiom'. vvithout ihe>. 
Pr~j~~ .. . . . . . 

lln.pa~~ J~~: 'fwo indiyidual :tvlii!lL ~putes w<mhi .cpp,tiniie to operafe 'yvitlajri ·tli.E.O: ~?,. per5e~t capapify 
'll.tilii:ati<)[l standarif in til~ a~m- anci p,fu.. peaj< hom:o; ,in hC>J-1.l the fubouri4 a.JJ.d. outboundtlire~i::iorys wW'!- .· 
additlori cifthe Pro"ect. ····· . . . .. .. . .. 
. . . ....... .••. . .•. • •.... J ....•. 

. . 

Impact lJl~8: Pedestrian tl'.ayei generated by the Project, c:oti.id be<p_ccori.iino4ated. pr( the !leW· r6,aci~yay 
11rH{si4e~hlknetwork pr.ppo~~ct for thi;J proje(f site: · ·· · · ·· · · · · · · · · ·· · ·· ·. ·· · ·· · · ·· · < 

Altl:lough the Pmjed:;; pai:Iq~g facility access poirifs would complf With appropriate Cl:~sign standarp'.$; 
the. less~ilian:.-significani: eff~ o.f: vehicle .. gu.euir:1g• .aq.()ss sid~W.al1cs 'ioI,I1-d/ be rn1nimize.d wifu · 
iIUrlerriel\tktion of; :tni>rovelli.erif I\11ea81:tri!. I~ TR;;B: Queue'Abate1n,elit; .. tO ens~re tI,:~t pe~estrian traveii~: 
unhn edect · · ' p .... 

Impact .TR;.9: Existfug pedE;!sttianfcicilities in tl:te vicirtity of the projec:t site, \vhile incomplete, would not 
pos~ substa]:tial hazar<ls tQpe~~srriari. tfaffk gellerateci for tlie frojE:d· .. . ... 

ImP~~:IB~g: Th~ fro)~<:t woulci tiot FF;:;i.te. }J?.t~nti<>.liy h;i.za~d~~~ conciit,'ip~~ f.qi: b~cydist$ iil:l4 !Y()1cJi4 T1~t 
interfere:~ifli bky~le ~cce8:sibilio/ fo the Pr.<:>ject i:;ite o('?9jo~ho/g are<IB.: . · 

Irilpacf .TR-i3:The Project, :o/o\ild nqt tesµlt 11' significant iJ:rip~c~s Oil·~ergeficyasc:~si;,tq t!:i.e•pf()j~Cj: sit~. 
or adjac.;I1tfocatfol1S. . .. . . . .. .. . . .. 

AIJ:hbugJ:i nqt required to ~ddj:ess. sigajficaj:\f hnpaci:s~ 'i~pi~m¢nration o{rinproyemell.~ MeasU:re I: tR;'.c: · 
Strategies to ~nhai,lce Tra:llsportat~9n Condjtioits Durip.g ~vents 'w9µlp ~nsure that events at Pier 7Q' m,e . 
<:oordillated w~!lt events af A'T&T :Park tc:> fµrtli.er redt1ce the le.ssAh~n~s1gnifk;ap,t e.ffests ()f c()nge:;;j:ion. .qn 
e111er~ency v~.h18~:crrcu1atto11. · ··· · · · · · ·· · ·· ·. ··· ·· · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · 

Impatt C: TR7i: Cc?ri~huc~on of !:!;te Project wotild oceur ayer a~ approXiroately il-yeadirn~ £ial:ne ~d.. 
may ove.~fap :witli. sonstrudion of .othet. projects iJ1 th~ vkinity. Pue to the detailed plannfog ;lrtd 
<:oordinatiort requ;iremenfs/the Projed vv6llld rtq~ corib:~f)l1te ,.c0ns:iderably td ·a sighjficant °'1.!Xtufative. 
impact ill, the ar~a. · · 

SA!HRAUCISCO.. .. . . . . . 
F'~N.lf'!.G OEP/).f!T~$NT 
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:M9ti..ci.nN~. J~·~:fi. 
.Atio~1Jst24,.~011 · 

9AS~'Nf::} ZQ14~~Q12,7i!I;NY 
Pie1r'lO Mi.xe~H.Jse. Profect 

. Al.tnpµgh .no. mitigation me;;i.sures wonlif be required,· lmprovemerit Me.a.swe'l~fu.:.:A;. CQn.slIP:ctfon· 

. Managemerit P.lari is identified to furtherreduce hnp~cts assdciat.ed'. wi$ constru.c:tibl'l pf, i:he P;roj~t ..... . .·· ··: .......... '···· ..... · ....... ,,.... .. . ...... ' . . . •" .... . 

Imp at( C:.;JR~2: Jl!e P;.toj~ct's irlcr.enieri:i:iU, effests, on regional Y¥.f: V,oul(i 'nofb€ significant, when vieW,~d. 
.. irl comb4iationwi.th p~11f1presen:t, (ll1d,re<),sonab~y foi:17~~~bie nit;ure projects;> .. 

In:rp~cl;. ~~JR-3: Uie,Pf<?je<± w.o(I.ld no.t coi}t.ribute tq a: maj9r tr~fk.11\lzard'. • 

·1mp11ct: h:IJi~5:.Thei>rojectwould not .conttibiite coilsidElrnb}y to~ signtf~~aiit ~iriuliil:iv~· @piictoii $e 
I<1' T,hird, rn&-!esiq~ ¥uni l~e.. . . . . . . 

· foipact Q TR-(); The Project wpajd, µoi: contrib,i,i.te sofu.>idefaply to; sigi):µi~t ~ufa~ve; iiJ:lp~ctk ~t ¥.Vw 
DoWn.town; scretmimes. or slibcorddO.rs. . 

.);f ~l~~~~:..;'?i•ct.wo~14. ,;ot•canrr,i,.µe•cQrIBi~liJy ,f'l>."w#i~; ~llV~•i'PP''*''•P~ 

. Jmp;;i,~t C-nt,:s; .. '.fhe Pr<;>je{:t W!=nrld not:confribute com;i9¢.rabiy to ~igui.ffo;mt c;umulative' pedeStrian. 
~pa~:·· . .. ........ . .. . ... , .. 

. :bnl'act c-m~~; ~e J?r9)~ct.woll!d 'nof~oilt!1blit~ ~6ilsfd~~aljhr to•~: ~igrii(iSailf cu~U!~tit~. i:Jfcyd~iillPa.ct; 

. ~l?~~S., Tl{~il):)11e . .Pr.?i$pt \~9ul,d rt.ot ~onf:r~R~te t{) .a siwficantctum1fative ipqdln& im~ac~.' 

~vact .t,d:R.~j),:/t~~ J'roject y.rQ.tiid 'nok ~onrnl;ni,te 'iq~!di;i~bly: tq a, t;i~#~at.tt cU#tiil;i:f;i.y~jmpaSJ; pit 
: eme~~ency-vehide ac<;ess;· 

Noise.: 
.''::"'.;" ...... .., . ... , 

·. i:=~~~:~~~=~~o~ :~~=l~:~;t woU!~ not~xr!JSE:peopl~ iin4 struchh~srto or. g,eri¢r~t~ exceq~iv~ 

lniP<ict ·~NQ::t: (:'o,nBtr.llcti(ni o~ ~e, PiojeS:t · ~ci~l)ii;te(f W'.ftl:\ .cu1llulative c<?n5:fi:4cti9n noi~e in· t;he pi<:>J~f 
area woillcf :not ci:\:u~e a. stjp,st~tli.l Jemp()rary bt periOciic ip:qease in am}Jienf noi$e levcls 4': the.: p~ofect 
yicii:;lity dttr:illg; C:?Iistrti.Gti?.n; . . ... 

;:· 

1mpact AQ~$.~ The M~mn Resid~ii,tia.l Cir: ¥~111!\ Co;rrim~rd~I $c~ri~;ri.os whuid' not ,c;~~~te 
.. objec~9i:i~ple odo!s that; wo~fd.af.fe<:t <i.s{ibsU1nfiaj nµmb~r:of :peC/pi~. 

• G~ . Greenhouse Gas Emissiori.S~ 

.. · .. ~. 3.0 
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· MotiQn NQ; 1~~77 
f.\,4g;~s.t 24, 2017 . 

cAS,·e Nq ~Q1A~qot4.72~&v · 
Pi~r ntMi:x.~.ct,:~~.B~ ~r~J~i1.t 

. . . . . 

Wind and Shadow. 
: ...... ··,• 

Impact WS-3:, A(fllll 1;H;i,ilci'."otii{ th~ Project·woulq not ;:iil:er wind irl a mafilier that substanfiiilly aff¢cti 
gro\:ind~levei: public: m::eas. Th.e ped~striat'l coi;nfort criterfrm iS. J,'.Ot co~ider~d ~.itliill i:he': C:~QA, 
~ignificance t-hre$hold; however,· Impro.veg;i.eµt ~e¥lii;es I-WS-3<1: •Wind Red'(l~tion)=q:r P~~ik Opef( 
Spac~s .~d P~d~shiaif ap.d Bicycle ~<lS, r~ws-3b: • Wfod Reduction £0.(Wafo~rift'r<!~ena~~ ~d 
.V\T~temo.Y:it.Terrai:e, I~W$~3c{ wind lledU:~floit £()F Sliplvays ConU:rio.ns~ I-W~3d: ':Vi:tili R~duct:i~i:t; #>~ 
· Btj.iI{ifug l,2 l\1arket PI<lZa and M"arket Square; I~WS-3.e: Wiµd Reduction for Irish Ifill Playg;rouriil and 
i ~W$-~f:. Winci Reduct.ion. for. 2Qth $.tle~t. PliU:~ wovlc;l i~piov¢ ine comf?~t, s.UitabilitJ, and usabilit}r\)f 
public open spaces Md furi:h6; ,reduce thfa i~ss-th;;ip;s1gnificant iinpact; City d¢cisicin riiaI<~rs may ciloose. 
~o i!Ilp'os~ th~~ iD:lpi:ove.rru;f:ltm~asures Pl1 th.~ Pro)~ct i\s ¢9ndit!ori~ of~pproval: · · · ' · · 

Iriipact w~-;4: 'fhe :Pro)ec~ would not cre~t~ 1:1ew shado\V: ii\ a µiaffiler tliat'subst<i_ntially affect;i ou_td,o(Jr• 
. re.c:fe~t:i.bn ~~cjliti.~ qr 91:1Jer pµ,bl,tc.area,s~ · 

I1ttp11ct c':ws~1: The Project i?,t full:qu:ild-Qti.t, :When corribmed'wit!J other cwnulative projects>woriJci :not 
~H:~r 'fyi~'in.a n.i~nn~ that subst;mtially aff~ts pu~lic areas within'. the viclmtJ bf the pr~j~2t,sife; ... 

Impact. qws~2: ·T?.~ · Pi;oject, in• cotl}bfuatio~ 1"'~tll p~sf, • P,\'.~~ent; al}cl re~o1;1ably for~~eql1le Jiitµre 
Pf Piects 'tn .. the proJ~t·: 0cfuifo \y64!d ·. riot tJ'ea~e; new . Shad():W in a. Lll~er fl:iat . S1;lb~taritia1ly aft~ 
oU,tdoor te2reati.on faciiities·or oth~r. pubHc. areas. The Project·wou1d'not make.•a.euriihlativeiy 
con~~d,ernpl~ ccintribµtiof:i to asigniflcarit ~~~ulat~y~ ~1la?oi in:pa~L . . 

.·J~. Recreation. 

)mpacf JJ~~l: Tue R.roj~9: :w()ulr;l ins:rease the use ()f ~~tlng neigl'l!Jorhcidq ai;id regiona1 p&rl<s ()t ~th.er~ 
reci~at~onit,lfa,cHtties~ Bui; not to sum qD: ex't¢nt tlia~ 8Ubstantia1 J?hyskatd'eteiioration of e)<isnng £aciHt:fos: 
\,.rould ~~~f ()~ b~ ~c~~ef~ted! 'or s~di that the cO~b:'µ,ct~()~ of rie:W £a.cilitl~ \'f qu'd b~ 'r:¢qliJ~eif . .. . . . . . ' . 

lmpacf: ~i!;.t;, ('.'.onsttµcti<m of the parks al.1_d recreationaffacilitles pr()posed C1,S part()f the Prtjjed yYouid 
.. •.r::;~~1;;ti~stantiaJ adye.rsepliysici.tl el:1;vi,rop:irt~I1~al iifipacts ~e}'.011d.:th.()se artal#ed ar1ci d~:>c:\c}s¢c(ip; 

l,inpacf QEE~:}.: . Th~; Project; jn cqmbmat:lon 1.vith j:i?St; preserit, ail_d re~on~biy for(!se¢ah1~ ~ture 
devel;;pme~t, wq~lc} nc)t. re~lt iri a (11rnuiati~~iy . ~<:)ru;ide~al:>le. c9ntrib~ti?Ii tq. sigl¥~cant <:liri}Ulati\T~ 
. i,lllP<lc~ on. ,~ec:re~#o!1, . · 

J. Vtilities a~dS~J:Vke Syst~l1ls'. 

Impad lf:f ~ i: The Cii:y' s #;iter' sentk~ provider w,cmld' ~av:e suffiqerit Wat€~ supply availap~~ fq serve.thEi 
· P.roject frcn:lj, existmg ('!11tltt~mep_~ and resources, and s.yould nofrequire !leVV: or e>-.-panded :w~ter supply 
ie;sources or entitlemerit:S'. . .. . . . . .. . . . ' .·.. . 

. Imp.act. UT ... ~ Th.e Prtijedwould not requir~. or restiit ir\ •the. construction 9foew watef freatiitent faci1 if;i,es 

. or ~Xp~psion. of f!rlstirig.fiicilities; the corwtruction of Which could c:ause sign~icant ~11yironntenful ef~~tS; . 

·t'. 
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. Impact trr.:3;. The J;'roje~i: ,wc;iuiP. not excee(i:wastewai:er treafyllex:it r~qulre.qwnb?.• qffu~ S<).uth,east W ~ter 
Pollution Coll.t.rol Piar\t · · ·· · ·· · ·· · · ·· 

.,. 

· ~~r7£fi[i~~~;§~~1~~~i~ 
·~~~«'17;0=·'#~l~J;,.:;::l~~~~t~f ~~tter~~: 

. . 

_:!;~tt1t~~~~:~~:~:~o~Icf 119t~il to co#l:Jy with_P~(i~r~i;. $t~t~;··~d lp~~l s~t1J~e~~~4:~e.~~~q~ . 

.•• ~!is;~f'l~~~~~~T;;i~~W~~~!.~a~;ft~~~~;·~ 
· /~:. · ': :P:uoii~ s~rvfoik · · . . .. . . . . :ii; . . ...... . 

· :r:~!:~~P1:l11;:.~l~v~~!~::s~~~!~:~~;:i.J~;~o:;~~!id:l~r!~~i1i~tJ~~ji~i~::~h)· 
• ~~-a~f~~~~~-::JTI~fr9j~C.t~~o.~1#.·r?G~h~t u.i·~~rie~q-frif,~e~ qf·P~!.si~lfy ~1~i~~.c(f.~~ll,~~J~.?t4~~-io. 
: II).aintain)i¢c¢pfable .resp(J.ns~ f:iriJ,~S fO;r.fifepi;ot~{)n <µld_ eµJ,el:gcrr:icy.r.nedic;a.ls~:i:yic~S; · .. • . 

: •' ·. · .. •' : ···.:· .... : . . ' .. ':~. h . . ::· ;:· ::. . :~ .,. : :·, . ,• .. ,. : ... : . ... . -~··· ... '.. . .. ,. . ·' 
. .. 

:i~~~!:~:~~~;~'.~~~7:,cfITJ~~~~?t;i«ll~~;;~~t~~i1~~~~~!t~:~{:~~~t~f~;i~;~:· 
. ~p~ct:P$.4~ . ~~- rr9)0C.t wcmtd irotr¢sUtfih<:tD ~Ci:ea.se in dettt~dfor library sel:Vic~i.; $aJ; C:Jii}d_:ri~~·be 
?.1~tby~~tin~:~rn:!l;:~~~'E:i;: .. : .. ,;::..i:;.;,,:; "'·'··:,,;,,,,~.1;=.::.:-"-=---~-'--; · .. . .. . .. .; ' ·· 

~:=~:::~~t~*iri~~;~~!r~i:;,~~~.;;;a~~~~r~~.:: 
impa:ct'g:tb~t 'l:yotil~·r~sµlt=•f.n.a,: n~e.dfor,:coi,sj:ruction.of ~e~o~·p~ysi~a1lya~tewg··.~a~iliti~~,jn.·ord~~-·,t9 

· .. _· .. ~~~~;;0:!~~1:o~:r~~tt;~~~-.£i~Ptt~~~:e~&::~!;Il;~::::;:~~:~1j-~:~t:~:r pµb4s· 
·;,: 

·· ~1o~ci~ic~l}t~s°'!lr9~· · 
.···' 

"· 
. ; .{ > ~ ·: 

.,-
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M9tfon :N~, 1.~~T7: 
J\u~i.i!>f24;; 2011 

GASE No ~.o14-001212eNv 
Pl(:}r 1tJ Mix~q .. l,l~e Prcj$cf · 

... . 

~~<:i19f?)".?P:l'.l .~9!1~.: 

I:ri:iP.icfGE-l: . The Pr:oj~cfwouid nqf'expose people or 'structureq to potent:jatsµbs@ntiaj, adverse ~ftects,' 
i11clu~lng<fue rll.ik o{1~ss, inJuzy;: 9r de~tfu ktyqlvi~g facl~ rupture; s~ismic gr,oitnd shaking, se1s:niically 
indqced &r9~rid failure, or seisrr'ikally induced iandslities; ' ,' •' ' ' ' 

·fo;q_~a:c.t.:GE~2: ·Th~ J?tojecf.wouid not result 1n sul:>stanfiat erosion er: loss of to,rsoil.· 

imp~,ct GE:4: TI1e froject.y..r9uld no:i: qeate ,subs~tlal ri.sk$ to life. or. property as. a result of locating 
b.µqdings'.oi'9tn¢r£~~fuie$ ori eXP~~~1V~·9r: CQ~r~sjv~ SJ)ils. ' ' ,. ' · .. · ''' ' , .. ·.· ' ' '' '' ,' 

' ' 

~t;;~ ~ff irufi=~ltk0!it0 wo1Jk1 ii0~ ~tib,st~tra.i1y c.ilang~ t!.1¢ t9£?~?~~r· or· ~nY:. 4#1~.e ge9i?~1c .. or 

Impact c~Gl}1: ·Th~. fi;ojed, irl C()JJ1bination wii:h.past~ presen.t, atid, reasonablyfor~seeabie .. ft!ture·. 
proje<;fS; vv()Ulg ~o~ substanti,..Ilf c9rttri~1Jte_ to CU!ll11l'a,tive JmpactS on ~eology <zjd sC)ils; 

N: . !?-~.\lr9l.o.gy ajldJ~a!er Qu~ify. 

J'.mpad; fIX.:~ ¢o_nslrti¢#()_n qf i!ie Projett yvouJd riofvi6fat¢: ;;t w~ter;qualifY stan{:(i:i,r.d or ~ wast~ ci}~chai;ge 
;i;eqt.lr!iment, o:r: <ithe:r'YV'isesubsfantfally degracie water qualify. · · · .. 
·:· ....... · .. :·>" , .. : .. ··.·."'-• ··: .. · .. , ... ·:-: ;.,.. ·.·. . .. ·. : ...... : :: ... · .. : .. ·.· . 

·~f~4~~;:~e~iJt¥~f~:~~0~!:f;t;:~~.~~if~t~rq~~~~~itm:~I~\;:;r~~:i~~:·. 
gi;quj:ld~ft~r±~bfe: · · · · · · 

Ii;l:tpa<:{: 1IY4: 111~ pr9jec~ ·w{?µl4 not sub.slajltfaUy . alter. t:he eiiSnng dfafuage J?'}ttem .?f the· site ()t at.ea~ 

~:i;.~lii~;~~~~,:;~~:;,a;roQ6dd{~: ;~:::t~sff;t£efilrl:or riy¢r; in, a µ\£inrter•efia~· wou\d .. r.e&ul~ iri.· 

.:~;;~~~~J:;:!;~:lJq~;;~~!~~~~:~~;1:~~~d;i~~!ci::;~I~~K~::i:~~.~orie·Ar·.r:1~~~··. 
~pacff{Y~: 0f?'.!;'t'ati()riof th¢ ].='rojecf w9uld riot place s~ct.ures.vvif:l:ilii .afuhire ~oo~year flood z()~1e<th,a1' 
wbuld:inip~~o.i:redb:~cifloodflows.· ' ,. 

d7f ~~~~b7~n~~?J~~~%re~~~' ~°,~n=~iTr ~~~~0~ stni~tures tg ~ubst~ntfai ~is~ of foss; in}ury~~ or · 

.. in,ipact ¢~liv~1: TI.!-e f ioj~c::t1 in ~orriiJinati~fi:.with past, preserit, ail<l,r~as()~biy. £(}r~seea~le• futui:e pr()je(Cts .. 
• ih: th~ s1te y~cinity~ woµfcf nofre811lt ip: a, cqp.sid~~a~le c::on,trjbution to Cui:riulatiy~ 4#pa~ts oii. hyqrology 
~Mwat~tqualify. · · · · ·· ·· · · ··· · · · · · · ·· · · · · · ·· ··· ·· · · · ·· · .. · ·· · 

o~ Hazards and Hazardous Matei:fais. 

·Im pad rf.Z'.;-l; . • C()nstrucHcJ.ty al'.id, ·. operatioli: o~. the Project. would not q:eat~ ·a. significant haiard' through 
ioutine.trfil;lspqrt, lise, otd1sposal of Jiazardoµs materials. 

}3 

513 



· ·GA$E: NO 2,Q14:9p12nENV. 
Pier 70 tv.Hke.d,,,1:,1$.e. Pr9je.ct 

dwpact ~?.:' Th.ir:&r~ject wouid notiumd1~~ ha,,.:~dous or a;W.teiy haz~doµs m,aterials~ :$ubstam:es, or 
o/ast(:\ ~itJ::tfo. hne~qucµi~~ i;nile ,of a.n :exif;ting p:rprop9seq · schooi~' Ai.though. ~onstnwtt~'n ~cti:v!tit;!s woqld · 

. grp)t ili~~~(:parti~at~frn~tt~r··.ik<l. ~~~tally ·0~cWting·;~sQ~t9s> ~ese ~j~$io~·· wo:iiJci .ndt r~sUit:•in 
aqyerse eff~ on nearby. schoofa. . . .. · · . ... . . . . . . . ... 

· Ill,1.pad .!fZ:-10;. '.fhe J:'.~oj~dWouJd IiP;t expose people or structures ,to ·;i. significat:it riSk of loss; injµryr or 
• d~<lth :tn~oiYifig. flre8i i{or ·.would. fr )i:Ilp~fr .implementation. of: pf: phy$lcallY: futerfeie '.with ~. adop*~. 
ern~rgez:icyrespcmse plan.or emergency•evaCll.atlonplan.. ' '·· 

. . ,. . .. . . . ' , ....... ~ '. . . ,. . . . . . . .· .. 

·;:~~~~l:~~;;r~~t:t~¥~~!::~;,;~!;:~:i2X 
' Ii;npa~f M1F3.:'. ~The 'f#ij~~tW.9µ1d. t,lbt r~u1Hii, 'tj.~w' pi<exp~sf.ofi -0~ ~tiflg, e~e.ct:riq or imturaj. g~ 
transmiSsfonand.for cii:strib.uti'or:t ·facilities that woiiI:d ca~s¢ .. i:ii&i'ii£iC?rit P:~Y.,icitl ~nyi¢~n:imei;ii:a1 effed;s;: 

. · I1Il1!''1ct. c.~ ¥:£".'.!::,,The l?.roj~cf, p cqr.rihinatioii,~tfrj othetpastr pt~e1:rt and· reas911ably. fqr~~ee~l;i(~ fu;1;tb:e. 
· 'prpj~fs;~n. th~' \(jcWtJ! w6u14. ~pt re~u+t m ~ .. 'euii)_uhtt;iyel:i cpnglderiib~e· corlfri]:Jut!g~, ;:tq ·a' si81Jifi~i;int 
; ad~etse cum:ci.1ative iirJ~q.ct on mrne:r~r~d ~~gyrespu,rce.s. ; . . . : .. .. .. 

: ... ·:,. 

··~~~l7i~fE:rt~~iE~~r~;n~~~:~;; 
.. design~ie& farntland: The Projecf would hav.~ no ih~p~~t ~~ £anri1atid :~d. l~d ·idn~d cii::tontr.~ctfid :for 
· · a~ieilil:UtaJ;~~~s.;~er~fgf~-~o.~iti~tioI'l n:~¥tire.s a,re;~~;~~ary: • , , 
: Imp:<i;c:f AG~2~·. Th¢,J?ici}~t w<?tii9.. not cotihid: wJtli ¢xistil{g z~ii1rg £or~· _or dit:J.S~ r~zorif!ig Qf; forest Ia,nd or. ' 
. tllnoerland; nor. would it resUlt Jn. fhe. foss. oi Ot conversion Of for~st.land fo non~foresf ll.i,~S. ·There ~ocld 
·. pe ttQ unpa(;t' *fth ;~spe¢t.·~9 f9~esf }aft~ :02tijn1Jerlaji~: ~4 tj:o rriiti$~ti~~ m~g5~t~~ ~Te n,ece~S~~'. . . . 

: . ' ~- :·· . .;:" .. . 

ttiipad ~?1\~i; ):hi Pt6j~et,:ii:t ~b¢.bin9-tibil. wftfr bihe.r pa.$i; pre,sentan4 reasoj\ably foFeseeabl~ Aitul:e 
. profect:s .in. . f;he . Vi~ty~. W,9uld,. J.19t r~sulf hi: a i cum'!-lia.µ{,~y- .f:qnsiderable contribution. ta .. a: sign.ifkant 

~~:=~~:~~~::~p~cf on' agr~tqll:fual t~~tjtiTt~ or for~t 'lanc:l or. timberland, and. rto mitlg~tiort 

34 
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~; Growth Inducement .• 

While tRe l'±oje\;t ify itSetf reprepentS grow.th; )J;l~ pr9yist.oi\ of nev~· housing arid ernpl6yment 
opportunities. \VOl11d Mi: ~rtcqrtrag~ ,subst~~al :hew growth in the Cify t.hat.haS. not been PJ'.l;!Yfouslv. 

~~5~:t~~~;E~~~!~~~i$!;$f::~~~~~~!f;;t~~ 
IV; FINDINGSOFJ.'OTE~LLYSJ;G;NI.eICA,NTJMPACTSTffATCANB~AVOIOEI');QR 
· -ReoucEo ro A tEss.;raA.N~siG:Nrfu:cA'.NT:i!iv-Etma6:&cli Mrt1GATION A.Nu THE·· · 
. .. . . . . . . 91$.¥9~m9i'r o~/m~~#iiGA#9r.r¥.~A.S:Ui~s . . · .. 

CEQArequfres agenc~es. fo <i,dqptfuitigation itieasu,~~s that v;ould · C1V(Jig: or sulJptanftally le~~h a ptoj~crs · 

·~r:E~n~~~~~t4is~~s~5~~~Eil:thl~~~~ . 
. p:i(!asi.rr~,, . 

· !J.ilp3:~t .c!l:. i: constftictioti, ·a:ctiv'HieS: ~oftl:ie; fioj ect would. cause•~· iu})stantiil ~dver5e cbfingl! in .the 
. sig1tiJi~~ce ofarcheofogical;resources/if ~u~h reso~c~s are p:res.e.pc~wHhin the p~J~4 she .. · ·· 

· consb;ucti9h adiviti~?; in partiCtilar·. gia(,Wng . ;ind. e~cavatfoit, :c()ulQ.. distlli:{) a~cheol:OW.ctir. reso\.itces 
.· pofent.l~llJ' located. ?-t the proj~ct slte. Unle$5: rrritigatecl, grqutjd~dfaturbi~g c;pstructlor\. activitY. ~itlu"I'l 
'. ti;u{prqj~bt si~~{ p~~ticu~airrwithin.:pre0~tisiy iJndisuirb~d ,sqils, ci;>itld adv~ciely-affect the sigmfi'.dnce of 
• archeologiC.a1.res~urces. uriµ~r CRHR Crlteriqµ 4 {mfori:na~c)il Poteri.ti~l) J:>y Jmpah:ini the ability of ;;iqch 

~:i~~!Ii~~!~tJSif~~t::=rres:;t!~~$ri!.7;t';!t 
M:itigati9ii:Meastire.~ :M;crtAa: Arc;heoiogiCa.1 te~tl.n!5, Mo*1tcning';: pafa ·11f!cpv~rr·~&-R.eportµig_?ll~ 
Mitigati~ll. Ni~i~ur¢ MiCR: lb! Interpret~tioti; . as . more fully de~cribed in . the :Pinal Em; . are. h~reby 
, ad~pted h~ tl\ef{)dn sef fo.rth ~il'the Fi!laLEI.R artd the ~ttafued lv1M~P and Y.,111 b_e jmplemeri.t~d •as' 
providedfu.eteip.; 

SAtl FR/\tiCISCO • · 
· PLANNING PEPARTMENT. 35. 
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~;r>.t1Qif~q.~:t99J7·-· 
Aµ~4~tz.4~ 4017 

C:1'~J;NQ'.~ll14~oo~~7?-p~V_. 
j PJ¢t7;0.Ml~eg-~y$'.~·PtoJ~,C,·~· 

=~~~~:~~=~;~i~;.tt:;:r;~\;:,t~~?:;; 
-iAi!!.a'.~!:·(;R~?,;; ,.c4i#tfu.-~ti9n · ~ctt}riiie!1f~'. f.ii~:.:1i~~J~~t :w*µ14}~:~1..e --~: ~ci4~t . ..W.ti.~f~9.vd!ee. ~l.l~l.l~&:. ln:ih.~ 
s.i$~£,i~;m1;~ <>!. ~tttna1' ~e~ai,ns,Jf.sti~ t~~-P~r~J!.S_4f~- p~~eµt ~tfJ~ #1-e ~~91:~cMi~~·~ ._ -· 

iilrJ~:alii~t~A:~fa~i5i; 
ttm~ii;,1&'~t.~:~"7::z~;;;~~t:s:,;;;~;:~~VJ\;f!· 

~~t~$!:!~~~~!~rtE~ra~~irtli: 
·resq:q.tce$~ _ 

~~e:r~ is DQ ~ir<l~nte th~t. tb~ :rr.9}~d. woµ14: ~~1:JS~ "il!. -sii'&st~:riti~i' acfy~;i;se. d1ai:ig~Jri;:,th~ f?i~fi~an~e of.\:\• 

S~AS~~~ii~!~:~i~~,~~4~.tr~\~:~~~1=~·· 

:!&t~t!ei!ft)i~1i~~l~~~1t~le~a!:~ 
~,,f~~p~4.h~~~IJ.i::;1~~~'Z~.i;~~~~i;.:;·~\)~~Ti~ 
mclus1m1·urthe.:_C;:i.hfo.:r;nxa Re_gistex of Htstortcalll,esources ;;w,dw.oµld;, matert.al~r::alter-thl:"!, pJ:iys1cal-

,~~~~:~rl.~t~i~fti.i!n~~~ri:rst,~at;_fµsttft-its, indivW~~w ei1~tQ~µ{t--!oi :m~~sl()ii; tit .~~·~(:~li~o?U.~ ·• 
.... 
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Moti'i?rr N!.:i~t~n1· 
Aq~u~~, ;.4f ~ctW ·· 

Cl\l3~•Mg,2~),14;,:opi4s'2.1;;NV; 
P,i~r?Q rvl~~~~-1,J~~ProJe~t. 

Bugdipgs 2;12~ a,nd 21 w?uid~rehabilil:ated:ti.n.der t~e Projec~for a. ra~geof p()s.si~i~ ~E7USe PWPO~es,, ' 

'~~t{:ct°s:k~;~;~~~~tt1h£t~i~1~:i~;·{t~~tf!:~~~:~c~~}~i~:~:%.~a;;~j~:~::;i:: 
Stand(lrds fQ'.r · EehaJJll,i'ta,tion. (?eciet;oify's.S.tan~ards):•A? !loted il{CEQi\ ,Sedi():r:t. i5064.5(a)(3)> ".a .project. 

:~si~~~:E~0-•;v:·~~:~'5f~.:~,~b:;~mf;:,~~;:t!n~•· 
AS.'the feha,~ilifati9rjefforl$,f9r these btiilcJJngs ;ire stjl,.jn<t}ie design. pliase; tlie. 'fJci:r:mirig peparti:ii.eilt 
~;~~A~ely f~d; ~~ .··~~· 1rtip~ct ?.i ~~ #r6r6~d rehgbilitat1ort to · jj~jldmg;s 2; i2/ai-tci. 2{ t6: b~ 

~~1f~r~1:.r~~t~if~?!~t~~Si:il~:;\l:.i~:t1~"~~t~~ 
·r;~~~~~:n~b~~~;ki!ia~!n:~R~~~2i~it~:~;;:4~1~iJ~~~~~r()f:~~~~~~fi~m~~~ie.~i~'· 

~:;:K~fd;~~ct~:ti~:0!£°t:J~iw1k~i~!i~:;s~~~1s:~~ri~l~~1t:~t~r~~1r:k~1~~!.~~: 
Ca!if~~ia ¥.~giSter o(Hist9rieal Resource~. · ···. . . 

A.Snew con5tnic.tion ii><exP:e¢t~qJ0'begin in2Q18;' wo.uld be, phased ove;r. ariappro"'~1*afelyll~ye~J? ped()c:I,· 
@d,.col.lld b.e ~esign~4~ ~<l:i::?~g:ucted,by 'W,H~reiit deve£opmeht t~ks· ~~sp0n~i11g to·faijll1g r~~l e~tat~: 

. market cond,itioni, it fa· possible th.cit. new.infiil cl,evelopin¢ni couid;,change. the fustorl.c. s,ignlficance, of the·• 

.~a;r1s~e~:s;Er~~iE~s~~lt~~~i~t~ 
Iftn"[eve~) i:fa~,rroj%fsiti;•".V?s mote clertsetydevelope~ at the ~J1d~(the TJIWI-iiit~rtc, Dis(:i:iet's pe.rfod ()f 
signi:f(cante (i94,5) tha,h it iS. tocfay, A.s sµc11; Jq,e proposed. i£lfih ccwstr1:1,ctfon vyoi;tid refurn tlie site' tq a 
buijdirig #ns1t)7 µlat.ts ~o~¥iJiJ<ee,pl!ig.>vitlilt~'histcnJc d.~p;,~t);C · · ·· · ·.•.· · · ., · ,. · ··· · ·· · ····· .. , ·· · 

:r~~!~~tr~?h~i~~!~f.talP;~~dr~~~~~1r~ 
·l.ndustrialcliaracte,r of.· th.e·.DiSb;id. The Projec~ would alSo establi$h.°qufter zones sur.roundirig the,· ~ore of 
iµsfori~ brilldihgs and Jan<faciipes that' specify the ~fuimµtn ci~fances· of S:epai:a,ti<?rt betw¢en histbric 
.buildirigs •ancl'iandscapes arici new coiisti:U:ction .. 1hese• tu.eas(1i:es wo~1q red]Jce the iiµpacts of11ew:' 

·• tonsi±uctic;h on the lnt~gtity cifo<ljacertt~b~tributfug bufldi~gs ~d fueDIWH\$to~foDismct, ·· ·. ··· · 
., . . .· ,.,: ;:; 

The pJ:opos~d. rie\v c<)n5tri1¢tiono\voukl not result ii1 the. neeP,. to fi4jtist the l:mi.Iricl;~ry (}fflt~ liJVV. ,Ii.iS~oti~ 
Distri~t, ~eC,au$e ~e bo~ndafy ls' b~s~ciort fu~bbun4#J of th~ s~ipyar4 ~f the ~hd .ofyvwl1;• ~ccotdingt~ 
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t~foti9:nN:q, 'f~~tfi · 
· A(;~·ust~:4~ 201::r· ·· 

. i:h~ Bef:lilefieri:l SJ:iipbUijqµig Diyii~ori'. s '. I9.44:Jvfa?-ter: Plaj. . The. dGifrid· bbuiid.~ry;. tliei¥ore;. caPtili~s th.~ 
e~ti~e.shi12yar-d~sd.ev~ppment£rpm1s84throughl9~,. ... . ... 

~: ~-

··:~!i::.r;J:s.~ib!~:·~~~~i~l~riB¥J:.~1b.ir,~~t~~:r~~:r~~?::f-~~~~~j;[:F.~~~;~~~ili~] 
· .i:ltta{;hei;l MMRP,, anq.~IA b~ .fu.i.pie!I1ep.t~d as provfdE!d· therein~ Based· ont]1e: Fina.I EIJ,Z anq;the. entir~: 
: .ach:tjinf.s~~tiv~}~o~d':·~\is· h~f.ebyfou~d ~d:·4e~el:n§ed't~ci!·~~P:l~.~af:ion; ?~];r1;J.~i~'3-~on;Measiir~ .. 1\1:;. 
. QR~l tw.oiil:d ,reduc~:J:inpad CR·:ll; tO a less.".thl:ln•sipnificilllt 1¢vel; 

•e:~1~~1~~~if~~!~a~~1~· 
fu,divWua.l eliwbJiity'~~(~~1µ~ioil 1~ we. c;~~ntla,. Regist~i ()flf.is~?ii~;il ~'*g~{c,~it, ., . . ' 

··~ea:.::.~ii;~~;~;~~~~t:!:1~t~!iiZ~~~i:~~~~;~1:~~=:~~rn:~r~~~:~~$.~:;~ha;1 
~r<i.tie C~Y.e Parr< -prc)jeci:; .(2). BA~ ~ysteriyi J::ease.; +<eiiew~ proje.ct; and (3)'. reviSiO.riS to. the. <>hc:gqi.flg 20th: 
Sf:r~etW.st~ri~c;:Cii~p~O,j\}ci:)\¥liith}¥9ii1<l·<l~rit(,,11s11hf~foi:foBtiUCijjj~~4o~r<li~7C"' · · · .. · ,, , · · 

,~~~J;~giri~tA:.;;.:n~:e:A~~;~;~~~=:~~~:~~~p!~~~d!I\~t~~!t!e.~:,~:::i 
.. I)~p¥.t:rii~t· Jlr~erV'a,t~~n ;W1ff comp~~~d: .~ • JIB.EW, l:fl¥t ,ev~lu~h~\li i:l;ii:{ inipa:~t8 o~: J?t6Jec~. · 01{JjiP.~prk<l-l 
· ,resqutce~,bep~rtJi:t~n~ ~faff ~bu:r\d lliat'#ie defriolifiori: of Building~ ~81.;il<ti a9.d J2JwoJiici;r\ol: ~pa2~ the 
• iritegrlty,of.the.J)IW Hisf:orkOistikL ·, · 

•i161}~i~~~~e.fr~:12:it.
0

:%:~~~~~~~;£i••[~;~:~~~~:~~~:.:~[t~ih.~;~~;~;c6~i~!~~~:l~it~iO:••iif~• 
rehc~1b~lita#on prcij~ct Is;· 9rr!3ntfy und~ay i In .• 201s;, fhe Port • added · demoiilirin : of contributing 

. B,uflc;ifp,g~ ~O .a.rid 1.~1, Jo(:afod ~itliin !}l:e Piei, ZO p~oje,ct' ~te; AJ.tho11gh l)tii~diilg 40 i$' a ~onti;ibutpr t6 the: 
·Di~ic~;•.it•,~s ~c)t: £<;iuriq. to p~s~~~s~)ndI0.tlµal; sig&aeance ,bec(,lu.S~ .tti'is• :e:r\e.0£:; mi:iriy. ai:dlii~dU::i:auy 
undisfuigiiishecf support buildings: from Wodei; War. lI and iLfuts· lost .. integrity. due to. adVaxi.cE:if 

. • deteri9rapon~. Tl1etefoi:e, it wou\? 11?t qu~iifyf()r. ii~ting u11~er: the 1'Jationa(or • 9Hf9rnia.~egif?t~~s as. al'\: 

. illtl1vidlla1~,JJistoiicai · ;resbill:C:Eii nie: P.iffi1ning•;:bep9'.rtrnent. a.14 rc:>.~t 6£ sail f~ands~o £Oq11q that.th~ 
proposed demolition o1:B~ildfog:40 .woJid have a iess-than-stgrufkant lmJ?act on: the int~~ty of the m.w: . 

· l:Iistork pi~?-'icL · · , 

Although BllildJilg 117 is .. a cofrtrib~forJ<:lt~l,~ .piW.tc.t~ if w'as',nof £0unq·.f9 po,ssesslncliVi<;iual ~ignifi<:ance 
be,cau~e its sii:npfo, ·undistingi:d~hed; and utilitari<Ur desigr(Ia:ci>s arclritectt;µ:al distiru:u~n(, and .ifJ;iacf a 

... minor ·su:ppor.tfu):.\~Ol'.i ilS ll: parts st~ta&e l:Vai;ehoµsett:th¢ si:tipbt;til?in& ari~:rep~ir pi::oseim. P.iere£6r:er i~ 
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{VIQtloo No. 19~77 · 
~µ:~u~t ~4, 2u11 

yvoulc{ no.t. qualify f()t, listing Uhd¢r th(l }Jation~} Qr caJ.if<:irpia~ ~~gistery as al)-· iri.~i;idt1aJ: histO~l~(ll 
resourq~ .• 'fhe Pla:rJriirigpepClrhnent. ~d pqtf qf $aj1 F;:an~iscq foiii\4 that t1'~ propoped d{;n;iolltiotl. ()£ 
J3uildmg ~ 17 ~~0~14 fi~ve a les~~i:h.art~si~ifican fiJ:Ilr~ct on 'th.e fu_teg!ny of th~ urW. :Historic rnsb:i¢t. 

. .. .. ... . ... . .. 

. All proje¢ffi. descriQed ab(Jve pirrmlatlvelywou14 tesul~ in. ~¢ cqllectivf! lo~s l'.)fl 4 tjls~otic ~l\ilciings th~t · 

·~~n~~~~:,t~o~t:i~;a;;~J!~~~··~t:!~~tt~1i~~;~1d~~tnJ.l~1o~~d;~t.:~!.~a~ri~·~~·: 
·cum.u1atiy~.iiitpad·9n. tf.te.t11~egrity'.pf t11e· 1JI}'V:I-Iisto:dg .])~trict.·.we.re analyzed'.ii:-t, a report prepa;red{J:1y·. 

··~:;~;~~·,1:~£~:;!1~:Ji~f~;~;~a~:,s~~a~i2~:t~~~~-·~:i:l;~?;;).~~~1~i\~;S:~t~b~!:;· 
· b{lildiTigi:;. CBu.iidings ·30 and 50),· the loss. of three con..tributiTigbuHdfags (Bi.tildh1gs q8ill.~~ and: 121).ffpm; 
the B,AE·syst~s t~ase Renewafprojei( and:~~ los~ qf ~yo cc:>r1ti:iIJ.\i~g biiilding~ W~ildiJ;\gS. ~ ~Ci trn: 
Jtoni the teyi~ed 2.0tl\ Sti;ee~ Historic'core project, tl1ese thl.ee pro)~cts would hav.e '<l less~th~signiftcan~ 
lmpac.t OI}. the iil~egrity. pf the,IJIW ~~toricp~strict: · · 

The Projeet '\.V()uldalso n~sulf in a' less,:tMIF$ignifican;t ii:rip<:idtci }Jistciric~l i;es<:)urces ( demqlifi()!l·. of se\re:tl 
,(:iJnt[ib~tifig resources), m:td • w9~t<:l•~~~t,: in }igniffc~nt= btit'ciitig~bl,~ i.n1pacts te}. histm:ic~f · re~o~i:ces, 
·resulting &:~in rehabilit~tion cif three contributi)lg features and.new infiiLcc;mstnt.ction, · 

. . . .; . . . . ' . . . . . ' ... ' ··.~.... . .. 

Based' ori the :Fihal Efil. ciJ\d. tlie enfiie ~<:liJiiiliStratiy~~ re.q9rd; ~iti~ herepy f~lihd and deterr.n#1ed t~at ;vv'1i±t 
• impleil.1entatiof1 of Mitigation Measures :M:~<;R"."5 •and l\.f c:¢u.~ 11i refeten<:ed ':lbover.. t]:\e rroje<f and other. 
. proje.~· <J.~cdped il,b(>ve would collectively resµii: iri_ a: l~ss~ilian.:~significant cumul<iJ:ive i.mpa~t upbl,1 
historicaGe56U,!ces~ · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · ·· , ····· · · · ·· · · ··· · · · · · · · ·· · · , · · · · 

B .... = : !r~~P~rta~~~# ~d circulation. 

·Impact T.R.710: Existing p¢<f estJ:iaD,Ja.~i1iti~s, at J}l!i • Pf.c>i~f.trs. :~9t,~M. _.poi~tS,: 1v,~il;l~, pres~m V:f\r~i~w- tt.\· 
,ac~(;!ssipfe peciestrlantravei: · · · 

.·Th~. Project; s access pohtts wo~ld use erisiir1g stopc.c:onfroll~d inter~ections ()~ TI~in()is Str)e(at 2Q!h $t~eet 
and, ~2"9 $ti;eet. im,d ?. newi11teisecti(Jn at the riew~;i1~1 $tr¢e~ to b~ ~dq~(i~estof IillJ.lqis $b:eei, Several 
barriers't~accessibl~ p·e4~trian .b:a.Yetcti#entlf ex~f .'b~tw~ri ti.{es~intefsecti9ns~ .ili~iud~ng inissing 
·APA 01r1:> .ramps at the, fote:rsecHon of 2zn~·$treet·~nd: Illinoi$ .Street and,·anarrovv stretch:df sidew~lk Y\'ifu 
ob,c;h,Uctiont rilid-~lp~k.o~ nul1oi~ Stie~i: bet~v~eri;i2uit ,al}~ iQth str~~s.>Th.i~ fa~ of .an:. a~ses~ible path ?f: 

. tr?.ve(tq ~rid from the IJfojectsit¢. wo:U,10.:be ~ si~c<mt impacL · . . 

.. Addltio1:iCli1y, the PJ:'oject' s ttaitSit riders wo?.Id cross nlinCiia Street a_t the: i1"!fors¢ctibns with 2q\ii; 21•t; ·and 

. 22nd streets. Although theProj~t is propqsirtg fp c~nstfuct ~new·sign;:ilat th~ new.·inters~ctfon.a(Illmois 
: St.reef ffii<l 21~t Str~~t; 'p~d~st~1~rt ~rossfugs at th~ ~li~Wi3-Y ;top co!ltrc?iled inteisectioris ~ong illmofo Str~~t 
at ZOlh-:?nd Q2nd ~treets yvpuld be pa:di~liitly, Cb,aJiengjrtg, gi.yer) forecas~~cl rncreases in traffit along 
Illin?iS S~~et.'fhis W()Uld, alSo Qe .<1 si$fllfic#tirJipiid:~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

'Mitig~tii,ln M~asrue M~TR~io: impro\re.J?i:idestri~ faciUiie.s ol,1 rµrnoiS sireefa<ijacen( to <µ\d Ie<la~ng 
. tfj the projed. site, ·;is. more fully described. in th~. FmaJ EIR; ts h.~teby adopted hi fue fcmli:. s¢t for~ iii, th.~ 
FiTI:al.EIR> ~~d the att~che<l MMRP, arid will be ir'.ripienicitt~d a:~ pro~i<l~d th~r~in. · ·· · ·· · ·· ·· · , · 

· sArJ rHAt~c1Sco 
.. !f>!,,,A.!\INiNG DEPA~TMENl' . 39 
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Ba~ed ~:m the Finai 'EIR and the entire. a,:dm~trati.ve record( it· is. hereby found and ~et.ermfued that 
. i#}plerrwri,tin~ 1vfiti&atiori M€llijt1p~ M~'fR'." 1,0 ~o~ld i;edµ('.~ 4n;pact Cl<~:? ~a· le~S~than'-si~if~tru.:~ lev~l; 

. Impa(;t NO-:C . Co115~cti,9nofthe!>i:oject w~uld i!xpos1f pc;op.~¢ to qr ge~eraf¢ ~ois.e i~veis iµ ~c.e~s of 
c.st®ciard~ ii:i th~ N9i$g (JrdiiiWtce .(~cl~ 29 of.jhe S~ J.<ran'cjscQ .P~li¢.e Cp(1e). or <ipplicaple ~taJ;l.q~rgs.' 
of Qther a,genciei;, 

. .. : . :. 

··Operation of jacl<ljaJlinlers/<;orici'.~t¢ · s~~s~ c(mtr9l1ed.'.roc~ fragniehtp.tioi}:. (¢.R.P). •.eqtxipiIJ.eI),t;· ro~k ci'dll§~· 
· .. Wid •. ~:. r~~k./tori(;r~~j; •. ~sli,~; -w0µ14' ~ave~ 'the. p<,ite,~t~~ 1;9•· ~~e.#~f )I{~ ; nol$e : lil;\1fr . fp:i;. 29;ri$~.c~4il 
. equipment (~ speci.fi~d ~y.t.he PollceJjqde). JJy i tq. 4 d.J'.lA.'. >While.jackpamrneys ¥{~th apprqv:e4 (lc9us:t.k 
.. shiei4s ~.wen~ t.ci~ ctrltlt) :cµtdpH~ dttV.er~ .~ith appx9y~~'I!:i-t.ake; antl. ~aust mi+W~~~ <irl'! ~eµtpt f!o.~ 

.. ::rt~=~~~n=~··~:~:!t;~JZJr:i~!~:~;h;;I~;ln;!:~!~t~~~t,~tb~:~~~~~~:;~1t; .. 
¢.ode. that,excee~fi! th¢ n:o~se JiP:iit:w<>.ul~ b,e a sJgni:£1Ca.ntn9i~~·~ml?~ctL; · · , . 

.. , 'I'·"·· 

ImpactN0,:,3: . Cprisfuictioiiofth:e Project woiilc;l e~p~ose peopXe and structt;sjesJO. orge,:terafe excessfo!' 
~~®.dbo~~ tl'brati~~ie;da~ < . • · " ·.. .. •. . . . . . . . . " ' . . • · .. • . • ... :: ... 

The· f'.rojec,t· y,rould ~dude the types, qf ¢..9I1'.3!:rtjctl9jl: '<'!.¢,Jfvtti,es th~t c9µ19-produ.s~. e~ce~$i'v:e grqundb.91i:fl~ 

·.•:~:di~~e.,~~:.~:tgus::~~~o~=~u~~~'d;j~i~~:;~::.:~:J.o:h~~:~::':~~~ti=···a8~~io;;· .. 
jacl<liam:ffiers~ ·p~vem:ent.breaj(er$, fili.4'.·cffiits;~(luld. .gei;terate; vcµ;yingc:fegre¢S Cif teiilporary grotindb.arn~ 
-cihrati6u, :\vitli"thgitiiBi~t'. leyeis · ~<idk<i,: du~fug ~e~oftt{9µ; ~~~&v~H~ri~ ®<l)J~1P.«7;gii{~~ cons&J¢tion; 
~tages ·of ead1 constrU.ctfon phaS.e: .If gr9und,bori.Je Yi,l):tatlo11 g~nerat~d by; pro)ect..:reiated·~erru:il1tfon/al'ict . c9riStr.µcti(in. .?fti.Y.iti~ w¢t~ tCi exi:~~~t {):~ ID/s.¢~, ?:fv/.it :c9ulif;:m~~, fu.~P-1.e#~ ::dcrtn:(ige .tq <i ne~l;iy' 

· .stru~J:e~ t'iie. <lr.ivirig; ·CRF;· ruid. l>liildfrig l~catioiis. on:rro)eet, P.at.cel~ h~y~A'h~ · l;>~eri .spedfieCiJ?r~~.tl}~~ 

•, r:~:=~~~~~:::'1::/~J:::~:~t~~j;i:~~:~t=~~~;;~:,i~~;~;:1:;j;?;~:;~:: . 
. n~ed t9 ·be, employed. (llong. the western ~portioit of tfi_e: sit~ (RarceI~, l,"ECN'/P.J(S~ il~d' f{DY}, as. :Waj~. M 
P~rc~l$ ci/D'; Eii F• afi<l G o~ tlt~ 2S::A¢re sik; Whtie· it :rnay be: possibl~ tq fu~ih~aii:l a setba~ of 7.o ·f~( or 
mor,e; b(;!tWeeh pile drivers arn:l a:fijace:n,t s~cl;tt:re.s· atin~y: 1~cation.s: tq- a.yql~ <:<JS!p'~ti.~. 4a,mage. ,t~r 

· adj~cef.tt str.u4ur€P, tfie i:riiribitu.in ~ei?ai:~ti<?~ hetj.ye¢n ~~:lifie..·f>arcewsl.icb: <l.s' l:)~hveett J?.ar~ei.Et P£i'rc~1:~!f~ 
and ijµilctkg04i:()r.b.e.t'Ween r.areel~ :E:2.and E3would betess..t'ha,h?'.d.feet AtCi.iStirhces of'Ies~Jhari. ?o teet; 

• r::~:~~:.::Js~~!~tB~il~:~:tig•!~i~v:::r;:r~::i~~~!t~=~:~·· Cb~e~c ... 9~trl.~~~···~9: fr()ject;• 
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Depending on the timi~g of deve1op111ent a.t Parcels E2, E3, a:nd E4; as v,rell as the timing of the proposect 
r~lq~atl~n .of fl:~t~~ic. Buildrrig 21 to. within. 25 fr~i: ~f. ~eW. geyelopment~ constnlctiol;i~telateq ~ib~atj:ofi. . 
impacts on this pU:ildmgfrom adjacent pile cirlving adiyitles could l?e avoideQ,.'erltirely if;:dev.eroprrienl 
prececies i:elocation,· If, however, relocation ofBuilding21 pJ:e(::edes.cieve!opmet1t af adji.icenfrarGe~~'.?~. 
E3, and E4; sigrdfic;mt vibration fo:ipactii coi;i.ld oc{:µr .. ·· Wft~. tpe 'wore stiing~nttlneshold of 0~2.i~/see 
PPV iS applie~. to hi;torjc buildings(. cosmetic dllII:t~ge couid oc:Cµ~ · i~ distaTice~. ofup . fo J(Jb. feet' fy<;i!n • 
historic buildings. 

VVhile vibratory pile.9.riv:ing (orsiinifar c:oJitinuous yibraticin sources) ca.µ r.edU:ce the pqt¢nti~ iijlp;JcJ:s: tc) 
fragil ~ ~trtidures that can occur with iillpad pile drtving ('Jhere higher i~terW.itt~nt: yibr;itiOI,l ]eve1s. can: 
oc:Cll.nvhen the hammei: ?trike~ the piie), continuous vibration. can also. ra.use)iquefaCtlon((:}r d#for.en,tia1 • 
~:r;;i!~;~t~iioSX:~u~~1·ti~u~~~i:J.~:~i~·~:~!f~ifi~:tt~~=!~:ri•k;a~f.fen#ai·· •£9r .• strqchir~r•. 
Mitigatlon Measure M~N0-3: Vibration Control Measures Ptirlng C:Onstrucl;ion, as: more~ firlly 
.~fi:!~~e~~:tE~~~d~:~~rr:.~pfoel i~ the foi:m se(fort}Un the l<ill3i.EIR mid thei ~ ~nd. 

·~~~~~~d~%eitta!~~::~:.~;~~~:~:l~~=!:~;~~~~d;,tinp~~m~ting.Jvt1ti~ati,9n·'fyfea?~t~.-~H~O;s;:• 

:rsze~~s1~·~et:;af!t;~:i:~e~;~~to;~~~:#if ;t;Z.:1[e:J:;~;~~~~~~;ei~i~t~~;.!·• 
0£ stan<,lar4,~ in t!te S~ :Elranci.s~o, G~ner~l flan and Sari Frandsco Noise Ordinance .. ·. . . . . ... 

S.te~?na~ Equ1pl11~!lt. 

Assuiµiii.gJNAO ~quipment operat¢s ,24 hour$··pe.l'. clay (worst~case), sud} nciis~· leveis wou1<f. e)(ceed 
or~:!i~<.Wc~ ri.i:i1~eiin:i1ts i(fui~'equirn11e'nt is,pl~ced ~ear p~~etb()~nd.ar~es~ ie~1i.lt41g: in <lsiwfic<li\l:• imp fl.ct. 

EIIlergei:\cy generators:would .be i:~qi.i~ed on at least ti of thli proposed p~rcel~ wMr~ building h$igh,fs 
would exc~~d ro. feet under JJ9th the MaximumRe9identialand. Maxiritum 'C::qmme~cial scthtarfo~>as wel1 

·.:~~:e:fy;re:!t~t:fd::~:~~;~~~~~!irci:r~i~:i~;it~~~tt:tnJi~:::Mrs~i:~:r· 
woul~.be 6SfeethighiiJider this ~cei1a.rh The.P*oje,ct's resi_dentia;lr~c.eptors e<:iuld l:>e located as Cfgse ;:i,s, 
SO feet froi;n these buildings/p¥cels .. At this dist~ce; noise levels geµerated PY operatim:r of el1lerg€Jllcy: ;generators wo~ld hceed no iii~ limits sped6ecfip, the <::lty s. Nollie. Ordfoajlce· and :i:esvu.in: a signific~t impa2b . . .. . . . . . . . .. ·· .. . . · , . ·· ···· · · · · · ·· · ·· · · · · ··· · · 

A. wastewater pump station. (the 20th StreetPi.\mp Stati()!lJ and electrkal~!lnsformers, fll'e proposed. to be 
loc~t~cl tq the. nortli of tfie 28~Acre Site. beh~~eri Btiilding 10$ zjd Bu1l4ilJ,g 6;. cbiJ:tbii1ed .~oise geJ:l~i.a~~g · by these fadJ,itfo()would · have.i slight potential to irlcrea.se: ambient i1oiSe levels ill i:hls vicinity. Given.th~: 
fang¢.ofexi~_tmg arl1bient n:oi~elevei~ .u1.the pliIJ:1p sfation.v1dn:1ty,additlort of'i:he pt<lposedphmp st#ion. 
'is coll.servativ.tlycons!<lereci to have th~ potential.to slightly exceed ordirianc~ noise ·nmit:S; and .resttlt u:r a · 
signifidinfimpa.~t;, · ·· · . . . . . . . . . . . 
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~· 

,'()i:her N oise-~eneratfug- ti ses .. 
,;_:·· 

D~vefopment. 6f'~otriinei;¢al~o£fi:ct{ uses. in proXitjtitf tb eXistihg r(!Siq~ti~L]is~. o/6t1ld in(:rease th~ 
pofontial fo.r noise 'di~turbance or con£1ktS. Sources of· noise .fypicaUy !lSso.ciate{i with sutli non~residen;tii,l' 
use.s tl;ta:t can cause ~1¢ep di$tuib.ance fu.clude rri.~hanical equipment, de~ivery tru:cl.<$. ·Md · assoqa~ect 

·~::~~;:; ·~!i~:!~:~'~:1~:!~i:~u;:!:~··r:i:.~~:~~~!:rf~~~~eft.tliit*~:c:::m• 
be ldcate<l .~dj~cefit:t~' ~ri~'9r· more rei;i.d~ti~ hUildfugs {~s ;cios~. ai'.23 f~:·:3.8. ~eet'. ~: :~oirle.'.··ifu3t<lnc~~)~.:~.· 
:pot.~rt.tt~J!y :s1~~i.<:.a.J:Jt. ~9~e}mpacL · ·· · ' ·· ' · · 

~!f~:!~;:~:;~::~:=~~~;:~i;~c::~~~~~!~~Q~:;%~~~~:~;.~:~f t61:~f:.. 
~~ ... ''•'. •' ~········ ····· ..... . 

·~:~~~2i£~:7t~~!t~:t~,~a~~~ 
sleep· ~is@'p~c~; a,pqt~~~Y:Fi~caµf imp~~· . ... .... . . .. 

··~JJ;.;;~~~~~14§r;~;bj;!Wa~7ii~~~~p~~4·~~.,rl'1~ofji~~·.~ 
· Mitig~~9.ii i\1eas4r~~ M~Nd::~~: si~tronw: qq~i~nierit N;o~~~ c:bnf!9.1S~ '!0:~ <::J~~t;; p~s~grt :Ci.fiiu#r!'.i! . 

. ·~::~Mi.i~~:~~~8~•~:~!tit:~~e~~;:.~~X~~~-~:~:i~fsr:;~~~~j;;i~~~i':.: 
~ and: wni h.~ irll P.f~meii-ted Wi i:frovi<l~(:{ thefelP.. · : ~ · .:. : · ... · 

a~~ed'. or{'the Final m:R.iili_a' the ·enfue' ~dmWstratlye recotd~ ids' hi;ireby found arid~ 4et~rr:nin~.d tl.iat. 
Jrirp1~¥n~fkS,Wtiga'.tiiJn;. ¥.tkSk~s:M~NQ~~: .1f.N'd~41J. ~ci M'.:,N¢~~ ~;:,µld·;:¢4~ci~:,rci~~¢~:N.o~ fo·~· 
less-.1han-~ignilkantleveh ·· 

. :~;~~~~~it?~ P;ro)ect'~ ~1cc~p(lrlt~:.~:P.iUdi,e, ~~bs.tantia'ily ·~eet~~f'l?Y'.~xi$~~t:i;?.~fil1d.:fttfu~~ ~?~~: 
·The pi~ary sources· ()Lfu~e noise on the prdfed ~ite and itS ~idrufy. are from BAE Sy~telJ)~ ShipR~pair 
. fu,¢1Jity act~vi,Ues<: eart:rrr.noving ac;tivities in ~e s~uthwesterri comer of the IlJ,i.rioisJ'arscl (PC&E H~doWn; 
· Y. it4), · EriStiri~ J!.h~ l>roj~· traffic· npise ,c,n: tliiito)~ Str.~~r ~d .otl\er. · fo~al sfiei;~~· tonii1 pofae ·. from 
tiru:,tsfo:oners a(PC&l:} Potrero :Subshiiiorv. and,lofldirig;,dock a.cffviii,es. along Itljru:>hFStr~t.afi:he AIC: 

'I?uiiding; In. addition to. shipyard~relat~d no~el th~e is co1;1tinuous; dist<i.nfbackgroun.d traffknoise :6.:om 
· 'U;,e, 1:280 {t~e~a.ya'.q.ci ?th~r .~o~dw~ys; ;J?~sfug JV1uni light·.~~ir~~cf ~1b:ahi'rail op¢i'at1~:m~ ~~o ~6~tribvt~ 
fo .backgroundno1se. 

FU.~¢ ;rii>_1s~)~yels at ajl Pro)~d pa!~els .defilgnaJe~ to~. residetifi:~l tis~ h.ftv~ e~s~g n9~e. level~ tha.taj:e. 
considered C!.:mcU:tibnally Acceptable according the C1tys Lanc1. Use CoiriJ:)at~billty diffiit ·for Corru:n,unitjr 
Noise ranging betWeen 60 dBA and 70 dBA (Ldn), except residential units racing the fufure 21st Street on 
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M9#~~, NJ~• i~~!:T 
AY9Y$l ;2:4~. 2017 

· tiAs f:;' NJ:>. 2M4~QM at~f£NV. 
P.J!?F 7Q Mixe,ct-use. Proje.ct 

J?a;r~els ).?KN.and PlfS wot11(;1: be subjed to noise l~velsof u,p fo 7~ (;lBA (Lein), re,~ultin& in (l signifj'cap,t 
.h:npact. 

'Ille app µ.ccirlt woµl(]. b~ require<l to demon5ti'ate. that tli.e 45-dBA (Ldn. ()r CNEL) interfor rioi.se standa.n:t 
specifiE!d by!Titie24 Wp111cf.. be 1Il~t~tan rr~je~ :r~~i<l~~ces, and ~dq.i.ti~nai no~e ~tt~rtJCJ,tton ffi~ures ~t~· 
.reqiliJ:eci to be~ incbrporatecf mto th~ :p~oject d~s1zy as nec;~ssary to m~t thisifiterior sta:nd(lfcl; btit' ~189. 
aqd;ress . p()terii:iaf sl~p disturbance . ~ffects . 011 .·· a#ec±ed .. pa,rcels fro~ adjace~t ()r. nearby in4µstJ'.fai• 
acti:yiHes. Jt isn<;it~(l··that on-~ite .11;oise l~yels ·toul4·i~cr~8:8e y.rith propq_seci bunding·d~molitfon; ·but q.lso 
<le;;;reasti in th~ fqWre with project impi~mentatlofi if exisnng he~Vy- equipfuerii' op~i:atioiis at fue 

·Boedoyvri Yard.cease and ftojecfbuildmgs .are up .to. 9o· feet tall in th.e northern portion ofthe 2s~Ac..re 
. S~te ... s~d:1 kuilcH~g heights c6vld J:lelp partially shieid. the ~e~t of ~e site frbri\ ~6ise ge~er~ted ~;i. th.a 
.l3AE Systeffi.sSliip R~pair. f<].cilUy (Le:; ·BAE. bollers>and generators)~ ~u~. futrl~~ rioi$~ .~eductl0ns;. 

5~~;~~~~;a:?E1m~~§~5~~~T~}S1 
design el(Jin.en.t:S for those unltS st:ibject to notse'levels'o(up ton: dBa'(Lqn) to meet Jifie 24'.s ilJ.tedor. stifhdatd) ·. . ··. . . . . · ·· , · · · ·· . · ·. . .. ·. · • · · ·· · .· · · · · · · · · ·. · · · ' ·· · · ·· · · · · · · ·· · · ' 

.l;)itj.tr¢ ti,()~$~ l~:vels. ;;i~ atl ]Ju,tthree \5roject Par~els designated fpr open. SJ?f1Ce/p~kfpl~ygr~11Ild::i1:~es ar~. 
i coni;ide~ed acceptabl,e; Fi:Owever, park users; coulc( a&ess qi:iil:iter iir~as wifriiri these Parks (inriiY fi:oiri 
adjacent s~eets), .and noise ley~IS ~ouJd l:ie corisidere<l ge11eraily accephl])le l;lt allpr9posed open 
sp~¢e/piiri{/playgrQl1nd, #e<Is, .. .. . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . .. . 

·~~~~~~~~~~~~f:i~!i.~~:1!fZ,:;1~=·~~~; 
: Impaq .N.:9~7:. J'h.e • P.roj~c;t:~ ·sreci!ii everitS w?~rd r~~Nt in, · sub.s.tantii!l. perlodie~'._teiJipo~ary·: D.()ise 
· facreasei;;.' 

The proximity qffuture·;resiqeritfaluses to op~ space i+ses-yvould pose. th~ poteµtia!forPrnjecti:esid~i;it;s 
, t§: b~ ~!si:lfrbed dt annoy~d Jiy ri,oise.from ~~tdooractjve .i:ecte~tlo~()pe~ s.p~ce actiyit1~s.·Noiseievels 
'associate~l with the prqposed' cafe . terrace, sodai. lawn,. bee{ garden; food/beverage ()peratl()Ilsr pifu~c 
are.as anc! the playgroul1d '~otild be typicil of i:1U urP?!i; rni:xed:use residefl.ti~l .ci,rea ~d vyquld be l~ss 
. fharisi~fi~a:ritf~ r.egards to COillpatipilitj \~ifu!leat,by S~fi?itiv.ereceptprSj Jhe po~enti'ai. nb,ise.¢oliflicflj 
would be greatest :W-he:I'.e ~pltfie<l sound. systems woui4 be use(i <lJld(ci:i; events. ()crnr d~Tixig tlje woi.~ 
ho}sNensi tive late evehing(highttiine hours. !Vhe11 sleep d1st1Jrbance coufd oc:Cl1:r~ · 

. .. . . .. ... .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . 

. Pr9P:iqfers gf qily propos~ci ()utdoo:I'. ~vent$ ffri the site'~ outqo6r plaiii ll\af wohld tise aI1lpgfi~d·sou.fld qr 
mpsk ·w:quJ<l be, ~~q11i[e4 to obtalit a permit fro fit the citr priof:t~ ·tile event: Th.is permit process i;eq4(res 

·. a pt;Iblit h,ea~iJi.g a,nd ~p.~lu~e$ a. r_ecJ.lJ!i:ewent · f9r neighborhood outT.each~. A.iiiiI°E; J.r Section .1:7~2.'of the 
P9li~e ('.ode, :whil~ gefierallffocfiseci on trlicl<-rnouni:ed arnplifjcation equiprii~nt~ r~gulates tfie use of ari.y 
SOD:fld a~plifying eq_uipinen(whefuer tr:uck~.D;iountedorofuen<\ifse..fiot,irs ofoperafion are r~c;,trlctecl.tO: 
~~h:V.~E!fi 9;00 a.rri.. cirKf 10:00 ·P~T.·i m;ifoss pem1itted. by ~le San Francisco Entertainment• Comrnissfon, 

SAN FRANCISCO . . .... 
. J>LANNING DEPARrti'll:;J\it . · ..... 43 

523 

: .~ 



:".:'..· 

··~i1~~141;~~~~~i~~t:!:~w~~~1~~~~;tr~~~7ot~::;i~~=i::~;I;1f~~:.~b~~~~~!· 
r~ceptor~ ·in. exceils. _of ·st~darc;i$ esf<\biiSµe(t. ID i:h,e sail :Fraii,cisco 'Gener at Plan or,San ·Fra£icisco· .N t)ise 
Ordfu,ance .... 

• M{itlgatiQ!l; ¥e¥>til:e M:-~o-7; N9is~;¢~11t~l Pl~rt= for Sp~dal.Qutdorir ;\mplifi~ci Jfo1c1nd; ~ xr{6t~ fiilly 
'des~iked in the.Final EiR; is h~r~by ad~eted 'i~ i:h~ £{;i:D:1 set forth in the Finai ErR ~~ the MMRP ~d 
'>\Till_ be im#erri~~ted ~s P;~?yided thei:~~-. ·,,. · :'· · , , · . . · . . 

·.p.~ . :·. . :~~.~J4~~\~Jl!;Y.;t.- ;; .. , . .... 

a:~~;~;~~.;rd;;~::;;c#~;::~t;~;;;::i;!~~~~~ 

' ~xcess' Carie er Risk from CorisWclion ·a:na Ope'ratio1i. Erri.iSsions at On:~Site 'Receptors = 

_:,: :,,;~: ... ·':.:· ·· .. ;:··· -~-:·: .. ·~:;. . ......... ··- ... ~:~~.::: ... ·,. ·: ·: .. · .. ;,,:.,~:· ..... ~:, ·~ ·, :.:.,· . .. · .. : .. : ~· .:~ . 
. . . . 

• Both the ~Mai.imiln(R~fd®Hal: Sc~rta.tid: ';md : th~ : Maxuumn 'Conint~ciitl·. Sc~arl6.: wotila .·. h\dWJ,¢ 
-··~!~~:rrt!~t 9f ;f~&~d,~~at•·ry~~s,~·wt.u~,·~~·:c°:nsi~~~,·~ .• s~fi_~~~:;~~·.·ris¢ .. f?r·· P:j.1?08,~i'.o; :afr·. ~~~1:!· 
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CAS~ NQi ~Qt4"PQ121"2I;N:V.· 
Pi~rlQ nnJ~,ed-Us~PrnJ~qt·· 

. .. ... . .. 

c:<:;&!tst ru.:id ~AJJ:-H: Jraiisportati<nt )J~mand Manage:qient, In;iple¢$~tibn ()f Mitigation Measwe 
fyf:AQ-l~ai(}h~w~uid be:sutfkiehtto~eciuc:e this i~pactlo a les~~tha~~si~ific~nt l~veL . . . . . . . 

PW.5. Concenlrations fr()m Coristruction and Operatlbn Emis~ions at Off":~'.i.t~ Receptors 
·.··· . . . ·.... . .. •. .. . . . ....... •. 

·~~i~~'\~:;~~~~~~~~:1se~0%r:~;b~~:.!=:st~:~~~ii~ec~t;;t+:~0~v:i:~~;.· 
c~U:sl:ng ('tl~~JqC£l,tio1.( t~. rn.e~t me A.J?:EZ CJ;it~fa, 9f 1Q r&/n.i.~~ .!he:tefoi~~· fu,i;fwoqld b~ a Jess fu.ah 
sign,i¥qpt i#tP~~L. 

· Plv12.5 Coricenrratfons from Coris1iucti9i1, @t:l Qpei:?tiori !'.:missions at Ori-Site Receptors ........ ······ ....... ... . , ....... •'• ...... ·.· ....... · ... ·· .... ···. , ...... ·.·. ···.• .. • .................. . 

. Tue fiRA· shpwed, that. ul'µJ;ritig<;it~q eir1#storisi~ c9mhfu:a~i9h. wttJij)~skgr()iiljd c6dceiltraµons WP1-Al4 
::test.tlt id. P¥1:s , coJiceilb;atio~. of $'.6:'. µg/rn~ for ~ofu scenajosi wWch woUld be below the level~ for 
c:~using a ,pe"." lq~a,fio1:1: fo n;ieet: th~ AfEf; 'C!iteria 0(10 f:lg/in~~ Therefore,, this 'would o~ a, less than 
s1grii#t<i,Di: iiUp.act.. ·· ·· · 

~ 1vi:itigati,ci~ fy1¢asu,re i\'i-AQ:. fa: Cl)nst~uct.ipri :EtitiSsions M'.iti.fotl:Zatlon; · ~s tricjr(ftillf 4~erihed in . the • 
fin,~l E~ )!>'hereby <idopted Jp. tli:e;Jonli; ;set fc)rj:h lf\ th~ Finai EIR. iiiid the :MMRI' and: Will be 
iln' fomented. as rov16edtii.ereiiL · , · · , · · · .. f' ........ ··'· ... . :: P., .. ··· ,.. . ... :.• ., ......... . 

J3ased ori ~¢ f~a,1 EIR arici the efigre adirunfatiativ:e recprd, it ,is h~r~by found' and det~iil_ed that 
Jmplernentir\gMitig~tionMeCJ.sure M;~AQ~la,'NouicLr('!duce JmpactAQ~~t9l<:!SS1:han i;igaj:Qcant; 
··: ..... : '··: ·: .. ··.·.·.·:: ... "".:·: .... ···::.:: . ·: ·:· ... · .. ,.. . '· ..... · , .. : : ,, .. .·:··.·· . . ::.-.-

.,Imp~d.AQ-4: . Th~ M;ixitjium .l,{~11~dei1ti,.al• or. ¥.~xipium .Co~e:fcia1' Sc~Il<lJi.os "1:0t1ld. conJllct:r\rith 
ii:fr.~~ieµierl_ta~ioji' of th~ Bay Area, Mio C:Ieiiti Air j>l;µL .. 

Tue ni()St;refen~l.Y ~dopte~ <lit, qt{a!~ty pi~ ~qr~e ~FBMB i.s ~Kt! ?J>lO Qe~Ait.Plan. The Clecu1, Air. Pl<lf( 

:~r~~~t:s:!~t0~~i~~~~~a~i~fu~t:~e;n.~~+~~:~•~~c:~i0~i::~~~net!ri~F=t-¢f61~T::~%~:~:1··~ct0;:·· 
Without s:erl<tiri rriitiganoD nieasu:re8j~corpo~at~d. into thf: I%ject;. th;e Prdje~t vro'1ld :notfuclude 
·~pplicabi~ cbi\U:tii :fyi~~~U.r~~ fyo~· tlie 2.t)io Cl~aii Jiir:Pt~:arid t@s hnpaq ;v?ult:I b.e;~iSrtific~~;. As)uch, 
·trtitigatlon.•9escripedbei6w requires in:corporafion of applieabie.meast1res,.the Pfojec(~oµld.indude the 
·appl1cabl¢ C()ngqt~e~sures; Transpotfation ~69!fol ajeasures· J:l1atare identined: in ine· decµtAirPlan are·. 
~i'mf,1~m~r~€.Ci 6f,tnfsa+t f~ancfaC,o 9enf;ra1 PI~n. ~q .. tlie g1ar1nillg {=:oSie; fofs-xample, · thfough tli~ c1Ff' ~ ·• 
•Tral1siHirst Polley~ the bicycle parking,requ'.ii:emeilt{ ar.id f.raniit impact devefopment. fe~~. The Project 
will.com~ly wi!:hthese pciiidesanci tegUiatiotl$. · · · · · · · · 

,~Jr~~t¢;n~tJ~:::;:~~f.~~~~;-~~~~t~1ng;;tfj;;;r~:i;:i9~;;~;-:r~i7ri0ie:1c~;~ii: 
. the Firial EIR, lir,e hereby adopfoci iii the f<)r!)i s~t Nrth iii the :Fiilal EIR and .the a:ttached MMRP, ~d will 
;~e Xmpi¢µi~fitecl ik prQ.yiEI;e_d'tµ$-eiri~; . . . . . · . , . ' · · .. · ··. · · ·· · ·· · · ·· · · ' ·· · · 

Based Qn. ~he F~<t(E.~ a,n~ the eritir~ admfuistiativ~ reco~~; it i~ h~iebyfou~d ap<f detet~ed that with 
: U;np!ementjng Mitigatiqi;t 'Mea.sµfe& M~ AQ;ia: (r~fer,~rice<] a1JOv~ ), ~f AQ-~f, AQ-ig; and M.:AQ~ 1h, Impact 
AQ4 ~vouldb.e l~f)s ih~.5ignificai1t. · · ·· ·· · · · · ··· · · ··· · · · ·· 

SA~ fRAtlCJSCO .. 
P.LANNING; DEPARTMENT. ·1 

. f'rS. 
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~A~~:N~~Q.14::00.1.~'l~.E;NV 
Ptef 70. Jl!ix.~a:HJs~ J?:roje.ct 

. hnp<J,~tc~AQ:.2.;;:Th~ Max4w.Pn. Resj;de#i:i~ 9:i; M~m.u.ro CQ:rnm.ertjal 's1;;ernn1.os, ;in <;o:n.;ihm~tl.pn wiUt 
past; p:eese:ti~ ;:uid reas<mahly fore~e.e.abfo ft.tfu:re deyeioplll,endn. tile. pro]eq i;l!:ea~ w:oµi4 <;oi!JP.'{?.u.te J!J. 
CUIJ,1~1ati.ti~ 'h~~Itinisk: 4nP:~ci~ ~~ ~~~itl~e ~ec~~t.o~~. · · · · ·· · ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · 

The J:iliA.,. talqis· trit<r a'7C:9~n~ .. th~. qirnuii~ve: c9nhibtitlon ~i exiS~ locallz~O.. hehith: d~b. t~ ~ensitlve 
· re~~pt.q~s ftplli squrcei) fuclude4 iii the Cityw@~ ~odelin:g plU:S the Prqj~ s souices~ Tuer() are! hoifyeyer~ . 
. other futlir~ pioje~ti,;•'whosci, emiss~ons J:iav.e. nbt been' iP.C:o;:por:atecf uito•the: ajstlng .. cit;yWidi..he~th::d~k 

. model4;tg:be~~l1~~ ~~lysi~ ~ithrespect to CEQ{\.·torfu~~ fV~{! p~9jec(elther has.not. yet been prepa.r$d. 
::<?r}sl'.)e~~i.~g,, · ' · ·. · ·. · . ·•·· •··. . . .. . · · 

Th~#~ ~te; ;i~. • oiinii~~tiye p±:oj~d~~ wlth#Y tl;\~ i;.Qo.o:. f.Ci9t: z9ne o(iiifl11~~cei .. two· 9#-~ Y,,lii,Qli . are" ~f!'1,dy 
•comp feted. arid/or occupie~L Anothei: one. of ffiese cµm-U.lative 'prbj~cts. fa £6r the. renewai\1£ the lease fol' · 

. ~~e,~~!l(~~tr~t~;;'t~~~~(Z~~7J1i~!\;r~;,t~~p~:~ 
: Oi.11nuhi.tiye:year.204:Qcpnditfons WithQU:~ ¢.e·.p;i.:oject ~how, ic)Y't~~ backgroµnd iJi:iks fuar{tl1,e ext5ting 

E~~~~~E,~~i~i~~r~iWf~=a1t{I· 
'!.. wpr~t::-c~~ ~ulatiye i\e<tith :i;~kajatyS.is;. . . 

:~~s~~~~~~r~i!~!r~~i~:~r~ 
~~~~~- ()It, ~~;f~~i; ~m:: ~cf'ill~; ~~¢·~~~ktr~~i~: ~~~6rci~' jt i~ tr_er:~by to~~:~c\ ,~e,tkr#Uii¢~ ili~t 
imp~fil.neritipg,lvli:tigati,qn Meas:ure.ffM.~AQ-:t<t · ;;i;nc{ M~,i\.q:1p wou.Ii:i teduce. ~:h~ .Project'~ coi1tril:)utfon to· 
·qi,~~i¥tix1 aj~,Aualiiy;iii\P~cts. tc> a.!~ss-*~~Mgn#~ca~~,I~ye~.. · · · · ' 

•, .. '. . 

.·wiii<l ~rid sh.tC1eiw , 

.. . . 
. . 

AJthoug;f(tfie),'toJ~~fit. fwi• bti~I~~o~t 1¥o'.ttt<l. geri~r.~Uy · slig~tl§.ifuprov~ · wihd. · ~9r\d.iti(;n$ O.i:i'tJ:le· project 

~~~;~~~~~ilii~~~J;ti1t~:v;~~:ifuW 
~~hlE•t~~~t~&~~t:tit~lti~b~ 
: tWo s~erwrios. $uCh 'wli:id haz<:iid.$.'would. ~~ely ~tuntil'~ujJpmgs on; a(j_J(icertt r#C.~ls, ar~ t9mpleted ' 
: ai:icf pr~Y:idi!! ~l:i~\*er frqffi. th~ uA<ibat~d £0.~c~ ·0'£ the Wi!id; l}ie~~ ~i~ri#'.wdui4 b~ a ¥ignifiCf.~t imtiact.: : .. 

:·>.. 46 
·' 
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f!Ji9tI9n N.°';. 19,fi'lT 
AJJ9ti~t 24; 201.I 

M.itlga,tiqµ.Measqre. M:~w$~1: Identific:~tio11 and l\iitigatiOn of J:p_ferl:iµ l.laz<!J4ou,s Wmd, lmpacts, a..s · 
~~r~· fy.ny}estrilJed µi th~ Fin~l J::W, is h~r~by adopt~ irl. the £ciI;11i s~t f~rthJn: tli~ Fina.I. EU~,· ~d 1:ii~ • 
·af±acl1e<l lv1M.RP; and :Will J:>e iinp iemente4 as· provicte<l ~therein. . . . 

13.as.E!<l··.q!l·#~e Final ·EIR and• fu¢· entire adn.11ru:stratlve t,ecord;.it•is•hereby· f~µnd.artd determiited ·that 
. !~p1.edi<7i;l~~pg ifmg;~MI1o¥.ea£?r~M~W,S~1 ~ol.)ld. re<l_uce Iwpad yvs~1 t? aie$~~tP~pt $i~bj.fi.¢i.lriO~yeJ~ 

:~:~t:!-:~;:ti~:;!~;f a:::~a·c£! bajlt ~it ~o~?p~;. ~~ P.roJ~ctW:p,ul~ ait~i: kt;nc(fo a manlier that 

if •Par,c:id~ c(m,i<:l ~ ~r~ gey~l~pe(i wJf:h stl.-uct:Ui:eq p#kin~ public Open spa~e V{otjld be provf.decJ, on: ~hE! • 

-•~t!:;X~i~;i;: .• ar:;~=k¢~4~t.l!i~~~~i,;t,~~t.~~Tj~~:.~~r1~~~15i~f1::~. ¢1e·a~~· 

~~l~ij]~1~~t~~1:~~~~:~~~~i~~~!~ ... 
• MitigiJ-l;iq:ri Measure M'-WS.;2: W.irtd.Jteduc:tio1.'1 fyr ~<lQfiop Will,gs; fui• !nm;ef~1ly descdb~d .·in, t!le F1!1~l, 
~IRj):s h~~by ~d.9pted; iµ the fC~[.nf s~* f?rtii ir\ 'fl~ :FinaCEf,R, ,aji4 tl1¢i;itra.<#ed: ~;.Wi4 ~11 PE! 
lm.:pforrie!lted: as. propde(i .therein . 

. Based 011/ili.e f ipa! EIR a!ld the ent:ire ~dµtlnistratiy¢ ietbr.d, it is<~~t¢by f 6ililc:i. aj<l cl~terfu1ned tl}at 
. iftiple~enthtg Mitig(3.tf9ri M.~'}Suje M~ ws,7~ wo.~rd ~e1vce ~pact w.:sa.. t(j ?l les~.:th.aii:. s.igm#G3:11t leveµ 

·:BiologicalR~~~~ces. 

trii.pa.1.£ 'B.x::it. ¢o~fru:di:i:m zjd opera~foit of tJ:i~ PtOJ e<;:t; WQ.uld. have a Sit~~hihtiill .aclvef$e eff~d. eithe:i; 

·~~~~~~~~~f~t~1~;~~~l?i.~~L::!~Y•ttb~~&~~=.~:. 
: S:()ns,n:ucti()~ Iffiga~ts.; • 

·~tJ~!~719i~~i!~~~!ii~i~;:,if~·~~~fi~~::::r:,~pf9~·~~ 
. Bi:rds cu,ge~tly :res\d:ing iµ b9fu. the fei:r.estrfat al)d ma~lne study <II.ea;> a:re a<::custc;nned t9 v~ryfug lt;i:vdf> of ·•· 
ambient; noise 'erri<lilatirtg n;6fu ~sting • h~a!i. acti\ri.ttes . 0 ;tfi~: ar.ei · Typic~~ iioi~~. levels '~<?r. soine 

.¢onstrt.idio.n actiV}ties clD.tidpated diiri,ri.g project ii;itpielllentatiofl woUld hc~e4 arnbien(le~els irl·the 
• pro)ect vicikity: Consl:ru,cti.oii:~ctiVtties thaf woi'.iJd 1,mJ;)~tantially alter the. noi.Se. envi~orunent couid ci~sl'.upt 
pi!~ ,att~riipti~g ·t<? n~sti qiSi1Jp~ par¢11fal foragil1g .~ctiVjty '• ~! d"isplac~Iriated 'pairs 1vit6. te~rittjrte~ in:tlie· 
·project ~lq~itf Giy$1 th~ fong' build'qutpetiOd for. tJ:1El ~roj~,ttre. potelitial tinpacfs of noise and~ual' 
. disturba11ce fo bree°'ing • pirds a~e 1J'.ke1y to oq:ur pyEJr' several. +fosting ~easo~1S~ :w'itll the .highest p()tential · 
irnpac~'ass9si~ted \0~ irliti<:<li;iisturpajlce to id.1¢ paro:~ls o~ th~ s.ite~ · · · · ·· 

47 '. 
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,,!y.tQ~fP,!l ~~~.1~~17'· 
Aug~.i§t.i4, 2.Q.fr; 

· ¢A~I; N,:Q ~a11+~q.9,121~~Nv 
P~~r zo.Mt~.~d-Us~ P.ro)e{>t 

:; 

As, the p;roject; pr9gr{!ss~s filicf th~ 1~V.el ()(c{isfu.Tb.aDce Jq th~ sit¢ irtcr~~~~: -Yl1th pai,c~l de.V:~lopiilen.t(. 
nesfuig krr.CJ.s aj:e)ess likely t(> be ~!fta,~ted ~<?·the site ancf the pot~ntial for consfrudi~~r.e~atedimpac;ts to 
bfrds 'ancl th.~ir hesl;S wii.l d~q¢~se ewe!,' fi+n¢; T.he' lo:s.s 9.t ~ activ¢ n.:~-?f~tj:fi}?JitalJle tq. proje.¢t<il..cti.:vities 

w0ii14 be ·carjs1c{~~eei ? ~i~fic£i~tt~P.~ct ~~<ler ce.ci.A: · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · · ·· · 

.P!gµptl,on 6~ n~$ttng rr.Pgra,~o:ry o~ nativ~ °t)irds is nof pe,rn}itl;ed~ under the; MBTA gr Q3'.lifqr.~i~ ~f~h i:ll;ld 
:0~.ffie. (:()t1e;fht1:i>; :#1~ ios~ of ~y ~cti,ve :iie~(pJ', .. fo:rexajnP.le,\~oving a fiee; or s.11Ttt6;. olf,deirl9Hs.hin.g ~; 
.buUding , ~qntBJnfug an a~tiye·: j,_est oi :Ca:~.hlg, YisliaJ q~>'p,oµ,¢< ~isfu.rb?rice 'wryi¢4 · leads· ~?. nest 
abandonment must be· avoided tmder Federal anci•califomlalaw;. 

W,tig~tion M~a.$ureif l\NU4~<Wqrke( fy:'t:v:irom:nen~~ .A~aie.ru'l~~· Progr~ T!;;qning 'and. )M,,.Bic.'JJ?i. 
·JN: ~~tjiig tlirci ~r'qt~cti~~·';M:~~s{Q;¢s~: ~ in<>i~ : ft:iUy. de~<;Hbed; fil. tli~. Fhiai ,EiR; is)~erehf '<ldopted: J~{th~ 
fo:rm. fi~t"fo!th ii\, the fin~l =e;tR.; a,-nd tlie · citJ:acli.~d MM!fy, a,nct will be implemented as.proVide.d therein:. 
....... . : . . .. ·".'• ...... ·::.: .. :;. ··.···· . .-.. , ........ ·.· : .. . ·. . ·· .. : .. , 

1,3ase4 on the' F.i11~; EI~ Mel the. ~ritfr~ Mni,iflisJ:r.a,tiy¢: recot~1 it W her~by #?Uild, arid cie.tergri:r~.d f;h~t 
:U:npl~m~f.!.i.lgNi'itigiitl<;>n/fyi~uf~:'Nf:i3r;;fr an4··M~~hlb,in;:coir),bi:i}ati6r(wiili,.~9:rnpliari:ce: vvith •tJ;i~• 
MBTAarid Califdhtla Fiiih and Game C~de;: would avoid. orreduce Impact BI~l to al~ss~tAan-, signiffc;anf 

=level. · · ·· · · 

.• operatiorial Itnp~cts . 

· Di\;e.ct eff~cts. bJ't rrrign1toi:y gs :1-v;~Ji p,s re.sJ.4~ri.t btn~l", ill<?.Jing l:hroµgh ~e, pr9j~tj:(s.tte ('.Qi]l~: i~c;iuqe:bl;i:~ 
d~~~ 6~ ~'11:f •(r?~ · cpHjsi~!JS ~ );Y.itl:t . ~igh.!~4: ·s~.Ct~!~, ~~cl 9~g ~~\l~~p~ ~4, g~~ti(ci~7 !~?' ligh~ 
: attiractic;1n! as. wen, *S::bi;i:d':c9~li$iqp,~. W}th. :gl~s :. duj:i,rlg: frie • ciay~~: ... Iii<;liie9: effects tq tnJgratory bgds. 
. could, ip.duci.~ d~fayed)kiv~' ;;i{ breeding ot Wintering grounds; anlreduceo. energy sforesnecess~ry for 
tiJigr~q~, W.~ter s~r\;iy<iJi ~r sub~~et1~~~ptoc{~cf:io~'. ·.. . .... . . 

.s~•~ra~1~1~11~~i!~~i 
pr9posei:i'b~ilctings cou~d result in mortalityrwhicli would be a si~~Wit=impact·cinder CEQ,A. ' 

!he.• PrqJE!c(:vyguld · comply··Wi.tlt' ~ID;t.fr?Jt9scds :ii,dopted Sta.z:idardsfor: ~frc{~Sa~e: Bi:iild41g~ (Plciriii#tg: 
:cod.~ Se~tjqr, )$~)·and '~ould mcqrporai:e ~peclfic; desim· ~lements illto ±J:ie · dev~ioptrn~nf to '\!.void: ~r 
. min~~ ayl.rit c;~lli.siqhs with in1Uciillgs or other project·f~atures. · . .., . '• . 
. : :: .. '.. ' . . . .:: ·. ' :' .. '.' : . ,.. . . . . . ~ '.. . . : .. . 

i impac(ni.::2: Ccin~tructicn.1; o~ the rtoject Wbttld have ~ su'(:i$tantiil 'adv~rs~ ~£f~c(eith~r ~eci:it '():i; 
through habitat inodifi~tlox,.s .on ~ats Identifled ~ spec:lal-stafus ill local qi; regi'on~ pians, poi1tie~~ 

. oi regulatio~, or bf tlie QaJ1£tirnia D.~p~eJJ;i: ~f Fish'. and Wildlife o~ th~· U.aji~~ :S.t~te~ fish ~d 
Wildlife Service~ · · · · · ·· · · · · · 

~AN FAANCIS()il '. . . . . . . . 
. P~tii.f\I~ DJiW~ENT ..48 . 
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yv,J9t(pp;N9{1~$J°H' 
AY,flJJ$t:~4~ 2Q,).'l · 

CA~E' ·N,Q 4.Q,14,,0Q12.'rni;N:V 
Pler.7fi ~J}{iu:l~Q~fo.Project 

Cqmµi.on bats (Mexi~an · fre~tp:iled bat) fJ-nc:l'. ::;peciai:.statu.s }}ats (Pa.lfrct ba~ ap<;l Yum~ myot.1~). have, th~ 
pote~ti4 fo T()tjst it~ exi~~mg ,;:acfil)t Qf .i+ndei.utili~d buikijngsi ofu.~rhu~arrrrtad.~ ·~J:i.U2tilrk.s, a~d.. tfe~s. 
withii} ol' l1ear ;the 20~/Illinoi~ :P~i;ce.i~d· 28::Acr~ Site o(the·ProJect.' p~st-rncti<)I1: of~ :oc~~JJi~ci; n.~:u:i:c. 
breeding b.at r9o::;t; · result~11g. in if:ie .death. of bats; dlstiiiba.rtce, ,that. c;ay::;ys the fass ()f a 111ate~[li:ty colony of 
b.?ts (reshlt~g :in tile Math 'of. y():Uilg);: qJ; d¢Sf:ructlon Of hibe[n~cufa ~i¢ prphibl~ed i.i°:d~~ · tre Califori,lic\ .. 
l'ish an.d ~~e (.'.9d~ ar}d, *ould pe ~qns!deied a)ilgriifiCa:ilf: i.in:P.ac:k Th~~ ¢.iy oc:0-ir gu~ .. to di):ec~ cir 

iuc:lirect c:l{swrbartc~s. · • · · 

pefu9.Jjtion o.fBuilqirigs ii, J.5; 16; l9;:2s1 .32,1,tnd. q6; · ar.4 rel\<t~ilit<ttioIJ. ()f }Juq~gs z.; l2~ <u.1.4 21.cq1:J,1CI 
restiH in dir~t mo~iit)r 9f9r.'.i~d.ire<;t di~Wr'h~nceto ioosthig'sp~aJist~b;is B~J:S; if present: _Acl,di~<:i.n@y, 
any bats I()Ol3ting iit eucalyptus .trees !n the· projec.t ,site c9ulc{,be cJ.ist:urb~cl. py' p~riph,ery conc;tplc~l.c;iii, 
a~tivitj.6ir~,~~ m?rt<;1,litr of specia1~stai:u9, l:(~t;s \voiil4 b~ ~si~fi2a:ndfriJ?ai:t . . . . . . . .. . . 

'Mitigatioti; ¥~¥11re Iy1:.13f..;z{&yoidartce an<! MiriJ.Ii'ti~~P.9n. I\!l~a.~1.tre.s tor !la.ts, as ino~e fully clest:ribetf 
in' tlt€i Ffuai EIR,, is hereby adopt~~ in i;he form setfo~th i.tt tj:,_e :f i!1al. EIR;. and lhe 11.ti:?Cl:ted MMBP~. and 
willb.~:ippl¢mente<l ~s ri.t>:Vid~<l ffietim, .. .. .. ... .. .. .. ... . . . .. , . ... .. . 

~a~ed 'on: i:he.:tinai EIR ~cl, the ~~t~e adini~i~trat.ive r~oi:cf, i(iS. l;tereby ~ouri<i. an<) de~errnine(l that 
i.;rnpJemeµfing,Wfig<:ition:Meaim.r~ MJU~~;woµld re¢.luc.e J:in,p;;i.<;;t !3'JA; t~ .<i• Ie$$:-1Jl_a,1:tsi~ifi~<mt ,eve1·. 

futpact Bk~:;.· Consl:nietiq~.of~h~.iro.rec(~~uld h~y~a:.s~i:>~~anti~ai;ly~fs,~.~ffe~t~~ithe~ directlYCi!'• 

::d~!1i!t~~:/;;~i~~i~r:~e4:~:1;;!:;p;!ii~!:~e:~~~7tiz;~;tf.s~~i!~;b~k::~:. 
F~sh ~4 "wgt!lite, · i;ni~ea • $~at~s.' F.~~li fu4 WilcQif~'. · s¢rV;tce,, of N atia~ili pee.~~,. ~a Atmo'.sJ?h~i;ie> 
Adµ1:1nis!J;atlon. . · 

San'Fraricisco Bav'waters ad'acent to the :Pro:echiife are used b multi le s e.d~~sfahls marines edes ...................... · ,,, ... "'· ......... J. .................... , l." ·....... " . . . .:Y ..... ''"·P ....... P .............. "" ................. P ..... . 

~~~~a~~~~;t~?~t~~i~!~!ii~~~ir~a, 
Acb ,. , ····. ... . ... 

Accidental bisc:harge and StoririY::afer R¥n-p£t !n:l!f ?cfu. 

The . po~enJial · ~cd,(ient<tl gisc:harge of hyd:rocar!J9n-:c:oi:\ta!ning: .. rriatedai::; · (ftie~; Jupric~tipg. 9ifo; . 
. con5t:rUttfon mateil~is }; ccih9trudion . drhi~s;, :·and . pac~~g ~ateriais frqm. sfylged, eq11ipn.1enf~ building 
rriaterMs, · ai;id demolHton debqs that mightbf:iCicat~4 qr~staged close Jo.or cidj<t~erit to san)3raridsco t3ay 

~!i~:~::t~~~:r:~~~;i~{Sa:~l~!:~JL~S· 
.~or1i:'anihlat:ioll: aricHheir.in:lp.act<m sp~da1~stat\is matfu.e ~.Pecie~ iEiis:sthan sigp:Wca,rtt, ····· .. 

. beinolitior1 adi\rities: at· the project site coul~ also resuii ii1 e)(t~i\r¢ g'rbtii:14 disfu.r?aD.c~: <m.d iricre~sed· 
. surf.ice nirt2o££ througJ;i' exfsting a:tl~ £uhlre. sfon1wiater ;<lrai~ .to Sm f,r\illdsco ~ay~. resulting i11 iriq'eas~d 
sedimentation: and c>rgani¢ ?fldirior~a'iii~ contaminai# ioa,d'ing,t9 san}'iifilcisq:} Bay wateis >vithlqw~fevel 
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.. eXposur~'.to .ptoti;icteci species~ Potej'itial. ~ac:±s ori·speciaJ-&ta~·fish afid irtai;lne i:rta~l speo~~Aii~ to 
increased contarriinaritJoadfug, to San .Frands.co. l?:ay waters from fow..;.level CQp.tam,inq.ted sediments cpµ{c( 
be sigrtifica,rit rfunc<?n~<JUed~ ;Imp)e.rp.ent~tion'.9f ft0rtµ~J 9?@®d:iqr.i tµi~f ~~µu.~litjon,: If¥Ps:r~qu.f.r.~ <is 
. part· o{ci-fy pf sari: •.Frandsco/reg{dnaL (BcDC); and·. st;ate (sta,t~ Water :Qtiality. (:)'>ntro~ · Bo<U4) . permits 
· walil~ l:i~ ~~te.~ tQ. J:e~uc;~ tiu~~~.Jrnp~cts t9 a 1~ss.-£hM.,13igriiii~n.i.'i.~Y.~f :4i ~4Cll.ti.6il, ~P..~!P:~ 
·.· requirem~nts · issueci by the R,W,QCB for; .Sto;r.rrnyat~ · dis.c:fia:rg~s · Wlthin ~ City. ai;l.d, C:our,ity, q( San. 

··Sa~:~i~i£~~ .. =~=~~:z;i~:t:·=j~!'~iel¢~.t::: 
sewerLStoiJnV.jafor Options 

. The rfo}~ct propo$es.tourgrad~ 'ille sewer and sfonnw~ter· collection ;;ind: transport syi.tem accqrdmg fo· 

. one, o(t;hree opti<;>n,s: ·.a; cqrrwined_ SeV\TeI; ;m<:f' stom1wate]'.. 1 sy13tern; .. ct separa~¢d sew~r: ,and: ston:n.V.V:at¢r 
• ·sysfehl, -~d a"hybd¢~ption.~h%~;~ ¢~#fbirfeq·&e\i,ei:;#d·s~o1#~~t~r.~y~te~ W6µjq,p~,19~at~ci ~~IY.1*• 
' th~ eastern portiqn. eyf :the project site;. with .. the· r~t -C>fth¢: .site .ha:Vfug a/separat¢d: seY.,er' iµld $tormw~ter 

.tenipor~: 'nature ~f i:he 'd,isturbant~; .Once installed. ~d ;repaired;, tii.ese i?~omnvatet--ouf:fal~= a.x:id: :any: 
te~p~rhrUt ~istilrbe<l. 0 ~u)Jtldal ~ahit~t ~~~tj.~teC:rW{i#. t~~~: ~quld'b.E6• ~pkcted•tci ~~~ov&.1ii}ttii:a«Y, ~a· 
qt:UCkly to t?re-:-:dis.ttJ.tbmc;i;i <:.0nd.itto:ns.;, 

Additioi:uilly, 'plarin;~d :tipgradi:!_$ ·tQ. AJ.e· project· sife.:sfo:tinwafor.: and sanitacy';W:asfe collectfon(. ti:anspO~t; 
@.~ h~i;m~t sys.t~wou'i<l 1:-iti,rria.telY red:li~e the c~At~ip<W(i?.a~#ng 6forgafl1c~.fr19rg~ic;·aQ4.'f.ecai' 

. baq:eda into . sari Francisco Bay wateci .. Therefore;. poteiltiai; ijnpads.: fo ;>pe,Ci'.~i~s~fus: . .speoes from the 
· impr~ved,l?torn,i.water and_ ~anjtary :wastewater; syst~'rrt ai;td, di.sCharges: to: $ar(FJ.'.anci.sfo. l3ay wophfb,eJe~s · 
tha~{ sig;flificarit: · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · 

·S?,e~t P,ite Cllld Soldied?ile 1fni;iacts 

--~ ~~~r~:.!~~J~~:d.~~:~~t~:~~/1:;1~~~~~:~~~~t~iJ~~~:~t~~~~t~~tif~~~·.1J~~~-
w(jufcf~e ~¢g~dto: re11u.l.t in th~ l:emppr~· lp9s Qf ·th~ sgsJil~ marfu~ fuv~itebr~fe community currently 

.·. pr~~ent~ · ~()~s·••. of: ii. :~m<Ill•• ~i:~~ '. bf ~?ft. &ub~tra.te_i~teiiick~. h,~];Jita! , in:: l(eaclcl. ·an.d • <t~s9cia¥~~-· ,matiri.e 

. <;:ommuriitles:. at}cf .pot¢ntia( t~mpora±y> d:iS.turbin,1ce ·: ~o .~oft iµlq . J;i.a~d. sµbstraJe lrnbitat;;c\rici asimdcit~d . 
. lJ:larir].~ ~ui:ll~e~ "'he~e p·~rsonnel. ancl: equipment •. traruift. to work on .. the r~cqnstructed bulkhead. 
:R&ovei.y of <li.Sfutbed.'ir].t~ticial habitaf fo pi~di~h.1l:J?.anc~coil.cUtions)$ ¢xpect.ed;_to o_ccui:'._~aturaiiy 
· wiWrt 6 to. 1s nio!1t4s with ~~.i:~e<li~t/;~cticirii:~~qb'.ir~d. c6tis~ii~tly; tJi~~e ~tiii:~zj¢e$ ;ir~: ~xp~c~~~: 
fo he less.thamiignilicant; and no mJtigationis. required~ · · · · · · · 

. ' ~ ", . . 
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Mqtj4i\ No;.19977 · 
Aygµst 24, 2Q1.T . ·.':· . · ... 

GA$!3.·No·201.4"0Q127"2£;NV. 
~!e.rto M.ii~d"U.$e Prof~i;t 

The instailatton of eithe:r the ~liget pile or sqldi~i; wafr bulkhead (using pre.i:ast H-pil.¢s) £or iill.prnyfrig 
Re~ch ll, could .result in. the ·gaie~atidn ofpotentia~ tillde.~rvater noise.from either yil?r~tc.nY. ~rimMct pile-'~ 
driv~ng rurinme~. used' to. install. the pil~gs:. rhls. uri<;l.ervvater ~olse . ~oµld haV¢ . a . daiUagirtg effect Oft·. 
speciaI:status fish species and U1arfoe marrirnals~ further; althopgh ~e p°-terytia~for a?+te:~arpgattp(l t9. 

oc¢ur~ liinitedi b$.civi0ral chan&~·irihsh moveriient~o(adiyity cm be ~fil'!et~d.: . . 

The UBe of yibratory plle drive.rs tatherJhaii impacfpile dfiyers, Ot the apj?lic:anqn of establisftei:i iijdus.tty 
BMPs fo reduce . u'nde:rwater noi~e generation fr()rn eithE;r equipment type, vifould pe expecte<:f tq 
Sl,lbstantiaJly re.d.uce u~d~r:W~t~r pile.~dri\Tfr.t& h?jSe, so'th~t the p9tenti~X i~pact. Wo~lf be l~ss ~¥1 
significant .. 

l:Iowev~, 'if ili.Ef sheet piling or H.~pilfug insl:ajlatiop occurs. when theJiclet$. ir.t~ fu,e pot~nti<l( eX;ists to 
generate tmdewater no is~ levels that could result in ~igi:iiflC:aiit~ iinpa~t:S 'tq sp¢chii:-statU5 fiSh iipedes;. <,ind 
multip1~ Ihcrtine ma~al ~peci~$, · · · ··· · ·· ·· ·· ··· · · ·· · · · · ·· · · · ·· · · · · · · · · ··· ··· · ·. · · · 

·~=:·~7~:zefu~-=!~ti:~1;1~~~!a~~i if:~:~~tf0~!;~e{;~;1~tr:~~ei~:;n0.:;:=T• 
. ElR, arid i:he attaChed .M1v1RP, and will:bei~plem~ted.as provi(ied ther¢irt;. . . 

·~;!r:!~·:~~:~a~~a~~ee~~i-i:~:~~;:e;;:~t··~d;.·t~~!~~ii~~~i~~fj~~~l:~~:<l•·!hat:• 

·~~K::~Bi;: S~=o~mlri~··~0~~.h6:a::·.~:~~~·a!~:~e.f:~;,~~;t~:y#1i~i~~t~:i:~;J: • . i,rit~ri:uptlon, or otl1¢r means .. 
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M91ti~Ji :No~ ~~~IT. • 
AJ.igu~t.ia;, zo;17 · 

PA$·~ NJ:l ~Q14;QQ1:~7·~~~V 
· Pi~.r:1Qril!~e.P."'u;t~fiP.tQJ~c~ · 

··t 

. ;rhe. Piojeqt Iilcludes,. shorelln,e @p:i:ove,dients. to th~ .. 21h'.\er¢ Site that woiiJ.4'}epair or reptace: eXistlrig 
· shoreljne p:r;otecfi~n and the ~~ting .btilkhea~ along ·R~ach. Il: Wi#i <l,.new 1.>h~i::t p~liflg •DI; soldier. yv~Ji 

.··~~~~:(~i\~-,!1::tJ:~::7:i ::Jt;;;:::~~ri~d=~=t!.~1~d1k~e~t~s:.:~!~~~m~~:: 
reb;.~Ji<l±ng. the. outfiiUs at 2()f!:i aqd 22".i streets or the irtst<illatiQn Qf;a rtew. outf<llliat~Ht s:treet under. ilie 
~r?~~ted systffit approacl:i or the hybrid ~y~te¢ appfoac:h ,artd pbssible ci~~up ~4 r~habiJit~µori df' ~h~ 

· i;ii~rtidal areas'inReaches C~91V.' ShouJd ihis:optio~ be. s13lecte<l>t:hese ~CtitjtieE> wo~~dresuff~1.l?oth 
temporary: i~paci:S to j~ris&ctibnal waters dtll'Jng reJ?air of the ex:istfu& shoreline prote.clion; bulkhead;: or 

·Wt\\ ~.4 22~ Sp;eets otitfa]J~, or jns~llati,on of the ne)l;1j2.l•t Str~~t.outfull,, as well a$,p?~e:qti\1lpei7I1;a~t 
. hnpacts through placement .. of fitr D;i.atei:ial .a8Sc)O.ated: with. a. ne,o/. bJJ1kkt~fl,d1 aiid/br a· rieVi 2i~ street 
$t6rmw<J,fer putf~(whlcl\ woµIq Pe q>ru;{dereci ii· ~igr.iificarit lrr1,pa<:£. 

J'toject:::?ci:iv:ities .f~sultirig iii. the (!.ischarg¢ pf Bily f,iU,. oi other •9istUrP.<u.it~ t() jtizjsdktiop.<tl· ':Vaters (i:e;/ 
. b.(iiow fue'hfg);ltide ifae) require permit approvaJ froiilthe <::'.o~ps/andJa Water quallty C~l'tification ar{d/o~ 
· ;,,a~t~ dfu~harge req~item~~ts· from tli~. :Rw<:iot Tuos~: pr;;j~d~··within s~ ;Jir~<3~6 ·say.~~· within t:h~;; 
.• shorelln.e· ban.ii requjr.e. a permKtfro.m J3qx:~ C<>,llectlv:~y,. these, reguJ11to.ry "ge1-1~h~s ~u1d the. Pe~its and 

··~~~e:~~t~~~:~~:o~~~r~:::.~~!~~r;rt~~~:~~71:~!:J~f!~~~{~~ic::~%!;:!· 
purpose;. ~Ci.·.v,..rq11ld specify/ an. array: qf rn,e.ai>u,:res ,cffic;t. p~9nn.ance stan(iin:ds; a9, q:>r,t((it.1005.· o(Pr9Ji;ict 

l~~~~i~~iJii~i[4tli 
. ¥itig~Upp.'M;~a~ji.r~ M:-B.~74::, C.0Jitpe11sa.fi.~µ fo.r FW o!}:url~cikfi(>n.al Wat~r$,;c~$ ~o~e fy{Jly 4.es<iri.b~q it.i 
th~ :Fi!ia.!'~,)s li.~f.ebf 'a,i:l(:ipted)ri the! fqri;n s~~ fortl1 ill ~e Firiaf Effi.; ~rfr:L fut! ~tt~cl\ecfMfyrR.J?~ ~n<l; W.il( 

• b..e Ur,tp.lem~n~~d: ~s pr9yI(:leC:f{h~r~~f.l,; .; 

Based. ori: the' FinaLEIR and' the entire adinlriistratiVe •reeord . ltis hereb . found arid determ:tried. that 
. i±rtpi~iridti;I~g fyutt~#,?.n Mea~uie M~~+C:4 ;,~ajd i:~d~t~ hup~d ~i~{ l():a.1$;-~h~-~iinf#C:artt)$.ye.i: , , ·· • .. 

; Im ·act:B{s: The.i?ro'ect would interfere; s:Ubsfantiall Willi the movement of: an ·.native re~tdeht or .. · .~·.····.· ...... , .... J ......... · ... · ,. :···.'···: .. ·· .. . f.. ............ ·.···:·· ... ····.· .. ·:· ·.·· .. Y.· .. ,···.· .... .,,, :::·;······, 
~igt~tofy fisli or. ~tdlif~ •si?eci~~. (Ji;;~ifh: established ~tive re~id.~!it (}t ~igra.torr.w:ilcilif.~ t;bri19prs;, 

.· oi ~ede t:he:i:i:se offuttiie wildlife lll):rSery ~ite$ • 

. Terre5tria1': 

... C6ri!>~cti9n' of .the Project' cbulcf atlec~ bi:rdS. attempt;ing· to· zl.esf''iithirt:th~ ·project; .slte:dfre6tiy: tfuoggh . 

. nest destruction or avian morlalify; ·and mdiredly thi:ougJ:t ~ increase hl th~ ~bient noise enVir()run~ri~ 
.. that inight diSiilpt breeding bebaViori di$ccitiicj.g¢ nestfu& ·c)r eaiise riesfab~ndoru;nen.t: _ Cori:rp~ifilice; W.ith 
~~ MBTJ\ and c~~~rirl~FJsh ~ci: G~e Cqde~ <i#d conipll~te:wfoi fu.~·sari Etancl~c~ $'tar~dards for ]?.trd): 
S~fe Buil.tli;igt> ~e; expected to reduce: potential con5truction..,related effects on birds nestifi.g within. the 
projed; site.< ro:i4: surrotind1ng :yicihify "1,nd potentia.f c9llisio:n ftazards for in~gratirig J:>ircis. t(j les~tl.WJ.~ 

• ~igilificaii(levels~ · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

?. 
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MpHoM No; 1 ~9it 
l\Yf]Y§J 241 20,17 

CASE NO 201'4-001i7~ENY.''. 
· f14:gl' 70 Mixed-Usef Pr:qje~t 

~f iinpac~ hailliners are. Used for 'pile driving, hi:\rboJ:: seals ail.d Calff.ornfa $e(l liOJ:lS <:6uld be si:\bj~ct~d to_ 
underwater noh~e levehJ high ertough:to cause ayoida,nce behavior While they migp:tte tq Or fypmJi<3.Ul-ouJ • 
~:i; puppirtg focations or durmg normal foraging; Therefore, tl::te poteJ:itial impact from: impac~~h~mp:te.r
gerierated Ii:oise on special~status marin¢ jn~D;lma1 sped~; .in duding h?i:J:ior sea.is an~ Gillforaj~ s~a liqns; 
fui~ating to or fr~m ha~il~oilt and pupping sites or f~ragfug cocld be si&:tifiarrtL . . . . . . . . , 

There is a yery low probability of any salmonids bei~g preserit in fue shaHow \Ofaterf3 adjac:e~t Jo. jhe, 
p~()j~c;~ ~ite wher~ potent\al underwater noise levels \>iould, be hlgh ~nough tO result in ar;iy b~hayi~rai 
disti.ri:bance .. As a b;msequence, any pofentiai d.isturbaitce to migrating ·saim0:ru~s (steel11e1id }imi salmon) 
wou1<l bey~ mllrim.al iJ:l t~E! waters. adjace!ltto the proj~tsite~ .. . ·. . . ... 

. Based.. otj the. Final. EIR; an.d fue entire. adininistrative record;, ·if is hereby found arid.· d~terrrtined, th.at . 
hl.ipt~n:t.entatfon• of ~tigation Meas~~e M:~BI~s;: Pi.i~ Drl~g N-bise R.ec1udion f~r ·P.rotedi~n.· ~£ Fi~h 
arid Manne Mii:nunais; refere[lced above, \¥Ould. reduce: Ill pact BVi.fo. a. foss,.thafy-signi#cam leveL 
.·'·:;.·· ···:·· ···; . ··:· •' · ......... ·." ... • ':· .· ."··· .•• : . ··:····. ·.. · .. ; :· .. : ·.··· _ ... _.. __ .... . : . 

InipictQJ.3J;.1! The: Project, ·hl combD,i~tlori with past, pres~P.,t, ao.dr~?S(ip:aply !o~se~aJ;,1-~ £ui:tµe 
proj¢¢ts fu the site Yiciitlty, would: resuH: in,.a :cumulatively considerable contribuiioii to. ~iin((icant . 
birll,~~ca(~~~~~rces µripa~. ··· · . · ··· ·· ··· ··· ··· ··· ·· · , ·· · · ·· ·· · · , · · ···· ·· · · ·· · · ·· · ·· · · ·· · 

Tue '.Pr~iesi ivould haye a lin;irfe~ effect on., terresglal bio10g1cal respurces thatfrtllabitthe Project site a.rl4 

::f!fn:7~=b~~~~t:t::li~~d;r;:~~:ihr::~!bc:UX:;:.ti~:i:;:it~,t· ::;:t;· :~:~a~~~~·· 
. irripacfu fo nesting birds an.4 roosj;ing bat$., and the mitig~tfon of the Project' s.ippacts. ;;ir¢. clisc;ussedWtbis 

,~h~~:~=.~;:i•zti;n;1:}:r~~~1Tr:?~!i~J~~ti~: ~~~;;:a~~~~dt!.n~:~~~~•!~~ .. 
BF2! Avoidap.(:e <md: Mhi.hniiafion. Measure~ for .Bats, These impad$ woui& l).Qt pe cumlifativdy 
~{)niic1erah1¢'.. · · ·· · ·· · · · • • ·· · · · · · ·· · · •·•· · · ·•· · · · · · · · · .· ·.· · · · · · ·· ·. · , · · · 

Pev~lopmerit of the projects on sah 'Franciseo' s eastern wa~erfror}Us iii<.efy• to J1ayetin:iit~d effeds {)rt 
nesting birds a.nd roostfog. bats,; similar· to.·fuos~ with .. the Project; hmv.e.yer;give.n·the· iim~ted exfen.~ or. 

~~:tC~i:~~~~~St!i~~~~:~~~~~:;r.~~~!$ 
.resouJ;<:es; 

L~Iic:l~ide•. re~evel9pi:llent ·p:rbjects irl the vldiufy of ili~ Pr;oject may resiilfm sinufat ter.np9rary iri:tpacts fo. 
biolpgka[):e130U:i;ces tonsid~ed under fue project an~lysis; however; gi'fen t:h~ir existing conditloi;is and 
lbratio~ a\Y~),'f~;m the. ea stein w~t~~froiit,: tl1ese pfbj~i{ ;~t~ U~el y 9ffer e.vefi (~ss hal;>itaf for t~rJ:€sf,Ji~t 

. respurtes' ~art the Proj&tsif~, · · · · 

Nfai.~ 'of tJie. poteritia1 adverse' etfeds iaentifled3or the #rc)ject wpuJd result fri a eumu~ath1e. eff~ctwith. 
oth~r approved o:ianHdpated proj~cts cortsideredirt fui~ an<lfrsis" . .. , . . . . ... ... .. . .. 

. SAti FRANCISCO · 
PLANNll\(G. DEPARTMENT 

533 



M.arin~ 

-¢:A~f;.J\l~l201'4.;QQ;1~~fa:~~V 
Pier ill M.Jxed-l!se Proj¢pt 

Tu{.~t9ject; wodlq J.1ayeli:rnJted activ.i.~e$ and potentiaI eff~ts Qn' I}:lariJ,le, ~al;Ji~at(l <J?d a~sop~ted. 
biologkaJ · qqrr@:ifr\ii:leii, witlmi. tJ;t~ Ce11tr,<\l J?ay bas~n: Wat~rs ~d.' rnarlri~ lial;>iJ:aJ;s, ~djiac:¢hqo !De J:>r~ject 

·.· s~~~;. prJ~a,rity' b~~i.i:st3.Jiffiited, p~ojtict colnp~nents ~ould:occur ~elow tJ:te. hig!i tid.~ ~. P.qt~ilfatl . 
· ef£ectS on 'P'.:'13,,rhl¢: hal;J,ita,t atj.d br~logiqaj i:a)(<:l, .<lfl\i• tl;w mitig<;it:iqn qf tJ;ie J?.rojec;r s·iinp.acts ar,e discusRed in 
tiffs $e~ti9n. abo;e· ll1ld~r ~mpa~)3I~3, BI4, ajld. BI-5! mcI11.2µng ·¥1:fig~tj9.n Measure I\f~~I-3: ~ilehi:iying; 
. X-foise· Reduttiori. f<~:r :Prote¢tiori· pf FiSh:'.filid Mariit~. Mammais an4 M-B i-4.: C!Jiii.p¢risau~)ll .fqr Fiif~f' 
· J¥.risd.i<:~<;m~f W~ters;, · 

. .. '. ~ : . 

. ·.·~~s;iettt~ii·!=~~~~:.r~~q·~~t~r;f~r.:~~~··:it:~;:·r.~~fq~U:~:.~~:;~~J.id~:i:diilt~• 
~!i!s¥lt.ip a.~Il1tifativ13lyG9t:ll)id~ra~l~<:ont;ri[>11ti0.!l to. a.sigrtifi~ari~ Cl1mul~tive impact With other a~prpveci 

, o.r: ~eascina~l'.YJ<>r~eE!able prbjf:!Sf:s, · · · · · · · · · · · ··· · · · 

Baiied <?n: the. '.Filia(• ErR' aj~ : the eil,ti],~ acirlµci~ti'ative., ~ecord; Jt.1~;µerebY. · fbfjftd: ';ffid . d~t~iilli.ned: t}taJ . 
. iinple.mentai±on .o£::MitigatlonM¢.a.su!'es M:.,Bl-1: WorI<erEnvii:onmentai' Awar~n~l!& Program Training; 

. ·~~~!~~otv:1~;~~i=~~t.;:~~;.~i~t~;B~~%r~:i~:i~~/~~Tii1t~:i~!:!~iW.~!:!· 
: alt tefe:i;enced :?bove; the Pro)ed;. in. combfuation With pq.:;t, present; .and re!;}sqnably foreseeablE:; fu.b.lr~• 
~fbj¢{# •. i,n ~i;e. ~i~~ ~itjnjty{~oLil~f1lotiesl.iJ.t'ht ii. c~ll\lllatiyeiY co~icierable .co:n,tJ:ibution to sigriificant 

· 1Jit>.i~~~:re~ofuces iffiP.~ds, · · · · · · · · · ··· ·· · · · · · · · .• · 

. . . . . . 

Th~ PrbJ(!i:t c9u.1<l. 1xicfri~e ~oi;ii;i~ sE;,fil~rilei'tti<luri~ · c()nGi:r4 dip!f~~ ~ :re~uW9.f e~ta~tjoi(forfoJ:ii.h:µ~oj;i 
o{U:tnities as. we!( as. for; the. b1,1Udfug fooodatio~ and '6asemenflevels; cpn~b:U~tfori • dewat¢dn~· and 
he,q.ye d4rP}g pi1fi.1tjsta,11~~1tJ.; . · · · . . . • .. 

. . . . . .. : ~: ::: . :·. . : ~:: .•. :, . . . . : • . . ·. :::: ·. . . . ... . : . :: • . . •,. ;:: ... : . : •.. .. . .. ~:.. : . :-!· . . ·' . ·:; : . :·.: : :. ' : ... : :· 

. ,Pile' driving may. cq.use :tlw grot.in9.. to hea:v.e tj.p to ·seye~al. inches; ciP-d th~,heave coµld ad:v~rsel y ·affect 
. sU:u~twes' ~~j~~~rit to• the pg(l :&:~$g;'1\7otk; such ~ e~µ;tjµg~tffi.ti~s rui<l .str~~ts ~s w~i( ~~ the ~o~ $t;reet 
:ffi.St~fric Core~ the: ~i~ting: histqricbttildings that wcii:iid b.~ rel;iune9.; q:r:l the projei;:~ site, (Bu.ildfugs 2; .1Z; 
· ari<l 2i);an~ t>ii~<lm~s h6~b:uci~4 .~$ pa1*; ~f ilie ri~j~d.duririg ¢~i:}t~~ <le~~iopgt~t:P~~. · · · · · · · 

.• DBI <;>rjhe Rqrt' woµldi reqajre· a sit~spedflc giro.teChlrical report::f9r the· spect#c; d,gve.fopments 'to l?e 

•·~~~%~~;et~~4z;?mi:!k~~c~i'!~~ui:i~~!~f~~!~~;.t&~~:,i;~f;o:eh~~~;.~~t~%s;. · 
.. effects.· ot. a'Xcavatio.n,. con.Structibncrei:atea dewatering;.. an cl· pl1e · drlvfog ar~ ,adeCJ.tJ..atciy addressed,· With 
. Up:plem~tatiort•. 0£: th¢: tecon:i:rnend\:.tlons. proyidec1_ in thl:l sltEj-speci~c ge0.'t~¥.c:J :i:epqrt( . s11bject to 
: • re0.ew. ~(.r ·. ~ppioY.~L )?ji, OBI {)i :,th¢ Port as part.'of: the . bitlI(jjiig · perinit approval;. p~oc¢ssi. ~? , weil. as 
monitorfu9: by• 'the. i?rojeet spon~or (ifrequli:ed)~ lmpads .. tel~ted tq the settlement an.(J. subsid;~r\te d~e :to 

SAN PRANCiSCO . . . . . . . . 
P~NING DEP~IYIENT. 
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Moti9n Nci .. 1~971 
·p;ugµst 44~ 2011 

Q,l\S~ NQ 2.014~~JQ.127:2ENV 
Pi?r 7;Q. !'YIJxe\::l~IJg~ PrQj?c;t 

consi:ructfo1,< on soiHhat i.S: unstable, or i:hat covJd become uri;;taple as a result of excavati6n, dewaterirlg/ 
ohdpiI~ d~ivmg, ~ould }Je i~ss th~ sigI1wc~t No mitigaHoJ:liS necessary; i. . . . .. . . . 

S~ttlement andUnst~bie Conditions During Operation .. 
• • ·:"::·:··.·,··~·:··:;::·:·:··· .. :"< • . ., • • • . • ' • : • • ~ •• • • • . • . • • • • • . . • . • . ; . . .......... ·.: .. :. . . . ... . ... : . .. 

dqte cqr,Si;rµcted, d~ff~rentlal settlem.en,twli:J;Un fueY<?!Jng.Bay M.ud could .occlir as arep~l~of placefrient 
. a£ up to 5fi:iet of soil Jo. raise the site gra(ie. :m additfon, cuw rnadeini:o the b~drock offuere:rrrrumtof 

4iSh $ill f9t t~~ ~q~sttu~tibr,1 of the. D,ew Zl st :E)treet toill4 becon1e ~nstaJ?-l~)f not ;S1}pporte,cL R~ck fall 
haz<U:qs aj'So wou}d.pe presentne~r the r¢mriant of1:fiShtriU and e)(p(,sedb~drock cuts. Th.e dHapiqated 
· fi1ei• ~)(ten.a1ng.£ro!n t~~ pt 9i~ct ~1te ~I1t9.th~ s.~Y. ~c)~hi ~~6 £a~ if 1t is. t1sedl?y site ~tl:llpants. iifid 'visit~fs. :· 

.~~~~~:;ft:.1t:h~~tsr~t;:.~£it.~~~e:WJ;~z~i!;r;:tc~~~;:~a!~I;~~P:v~~!· 
~t::gt:=s~f£:~1~:l~~id{~t~~~~~l1~:{l~ai!;~~tit~~;~2ici~ie:~~;~!~::;b::::~i:.~~ 
under Sectioi;i'18Q3 of.the SanF.raildsco. arid'l'ort ofSanfrandsco :BuiidirigCodes.··· .. ·. . . 
. . .. . . · .. ::-··.· ... '••''·'." ... · .... , ·:····· ............ _ .. , .......... ···:'·:.:· ·. :· '·",; .·:·,"· ·:. ···:· . .., .. . ·.:: . ... . 

~~~£i~~!~~~i€S&~?i~~~i~i~ 
'The: Pl'.91?<?¢s=4 stre~ts '~Q JlO[\~bdi!d,fug' iP:lwqvernerit~ also could. ~perierice setttemeritiii areas .underlain 

~~~~~)'~~~;l1i ~,~~1Ji~:,~r:~·B~'Z;r:;.:;ratr"t~:J.~.;1:°.:i~ 
s e<:iffc'. futerventiori \vould b~ further: refined ill:. fue. s1te-s edfic eotecmtlcal re ort- and: wcnlld be 

·~~!~:~·~~~t.j;f~i~~1i,t~~~ii~~~?,~J~:~r=~:~~t~r~• 
tJ:iiul s1gi;lific~(.; N6:friWga~foi1.i~ 11~~eS.~myii ··· ·· · ··· · ···· · · 

:: .:.: . 

~~~~!~~!~~~f&ii~~f~~~1~~5 
ped~~ffiiins ~i:i 21·i Sti:eet, Tuerefdr~, tock fali:h~ds ~ou.iq,b~ signifii:<i.nt .· · · · · ····-·······. · .... · ...... - ........ - ... -........ -·· ..................... ····· · .... .... : .. : :: .. ··· ..... ' . 

. A difapid~tea: pier e\tenc).s ftoriT .fu.e; project sit¢ ln~o •the. Ba'.Y' imrriediately J:l6rtf.ieast of. the _i:;lip1vajs, 
· Alth~vgh, ~e pi~r: is riot ·a. geqlogic. uii.ib its u~ by ful:ure ~ife ()~ctip<,intS £lnd Visitors. could call$¢ it to. ~il 
d'µe tq theirtcreased loadsi Which V{OQ!<;i be.~· pigclfi¢~tlrnpad:; . 

. . . . . 

Mitigatlplj Ml'!astj.re M-Gl}-3a> Reductipll. ~f Rock )1~lHaz.ir4s ;:inq, :M-GJfo~: Sigila.ge arid Restri~t,t:~ 
Ac(:e$$ tq)?ie.r 70~ a~ more tt!iiy descr~bedintl\e f iha.1 EIR, are hereby adopted.in tlie form setJ6rfu in th~ 
FiriaLF,IR,. "!14. the aifatl:ted iv1MRP: and Willb~ i¢pfomeii.ted. a~ providecftherefu. 

_, . . . . . . . . : ~- . . . . . . •. . . . . ·' . . . ' . ~ . 
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Motion:N6•· .1'99,77L ... • 
A.u~~~$1Z-41-.2ci 17 · · 

01,\$,E NQ io.1,4;Q0.1,272t;NV 
P~er,'10·1v11xe9~u$e pr<?Je.ct 

• t' •. 

8a~e4: 9n ,t;P;~ · fJ;n~f i3w: ~n4 \$~· cnti~. f.!4minl~ti:iti'7'e J~ci9r!f;, Wis lt~~~bi: iounc;( ~rd ·. <.1~t~ifl1hed tf\13,t 
i~Li;:;.:i:~et11tt~~fo~•Me~~we •. M-9~~~~. ·a.ri~· .~1:G~<31:\ws~i~ •. r~\iJ.J~ §lr;;i~t, GE~9.·~9 .a .1g~~~th8{b 
rwi:i{i~+': GE~fi;, ilie. ~icii~cf W,p,ii;14 9Jr~~it9i in~!r-¢~UY.d.~~~t.gy,.~,u;µ1~u.,~ P.lil~~IltolP&~~~1 i:~so.4r£¢' i?r' 
~j,t!!; . . . ... .. . . 

.. ~. . : .. ·:~ ,. 

~igfii&c~t irtip;act . . ... . . . . . 
' . ,. ~-~ . . .:.: ~ •' :·. ,. :, ' .. : ·' · .. 

if{{~~~~Y~!~llf~Eli~~I 
•.~~·~~·. ~~7f~~'p1~~T;i.:~~&·Jh~1 en.*~ ~~.riiin.1;1r~fiv~·:r~0rci~ .rt i;·h~~e~r·:i~k<l:~~ .~~t~r~;<l; ~£~t . ·~~~~~~:~~~~~:PP fy1ea:sµf~?·¥~S~ia/~;CR,~lb~~4'M;~~?.~?4l~;re.diJ~e ~f~Qt ~li~q~Q.•r}; l~s:· 
'ft ; ........ : Iix~rology;: a~~ 'Y:~~~r;Q¥~!i~, . ~ ~ : : 

.... 

. ·'· 

,~~~~&~~~~~~~t;:B~~~~~~i~~Tu~fw~6Je;t:~~t~~~i!!.~i~g~;~~~·if::~i~i.i~:~~:~~:e~'·. 
Water ·auaiifi ~f~~cts ;~l~~~d to F:;~eed~ .. c ..... ~ ,:of .·•.w." . .' ..•. a..t~u.·.·· .. <P. :u .. a1.1ty · c~iter.•·.·.·r.~.· ... ·· andi::w~~te Disclt··· awe .• ·. 
'R~1~fr~;;eri{s;- u •••• u • • •• • • ~ 
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Mqtkm:.·f:19;;t~977: 
A,µg,u9f 24, 2Q17; 

. CASE NO.; 4Q:14~-~(1_12't2l3NV 
Pi.~:ritl' Mixe,ci.Qs~· ProJe.ct•. 

all <:lischa~ges o/b~ld -~~-if\ a5corda1lce "o/.ith qty ~egula~ory requirements that J:iave b~en deyeloped ·to .. 
¢15,µ~~ compliajic.iwnh the I}ayside NPPE?yenajt.' . .. . . . . . . .. . 

:W ast~wat~r 4i~c~~rges from. £ut\:ire aeveJopment project:S would. 1?¢ ·subject t~ t!:le. per¢it requirewe11ts of. 
i~~~~4t~1i~-:;r~a~::;z~~'.Pu;!~c?r~:s·s.it;~~~;@st~PJ~t:7:<it:Yd~:~ 0~~ri%;ie~!~~0;_ 
·. blhltion:' teveni:ioi:i:. i6 ram arid com I Willi the retteatmenf si:i!ldatds and .dischar e lifuitatioilS • .f\.· .. ·. ,P ...... '· ... '·:.: .... P ... ~···"· ..... ' ·.·.·: ..... J?.Y ..... ··.: ... ·. _P ................. ··.· .... ·.: .. ::.··.·:· ...... ·, ...... g __ ,.,_ .. , .. _.,., .. , .... . 
sp~dfied in Article· 4,i;: 'fj;l~s~ discha.rgers yv61J.l.d ~lsq b~ r.eqyip;~d. to' iJ1qwi:or. 1t}e. clfr:clra.tg~ quaHty Jo~·• 
coD:lpliaricewithpermitli#\it<J.tionS:: . ,,... •' ' ... ' ·' . . . ' ' ' ... ,, ., .. . . ' . ' ... ' 

A.1rwa$t~W:~ter ~ri:<;i $tOr,jn1t.~ter, d~§c):iatges to: the <:aritb~eci ~ewer ·sy.s}~JE '\vo,ul4 b.e tre~ted, 'l:t·.tJ:l¢ 
SEYJPCJ?: 5'l!lci l?aysf.de vv:et-\,:V'~thir }a9litie{ iii: c:~mpl~cffice \vil)l ih\:i·. J,3'aysi~~ NPDES 'perri;iit for 
dfu~h~ge~ froni the SEWPCP~. Norfu,.Point WefWe~th~r Faclfrfy,. and all of th~ Bay~ide weH~e~fher : ·.· : •.• .. ·. ; . . ... ·: : .. :: ·: . : . "' .. , : .. ,, . ' . ·, . : .. · ., : .... •. . : : '· ..... '· .... ·.- . . . . .. : : . . .. .r : . : : . ,· .. ' .'; . . : ~ :~ ·: .. ; : ,: ;« ·,. ::,.; • '. ,: . ,. ' ••• ·.: ...• ,,,_ .•.• ·: .... ,_: :· . • .... : .''. . :. •. : :· 

fo~i1ities'. Therefore; p~oj~Fr~Med disc}icirges fo th.e ~oiµbinep s.ewer syst~Iµ dl;ITing operatiog un..CJ.ef<Jll ,, 
three. :PPH9~ w0.1i.Id:r~f t~tise ~: ~iol~fi6ri of, o/~t,ef· qti.tlitJ. st~ild.~ttj.s or, W,D~ art~- vy<)aja' ~ot .htn~r\vis~. 
_suBstantia11y d~gr::ide water qualify: This itnp~d: w6u1d.beless 'than, sigruficanffo~ d.iS~rge$ t<) the 
~bn1bfo~q S~Vler systei:rl, a~~'no ml#,gagon is n~{:~Saty~ . . 

Pis¢harges tdASepai:at¢· ptof1,11waterSystem. 

ij~~er ()pt~~~}/ .Se!),ar,~i:~ W.~~i:~yfa,t~r cll.i4 $torP\~at~~ Sys~~iUS~ ~cJ, <;)ptiol:t 3~ Ifyl:il'.id::syste~' fujllre . 
dev.elO rii.enf fo"eci:S would: dischar' e, sfomi1',rater to riew se arai:e sfoririwafor s' stems c6nstiiicted. 

~1;~t~~~~~~~il~~~1ff.h'W~u?t~~~(~t~e,;1t~!·· 
be.~n q~ye19p:e~. fo e.I'i¢µre. cq~pl.i~nceYv.itft;.th¢. ~mall M;$4, ~eii¢:ral Storm:yvatf:!~ 1:>¢rm.i.t ·. 

$t0riirwatet W.:n6# fI§ni the pr()j~f sifo t9 t!;ie Si'iPaiate stqraj.water §ystem \yould b'e m~riagecf iil 
li.ccordari.ce :wl.tk .Article 4;2 otili~ San frandsco Public Works Co<:fe, Sectitj1d47, a:Il({ th~ Sformwiiter. 
¥aria&e~~iltR~qt4.~<tri.~eri~ anci Desi~G~i~~iiri~~:. ··· · .· , ····· · · · · ·.·. · · · ·· ·· ·· , · 

~~ii~~~1~?~7i~~~:T~~!~~~~;;~~:i~ 
stprm;wat~):systerrt tli.a~ would.l:ie cqp,structed unde{Qptions 2 (lnd3: wouldn.,ot ca;use <1 vfolation,o(:water 
quaiity shµidafds or W:bBs a11d. woµIci: µo(ofu.erwise ,substmtiaily degra~e wat~r quality: thls;i¢pact 
·woµld pe)~ss fl1?h ~Igrt1fyc~t tor di~cqat~es t(}. th,~· ~~p~ate storlJ.1water system! and }W rcitfo~tiori is 
necessary:. 

Water du~~ity Effeds Related to Excee~irig tJ1e Cap~city of the St()~m ~ater ,sy~t~ri; 

No.iie of thi:!. Wee storD:l.wa.ter· nianagell1enf:ciptior1swi:>il.ldresultin ,sto~wa:ter-ajnoff tha.fwquld. exceed 
th-~ t~pacity 9£ tl:c~ stotmwatE!r ci:>ri~eyaric~. ;yst~ffi. li~tati~e ilie new st~rmwater sykt~~s: .~ou1<l be 
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JVl!9tt.oo.; Ne:>.~: ~~:f1:fT; > • 
!,\Q~;Y§l.2:4.~~2Q~:l: • 

,cortstru¢ted irJ, ,a,~¢qr9an¢.e::wifu. the: C1ty·_ SubciiYision· ·Regrilatioti,s .. Ac.cordirigly/ ~he new separ~~e sto.nnwater system: and' co1Ilpo~e~ts oftli.e G?rnl;JJned ~rr.er, system W9J:ild ~.~ siz!'.J-~t9.i:l~~<?J.1.1IT.1.0date tb.e ()year: ~tont).i ~nd flows· for the: ioo~yea~. storiri: w<;.utd ~E). dir!:!ct~d t0 s~, E,r.irlctsco '.B.ay :Y.ia: sti:~e.t~ ;µld. othet 
. :ipiJ~;;y~<l ~otridors that would pe <l~~iirte4'to ·~2i;o~9c}a{~doP,,i'~~:rn0M·ffiy~vs: tn, ~c~ O.£ the 5~year, 
si:orm Ji:r. acqord,ance. with the :~µbdivfoion rE)@l&tjl:ms/The.:rclore~, water q_qality .. e,ffects; 'rd~te~l,.; to 

;~c~dif.ii51 ~he.;c,~pa~iti:'._0.t the stornrwatijir.: system. woul~•:b~ ~~S.S. ~hail sigrrifi¢~py and: 1'() tilitigation is 

:~~J!:~t£ei~~~~iifu~Q4.1~f~t~~:~1~~:~:~~?rt;.~~~~~10~~~~;.;i.:;~~~~~:: 
$yste.Il1s; and Opti,p;µ:3;y.fqulCt.b<?tl:l.mwiye .disd,J.q.rge.s. ()~'stornrvv:ater. i:o. .th.¢ :Sepa.ri:t.te•storm.w.~ter system· 

···"·. .·.: 

Und~r Op#i:in i t;:i;m'i.bined:Sewer, System, both waste~~ter. and stormwater fto~ th~ p.rpject site~ould 

·.·-~~~f;~~~t~j;:t!:.~~~~t:!~kle~ia~:;~8ui~~J;;.°:m'::1;;;~B~~esi~~~~~-::~Tu:. 
(i:equer.cy of g;b.S from the:Wili; Sb:ee.t s.ub~basfu arid/d:r do~vusi;rearµ)1.as5ins.: to i'rn;:reaqe' beyond i:he · ~ong;
. term av~iage of 10 CSD eve;nts.per;year; m:.vi<;>iation., 0£ tlie Bayside . .Nl?I)'.Es per.mit: Thls \i\l'ouic{! coP.$tittJ.te · ii ~i~~m¢mit'ime~ct · · · ·. , · ··· · · ·· · · · · · · · : · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · " \, · · · · · · · 

~ ... 
. Op_t[onf: S/iparnf1{V\f apt'e:Ipater and Stormwafe~ SysJems 

.•.lJ11dei: opu9n 2,. Sep~rate: Y\T<i$~~wa,te;r.· a.i:td.StormJv:af~. Systein.s1 .W.):lf'.te,wat~r:.fJ:o~ fu.e pr.oj~c;t i;itE? would• 
cohtjm,1.ifJob~ conveye~ to~ tlj~·.:.c:ify's ~c>rnb~eif sew¢',system f(,r ·heattru'!nt a(tl,ie SE.WPC)?. Airi,~w 
13eparat\;!: ;Bfor.mw~ater 'sys.terr;i:; :w.o.ulcfals9 be ~onsfruc±~ ·to, convey st9pnw;,,tet; flow.s to a new out.fan'.: 
lo~~ted r.e~; the fo,'ot g£ i:l\~ realigt1~~ :n•r·'.Str~i Tqis ~pt.i{)ri wo41~ elll:n~t~ <lit st()riri~.\iater, flb'W~ ffon;t 
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.Q~~J2 NQ'i!i14?091272ENV' 
PJ~·r· {.Q MJ~~:qtU~e. ~P~l~ct . 

the proje~t ~ite to the coil1,bin~d. sewer syst~D:l; fi~t.ho1:1glJ:.?.f?rmyv:at~tfloV(S.· fyop:f thy 20th Str~tJiistoric 
C«~!e. site ki.rt,d 8.-AE S.yst~s $hip ~e{Ja~ .~acilifyJo tJ:i.e .n{).rth of io!h stj:eet-Wo11ld ,contin'ue to .. disC:ha'rge tb 
the. cc)rnbi!te<l sev".~t 8ystern·: 

k~¥;~i~~~~l~g~i~~tN~\~~i~~J~§1l~ 
. ofC!. ~~cq·. 13rg~~ •.portiq~·of .~aiptaef. ~ey.rag-e a,9~: r~d.11*iai ~~t~Wat~i re.1a.tiY~ to .. ~1$tini ~?ridifi.oriS, th¢ . 
BaysXqe :NJ?DE:3 petm,it .fo~lud~s c.tine~tio!t system mariagep:fent req111temeni:S' thai::reqtifre th!:! combined . 
·swer system t(> 1Je.. pperateci irl a :manner' thafd.o.es m:;f resi:llt' lfi a r~J.ea:se of tiJ\rreat~d 6:r partially lreate(l. 
\,vaS.t~#~te~'.. Th~facire,, ihi~~ optiqn' ~oliI4 t~~H· ·ii;t. a viof<ttioii of i:~e· ·~at~J4~'. NPP.J3?i>efiPit.' wl.fuoli.t . 
. approRflat~ c:lesign c}f the propos~d pump. station' iitls :w.oiiki co.µstihite. a signilican..t iinJ?act, 

'.Opt(ort ~: J;f ybrid Systein . 

•~:d;Jo~:::;/;6jh:r~~;[;}e:.~~;~~~1~€;~~Cl~d;~~:~.!.~Ji~;lt:~~fei~~~~:~~~\a.:r~~J~i. 
·~1:1~i:~f~~6~!~r;~~1~d~%~~~JlU~~~!&.!?c~~ij~:~s;;;1;~s~~:~~if~~~i1:~1:::J~:i~ . 
. discharge sformwatt~r fo;the (:'.enttalBasin ofLOVv:er $an .. Francisco Bay~ Tue· requir¢d ~apacity ofthe new 

'.~~tins~~~~·t:tl!~:i::st~;~J:ii~~#~~~~:,·~~~~l;!;ci~~~~~W,L11~;~i~~·~:.~::.•·~~~!• 
st,aµdri could ca1i~e th.~ freqµencyof C$Ds to. fu,o;eas¢ bey on Ci .tli.~Jorig-:terri{i\yerage of.i~t (:SD e:Yents per . 
y~ai $pedfi~d §the B~ysii:le NPDES fertnit~.:<t si~ific<lrlfirnP<lC:t · . . ··· ' 

Miti atlori Measme· :~,{-H:Y.:.za: Desi··. and Coiisttudion of Pro osed Pilm Statfoh fo{O tioris i and .3' ......... ~ ..... .... : .... .... . ... · ..... ,..:, .......... ~ ......................... ., .... " ....... !.', ............... P .................... , ·"·P .................. . 

·i=ei~)V~~~~h~~~~~~~~~~0(0~~~~~aj#,Qptl.ri4Xi 
' ' 

. J3~se9- 9ri tli~ Firiat · EIR. ~q the ifutfo~ a4rhiri~t#~Ne. i~C:~ig, · ~t is hereby. (b~rrid · M~l · 4eter.rnined l:ll~t 

t~;~~1futJJrt~r~~i~~!et~~~i~~~·1rr1Bieme~ti9.g ¥~~M~i9ri 1\f~asu!ks;M~tiY~.2<1 ar\d: M~m:ZJJ 

. yvat~r ()u~llty E~~ts Relat~4 t() ~se ()f Altemat~ Wat~ S1:fcyly 

• In act;ordance,. with Sal\ Fiari:cisc:o' s · N 9n~pot~ble :Water Qrdinant;e; ~he Projecf :Wouid: 4.i:ie alternate. watei:, 

;:~c:~!~;·~~~N;:l~~~~~~6k.:~r:~t~k:u;~\;~~!~t~~~~;~;1 ~~;~~~:~;:· ~~:E~~~£:• 
•~fl;c!:!;i::;e~~~~:!aj~~ti!;~~f:~;~~~W;:1.~:~~~:kft:~~~µlJ~~~tJ!~i~t~~~~!~ 
Water quality cr~terla; !lftd :Water' qualify eff~cis ~~lated Jo .l1Se p~ ~ alternate: W~fer sypply W()UJd be iess 
tljaitsigrufk~µtNb~itigatto~~ilinec~sciry: · ·· ·.· .. · ·· ·· ' ······· · ··. · ·· · , ········ ·• · 
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·Motion No. 1997'l ··· 
A.U;ijU~t i.4~ ~01i'" 

.·.'f!:;~~P~:e;~~:~~j;/~~~!:~~:::•:;;:;~c:;~;:~!1~:~?~;~:~ai;~!~do!~r;;:~!::t;;~~· 
· ·.JJ:t ac:eof d~¢e'. 'Vi~Atti~le '.6 (if th~ s:oJr f:r~ri,~is~9. • H~~lth .~?4e, ·0~hag~ :arid. Refuse;J1l!1 p,roj~(spo~i:Jr~. 
~vould b~ ~i;!qtih'~d fo' pl;:i~e cpntaj.ii.ers ii;f«ipproprfate: ~()¢atl()J,iS:f.or :the cqllect,ion p(r¢flii;;~\aijd 'en~trr~ 

· refus~ .~ontiht~rs· mµst be const.ructEid :\.vitl1 i:igl:tffittiiyg · ws• or s.ealed enclosures; Th<:l:I?rojecit w<;mld afaq 

:·.~:!~t~:~<i~:~:a~iJ!~;~~:~~_q~;<J.t~~~ri~~~;.Whi0 w.8p1~· ~~.~~~se.ui.~~~oµnf'9£'.rion-.~e~~d~hi~ .. 

. Fur.ther,;:u.li.der,. <?.Pt1?n,Zi ~I'Jl~ate:W,~s~e~+~i; ·.~ct·~t'or.rri~~t;ei; §y~te~s, ~~ dpµon,'.::?;·'fJybl:~~ .l3Y:~~em,• 
· tl:i,¢ P.roj~ct wq@d. J;>e requi:t'.~d to '<:9mpJy wi,t:fl th~ Wash'A'.men<:ilniii'\t of the Wat~r, Qti~Iify:C<?ntrof 'P.lari. 
:J<?t JI.ifap4, s:(xd~~.;W~t~stEnd~~4J~ay~,: ~rt~;~s~~i~s pf 6ilif~ci,li~i:;Jh1s ~~ndih.e.~t·:W6iilct;~~uii~ i;h~, 
~roJec.t tq iin.p~~ip.~n.t.$pedfi,c P"lE?~i?~r~ tp J?r.e;verift;h~tra~port oftr~~h fo San Franci_8:co Bar 

. . . . . . ~ 

.('.()i:riplforic¢ . ~tl;i'. f\.ttlcle 6 of. Ui;~: Sap, ;F,~<ii]#:Sc:c?;: ff.~~lth,. God~;.. thi:i:• qty· .otdir14n.Ce~,· ~d. tl;i~ J)«;isli, 
Ame11.dm~htJor·w~s~~w~fot and sti)rmw~ier; optiC\Ils. 2 ~~ 3 WQ\liq ~edUG~ 'the arriounf ofnon-r~ciahie 
,and l)C)TI-t;O;rt1p()~~Pfo: W~~h~s p!C)cltJ:t:;ecf ar th~, pi;cij~St sft~1, would ensure that adequ~t~ COUt~e;:S and . 
. r~fu~e servic~ ~e prcivided~ ~:nd W9llld ensure tii<ifoffsho~ti .$an fr;incii;;cci Bay:water i8.: kept free. of. t:i:~sh 
:;~ ·~ ,i~~it' })(iitte.l:µig: ~l:.:ih~ ~ fl:()j~ct ~it,~ :T.hiS\W:9.µfo i·i.~ct#¢~:; ~e p~t~tja.ht¢:r: ~~P.~it 9t • iii~~i .t P::itii~ 
,com.bihed OJ separate· stormw~ter systems~ and di~e.ctly, to San Ftandsco llay Via, wind. 0*· sfrnwwaier 
;~~~~~~=~~~~~·m:te.;·. ;~a~ity @ra~:: r~fat~if t?; )ittet~ng 'Vf¢ylg b~,. f~~ .tljati. si~~ti .a.i:iq,; iiq' 

. . ' . 

L. :'}:i:azaids andHaza:rd~us ·Matenil~ .. 
. .. ... ... . .. 

:Jnipag HZ"'2i De~r;>~itj:pn, a'ri-cl, reri6v~t:iori. ~f J;!Uild;iri.g~ ''P.µder. {h;e< P~9j~~t would ncit eXpose· w:o.tkers 
i:tnci th.~ ·pftbllc J~: h~at49us 'bµil4ihg:~~~~rl.ilsl0cl.ud~g ~s~¢st~~cpntainhig materials, .1¢.ad~pas~~' 
p~fJ :Pis fa~l}~yJ.l}exy.l) pJ;itlyµ~~~;cp~µ:Eh ;anc( me.rctll}'; 0:~ re&ilt in ~·release 9£ :these materl~s; ll.it9. 

· t}l;e ~ny~~~~#f ~~~~f~{ii1;$tru.,<i.y~D.~'Iio~e\rer; '\ypr_¥,~r,$; ·a.# };lie' J!~~:ik :ry:9~<t· b,(! ~#Posed: t~ F.<:8:$ ~ • 
li ie,s~l(.9J:;.fft¢;i;emi:!r.at:<:;f~l~~m~~i tj;~£tjlpiers: , 

Construction· 
,. ,, .,, -.. 

Build~fl. ~a~ (;<)~~ct~d'1tj appfoXi#t8:~~j 1909, . ;AU ~(!$:eo~E?r',#xistjj:lg~~ildfugs·'~(~e proj~<isite .. 

··~:~ti~~;=:~:s~==~~!:t:j~i~1!~~i1::~~~~:~~~£i~··~t1i~bi\.t0~i~1!~~~:=:~~~~: 

~i~~~~~iilili-~1!~ 
t!fil~~i~~r!a~~~i~~~~~rfi~J!i~:=F:~4tj~. 

. . . 

Workers ;md thE! p~6li~ ~ottld ~e.expo$~dt9 h?f.9.ri:iousbuild~g mat~rlal~ :if. ~~Y xy~r¢ not r~,mov~ct'or 
· ab,ated p#o.t ~q ae.~91~fio:ri PI :r~o.-#ti,Qn ~£ •tp.e. e~~ti'n.$ ~.u.i1dilig~ • a:tj.d P:tiHty' ~ys~ep:is; .rfi~re.·.f~ a ;i~ll; 
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CA~ENP ?!l14~0012.721$NV. 
PF~t7;Q MJ¥gi;:t-Use J?roi,e¢t 

estab.lished regulatory process tha~ in.ust be followedf()r ensµring a4equate ~batement. ofthese materi~ls pnor t9 blliicUTig: 4eilloliti011 c)r r~ncrv~tl~µ'. ··· .· · · · • · · · · · · · · • · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · • · · · · · · · · · · · • · · ·· · · · 

Asbestos:C.ontaitiirig Mat'erzats 

In accord¥tc;e, v.it±r .BAA QMD' Rµte .1 t. }1egU,iatioh 2;. i:he, · proje¢t spcinsoi;~ 'iyoul~ b~ r~qui):~d ~p re tam a · 
qu.ilified corih-~cfo~ to conduct a suzyeyto ideri'tify. asb~st~s~containing Jiiat~daiS. 'iri ~nf building planned .. 
for dem.olWon.or i;eJi(lvation and iri,·~Y ritilltY systerils tliat W'.o~ia .. he.·4~6l~h~d! D4drig t~~(?v;r 
.activities; the contractor would: hriplement; ~ontrols fo: ensqre thal thei;e are !lQ visible asbesto~ eri:iissiQ~ 

~!~~~~ti~~~~aii:i~-s.~~t~!~~U~r~i~~;t~~~l~:j;~J~~~~:1t~~;r!~ti~~itot~~~~~:~r~~~;J;;· 
. of Regulations;. SeC:tioris ~l.6 through ,341.17~. · Rii~~uarilJp .talJforrn<l, laW, thf Port ~voitl<:i not· ii;sue the 
building d~olitioJ1 ·.~ii ten.<fi~tion p~rtajf ui\fil th~· pt~)~ct 'ppoJ1s~r~ hav~ • cc)mpH~~ ~ith, thk notice• ~~(f 
·~baterpent r~qufr~in~ntS, · · · ·· · · ·. · 

S~ti()rt $42~ · .offu~ :Pott 9f ;Saµ :Pi:apdsco B~iiding_ ¢94~ o,ls.9 · ~d,dF.es:s~s • 'f CJ,f l<,. practices·• for asbestos"· 

,tn1=J.sj~~i~~B~~;~~ji1c~Jri.~k.i~~;~(.!:~r.t;a.~~~X~~·~;;~~:~t~;~£:;~~~~;%:t~0• induae 
· ~;~~~n~:Zim:~~!er~~~~~o~e~~~~;;:tr~~~tli~~:(~;a.~~t~n~~T!~11ii~=·~r;~~~r~;~.· 
cif structu±.es with. a5~stos~cq£ira,lniri$ :rn?teria.l~· .Wouid b~ less• tliafi. ~ipriificaht. r~. ihitig~tior\ tjieasi.l~es 
a-i:ern~ces~aiy. 

BeCall$e !3Jl •:or the'. {:iuildings tho,t,w9ul~ ·~· d~mpl~shed ot' i:en()v~t~d' were. cofl?i:nf d~d prio:r to 1:9i9 ,:_ ?fld 

·~~i:~0~1;~e~t~:~~r~\:fi:~~~~rxt:264~u~!~~!~i~!i:!T~~!t~~~~~~~!4;~ti~t~· 
. Buildings ·and Steel Sbydures, Acc9:tdingly; tile project spog~ors :would, i:etliiµ a qi.falifie{( coritr~ct()r fo . 

. :~:::~~At1!~~~t~:~J~~~:~:.·~~e1tr.J~~~~i~!~b~tr~~:··tr~~~1t~~~~t;~l~~~;~~e~i61• 

.::kr~:t~~~;::i~:;~:;~~q!~;;~~.~!.~i~.i~!~:~~~~;~J;1~L~~~~1r:g~~;;;~;:~e:;::~:. 
m;til the fircijectj>pol1Soi;$ hq.vc! coiriplleci: w! (l;l i:)le}eqil~~irieili:s.- . . . .. 

Demoliti~n of other ~t;rUehrtes ihaf mduci¢ iea,d-coritautlng materi;J~ and i:eJJ.OVaJ:ion o~. the futerfors:of 

·=~~~:~~~~~~at:t.t~1~~tt~~=~ro~~1·re~4s~rt~~t!BJ8~k\~:~s&itc~til;~~·~~~:~e;~··t:d: 
o~ R.eguJa.U~~' $e.c9.op'i~32,1): · 

p;riyle~\1-:hased J?afut during abat~tp.ent ~ciMtjes would lj~ 'consc)J.i(iated, afi\i i;liSp~sed of a~ a peri!iit:ted 
. facimy. in acc9rdancc with applicable 1av1~ Jn1ple:mentation qfprocedures' reqttired ,bf$f;!ctigii ~Ji6 <>{the 
Port ·of Sfill.Franc~i>cd.l?uilififtg Code artd the te?~:ill.Coniti:µctlon $taridat4, :afo!\g~f_h.leg~l disposal:9f 
. tl:le lead~b~sed 'p~int by th~' project . spcjµsor~ i:Yo,u.ld ·. ensi.if~ that p9ten.ti~i. impacts o( ;c:Ien.'olit~oi\ or 
renovation cifstri:ictuies wTth leac:i-'based paiTit W.Ol.Jlc{be.le.ss thamiigDifkanLNb rtl.iti~ati9n inea:;ll.~l'!S ~~e 
necess_ary'. 

SAii FRAt!CiSCO . . 
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Moti~n No;. ·1~977 
Aq~ust 2.4,,2011 

· Eleftrlcfil Transfonners 

·. Ei~c:triq~l tra!lSforp:iers. ~e preseii_t •ih• (;).t. leas~ tw"9. ~9~a~ic:>~. ~£ ~re.· ~~~Acre; Stte;)pclu#i;ni. 134ilcling· i.i 

··:~~:~J:e~·:u1;::.~;~!;!~:.:~Ji!t~~~::~~~~~~ct~~~[6;~;r;~A:;~:::::;~~t~t~:· 
Project; Ho:w,ev:er; a: ~owplet~ ,sqrv~y of electii~al tran5fonn.e.rs pre~eritatthe ~ite, an({ their· #ce corit~t~ 

· 1ta$ n.ot Ween cond11cte4: µ:a PCB .trmsfon.!i~·~~ pr~~er,i(~ a !J~ildip.gth.at.}V()µ~(i ~e; de~o,lish:~d(.a. releas~ 
.of PCBs coµJd ocdi~ p9tenti<1lly expoS.hlg ~o#<er~ .~d th~: public!. ti:) I'CI3s> ,cir r~sµJfivg i.r1 a• ribieiii?~. 9f 
PC6s •t.o, ·th.e environmer,t. If a r~lease:·of I'Cs~containing dJ.electric:fl:uid. :has pccurredt .fufure• ocwpants of 

.. the bt.Uidfrig cotild·.q~ e.xposed to residtlal P9~s.iri Jht>,·~µili#ng • ot in'.:th.e:f36µ.i£ a r,ei~asefi(;).s a:ffeet.Eid.soil: . ~;:~:~i:t~tmf :;:;!~o fue_p~t.eri~~ rclea~~.9f xe$.s fiiiitj. ~~~tjng #fu.sfQ.rill,~~& ~f ijle.',sxte.y/qtdc(b¢ 

·. MitigCl_tion Measure .l\.HfZ:2a: Con,duc~ Tra:risfo.rnter Survey: ;m;;i · ~emo'Ve PGB 1'.r<lil.~fq,JJn,ers, 

~~=:~t~~:~a~i=.~~~n~~~=~:~:~,~~e:!~J.!:~t~n~J~tIT~~~i:.::a~:· 
.m1:>tefully described iri.th~ FirialEIR; aj:~Jl.ereby adopteqitj.'.theJ01.'..11fse.t£orth)n.the.F;i!J.aJ EIR; a~c{fh~· 
~tta.tjlaj MMRr,, atia 'Wiri ~ b:dp1~rti~~ted a$.pt9tj4e~ th#<=iP~ . · , · · · · · · ' · · · · ·· · · · ··· · · 

Base.a 1;>n fhtil f.fu.ai' E.iR imd the ~u;:e Hdntlw~ttati:ve. re.!;;oJ.::J;: it: i~r 'he.r~by;• :i9w.id <mCl d,et~:r:i;n~ci.i; m.~t 
• iiiip1effi~tlng. Mitigatimi Measures MJIZ~2a;: M-HZ~2fr. a:ri,d. M~HZ:"~c .W?tii4 :r;edu.ce ;rmpaF.t B:Z.::~ ~o. les(l: frlmsigci£icailt;, · · · · · ··· · · ··· · ·· · · · · · · · · ········ ·· · 

O.the1iiiaz~do~ Buiidi~s Materials 

()fl.i~rJ1a2:a.rd<?tiS .P,ui~dlng ;rrt~tei:i:aJs thaf are; µke.Iy. pJ:'esei:lt,W:itl:tm. the. builc)iµgsAo Jie /icinolishe.~~ or: 
·: re.~py~tect ·inc1x1d~ f1u.oi:~s&!;tt)ig~l:: .ba;ilas~s l:Daf~~µk( ~o:ri:fain r¢s~; or'·DEH;I\ tiU.c)r~cent'. i~p~. thaf 
cpntai.ii. 'l;ne.rc11ry: val'qrs, and, e.le<:'w~r.s,w#cliei;)md ¢.ermostats· 'tb.ar.ilso contain me.rcuryi.,, Di.s:ru.ptjo.n oi;. 
d~s#.u"R.afl.ce ofJ:1tes~]:µater1als ~oµl4, pos~ J:iealtl(tlit:e~f9 fot~o.n~tru~tj.~p. wo~J:<ers ifn<>~ P~9PEirlf: .W,sp9se.d 

.·~:~:;:;·K:!:,:f~~~!0~r::~~v=~~~:~!~{:~c::t::B~~°s~~·t:;.1!~:~~;f~~~~~: 

. Theiefoi;ei l:hrough ~o1Ilpliruice. with: regulatqi:y; :i;equii;ei:r).e!lts, ·.iinpa¢ts :reiate.c;J,; t~; ex:po,silre:; to,' P.¢~s/ 
: PEHP; . ah& m~r~ . in these :tiui.t~ri,~li{wb4id' ~ less' th~ Sig~tfi.2ani:: N6~ rnltigaff~~;. n;~a;tir~.s ar~ 
. n.etessary;·, 

·Operation 

. Buildhigs· 2~·. ii; and ii: woilld p~ ren9Y:ated, ~d reu~~Ci 'uri(i~~. th1i :P,):oj~/p1~se hii~~dpig{ai;i:! iaj~hv!t.tq 
• .focliJd~·~best93--cq~1t~i$g.m~t~rla1s (;).Ilcl l~d;_b(;l~ed pafut as weii' as .other..hazardous biiiidii:tg.materlals 

~~e~~t?t~::.:s~t~~:i:oJiJt~~~:tt!~;r:~kt:r~u~1if~:.r~~::~e;~:~q~~:~~~J:~:. 
·prior to ·reuse of the. buildihgs,. as discussed '.above~.Aii:hough; eleetrfoafb:~fom1eis.':are aha presenfin 
. Bti..il~ilgs ++ and 2t and release of Pcs::.containi.ng o~Ui:orn· these:.trp.nsfoi:iri.ers coukfhave pot~t;ia11y 
. ~ol1taiu#rated bU°ilding: sud~c~s, tlie· fyan,sf~r.irlers wou~C:l.• be. i;ei!loye~ .. M,~;:t:i;1¢.·sdr£a~es: ·wQulcf'be: C:ie:lri¢d: 
· d,uring .the construction phase of the Projed: iri accordance with :M:{tigatfon Meas-ures :\'4:>HZ-2a and .~f- · 

· HZ-2,lLSoil · containing PC6s woul~ b~ n1ap.aged jrt: <lC~ordru,rc;:e '\iV:j,th tl{e: .J;ier]9: ·myIP · as sp~cifie.~ }rt 

SAN.,FRANGISCci.. . . . . . . . 
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~Qtiptl NQ:•: 1 ~9.'l't. 
~qgµ§t 24i 2.Q1.T 

MHigatfon: Measure M-HZ~2c: T.heref6re; site occupant$ and the publi~ would r.mt be exposed tq 
hazardous·. building. rna.tedals dl.l~ing bperatiOil o(. th~. Project,. and . tws iJnp~ct V.ould )Se. l~i;s them·. 
significanL . . . , . . . 

. . . . . . . . . ' . 

impact w;:.3~ Yrojed ti~ve1()pment wifhin the 28-Acre Site and 2orilJillinqis Paree[ wquld be' 
co11ducted ori.<i site in~1ld.e9, onagQveirurientJist of haz;ard.qus mat~ri?-lssites and coy.Id ertcouuter: 
l:iai;<Udous materials in the soil and gr9~~:Water; 'treati'ng a signifitant h~~d t~ the :publi~ brth~ . 
~nvi~orrin:enf through reasonably fore'$~eab~~ • up~¢t and acci4eri.J ~on~ifi().~ hwolvfug the release of . 
h~ilJ'.d()Q.S materi?ls into the eriviri:nmi.ent. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

The Pier 70 J?~eferred ~te(Plm qr~ (indl1ding l:J:ie 2Qlh/illihoi$ f~tcel; iii~ 28-Acl'e Sit¢t and Si.IP~ 

E~~F~~;JS§~~l~[~~SE~ll,~il~~~! 
in the.· soil·. ;irtd gi;oundwater. Gi:oundwater monitoririg w¢11~ alSq co.ulcl be;)dcated W~thiii.ihe' fier ~70' 
Pr~feried 'Master Pl~ ~r~~' 'or n~W wells could ·rn; ~oJ:lBt~~t~ci. ii:l th~ futlir? ·~~.'part bf rern~<liai ~cttY~tie~ 
att!r~' proj~t *~ ~~ other project activities; ~ese wells cou.ld l:Je damaged~ durillg con5truction ... 

,~xpo~tfre t() che.rnical~ in Boil and Grotindwaterdgring Constructfon 

··~Q:n;~~~~~i:~;c~~~~~:k~~t:1~.~n~:::•.~~::~~~·~~i~Ll~~:::;~:~1;:e::.:::. 
· ajld gi:oundwat~r thtqtigh ~~in con1:ci.¢t:.with 'tlie s6il or groundwater~ 1J:lgesticm of th~ ioil; or ii)ilala;tio~; o( 

$i~~~~~s~~~~~~~g~;is2~~J~r!~ 
'during cqqstriiction wovld l:ie stgnifitauf if P:o.(i:Jiii:igated. . " 
•' •• .• ·' ,. • '·•· .• ' "· I ..... "••.• ·•• , ..•.••.•• "•"' •· 

. .l\1i,tig<ttfon :M:easuteM-~Z~3.<t:;Iinp~~ii.!,en,t•<::oiJsfuictioJ.i .. <iud i\.'.laintenilice::Related Meru.;#r~s .. o,f~e· .. 
:P~er'J.O ilisk '.Management Plan, as rifore fullyd,esc;H.b~4Jn,~1lefirfaJ EIR, is hereby adopted in th,e £¢ri;ri 
si~ f9i:t1:i,in, ~he Final EIR;. and the. attached MMRP; ~~:~~U-be. impleilleiitedasproyided therein. . ... ' . •. 

·.~;;i!~~:~.~f:z~r~~i;~e;::;e~:~!!~::e:i:~~c~:l:n~re~f~~~a;!.~!:::~~-~!. 
Sa: would reduce. thik impact to ii le5s~than~sigiiificandevd; Th~. deed resfrktlor\ pl'.epared and· eil,for~ed 
by the_ ~Y\f QcB .£or tlie Pier 7q Pr~ferr~ci M.~tf:~ ri~ area ais~. inc6ipO.rates tii~~e, ie.qliir~eiits of llie: jf i¢r 

•70.1™1:'. 

Daffi~~e of Gr(>riJ1dwaterM011it{)iifL~ yYeµs 

Jf 1_7ound~fate:r morVtoriµg ,,;ells are damaged. dtnfog C()ristructfon; they. couid potentialiy create a 
. col1qJiit tor dovmward migration ofchel:X\icals in tJ::ie O.v~rljfirig soil; pot~ti.aily de.gnidD:lg grot1ndwat~r. 
qti.hlity; This wotdd 1Je a significant imp~cC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . , . -.. . . 

SAH FRANCISCO 
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Motion· No · 19977 
AY9Y~i ~4,:. ~o1 ~;:-. 

. ·-.:. . . 

. . 

:ti~;!it:t=:~~~ti~!~~;;~~E~~~;, 
the ?tei: '7P J,\MJ.?. . " 

ilf!ii@~!i!~-!~~i!: 
" .. 

The B.;p~do.wn h~dt~ mduiii~~ in the· V~Iuntary ¢1e:<m.\l.P 'P~og.~~ datµ,l:ia,;,~ li!<Sp9~. o,f ih~ P9b:erQ; rh~e,r 

~:~S~~:!r~2~1Att.mtt~~fi~~~Si. 
~~::!i~z~~~:!~~~tJ.,~1sr~iS': 
~lrl;)orq~'.: d~tI "'o,ntad ~ith a~mU.l.?:ted:'. 4U;:>t; :atid cq1:tl!llllirtakd ro,np#.;iTh~~for~~ iwpa~~~< t~I~te.q:; t? , 
~=~~i;;b~~~:~t ?O~'.~d · #btiildW.~te.r<Iut:fog ~ph~trudioir ·at· the-'H-Oi:!<i9~~ \'~d~~()ijl~b~ 

i!S:~Eg~~!~~~r=1:&!!r~i~ti!t~::· 
en$ui~ fu~t corf~a111iilated, :111atetials. ar~· apprppf1ately dlspo.sed of; ·· ·· 
.... . ,: .. · .. ·:· :.' .. ' · ... ,:·. . ,::· ·. ' . '""'.: . .. 'P·.. .·' · .. · . ·.· 

·~t~i~::;i:h;l~~~~1;;11:~~:~~~!ii,!r~~t~:t:!~~:~r;:$-f~~~~i:cr*~tm9~:1h~t:.: 
.F}p:al ~~· a.n:ci:.~~:il~b:l~Mi M~mf; ~14 yv:iJl.b~ ~~~pl~eh.tE!d;~s. {?tgyiped 'th~ri:!h:v 

:a~~~~~:ii~~5t:~~t~1i·· 
=~~~$?!ik~t~~~~~~;!~.~~u:~:~·· 
Site.inv~tigatlons: cond~cte.~f bythePoit 1md PG~E identified twofocallilect are~ in'the. S°:J:lfheast• 
.pO.rtiort. of the zs'~t\f;i.:¢.Sit~ wh~~ t;f1:e· ~{,:~1.trr,11;ilat~d.f)NAPL · t~9~s..1n; th~:ci<nesP.· fy~n;t .~. ~q ~}eepn .~r~a~: 

si\ri f.~P.Ncisoo . . . . . ... 
·P~NING. D.EP*RTfl!IENT . ~.. . . . ,. .. . . . : : . ' . :· . .>i . 
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Moti9n ~9;J9.9.T7 
J\V9tJ:·~t.~4v2,P17 

wh.~re disco11t\Imoqs Dl\JAJ?L hll:ve a:cctnrmlated, As.the respon8ibfo party for .the co:rit(31ItlIJ.a#9:rt, PG&E. 
'Will B.e C()J:l(iucting site. r~mediatiortwitli re~latory ovei~1ghtby tlie RWQCB ih~t involves excayating the~ 
cq~tirtuousJ:)NJ\P~ area~ at the soiitl}e.rrunost.slipw.ay to a depth of ;ibout 2? (eet and bac:kfinir\g the .. 
ext?val:iori5. vdth cleah m~:P<:;&E zjticipates comp letjrig th~e tf!Jnediatioti ac;tivities by .2-918i :well before · . ... ·' .. . . . . . .. . . . . . ······ . .. . . . ..... , ..... . 

cor-tS!iµCti:9:ri: v:loukl, commence i.rt :farce~s Hl; 131, ai:idH3. However; fri:iplemerttati~n oJ the'rern~iation 
ac:tivities in the :PG&E; Respqnsibillfy A!eais otit~id¢.of the projec(spon.Sorsf confroL· In the.urilikely 
e~~nt that P.d&.E; S ;~ediai:f on' <ict,iyitie~ are qel~yed, COJ;1Stn1¢.on of the proposed developinenf c:>n. . . 
rar~~i~ H:i~ r!i, and. E3. rnµld pr~u<le irnplementa,tion ofJhe planile<l remefiiatiCi~ ?n4 futur~ . . . 
tonstrµcti.oh W;()rkers and.site occupant:S could be eX:pqsed to health ris~ if the. ej<lsting paveinei1Jviere 
rerµoved from this area and developrri.~t con:Unenced pr,ior toirnplementationofPG&E's :re:rnedi~tion; a· sigrrlf+C<lilt impact'. . · ·. · . . . · . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . · ..... 

.Mitigat.i~p, Meas~e · Iyl'.'.;HZ~5;_ pelfiY Deyeiopment ort #roposed Paiceis Hl, IUc aild E3 'Until 
Rei:i\ed!atioµ of. tl:t.e "PG&E RespoilS~liiJ1ty Area'~ is Complete~ as :more fully:descriheq .m the :final ~m.; 
is h~r~by; •adppt~d iri. tft~ ~9iin s~( f.ortk fo Jhe)irtal EIR; a.nd .. the a#~ched ivftv~RP; and ;wilfbe 
i1¥pl~~te.d 'as provi<i~ therein; . · · · · · 

Ba~e~, ort th¢' ~~riaJ · I;I~ <l'tlci: t&e. enti~e ~dDliriish~tiy~ r~orq, it is );lereby ~o:u,np. ~\±. \f et.ei:rn.iited tq~t 
w\r1~1*~tii:tg M:~tig~tl~rJ. :M~ii~ufe 1'r-i-¢~s ~quld iect.uc~. thi$ impaet ti:> ress tJ:i<aj:si~i#~ari( . · . . . . . . 

t!1~~;:1i~~:~~~~{~$;.£·~~~4·~~ii
1

t(~i1;;~·. 
:Exposur~ to :Hazar<lo11s M~teriais in Soil 

Pre'v.ici.us ,smnp\in.g w~Wn thf;f 2~/\(:re Sjte and 20tll/Ilfiilois R.arc~l. wl;\icJ:i ate· part of tµ~ .J,=>ier 70 P.refen;ed · 
Mas~~J::i Pian ax.ea has, found. tha{i:herniCa(i:oncentrati~ns throughout th~ ~ites · c0ritain .PAfts; µietals, ·. 
aml/oi; TJ?ij . af cop.ceritrations· ex:ce~c:ifi:lg r.e~id.en.tlal; corrirnerci~f anc:i/()r +eq:eati()nai ~leanup. leyeJs; To: . 

~i~i~~t;i~~~i~f~!!!i~~~t~I§i~tI~·· 
.~e~~~e~~~rEX.~?.sl1re fo S()i~ V ClJ??rs' 

. . 

in·· arf;!~S #J:iet~ groOll;ClVta~er ajid soff vapor .CbilCentratiotjs . exceeci · resid¢J'.lti;,tl :Envfror}n,i~rltal ~r~en:irig' 
Leve is, .buiiding occ:up<ttltS in residentlar dev0op1w~rifs could l>e expo$ed io Chefilitai~ pres~~ m ilie soil . 

~~;;te£1~;::;;~;;~:: !t.~~c~~~~~~t~~~;s~?ita~:r.:~b~1t:~!~i::e~!fctt!~:A~~.· 
deam1p l~velS~ m fue 'grouni:l:water ()! soil iapor at: seyeraf )bcatiOJ:lS: I( :residential d.evel~pmeJ'.lf is 

- coristrided at'. or near ~ny of these locations; resident;s coulci be; subjeded fo health riSks,. a signiftcarit 
i:ffipact Uxtl~~i) miti~~tecl. . .. ·.. .. . . . ·. . . . •. • .. . . . . . , .. , 

sAN .. ffi~Ncisco, . . . . . 
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:CASE NQ2Q14;-0Q.1272~\f 
·Pi~'r 7n Mixe~~tJ~~,rtbJ.~iit 

Mftlgation '.Measure .. M-lIZ.~6: A<lditio.i:t11i Risk far;i.iµations. an.f;i Vapor Contr6t: i\{ea;sure~ _f(}r 
. ]1esidentl~l L<Ul<l Qses, ~s more fu.iiy .descrlbeciin the Fin.C!.l.EIB, 'faher~by ad,,opte<;l in tkidorni set:foi;th 
>in tlleJ<.i$1 EXR m-id i;h~ ~tt~el\~4 ~; ~4 wig 6!;! fuipiew~nted'as prbvJ9:ed ~hereill. . . . . .. 

·. B<\Sed wi ·.J:lie Flllal • Etif and the e~tire a.d.ITT~r:~t:i:atfre rec;ce:i~c( tt. i~ her~by · foµr.i,g ~nd <.l~terII1ip.e(l 
. rrn:pi.¢m$fing Mitigation. Mea.s-ure M-HL3a: Implement Constructi~J1 · a.pd' ~ainte~c~Refated 
M:e.isures .. of the Piei. 7:0 !lfskMat1agement .Ptan :;rod M"a.z.:,.g this irilpa~b-V9i,ad be re<lli~ed· to, Jes~ tha:t · 
significant. .. 

·_.~;~!sf:J.:s.it~~~i:~jo0~~~!:£.~~t;{=lnt~~!0;.,d~=;;:~=~~~:~7{t~t~µ~~~· 
or. the environment.. · . · · ' · 

.ts~~Edtt:i~~~:e$i~"~~r~~·· 
~<ldress~s ri1:1k;managementmeaswes.n(lcessq.ry to m.amige site:riSks based !:lr1 ill:austria.l use of 'l;lle :S.t.fe ~y 
PC&°JiJ'fl.1~·-J?iari d?.e~:~~tjfro~_ici~_rne~$ll!e_s forj'ede.yeI0.pnt~nf?f the ~ft7~ ajid ?,9¢~ ~of?(ldr~ss }'.jsk;s, 

· relil,t.ed. fo J~c?.tentitil r<:i$tq~tiill i,i.i;;e$; :wifu9uf !:lddi'tioilll.l ~v~igi1:iop m.? impl~m~fatii1i:t .of ~ddit,ional ~lBl< 
, majiagem.'t!!nt tileiJ.sur¢s; 'futur~ <sit~ cicwpm\f{~cl \l:isitats Of tpe re,s.J.({~tlafand ('.Oip'Ine_rCi_aj_ Jind. ~e~ 
·~~r tJie:J;roj~~:c9.Ui<l.9,~~u6jec:~~4 i9 pqte.ntiru h,ec4til.tis:t<S ?,~ •. a r~sttifof conia,<:t.Wit.l(fu.e.site.S6i!~ a,:. 
significar.i.dmpqq uitless:wwgategi' - . : ----'·'- . . .. ... . . ,''-;;· . . ... ... . .. 

. . . . : : . : · .... ~ ~ ~. : ; . . 

·Mi~gil:f;fon M~a.s~e, ¥-:EfZ{.;7! ¥~(lify J;Coed~nvn )'ard Site Mitlgati.011 Pi~ a~ mo.r~;ft.tlly.des9:'!heq in 

· ker~~~1;!;~d-~;~::;d:°J:~::~e, t6rm set. forili• 1.11. ~e ~itjaj Epl/ ~4 fu~ iithi~e.:d ~" ~µ4!ViI~ · 

~~;i~:~;'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~i"JtfZ:~~~·i~t 
. kr~2t :IIZ~S:,· Qp~r~~qn of rit~_.Itish•liiii ~~':\Ygi;~m\4 would: expos~ s.He•Visffon;· t~ ~a~~ly-0ccur,:~g 
. as h¢sfo~ ... ~d:. ~atma.lly .·: occumng.· : metals~ ' creating ' a .. significa,nt . haz~d,. ·: to • the pµb.iic . 9:r 'die 

•.,• .,, ·' ., ' .. ··-··· ·.····· ... . . .·· . . .. . . ,. .. ,:, ... 
. ~:IJ:iii~iiih~ilt~;-. 

J:fhe J±i$h'. ~ill !¢innant)s c~rp.poseci pf, sei:pep:tiri!!e bedtoci(. of the =Franciscan 'complex. SefpentlNJe 
;wmmonly. ~ontq.fus. pa6.irat1y occurring 4Vjsq~ile'and ariiphib{)le asbestos, .. fibrous rn,irterals that bi;b. be 
ha~ar4bv.s: f.q h~iiii h~~H:h. .if they_:b~oro~aiiborh¢, a$: ~eiias ~atj:lialiy o~da~ting r)i~tats (~,e,~:~s~~b 

, cach:nii.lµt;<x>pper,•<;):rromii;l.nvn,iGkel;:yaJladium, and Zinc). ·· .. · .. .. 
. . . . ..; . ': .. ' ' ·. . ·. ·.:. . ' . . . . . .. : . . . ,. ' . . ; . . ~ .. 

· J£ ·'\1tii~pr$.· • t9.-.t4~ p1~~tt.oifrtct~ pI~Y, oK:e~P.o~ed,1?efl~~9<•.or ~µ :w~tf.r.i~1s 4e~iyep, from. tI;ie .. Pe%?cf.i mey. 
co\ll.d cailS~ ~tµraJ.ly: 'pcci\rr).rlg asbes~o~ and 1iarurally occu.rl'.irlg meta}s tp b.ecoin('!: arrbqfl:le., As .a result, 
. playg'r(ii;i.rt4 i(sers~_.)Jidhqjji,g: yoµng. · diiklJ:en; . coulii be exp()~tid •·to.• ajJ:l,()rne . a~be~tos fibers 'Cfild/or. 
· p9teriu~ily 11#Cll:<lou.~ coh~~n.f;a,ti9_n_~ 9£ ~atttiaify 9PS1¥tirt8 rr,teia~s! .ii ~ignifi~aj1,t itnpag lµlli~~s .riJifiga~ei:I~ 

sinlilari:Y.; v~Itor~ t~ lli~ :frGii"J!fili. Rt~ygroilild. to~ld Ji~ ~613e.d; to ai~~om~ ~af:ui~Iry·occurrmg ~st~tb~ 
. p.rtd nahita'.liy:; occur.dl;lg rp:eta,li i(they tise th~.: playgro.U!).d during.· grqµ:rid~disturbfu.g adiv'ities. for 

.. c9ps@tj:iotl ci:rl adja¢~ri1 ~a\rceis ·.qr durlµg th¢' cq[.[Sh;u¢tj~ri of t,he ne\v. 21st Stre~t: W:hld\woul,d rern.ove a: 

6.p 
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eA~li t#) ~914rOO 127~~NV 
Pif;f 7JJMJ~e9-Us~ Proj~qt. 

pprt.i()l]' {)fj;lle nor~~m spur· of ~e hish. Hlll rerrth~nt Thls vr()uld. also be .a sfgnificant impCJ.ct unte~. 
tjiitigated~ · ·· · ·· · · · · · · · · · ··· · · 

Mil:ig~tionMeasmes Iy[~~i.;a; •Prevent Contacf With. SerpentinJte ~edtock and, Fill Materials ht Ii;ish 
ftill riaygi.~un4 .311d .. ¥-Iµj,~bi )~est~ldiri.n~ on th~ Use of Iiish fflll ffaJgto1ln.d.~ as in() re. tuiiy 
ge~~#*-~ci irt tM Final ~lit i$ Jiei:eb.Y. .i?:<lepte<:l .~ th~ ;~~ set forth h.i.)h~ Fw~U~JR;. c$~: the aifached 

~~ir@te]1~~ll;1iTJt!e~Jj!~~.~~dvd~:!::J~)J.~~;n;:g•~iki~~nE~~~;~st~~[£;:• 
fuid M'."~:-Sb wou14 i:<i4ilc~ th~se}rnpZicts)a}ess tl:\arf sig1lifi.cai1L · · ·· · 

. .. 

v; ~r~l'n.Fr¢.X~rtJM:PA.ST5Tlif\TC~NOT BE Avo1.0EI? ot 
· MlTIGA'.fED TO. A LESS~THAN~S.IGNIFICANTLE.VEL 

·Based ort siJl)stantial ~V:idertte in tlle, whole record' d tnesE! prciteedings, ·the Planp:ing. Commissioh finds· 
~af; wfi.ete)eCJ.Sible;pha:nges or alt~atip.tJS }tave;beer\ ~el:J.Uifed~.or fr1corporated .info; theJ?rojed fo te(iuc:e 
th~ s1gnifi~ant ~nvfroI1IIlentttl impac~ a~ id;~@ed. h:t fu.e :ffuar ~!$. Th~ .Cc:jlP!fi,1ssion fWds th.at certaJil 
. mitig~tihn; ilie~sur€.s u1, the final Eill, ;;is de$cii!Jed; fu: ):his Sectiq~ V~ pr qmng~s;· h.'.:lve ~e~n. r~quiredfor 01; 
.• inc:q;rp()rat~d>ih*o,. thef roject~ • Pl.Jif!UCJ.;qt to · Pul?.Vc R~s91p:q;s. C::~d.e · S<:Jctio112;1b0'.4 ?rid ¢EQA: ('.;µidelines 
S.~ci:ioi.:i l5.09i; tliat roai less~rt, fa1f <lo n(it .avoiCi (i,e:, ~educe .to Jess,.than~sigi:ii£karit leveis)L the . 
. p~t~ti~11y sigmfic:arit: ei1.vir~rurie~t~I. eff~ct~ as~9c~a~ed with kr leihen.tatio~ ·. tif · ih~ .. :P~o)ect · ~t ~e 
described' h~i()w; Alfupµgfr all o{ l:he:.mit:lga.tio:n measures ~t forth in the Ffua(EIR qncl tile Mitigation 
:¥ciriit?rfi;lg ancf R&poi:f~~ Pl~.~)> ~fuci,u~.<l li~ A,ttae~~~tif ~i:e)iereb.y ad~pt~d:, for:~oI1l~ :offu,:~ 
. impad:S l.i~i:E)(j_; befo~/ <;li;!splte th~.· hnp '~riieritaf:ipit '6,f fo~ible i;nitigatloi:i irieasi.µ:e~, · l:be. eff~cl;§. re@afo 
sign!fican~.aild.ixr1a,yojd?ble; ··· ··· 

TJ:i~• Cpmfuissi<;ln ft.J.rt;ll~ flp.ds> :a~ 4escrib~d)ri thjs Se¢tio)'.i:. y helo)V(. b~i>eq pn .the cillalysis coi}ta:irie:d 
withi:il_ fue.f:iillil j:m~; oth~r ~~msiderati<:m~ :in .tile r~corci; anci. i:he :sigl1i#cance qiteria td.mtified in the }<inal 

•. EIR; lfiat b~a~se ~qrrte trsped:S. ()t fue, :er()jed coiJ.l~ · tatl~e pbten.t~a.lly s{griifj_cani hnpact~ for y.rhjch foas~hle 

·~:~~;~f::~~t~:n4~~~V~{J!~i~~~~el~~i~~.~~~~~·~n~!e~;th~!W:t1~il:;~~t~~~~TJa%:. 
: icfontifiedifl the Final EJR. thatwoitld cI:e4'µc¢ some .signif{Qilf hnpac~s~. ~eitairi nieas&esi as described i~ 

·!:~;;J~~;;i0~l~~iX~•~:;.~~t~i1~ii?~~~ii~?%!~Uz~itaOab'ie:n,ci·tpere.£qr.e.·~0$,eimr<wt$· 

.. Jhµs,Jhe fciilowl~g si~ficarit impa,cl:s o.rt the eµvfron.m,ent; as reflected iii, the Final EIR, are urw,voidabl~; 
iS'irtore fl:l4Y. eXpl~rie<{fu $e~tipn vg, beLoyi, 1lrid.~ ]?ublk Resour~e.s ¢ode Set;tion 21Q81(~)(3) an~L<P )i 
.and CEQA; Guid~lines l~O~~(a)(3)> t$Q92(b ){2)(!3)~; wi.d. l~GQ?.r it. is folind .and qetermifi.ed that legal{ 
. environmen.tali ¢c:o~oqiiCi sod~l~ teclmolcigfou @d 9fuer ben.efits of the Pr<;:>j~d. Qverdde any xern,afoi!tg 

~iZJ.~$at~ti1if J;;o~e~b;:zLtra!Jtt:~d~~~!1~~t1~~7o~da~~~~~~2~t~~i~P:a~s .. descrifjeci• .. 

· ·sf\tt FF;tiNCiSCO· . 
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·.'f:. 

, Mo.tion No.: 199.?7, , .. 
Aµ91J~t4.;h 291.7. ,. '·~:: 

.·.:f~:ii!:i~t~{:~~!c~.:~~~c~:~~s.°i;~~:.;:~~~~4~~t;~;~~fr~:Q.1~ce¥t.·cap~~ity 
:~eJ'. ~d•ligh~:raii~e 'cr~~e.c.t. fr~m·~e it<h.tii:~~I~sid_~' ;~~~e follq~~ng_cqmpletion oltJ1e 
C~tra1 Sµbway) ~ :wel.i as tli.e 22 Fillmore and the 4;8 QyJ;ri.ti:i,ra/~4lh;?t:J:~e(bus..j;qgtefi und~r 13ai;e}me 

'··~=d~~~~~~:~~~~~n~=f~!p~:~:~~tt:::~'.~~:~J:1~~~~~~t:4~j:~=~t~e~~~ 
. St~fo~;tt~e '.F Thil;d llgJ:tt r.ailJlP:e <,md 21 Fillm:ore btrs. r<?'~te 1v9uld con.tillµ~ tq operate befo:w BS peroer;it 

·· -~J;~t~:.rlt:~~;;~~i~~~G~e.~~,,~;~Zt~!ie~i.!;;J~i;t~~~~4e~=·-~;:j;;,\~X~~~ 
'pei:lk hoµrs~ Th¢ focre~e.Jn.';capaclJy:11ti.iii;atton o~::the 4$.· Qri\iit?ra/241\'·Sfi:eet 'fO\ltes,wouid. he a 

.. sigrifus~t~pli~~ ~ri tliiS iyf ~i ~qut¢ ¢:\<l~ ¢i,tli,e~ ~i.er\~r.i~ o.£ i:ll~ Brc)jec~ .· · · · · · · · · ••· · · 

era~~~iEt~~e?Ji~~ti°~fa~~:~,~~~ 

:~!i~i~ii%'5~li:~~!~! 
C)f 'zj:\,fut~s~cti~~; w ~slicoll.eCflo:i;l: facili.ti~~:wo~ld. b~: ptpvi(;I~d' ~eparately £cir ~cl\ bUjldiµg and· w~U).~ 
}J·~·vi~uaU.y (l~i~ell:~~:~?~ ~ep~~lk,#gh~~q~~y.r~y;, qll¢~~w~onflid:s,1.fi~ ~a~~hvays~ <.; · . . .,: 

:i~;~0hic~~~t!:1~f~;J:~:t~~~m.~e=l~tef~:.~~1~:cr!tf:tt:doi~~J!=~~~1 ~~~~£a~~;.•·· 
I?:myever, >.for: . iill ~uildings :fy"oµtillg: M;:i:rj.1$.:tci, ! $.tref:it;sei:Vic~ ep.fyancet; would: he ·provided on 21~~ 
1:.,oi.i:lsi~na, anq ,2.2.~<t· .st;reets ( aJ(holJ.gh qnC:stf.ecl lq~9#1~ ~ouid si:ill. tic~t' ftom Maryland Stred ;md • 20fu . . '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ·~ . . .. . . . .. . . . . . . '.. . .. . . . . . . . ., ...... ,. 

. -~ 
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Sb:e~t durmg pedod,s whenJ:lle sliai;~d stri:;et. W<l-S op~n tQ VIO~Qtlar acc;E,!SS )" Thus, limiting or prohibJting 
delivery: veJ:iici~s •from. q~cessir;g. M.~fr:Yt¥4 Str~t from time to. time, y;olild nbt resu1tih a ~igutfkant · 
ihrpact becausi:; btt.ilci~ng seJ:Vice acc;ess. woµ\d, be retair:led. . . . 

D~spHe. the fact:j:h~.t·fue~].>rojed would Iniriimlze foadfog conflicts "Vith bigc;les and :pede~frians an4: 

~~~~ari~~I~~~:~r~:!;n~~~:Rti:Ja= o~ tfie sh'P;ecl s,fyeet~ u.i~:re \ko1~w b~ ~. l()aci~g supply . · 

While ~h~ proj~ct sponsor may reduce: the:. seyerit)" of. th.e'rmp~ct ~ith impleinentatiori of :tvfitigation, 
1-1.e~$l1t·~ ·. fyi~TI{:-iiA: ~d M:~r.1fa~i3; · ·fti~s~ niMs~re~ may: rtot fully .r~~olvi the)o~dll-lg sh~ttf~l1; .ai3: th~ • 
.projeds:TrIDsportation. Coohifrtat9:r·maynot:'Qe al:Jle·to,shili .. on~site.delivery times<AdditionaUy; there 

$~~¥!i~~~~i~~1~~~~~!~:t:IS~::~i·· 
·~~~:t4~-=~~~2~r:~t~~=~~i:~!~~::!::;:~iy. to. signifi~mt crifuiil<iftv~. transitimp(lc;t$. .. 

···ci9!l;~~~:~£Pr%Wt.~?J~:~·~ie~e~~t~:/i,~1~:~\bi::~~~:.t.t~~~~r8~:~~~f~~:::~··· 
~~!~~!'~~~~~:i~lt~i~w9~~~~¥!l~~~~a;~~~ 

•t.i:;;£~0ft:i~~z:s;~~:7fy~;J;{:~:~1ilif;:!/~1~i'~~~~~i~tt8a~ii~~~!~ih~;:,~~:;~;i~. 

~~=~~~i~1~~t~tft\S~~~i=iii~;~~iE 
i?rbje¢~ ~P~tt~p~t~~n \Vo~ld r.eril~lli t61i.S~de~abl.~ ev~1\ \Yitl} We ~inp1¢P:i~!lta#,6ri of]\{itlga~on. Iv1~¥ure. 
M~t:R~1(Ui:erefore additiorialil).iti ·~tioriW:ouid Qe i;leces~' ·•. fo:r: theMcpcj:muniRe~identfai Scencli'i.o to 
r5!4g2e th~ c9~~j<l~a_bl~ co!ltri~~~oXt? ~k~ ~rsfi#i~~ni CTi~il~i~e irilpa:~t qn M~hi.~~~c~ «/ri #11s r94t~. · · ·· 

.~~~?:·:t~1~µifs~:li~:~~:a~11~aa;;~1~~°d1114~~1n~1ri~%~~!:~;;~~~~i~~h:~~~aj•· 
set forth fu th~ Fw~i Ell\ Md the. MMRP arid wUlb? implemented as pr9vfded therein, . . . .. .. . . 

Tue Projt;c~ :v.rottld alSq · c;iuse th~22 Fi.limore bu:s roµte fa exc~ed 8!J: perc::en~ ut11Lf11tion in: the Maximum 
. (2oirunerc~~l $cenarib duJ:fog '.the a:m;. and. p .m .. 'fr* holl!s~ ~ii> .wo~ld b# <1 coriSiderable c<mtribution)o 
a. sigcificru1t biii:lliiative impact• o1l irldfvidual tifil-tsit r{)µt~; 1:her~fore;, acid1tibiiaI D:litigation: wO.uld be. 

·,$J1,N· fRAt-lGJ.~JJQ; ·. . 
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· :Ii~ce,ss~ry:' fqr, tlie Ma?4ii1ull.1 C:omi#er¢iar. · s~eruixii) to. ied.M¢~ tJ:ie :ffirjs1cj~r~b.k ~cor1tr.¢utiori. to> fhii 
· sigajfi;c;~~ · cgrn.V-lativei~p;J,cl qn Muni service on thf8, route.: 

· ¥.itiMti~ilJ\1e<1-sur~ M:-'9-TR~.~~:- :fncr~;ise capadfy. ()1i;(lie 2Z ]:;illm?re l}tts :tqute ~~er the ~run 
.. (;9nuli~~~~ $~eti3;iio;: ~s i:Ilqr~:f.Ully :de!>:cr.i,ped in.: i!le :Ffoal E)R" ~S. J;i~~eby, adopted fu: the fC?rn1 ~(f9ri:h 111 
.¢1~ f7~~ll1W@~ fht}· M~·~d_wU,t b~}~-p~em.~r:t~4 a~:rroyi~ed: thereln.· .. 

·=:o: 

B~ci,iise Sl'MfA Carin9t coii'ttrii~ £ti1;iding .fo operat¢ adP-iti$J:t~i pus~~ oµ ¢.~e routes~ to expan.d bus zones~ 

. iii~~~:4i;;~~~$i~~~E$§~~ 
Bl. !;'l'(}~se~ . 

. ;~i1;~(~~~:.~:~:.~jc~1~%~~·~:~~~:k~~·~::4~~:;!t~Z1rt!io1:c~~t!qd,j,c;:.j~qea~~Jn 
. On~Site Con-;truction Actimties ·· 

.;,·, 

·:~~~:;:i~:~~~~~;~::fb~;:;~¥~;:;~r;;:~tt~;~~jC~~:~{~~~~~!·~~~=:~~t=:~~ 

~~~\$;=~~~~!t1!1!!~i~=~~1~~' 
· .. evmt. Ge,n:€J;all;>~if c:l,iµg .. ¢.on.strv.ctfon wouid b,e iess,.noiS~rin,ttu13i\ie,·: 4.ivqlyillg .. ci;ru:ies; fqrklifts;saws~, a:pd· 
· iiari.~11$ .. J;i61¢l:f,f9ris0itP.?~ *6iii~"~ls,o,i.~~*-~t:~'.~¢~pcitaj.y:fi\4.g.~es:!ii,tiutk,.u:affi~n?~e.:m6~g'.~~ui 
rout~? for 9£f ,hau~g exc~v~tei:f !n•ftelial!? ;:itt\i i;nateri<ll§~:qe.Iij~rj.es. . ... 

. . . 

~:1~ Jip~· .~~if ~!s ;?k¥r~te,i{ c>~ ?~e:~P.~~~1, ·wf4e .·a II},01¥re1i, pnpact.'~~~' ~t.<:o.w~~~~e,. sa~ ~.£.ti.i·'4~r~wi~l:L~~). 
pcq:frre4· 9n mother: pfil.:c~l at th~ ·$;ir:n:e titn'e (Wo:i;sfc~~ ~q#<liti9Ji)i the. ct>ml;line.d ri<?~se l~vel horn. thes,e, 

··~~~~~~,r;::::~;;~y7~;:~1;;;~i::·~~;::;~;~ 
. N()is~_I~pacts on:off~SitJ Retepfors, 

·.~E~~riS:Et~~Ea~;~:t::~'.i~&~:~ 
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M<ttli;H:t N:o;, 199J't 
AiJQ~~t2:,4,, 2Q1,~ 

Q;\$E NQ 2.0.14-00'1~'721;N1)k 
~J~r70 JVl!xec:FU$e Prnject 

For' all .but these,three receptorfocatiol1$ {resid,enc;:es at.820 .Illinoisptre~t ;:md Ei28 2Qfu $treet(seconcl 
fl;or); and Dogp<itch A.,lt Schoo.I ~t !)16 20fstreet)r then~ <U:e inte~~ning b:iif dh~gs tfult would ~lock au9-
reduce. Projed~r~lat~d, constructiorl; noJse. at nearb.y:.existiil.g receptor.s. if phasing .occurs as pr.opqs~ ·ff, 
would i:~lt in: the ~onst~gc~c:m of residEfilt~?J buildings on .fh~ lN"estern p()rtfoI1 pf the! ffe~())eft sit~ (Iflffi.~fu. • 
Barcels) fifst, The.se ~l!iJd~ngs J.v:oiJJd .ai~q J1elp J;iloi;k.: • ~nQ.~ redri<:e projecHel~te4 coi{strti¢tion.. i;l9ise 
(includir\g noise f,r9fu pile-cf riving activitier:; to the ~st orr th~ 2$-Acre Site) p:t aliex{sfu,lg 6£f~~ite, r~c.ep tqi,:s .• 
(b:1cludi.Qg.theJ19sest eidst~n~ receetors),: .. . ' .. 

Mitigation. Measur~.M-:-NQ~z: No~se.Go~trolMeas'lJxe~ During Pile Dtiv~~& <iii JJi()re..fuUy describeq in·. 
theFin~lEJ.R;,is here~i ~4:opt~ci fri th\3.fonn s~t Joith\rtJhe :Fkcli EIR ~d the M.MRP ~d: Will he . .. . . 
i111pleinerii:<?d'af? provid~ci therein;; 

yYith irp:pleiii~tation of noise c9ntI:ol~ '<lm:llig ~lJ colli;fructiori phases·· (specified Iri Mitigafi(jii Measure . 

·~~~;f ~~t;;r.;~~n<lr~~s;··.~~!!~~a~x:::~\~!f;:ib:~:i~~O.~easM~~%-~,··iz1~;~:~:t~£;!.:•~:~::'· 
Q.istµi:banc~·~f existing·· 'oft-sit~ i$ceptors. (q.ssmli~d. fo pe_ present during• theJl.:.year ~onstrl.1Ct~9n: pei:fq<l)· 
1o<:flteg app!.oxil)1~telyf · i 46 t6 .. ·2od fe_ef • tc( the_ . n~ithy.;~~t' ~oruci l:>e t~(lti:c~~:: Bmyeyef; even :With 
i.n.lpl¢meptation. ofi:hese. ncifSe controls~ the fe;;i.sibility of. qµietet,. aiternatiye pile. drtying :nieiji.od::;' in alt 

i=~~{~~:z~!~!e:::~~,t[•J:::~~s~~;sr:}!~=~~6;i:ns~~:&~!~:tcrJifus~~···1~~:~v~!••· 
threshold.; Given $.is, lJ,nceriainty· a.rid the potefitjal :tl.~year d,lrr,<itiOI'l of thi~ adi:yity,. 'tfyts fa1p~ctjs 

•:;:;:~i~t~ ~~~titr!tf ont~e!:~t:0~~~L~ct;d·¥.~J6~:~ve:iaa.p.i~: wi~ mitigat~q~, ..•. ey~•···~vith, 

. Noise in:J?.a~ or;.S!l~Site R~eP.tq~~ 

~ie e~!1Y. cqnstruc.'tl~¥. ~f f.roj~:r~~~d~#at'~~s ofi, ,fli~ Il~ofa ;.PcjXcel~ :WoU}~:)ielp :~~uc~ 
. cP.tistI:uci;ior\-rel~~eci ·119is13 ~eye:fu. at existfug rec~ptors~ .it•wolJ,ldalso expo!>e fµfu~e resi(l.eni:S liying. in tl\ese. 

·.Q;~;;!\t;~~~~~Wl~f~~a.lii;;.h:ifu~0;ie~~:~1~~::~7;~~~t~oytdbaAiii]J;C#~l~f :projec;t.•• 

·~~~iifi~-~~~!i~l~~~l~~]!~~t~ 
cortstructiotj sources a11,d :Q:oise~sertiithre recepfors; ap<f red~ce the ni.iffi.ber ofreceptq:rs .dir~ctiy exposetL 
tri~~~s~ttio~µ9i~~wi'th.~<li11t~~~~~JJ~ffeffu\istrJ~fur~. - · · · · · ···· · · ' - -

. Construc.t:lop: noise impact$ a,Ssociat~4 w~tl\.the str~fnetW<?ik, i:iew infrlistr.µ¢tur'e~ @'d.open.~pace wquld 
be,si)]lilin:'.to, pµt 8omewh?Ueps su.bs~tiai th?h, tho;e f9r dE;!y~~optrient ptoied:~ ill tjte pr9ft:ci: $.ite ar~a;: 

SAil ff\ANOiSC(i" . 
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.f\a,Q·W~J1.·N~.,1_-~~.r1: 
Au91.1§t-24~_go.1~ : 

'l' 

Q,t,\~ft NO ZQ14>oo1~72~N'V 
· :'J~r ?;O Mi:i<i:d-Vs~ ProJ~ct 

¢xtept fuat pile di1yl;ii:g :W:9itld not. J:i~.ri~te#artfoi .the. s~eet netw:ork cliaiig~~,jitility lln~~. (iil.dii.4mg 
tft()se &ssoc,iate4 with ?J.(th,ree s.~;vver, options.); or. open space iinprovemenfa, .. BuilcUng: dipmolition., ro~d: 

•.~;:::::~::1za~i1~:~1~::~,~~p~~0~t~o~~~~:~~~!~ir1~~:~~!tf!t~~1:Li::;~~· 
cbncr:ete saw). ~nd PtJ.ier: ~Qt\$\;W¢t~<:n\: ?.~tiviti~s ( ex<;a.v~tQr)W91Jii:Ji re,stJ.lt Ir:i. ~ombine4' mise :ievels. wouJtl 
that excee;],. the: average, thresh.9Ms. at ·<?tit-site re~eptors Je>6lte4, aU:b.~ prox~~tJ; ·Ulerefore, ¢o.¢;f:J:u~tion~: 
"i!eiated noise; i±icreases during:. oilier phases of: .constriidi.o.U,:;.;,udi; as. ~oristillction, for. rlba'd and . 
. fuA.~sti:u~~;e i~l?~~v~~~~ts, ca~id adver~.e~y affect w~;e 0~~~it~.i~~id~Ali; ~ si~c~{rio~~ &.P.atj;;:: .. 

.. ... . ' "' " 

With jmplero~t?,.tiqn ofn()is~:coi).trols ditringaif12o:n:sti:uci:ionphase;S' (sp¢gfi~d u1 i\'.fifigaJi~~ ;Mea.s~_e 
M'.::Nn-i:• ·~~nsitu#foii.·:~oiSe-C.~ntrC,t.).>{;µ,.>,· ~~ei:~c~d ·. ~~?v~f ':C~~. :yi;Eiit~ .. ip;ipl~rn~itt~~~qn_o~'. ~qi~e 
co~trofa durii\g pile drlvmg {speeified in MittgaJl.ci1r M~asure M.~N.'6_~2: No~~ ConticiIM,efl.Sure.$. Punng 

··~S;~1f~J;o~~~=:St~i~~~~:;1::t'f~~~1 
•'still exceed•• the Arobi~n~+l,Q • d13A. threshoid;. an:c(ther~fore/ ¢q~µ:iiction-~eia:ted llois~ .ihtp'a,~ on. fqJ:µre 
9~~~it~, ~~~1d~nti~1 !i¢;2~P.ib~~ ·. i;,;: :~(J~efyati,:V~y ~9~~(1~r~~·,· }q;· ~~····. s~zyi#canf: :~ii'• ·~+6W~~~~ · · \fitl:f 
·m.itigatio_n.;.. · ...• , . .. · ·· "· .. -

•:c:iper~tionalTtaff~c:N:()ise 
. •·": ., ... .. .. . ....... . 

··~:~~~tx~!ie:t~~:~~t~:~!:!"s'.~:~~~d~:~~~;f~~J:~1~!i=~t~~~~k;;~~~~o;~• 
. the site; . .• . . ., . 

·.·· •.rEJI~~~~~·,:t~=1:;.~:~~;!ii~~~~:;7t~<dir~~~i# 
~:!tj~::~~~!!~~;~d'.i6tl; ,StJ;~et t(J ac~~s th~:zjnd Sfy~C~1~~~$4.ttfol1f¢4#1~f6tn. 

72· 
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rvtotfon No~ 1 f?aJ1 
Aµ-gµs..t ~-4i i~:tr . 

·CASE NO 2014~0012'7'2ENV 
·.· titgi: 7() Mixed~U$e ProJ~9t. 

· · -~ 'fhird Street, H~u, Street, a[1d Kwg Street to access _l:he Fcn:u:th. <md King Caltrq'in Sf<J.tion (With some 
trips ext~ding:to):l:1~TrarubayTr~nS,~tce1lt~)).) · ·· ··· · ····· · · ··· · ···· · ··· ··· 

kdncr:ea.se irt ,shuttle bus 'volilmes along these routeswc:mlci: irip:en\er1:tall'y inc;rease qaffi9 noise leyell.l. 

~~~~;~:~t:1sh~~:~;t~:.=ti~t~0U:;;~~ZK~~!e~;tff4:Vej~:~~~~~r;s0~!;e:.~u~~t~-
. antidpated'i;h~t anysJ:it1.tt1e trip~. \tv:o1114 be relatlvelyfaincir·and adequately accounted for.· fu .. thern.odelecl' 
tt~ffic ~oisfi aila1ysis ~b()v~~ · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · ·· · · 

.~~~;::I;~a~!r~~:~:';~ffri~:~d~~~~4~tti:i~~;a;;:~~e:£\i.l;i~~;t~e.:~;t~~m(bar!i~0~~-. 
futtire. fraffic ·n:oise ievels afong 79, road)egmcilts li.1: the P~e:r 7Q Mixeq".l! s.e Distri!=t prpject ¥ea l;J.as¢c:l ciri, · 
t:raf~t voh.gnes pr~eht~d .i-i:i, th~. prcij~cf s Trafflt ~pa~t sW,4y; Pf ~e 79 I?~~ segrn~~tS: ex.~mi11e<l, t~a,ffk 
~noise iJl~e~SeS on,ajl, aJialy_i~(i Street:~~giJ:i~IJ,1:$\'lOl,lld i_'iot ex.ceed the applicaple. threShdlps ~\Cept foi: th~ 
£9U?y.rlrig, "i".hicl:r ~al.lid ~~~d traffic l}oiSe fhfe~h.okl~,; resulting, in ~ignificarit ll:npacf1>t' 

• 20ili Street. ((!ast o( Third Sfi:~t to e~~t of iillnq~S, St.fe~i:) 

•·• •· 'f.i~d Street(east. ofTennesseeStteet,t~east of Iilii\ois.Str~t) ·:··:, .,· ··.,· ••"' .. :: ... · ............ ····.· ..... ········· .... , ................ . 
' . . .. 

. • : DlW-oiS,,Stree( (20UiStreeft? smith of22,nl:i ~t:J:$~t)'.: 

TIJere is .one str~et segmen,t; 22.hd. Str~f behVeen T ~nnes~e. Stiee~ a'.i.1d Thirci. Street y;rhei:e . th.ere, ci,re . 
. :i:~didffitl~l uses and,. t:h¢ restl.itmg noiseleyel is estip:i~t~ to sligh~y excee4. -~o clJ3J:\ <t4:i;9i; o\TEL). and 
· t:h~iri~em~tr<l incieaseatti:ib~tabfotq thepioje(;~wouid be,3:2 d~)o:z <ll3.aiJ9veth~-tfueshoi4. · 

).~eductton (Jf.proj~cj:,rel~feq on&way traffic by).O; p€!rcent Wo:ugh trapsporfu.:tio:il. <;lemailci. mariagement 
rrieasu;fesr~qtifreci b;r :Air Qllruity Mitlgatj:on; Meas~re M;~AQ'.'.1f: Transportatfort Demand Manage11leht · 

,I~i~JCc~~a~~~vr~ ~~rJ: f:!~:e~6;~ei~~;:~~~~~i~c~~t~i[tili~:~1b~e~~c=iit~~~~v;b~~!~:~ 
. ~espneilt:s ;~~c~pU?r ~e~ roa~ s~gi,n~~ts: ·· · · · ,, 

.· • '22?d street£r9m,'fhb;q ?tr~ti:9 11rifi.6ts..?tfeci;.· 

11. 22"d S~i;eet east of ru!rtois stl'~t(cin tJ;le project;~it~); im,~· 

• , 111rpoi~Si_reetfrofu.the ~i:Ure 21st ?t:I:e~t and 22;;.i Si:f.e¢t (<!-dJac~nt ti:;. th,e pf()j~ sh~}.: 

Projec~ xesid~ces l~cat~d ad#cent 'fq ilie secti9n o£ tillci $tl:eet e~~t of lliiiioi~ $b:~i: aw:I>tl\;¢ s~cti9µ of. 
Iiliriois Str~et R.ehveen the proposed 21$~ aT1d221\d sJ~eets'vyould not l:>e a4ve~s~ly aff~fed by ,future n:o~e 

~:i1f11~;~;s;;:!:i::::;z~~i~:.:~~t~~~~tti1-{:~~0r~l:~~~:t::~~#i:~:t7-i:tl_kci7::Z· 
as required by Mitigation Measure'M~NO~(): Design ofFurnre NciiSe7Sens.itfve.:0$ei; (referen('.ed:abpveL 
Whii~ thl13 :mitlAAtiori: ~eastj~a >vould redrtce: the ~f:fects of p~9ject-:r~i~t~cf ti;il~~: BlJise 

0

incr~e~ ~Ii th~ 
in.terior en~ron~enf of'.fu.i:u+~ uses~• the :Project's tr~ffk wour<l: stiu result in n9ise ieyets timt w:9v,ld !:al.l.se 
a: titYbstantlal permq.i1.en.tincrease .ih an;ibient noise levels, 'Jhe:refore; thts i:mpad yyould ;rerr1~fo slgri.iftcant 
~ci u~a~;oid(lble wH:h ~itig~tio~ . . . . . . ' , , . . . .. , . . . . . . . . ' 

s;i.i~,B~ANcis.i:a. , .. . 
P~M'!l\llN:c;:, P,;l;;PART.M!;:!'!ft 
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Impact c-N:b.:.2: .Operation of&.e: Prt}j¢ct;. i.n. C,pmbination wifJi o*~r C~,mitlat1v¢ de~e~opme:i:it wouid 
l;f.l.µSe a si,t.psta.uthil P~rrnanent inp:eai;~ m an,i!Jie.nf 11;oise tey~ls fo: the proJ~d' v.i,ci,ttity; '; . 

... • •. . . ..• • • • ··:... • • . • • • • .. . ...• ·• ·., •. , •· .· . ..... !', ., ' :: ·.,: •.• 

When. traffi~ · nols!:l. fu.cre~es re.fated to Jh.e Project.( 1,1ni;Ie~ bqth the J\:1axim4riJ Resid~tial ang M<aXllriiriri:. 
CoinJnercial ~ce~~ril'>s) ~~a~d~d t~ ~tU~.et~~ftl~!lbis.~· !Ad~~iie~i~!>µif4-igJt~¢ Piincl~tiV.~ 4~y~i9rm~i( 
the ,Project. w.<:rul4 ;add ff.to. 8.0 dB,!\,. (Ldri) to estimated ~u1afive . .p.oiseJncreases UI(Q.er pot]i sce~ari{?s; 

. ~~::$:~ rztt;~:~~:n==~:fy!; ~~~~t:~~~:;i:J~~Jtd:a;~~~:~:;::6~~i~:4· 
significance tl\re~h()li;i~ £?r t.raffic~oiseJnc;Te.~e.s: ... 

. . 

. ·~. ulin8~ stie:et ~rip9~~ $tt~t to.ti:i~ sb;~~t) . 
. . . .. . . 

. . .. 

Es~=:a:/11~!tt~![tt~~x~a~t1tiP-ftSif~~ 
·. mcreases; these: cumufati:ve. traffic rtoise. fucteases · w,qrtld.: .be ~ ~.:uP,nii~tiv~ly sigajfi~q:nl iillpat;t ;b~~tXse: 
. · tr'.1ifi¢ i!o~S.e. ~~tiJ~ .~~~~t.ii:{ •. ~ .. stibshiritia'l,P.ePP.#1¢i;lt: iri~¢iii~.:ii; ~9~~(~~l§e:1~;e1s~•Wicf .~~; p~bj~~~;s.• 
· c~1lt!:i.f:i1cltj()p, tP th!IB.e: CUJµ1J,lativ€Jiricr.~~ WO.tikl; b~ qtm.PJ~!iY€Jly i9n.$~d,~rabl/:i,; . , 

•·~$!r~'$t::t~~?~ELt~~~~i;sa~~~~~~o~ 
• · J;lih.d. Street (Charmel tq spu~.ofMisslonRqc~ an4i¢tlito,'.23rdStre6~) • 

.· .~. iOt.h $1.reef (e~st ofl'.l~iid. ~treet to e<lcst 6£J11m~f:S.8!+'.e~tt 
. . . . . . . . . 

• ·2znd·S~eet ;(w.esfo£ihfrd $tre¢f to ea.sf ofillinois Stred~) 

• :~ 2;jJ;d,S~ee:t (rhitd Sfr€Jetto Illinois ~J;re€Jt),· 

· • • 25th:Si:'r¢et (w.e~~ pfJJiird sti~etto Iiiiho1s Str¢~t} 
. . .. 

. • Cesqr Chayez (E~tof1:.hii9. Str¢et) 
. . 

,. ;i11n;tofo ~treei: (Manp~sa si:reci to sputfl of22rid'. sir¢) 
. . . . 

· ~· .·.fudfana Str.eet.(north of 25th Street),.·· 

These •siree.t segi_i,1er:i:UiJ eitp.~; dir~ct1Y a~j~1J:i tlu'.l:pwje¢t :st~e'or .fti:e wH:hiii appr!}.~~p,~cly ~ghtb.lq~.(jf. 
~e P~?]ed $it~ ~d ~eye~~lprovf~e g~~t ii~s~s$ le; :th~ sit~; tf.ter~ 1$, a sd;topi a.n~· r~~i~en~al 4gV~iopme~ 
'l()ciited ·adjacent:· fo 2oth • Str~et betWe¢.. nifrd•.Sp:e.e~· an,d. · 'cllhiC>fa Sfr.E*.~· · :R:eE.Jid~tlal · df!velopII!~nt is:, a:ISq 
.· l~cafod a.~ja~Einft.o )Jlfrd Sliee~ <01ai0.~I to Wth); Iµjjlois: ?tr~t!t (¥.~iipps~- Str~~t- to·.2ofu. Sfyeei)/iin<(~ii': 
22nd Street (wiiit Of ':i'hi±d Street), Ba.Bed on:the sigilific8flc~ thi~sholds for 1ia£fi,c:Ji9l§~; tnctea~f!s; tbe~f. 
curnhlative. traffic :no1se increases wouid also be a: cumuiati'l'.reiy sigruficru;;t .frnpact beca~se tr~ffic n9~~a, 

.. . ... •.' .. . '• . ·······" . 

. 14 . 
. " 
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qA~E N,JJi zq1:4-0QA:~1g'i;:Jw . 
Pl~r?.9 Mtxedrtls~ ProJ~ct 

w1:mici resultin a substa:(lti:al penn~ent .incre~se in folseline noi~e levels~ The 1frojec(s cpntribqtiori t<:i 

thes~ ·• inneases . W~:mld . range· ft.OI)l . 22 .·to . 95 . pe~~ent. ()~ tliese ; ii;tcrea~es . artd •. th.etefore, the· J~roject • 
contr1t;ution totl}es? cumilla;tiv'~ traffoi noise inc;rease.s WCJ(tlq be qnn!llatj.velY cofli$id:et;;i,ble, ' 

Implemen~ation ()f Tr<ll1Sportation .bemarid·M<lrtageme11t Iil~sur~ • reqilitec(in fyllfigatj.0~ M:~asut.e. fyl~. 
b-Q4f! T+a,ri~po~tion,)Jeniarid fv.fanag~cien( ~eferen~ed abqye,. could re9ult in r~d~cti~µ{qf onti'.-W,ay . 

. tra1fi<: Pf LJ.p)'q 20 perce!lt1 an.cf such ~eductiol.1s couid 'provide DOJ!'?(:!' level reductiqns, S.µch redµdc:>n$ 
yvoulci rechice $.e <lbove ~igill.iic<int noise increases .tol~ss than s1griificili:t~ along 1Iilno1sS.ti~et (lJ.~tw¢erl 
. M~tiposa stiee.t· aiici th~ propos~d ~3rci $tre<;t) aitd ZZJ1d. $treet (Vi,est 6f. 'f:hird Str~t); )Jut \i9~c(~~t 9~; 
. sufficient to reduce cunnilative :rioiSe. increases on 8,ny {)f l:he pth~~ apoye._Jiste~ str"eet seg¢enffi t6 i~ss~ 
~~15jgrtj.~kirilt leyel1l (i.e;; be16;W fui:eshqici lev¢IS); C.tnnillatiyetraf£~c nois,~ mCT.ease$. w9uld.sti\l~c~d 

·:~k~~ct~~~~e~~:!0~~:a;f~~;e~iS~~10e:~i ~~i:Ji~ei~e!!;~~~;:~~¥6l62;~;~;=~::~h~: 
Proj~cy woitld; restilt iri a considera}:>le co~tribu~on fo this cirintilative impact, wl#ch ~ significant . §.rid 
Uriav(jidable w:Hh,;m,itig~tj{Jn~ · · ·· · · ·· · ··· , · · · · · · ··· · · · ·· ·· ···· · · ' · · · ··· · , 

Impact AQ:·l< Duri.ng coµsf:rttction:; the Project w:oui& generate fugitive. d:ust and crite.tja a.fr 
.·pollutants, which woul,f vi'diafe ~ ·air ;'qualify stii.i:idard>. co:rittibute. substantially to. mi extstihg or: 
projetj:ed air qmtlity ~C>tation(. and..J'esult in a:~Ull1,ula#:vely C011J>Iclera.bie n~t in,dease in, cnte.i;i~ air. 
pothitkiS~ · ···· ·· · · · · ·· · · · · · · · ·· ·· · · ·· · ··· · · · ·· ·· ·· · ··· · · · ·· ·· · · ·· , · , 

¢onstructjqr)., ~ctivitj~ would . re~u(t in einissl<;ms of 'ozone precurs()rs and J;1M'. in the~ fo~ ofdti,sf 
( fugit~ve c]_~t); an~• exf.tau~t ( e.g;,. veh~de tai,lpipe errtissiqns);, :Ei:missi(}ns. of• OZOl}~ precursors atiq Pfyr ar:~ 

.~~~=~1h:;e1r~~!~~~~~f:;1!:;~~~i,:1h:r;~:;;:~?~~=t::!~i~~~;::;~~1~~~;~·~,s(). 
~ll,gi~ve D1:1st . 

:Project:.i;erated demoliti.oit;, €Xcavation, grading,4rillffig;: ro~k ~mshing aryd pot¢.ti~lly blcist!Dg, ~r\g other· 
COWitru~tiori awvities may Ca.use \yfud~blowri dust' tl:ra,t cqµld cont:t;ibute PM irlh l:FieJocal ,at'mosphi;i~·. 
'rl:t~ (2itys pus{ Control Ordm<mce .W:o~ld be appl~qr~hol, i(Jrthe: pprtiort cif the proje~f slte that 1s <:iut5-i~e 
.P()rt}urisdiction (If:oe.Down Yarc;l) .. For pm:tions pf th~ pioject'sifo µn:cie!: 'th.e jlirisdiction of the Poi{ 
(2oi~/IHi~6is J?~celmjcf 28~Acre f;ite)~ S~tioh l247 6fArtld<! ZZB 6£ th~}>u~Iic'.Health Code ·requfres fuat · 
•.all clty. agencies J:bat. authorlze f:OUstructlon; OJ; OtfleJ ~Ulproyem~nfo · OJ:l c:io/ prop<;rty f\dopt ruies .. a:rt4 

·~tf~hc~~:~G~i~o~:~;:tt~;~:A~~i::.t:t=~~~1ii·~: ~~~li:ii~!i~~~~~~·~~Ik~~~s~~:·:· 
sit~sped#¢ (lust coritJ:ot pJ<ip{· llilress .th~ Director waives the.requh:e111ent. ·.· · 

·: . . . . .. .... ... . .. . .. 

Jifrplei:net}t~tion 6£ dU;St '¢ontr61 1Ilea.~urei ill.compliance wi!h the xegµ,lations.arid pt~~edui:es sefforth.l?Y. 
the San> Frandsc°' Dtist <:;:ontroi Qf.ciinanc~ · wo~ld ·• enst;t!e that ppte11tia.L dust~r~lated constr,uction air •. · 
gtialityl!XlP~ci:~ of.the Proj~t \;youjd pe less lhart si~ficmit . 

· Criteria Afr Pollutants 

Miiximum .R§i.den'tiat.si:~ario. 
... . .. : . 

Construction of the Maximum Restdentiar Scenario would .r~sulf in emissfons .cf RoG}NOx, P},t110;<;lnd 
i;M2::fi that.w6uid~e ljelo~ the fui~sholds ~fsignificancE! \~hen c~'O~idered .• aio;e;. How~v~r; ·~i:Ur~ 

Si.ii FRANCISCO . 
··PLANNING DEPl'l.RTMENT 

555 



· JVt9tiqo~N~ •. 1~arr 
J.\ii9Ji$t 2A1;.2Jl1 l·• 

CA.el?. Nq 2:Q/1;4:'0\l1 ~:1iijN\l'' 
i?1e:r. 1!l Ni:t~§{i:~u~e.· Filo!~ct; 

constrnction pfu.t?es (Pfose,S. 3, 4; . ?nd. S). wqµ~d occw when· <;>perationai eml.ssionS· woµi(;l . alSq;)~e 
· generatedby•ifie earli~ p~es~ · Constrµctjon~:reJA.ted ~ssfo~ tjµring c:o,nqrrrent consQ:ll~QI:l: of·J;~ses 
i ?fl~ z whieli lnci9des <l~v:~lopmen~ of ~e entlr~fy ~f fhe ritiriofa f'cii~el.$ woiJ1d ~e. i~~ t4~ si~~~4 
· Additiona}1y, after completion and occµpaii,cy of ~hase l gnd. lhe c(?nt:in}.tation offhase i. cprwfrti~t19n, 
. the; i;orl:rbin~d ~onst:r;Uction:.r~lated ~d operational errtiss.ions would he1essJ:h.<rn: sigruflcanJ< l{ow~yetr 

···~.~:~~:~~-i6¢e~t~~~c~~t~frd~e:~~~f:~:~·~~~~!.s~~ti:e:~1::!•~~~~t:~~ 
i='WJ.S:wou.Jci be be1P.w their respectj.ve tl,v:eshokLs.: <:;onstni!;'tion, 9£ .P~~. 4 andl:h<1.se :s 'yvl;i~c;:on:sict:~red 

··~ii~~ii~fS~!~{?~~€· 
.. . ... . ,'· .. . . 

. nw. M~~i,Ini ('.()rnIµerciaj.. scehari(J:s con,SfnI.cfior;i.;i'ela:ted err11ssfon.S : c:l.~r~g. COJ.\curre.n.t consfri;icti<:>n ·.of, 
. Phas~ ( iii\d 2·~ which: iflcltjd~ development 0£ the: ef,.fu1;ty of. th~ IlliP,o~s: P:arcds w9i.{Id, be iessi th,?.il' 
· · sign1fi~arit;. as:woUld the col).fu:t~ect• co~~ction -of .P,114.Se.fwith i;:ompi~i:ion a'n<l. oc~pirncy• ~l P.h"'se.,. L' 

'•~b:i~r~;~ir-~Zi!:i~:~~~~~~:~i:;:~~9~;::e~~7~1an~t~:~~:~.~~~~~~¢:i;=t£·. 
iPMlO. and ·p1f2,s< vv'°ufd be bel'ow .theii: re$pedive ·thresholds;; Co:ri$tru,~J:ion of PnS:se, 4'.:whcil. coti.ciid~r.~lf 
-Witll occµp~;hcy aij:d: op.et;;i:tfori of ~~dier J>hase.s Wd1J!d rt~su~~ fo. ~miS§lons C!fR,C)G ap:cl' N:Ox:.tJ:i~t \V<?µi{]'. 

iliii~l!l,1f~iii~lii 
~ignifi~~j:; .. . .. . ""' ' 

~*i~fik:.i:t:r~~~~t!r~1<l~ir~~~e;t:·l~ny!~~;~~1l~6!~~:~e~:~::i~+~!~C~;;~ 
day; ·or. . .Jll.axjinutn ~ems pe~\year ant i;on$jder~~ · Re.gardle$s;,,urider the MaXiinum. Commercial Scenario 

.·;;~~~:kt~d.~~~-~~k~f~tt~~~b?~~ulci• e~c~~4·.si~£i~~c~-_llirt$~9l1s/ -;wm~~--.~rn.i~si?ils·: -~~; \~~5 . 

. ·fl:ealth.Iinplicttti(Jnspf Stgniffi.;imt I~pact;·"J{el{ited t0Emii;sip1is. of.Ozohe .Precurs.ors.;J;idPMio 
' .. ··: .. ·: .. ''. ~- .. ·;.: :· .... ·: ·~. : .. : ·: ,, ·' ... :·· .. .. : -~!:.''. ·' : : . · .... ~ .. : ·::: : .•. 

--~~~!:~~i~Je:oh~j6d~N6!~~~ri~1.&~i16:~J:.~:fe~:t~=~~!s~==~1!~:d.~~~~:· 
j.;jrojec;t;r11p:r£l~~ts. a#<i,c;lii?11 Q~ t<;>~?l SFBAAB. re&fonai l(QG emissions. However;, the P~oj~ct' s ROG/NO~: 
~d J?M;io .intr:e.M.ei co~ld cohi:ribute}o new o:r -~acerbated air quality violations ~.th~·-SllBAAB: region 

.rt~~~~:~:~~t~=~~~:$}7~tZ~?::! 
. . 

to. ac.ldr~sf Rbo; .. Npx/a~d PMlO errci.Ssi9ns $..at woulc:l occur dliring c9nstrilcti9n ofthe Pioje¢.i:Wtd~r 
' · bQtll., lli,e };1aXimmn R.esidential ;and Maximum: C.ommer.cial Scenaa:ids, Mitlgatfon. M~as.ure M-.1\Q~ la.: 

·.· c611shticf:i(}it ~m.iSsions ~atfon~ J~fei:~!iceq ab()~e, .his b~ id¢nti~~<l: ru:~~ woui4 apply ·Qi;trfug 

7$. .. 
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M9.t\¢MJ i'Jq~ 19$1:7' 
A,qmµst ~4. ~Jl17 

CASE N02o'14-0Q42'7'ZE.N:¥ 
· Pler:JO Mix:ed~Use Prolect. 

construc!idn of Phas~. 3; 4, ·and · !5, .· ()r· after build -:out of L3. million gross sqµare ·feet of develppment;. 
whid:i.ever c;qlites.atst; . . ·. .·· ·. ·· ...... .. . ·· . . . · .· .. ·· .. · . . . . . . 

Residual Impiictswit~ I1nple1n$itati9n of Miti$ation)vieaswe. M-AQ~ia 

Mitig;:ition Me~sure M~AQ~ la. wouJd res-ult jp. a re4uci:ion.()f constr.uctlort-:telate<J.. Ro¢ en:li~sions ranging · 
fro,fri S.~to)jJ perce11t; ~epfiiding0.11 the c9nshuctio11 phase. Emissio)is of ccfrtstfU.dion-:relat~d NOxwould 
b~ re41:fc~d by s4 ~b 64 per~~nta:Eici eirrissiCJtts ~f conshuctiCJ~Helat~d PM\Q.Vifoi.tld be reduced between'lz .• 
and. 83 <percent: whil~ c~:nstruction. emiss~ons alone would be le.ss than significance thresholds, emiSsi9;ns 

¢( si~i)itarie6~s qpetatlo~;;tl fll14 ~oris#ucttbri em°issions Y/.ou14. :3ml ~ceecl ilrresho}ds. bu(wo~q be 
sub$tantia1Iy•reduced• by this Il1easure. · Additj()ria:Iiy, particulate emission• reduction5 from· this m~asure • 
are. recessa:ry to· reduce po~ential ,h.ealth :ri~kjrrtpact~ fo on~site reqeptors to, less• thqU sign.ifica~t li;~yek 
J:ri1.plen1e!lt.lti.oh.of fuis ·Initigatib:n, 111~asure. wo11lci i-lot r~sult ii:{ahy adv,erse enviro,nri1ental effe(:i:s.~. .. 

To' ~ddJ:ess. emissloi;IB that. V\16uld.. occur ~u:dng. operation of the P:tojic,t, :rv(-AQ-:I.# 'fransporfation 
IJeill.aJ.id, Management;, referenced above; M-AQ~lg: Additio:nai Mo}jile Sm:trce Control Measures,. 
;1e~::r~ab(),;ef'artdM-A,Q,,:th(Of£Set OpE!ration.U' Unl.i,~sfotl$~· refer~ced. ~~ove wouid _be apPli~d tci 

Addil:fon~lly; ,Mitig.ifiqrt Measures. ~~AQ~llJ: piese~ Backup Generatm: Spedfj.catiims~ ~A..Q-lc: Q~e .. 
r:~~ flrias~per-¢oilipiiilit.yo¢~cWt~c~I (:()aJhigs in M.rlnt~g ~uilcfulgs 'th:r~rtgh c;oien:an:fs 
co11ciitions~~c1 Restrl.ction$ (cc&iRSf :and· Groundie~se; *A;Q-1.d: P.i~mote iise. ofGre~ri consum~l', 
~:;i~~~~~t~:~~~:'~:t:t:t::~r:~&d~oci!~~:,~;:.~~-= 

... ·.. ,• . ,•, -·· . . ' '• 

Res*1~(il· I.nipact.·with Jppleif~~1~tq~9~ of Miti~~ttonAJe.tJ{),if',E. ¥:?4 Q-1/J 

Iyiitig;;ttlQn M~~s~r~ 'M~Aq~ lb •woulci:.i~s\ilU.n ari 86 percent: rediidi()n of' ROG errrissfo:rn; from generators ... 
Emissio115, ofNOx emiS9fons fiom ge!leratqf~ wo:utd:be reduced by 89 pen:ent artq emiSsfo~ of)M.10 

E~E~!E~2i1~j~!iE1~ig~~1E1i~~~~~ 
>v()~gn.9t i.e~~lt in #Y ~dvers~ erivitonffientafe#~ffs,. " 

. ~·. 77. 
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fVJQtitff( N~·, 1~~~1:'1 
Aii~µ~fg4~ 2ll17.' . 

CA$a NQ·4014~Q.Q1J72E:NV: 
P.l.itr1() .MJ~gg,,t).§~' Prd!~ei 

:M'itigati:on Me<!Sure M:::.Aq~ ic(would recfoce; ROG-~ssitms associated with J-1.~. pf corisumer prodµcfs . 
. Given that fuf:! project appijc<tntdoes not h<!ve <:!:11tµo:rity t0 re.qvire 11se of c;er~aJi!. progucts, no.re(luc:fioJ.I 
ID.Ro¢/~s~i-Ons. can l:ie estiiTI11t~4 f.i,:omthis me~ure; rmp1Eim~tion of.this irutiga~on.n1eas~re ~qUi<l· 

';n:ot. resuinn qp.y adverse envitoi;unei;itaieff~d§l . ' 

~?sidual Jiiipqct rplth. Implemeiitatiq~: of !YJiHga~b1J keasur.e M': A.p~1~. 

·iR~t~Jt~~~~$ta-!~£~~;;~~~~ 

i~~~~trz~i~~!:i::t~::~~Et:~~~~~~11f 
; ~ceed. thr~sh~idS~. Iriipl~ehtatfori qf) $is mitig~tipJ:t, m.e;;i$.llfi\i· w,puJc:l 1l9~ ca,µ~e,-~y signin<::atjf effe¢f:> m 
. ~~4~itjQn fu.}pose thatwoUld resuli:£t:8m ipiP.t~~~:tfb~{~(J#.~ ,~()jecL . .• . . , , . ;_ : . . .. . . ... : . . . .. . . 

•'R.e8ia¥ rniiJ~ctW,i~~~iii'P~~intat~~~ bf,M~i.~tzQ~· Mear_#r~:~f 19:·1$: .. --:=~~ 

~~~;~~~~=~~it:~~ls~zr:~~6· 
~s~~w.i!tn,edc.t,witfi JiJif.lq~~tfi#o1~.of.f.1itiga~fb~ M~iJSuf~ J1!.4q~~h·, 

. • hnpl~mciitationi ·of' Mitigatlori.: , M~~sure ·.~AQ~1a; '.. "wotiid · ··· subst:#tfaUY. redt.ice.· ·• coiistriictioi:i~refate~ 

. emissfons of ROG; NOx;.: and PM16: The.measure. woutcFi:equire use.of off-road' equfaime;qt to meet:t!ie 
:n:iost sttIT:tgenf drtissi9n ~tc!l1dards; a.vai,lab fo :<µi4 ~oaj.d re<luce c.on.s.t;J:u~ti??-~r~fat~d; enyss1ons of ROC; 

.·.·.; ..... 

~~A~;t;,CJj 9E:~11i~~.ENf' · 78 
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M\}tf~t:):NA· ·1~9J7f 
A~iiJU.$f 24;, 29;1:1 

;GASE Nd 201.4-0Q1:2nJ::NV 
Pier 70 f\llix~q-.U!?t;;!· Proje.ct. 

NOx,, and; P},1).Q. H.owe:ver:, ~riterfa ail'. polluttmt emis.s:kms would remain significant during construction:. 
otPhks~ ~j; fuid 5. :When oper~ti~nai eiriissiorts ai:e:aisq cdnsidei;ed. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. ·. •' .. 

: ·. . . 

Mitigati0l1.: M.ei;l.sui-e$ M--AQ-lb t,hroligh:M~AQlg wpulcj. l"ed:uce openitionai emissions~ associated with 

·.~~~~r.~~~r~iif :::.!;a~~o;:!~t~~4~;:1:::~~:~:ird•:::::~te~::~~tn~~ .. 
erri.'is~ion$ ~9uld; rern;i.m signjJicant even with .imp~.errie±i.t;i:tio11 ofMitigatiori Measures M-AQ~ la ilrrough 
M-ACHg~ .. Consffit+et!tlyr Mltig~qo~ Neasure M..;AQ~ )h (gn,:Ussions Offsets)· is idei;iµfied, t() further recitice 
the~resiifual pollutapt·ei:riissiqns: • Mitigation, Me.asur.e[:M~AQ1kw()ulc{r~quire theprojErl sporis:<J:L to. 
offcie~!i~~auiih'g eml.SsiqnS tO, fjefo,\r. si,gnffic#tce tb,l:eshoi& by fllndipg the i,rllpletjient;i.tfon of.an offsite 
• e.rnissi9n? rea.uctipn. f'l'.?J~ci; iU ~ .amq@t si:iffident to nvti&'.'l:t~~esidl.iaf c~iter~a poihitanfeIIlissioilS. 

As.' spedP,e<:l)n Mitigatfon ;K{eailtJ!e M~AQ-lh, offselii!ig of the pi:oje<:f.s ~ffi.i$sioiii;. would £Wow~ 
compfotiop, pf Co~trUcti<m: .aci:ivifies fqr.fJ:i.ases l ancf2;, jf eonsµutjiori ~riii~sfons Wert! consid,er~d afop.e, .. 
witfi-qut pperatt~na1 em\ssiorn;; tonstru,c'i:ton. e!Ilissipns. vv<:Ji!ld be less than, sigmflcMtL Co.t;tsequently~ 

·::~::i~:.:~~~?f!;~~~~:rt;:~4;1i~~~~~J::,~~:~~~~;~'.~iir!~;0¥!~u~~%~1;1i~~:~fl,· 
offs¢t tlie regionaj crit~l'ia poilutcint ewfosfons genernJed by operatibn. .of th~ Projei;t t,hai: wciuid: remain .in 

s~~~~~E~~:tliftf.F~f;~~::~1:~:~~:~1~ 
·t:t~~2kifa~l;s~t;~i~~~~rfl~::l4j~i~eiM~eo~i~7gpf!i~i:·~:!£l~~1;~er~;i:r~;~;1:l· 
p~bject,; .~il}i~si()9$ d~~0g .~ori,f;fi'ii:2tipn 'if Wns~fyaHy¢lf si)ri,Si,~(lr~d si~i~#flt irtt4 tinay<)i.d(l~le Y-;i1;h< 
.]J:tltigatipn, a~oWledging the ~sur:nption that the. projeC;t ~jJOj.i.Sor ytqu1d hnpleine!:1t Mitigafi9ri. .. 
.M:e.~µ~e#l\(AQ~fa:~tigliJw~A,.Q~i~ · · · ····· · ·· · · , ·· · · · · · · ····· · , ·· ·· · ··· · · · · · 

[d!~~~~~~;~~!~~~~~~:!~~~~~~~r!~~l~ 
. .. ... . . 

Mariinui:n Re~identl.al Sce:ilarki . 

. ··:r~~~i~~:.~~i~5:¢~~6:~••~itj~~1tt~1!~j~~:J\;~$;;~:~0;:~it~:e:'.~1~~~·~;:~t:;. 
)"egion~l erlj.issfofu' re.l~i:ed to '6pei'P,tiortal entissioris.of o#:ine p~eCiirs()rs and.PMlO, Sigiiificant~mlssions 

::;f;:~i~ .. [~W~7:4;~~a~n~~{~f ·rfyi~o·.ft9aj·•·9pei11ti~~· w6li1a·.·li~ve ih~• s~rn~•.r~t~ntiai.•h¢~1ili 
•Maximlirii:Cori:iffier~ial·~ceriarfo· 

. f;r.oject~r~ia~ed e111issio~µ11<ler the 'Max!ntum Comfriei:Ciiil SceparfowouiCI. ~c~d ·J3AAQM:p. thresholds 
of l)ignifi<:~tk~ for RQG,)J:Qx; and PMlQc There£9re, th~ ~rojec~· vv9ulc1 also have. a :;ign1ficantini.patt on 
regi~~al etnfa~i~nsr.elate_<l't? oz6rie. pn~tursors an\:l ~;¥io undel:. thls sceriario.'51gnitkfill(eri{i$$iolli; of 
. ozone ptecurSO!~ (ROG ancN~rQx). a,nd. I'MiO from o:peia(ion-v\rciwd,have the Saille pot~ntiathealfu eff~cts 
;:is qis~~s.ed ir,i lJ:np~ci'J\Q~l Cl.l:>oye; 
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M:it.igatf~ll 'Measui~ii l\'.l'.S,A'.Q~1.h:; ])i~sel: ~~~I<up G~erator specifications~· M-AQ4ci Use .. Low, itid 
.$up~;~~nn:p ~iilP.-t yoc: :_Ar~hit~ctu~ilJ'. i: S(}ll-U1}$~: .··'.JP. . '}Vf;il,ntaining Bttll<finI?s .• thx9V,1;?h .. Coyelj~tli 
.Cpndj.tj.on$;:,an(l' Ref)f;rietions .(C:C&Rs) and 'Gron.rid. Lease; M.:.AQ.,;ld: Promote use Qf Green ·Consumer 

~iillMiiii~1ii¥i~~ 
;iil§i~i[~~~l[;~~!tF.i~ 
jodJie :iife' of the p~oj~cLTher~fofo} the r~sidti~i .impact of pr9j~: ehtissiqn$ ,dt.irfug operatii)n at buil~ out 

~;~~~~~1~~~~i~=~la:r~1~~~~:;r 
pasf,'pre~eiit, arid re~on~J.,Iy foreseeable fu:fure'&vefopmeil,(irt: &\e pr9ject ·ar~~i.;, :W9iil9. co;iitribute)o 
·~#I~ti*~~~pio~al mr quaiify,hn1nict~; : . .·· . : .. : • '·. ,. . , . : , , , . ·· .. _'.; :;::;, . ·. ·: ... ' .. ' 

'"•"'•" 

· · .r<>t~tiai~~i fe,a,?~!Jle p:ptt~ms fotT.IIriillizi;n.g en.Y.i.r~11,11:n~W co~eq~epC:es o( tM Vroj~ct; · . .. · 

A. . ;; : : Alterri~ti~es s~iected f6r Det.liled An:aiysik 
• '. •• •' •• . . . . .. ;'. . : .. .. ··' . '. '·· : .i" •.:··' ..• , ..•••. ··:· • ~.. • • • • '·· • • .. • ' • ' •.• •••• ••• :"/:;: • . 

Th~:Alter®ti~J: s~~ fo~tfi'.irtihe f~al EIR·~(t ii~ted b~low ~~,h~~~y}eje~~t!d'as illfeasi]:,1~ bcised _l}po~ 
suq~tapl1al ev~q(:!nce. ~the record, incl~dhig: e.~dence of economic, l~gaii sodat; teclIDok>g1ail; and other. 

80 
). 

560 



>: •• 

Mgtfon N<>; 1$9(-t 
A!~94~f 2,4! 2011 

CASE NC), 2Q.1£1-(l.Ol2:7t2:ENV: .·. 
~!.~[:'fQi'Mt~~~~lJ~~ P{qJi~~t 

considerations. described in this Secti.ori, ih additio~ to. those desq:ibed in S~ction,YII below,. which are 

~~~brh~~Ja~:~:~.b~::fr;~·:z.:~f£!:~1i~fn!g~~~~:;~r;1~11;ieb~f~i~::!:s~;d~;a~·· 
s4ccessftiLµtarin~r within a re~soriabfo'peEiodqftfn},e,: i;aking ii;ito acC:()µn(ecqn6rnic; egyiron;meri:tal,. 
lega11 sb.ciai, ~d. tecfuig!qgl.tal.fact~~s/' C¢EQA ci:tidelines §·15364.)\J~der CEQA ~ase. lay?; the'.:cqri.cepl:•. 

fi[~!~££~~~~~i1i~~~~~~~Etf:$:~ 

lf theJ\f o P.rojedj\Jterri~tiv'e iV'eFe.iiripleirie!lted, none ()f the impacts ass~¢ii:i:ted 'fyiJ:h the Project w?uld 
o¢rut; Th~ No Pr~je~t Al~¢tMtive ~9ulci O:()t pf¢du<le fit£ure. ~~V:~1bpment otlli~ project. site with a range; 
of; land. tis~s thii(';lie:'p~indpaUy pennitted at the project site:DeveIOpment and grqwthwoll.ldcontinlie 

~i~~\t~~~l~~~1~f§£!~\~~~:U~1$ 
s~~itla~~~~~~~t;~r;~i~~·t~d;~~u~~~"~~!~:i~:. 

SAN .fRAN.G!SCiJ.. . . . . .. 
PLIWNll\lG; :Cl:J;;PAl'i•!\'l)':t!'llY .. Bf 
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Cfl\S,~ t'~{Q 2..Q;14:.QQ1~ff2ENV 
Pier 7llMJ~gq-l).sE} PrnJ;!ilc'1 

·~~e:•.~ii~d~~~t~~~a1i:~:a~~~;··. i;~;.i:~~I:&0~:S.¢b:~~t 1if~h~I4~ .. !1JJ.~~j:.dJ~:.·. 
ap.p:rpximately. i,ss1,s69 6sf of \:iev~fopment~ · ~~oµ~ 45 persen( les~ 'fu!;lµ. tmd.e:r' the fEO.J~t oyerCl.li. Th\s 
~te~ativ~ w9P1d h,ic):iiq~ s~o: te,sidentjal~ ~ts. to.tauns 519?9!5{} g~(IA9?~290 gsf ()f c~i;nII).etcial (?ffke) ··• 
us¥,: ~~6,780 ·sst of ~¢truJµse~ ·anq· ~2,;376: is~ of artS~igfjF~du~t#.ai yses; U,1e ,Co4~ • ¢o¢pl{ant•A1 t~rnati.v:e .. 
woti.ldprovi;d~ f?(l. on-:-*°ee~ .:vehicle pgrJiing f pacE1s' and:'•9S;:i .9.tf;,ib:Elet· spac.Els..lg~ted: o:U seve:rfl). su.rfi'l.CEI 

~!SY;;gifi!~1rs~g!~§!!~r~~· 
,,·:.· .. ,,;. 

:<l~Ad~~~er;t~~i;~!J:.r;:.~j:h:~~~t~~~~·t:;:~~t;~~~!~~~~~!~~~~~::.c:;:rg~~~:. 
:compUant Aitem.ativebecause no cl:iangef!h?th~height.disfri~tsw.ol;ii<l P.e:prop.ose<L.. __ .. ' .. . ... ... . . '. , .. ' .. ' . ' .. ·····. , .... , . .. '. ····· .. '., . 

'p~ct~r·fue;~~~f!• ~~~pµ~#'.A-f t~rn~iiye, ,731;.$6.1f ssf =~9~~1:e,<;IJp Butlstiicgs ), Ji.,;,~~, ii ()~ t!ie_ P.i()Jest: \Ii~¢.·· 

!~!i~~~i~~~~~iii~~-l~ 
~~~~;!~ ~~1~~t~~~··1ft~ef9t~~!,1ri:~~:~z:~~~~~%t~~~~=~~;~~~~~t~b~i:.~1~m~.· 
$trl~'~i~Bii~i~~~-~=~ 
bicycle ,c;irc;ulati9:p. • improyemc:1n~ (B~y Trail~ ext~ion, Class U: :md Cfass :UI: faeili.tit:!s on, internal ~tr~~; 

:~4 ~,~~~~~~~:1,6t~¥C/n): :~6-,¢()4~: ¢o~p~~f 41t~T~tif~:~d.u.1~.µi~~d~ .. ~#~··f~~p9t~~#ti~ pe~~1:., 
Mfil1~getjj~n((TD.N) program: <ls•~h~·rroJect; with, e?.<c;ep~gn;ofJho~e: ite111SJ)?.iit p~!l:ajzj. only t()rei?identi~l 

··l;,;~·~r~:6~~;0~~~;i~ta~:tf~~~~';~!~0:::;~;~;;n!/!·:h~~i;~~ir!~0aj~J;~~~~~. 
· aTMA. web~ite wi!;h.:r;eahtime t:r?ns~tinformq:tion, distributi<:ih pf ~d~cationi,JJ'.d9~::i'p:Ii;ei:tts, ·i::o<;)rtjfri,aJiorfof: 

~;p:~~~~i:~~~t~~~Efa1t~~e~~·· 
.. .. " ... ::... . . . : :~-::::. : , .. · .. ' 
• Ur.i.d~r this a,H~~tiy~! n~.;,,, ·arid u~graded ;utuitie$: ansl inft:~s,trustur~ .woi!f a: b13. ~()risfu.ict~d; ln_cluding. a. 
n~w zoihsheet. pi,ttUp station:; A· 2mnbin¢d sew~, and stornrwatei .sy~t~m would. be built, shµ~ to 
: optibn ;i; ·iu1<l~r the PioJ~#;J:itit it\~~il1d1~~Y~:;iighttt i!~fikr~~iaii~~~, ~hi~.~~ <li£€e,r~~i}ti1~4irii :~<!' 
roidway siting w.d locations~ IJnlil<e the: Project,. thls .a1tem.gtive· qoe$ no( indu.de vari*1.t.$: Tue. Code 
. Co1p.piiant Ait~ini!.fiye woul~{ftjrt:iwr $ori;i_~ of ~he pr<)ject spO.nso~~ ob.)ecli:v:es~ , 

''' :. ' .. •< ••.• ' • •, '" ','" 0" ... '' • "' 'M "'" '' ' ' ' ,.• '" " ,. ' 

' . ' 

$At<~it11;1spi;L · . . • ,,.. . 
'PL~NlN;G; Q~A~:TJ\l'IEN.T. •>. 
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oooti011··Na~,1s97t 
A,ugil§·t 24, 2.01t 

CASE, NO 40:14?Q.iJt21'ZE;N\f 
PI~rfq:·ooJxe;d:{J.$>gProiect· 

The Code CompUan( NternatiVe fudud~ .al:>out 47,9µ2. cubic, yards of off~hatil of exca:vai:ed material$ and·. 
about 8,900Ctibi2y~r4s: of de~hJill irnp~f.t Thii alte~n~ti~~e- include~ ton~tr~~tfori of ~engineered ~erIJ.i. 
al9rtg th~ ~astep:t property boundary with an. approxi{µafoly 3:tslope: a4d 'a maxiiililrri h~ight ,of. 
9.pprmdmateiy 4 feet to a,ddi~s proj('!cted qea ' level ris,e flooding :ril'Jks'. •Shorelfue prote~~ion 
i.mpro'v¥me~t:S: mclt1~~ngpl.~qng •iip~rap afong tl;ie'. ~;.;aJ~(s e~ge, ~cier f11is:a,l~em~tjve.:woµtcibe si~l<'!f 
.tci. those uncier ·t;he'.Project. Lik,e ~t!:l~ P~~jec:t,.·impiem~nt<lt19ri. of thiS al~erl;iathre:w:ouki take_ p~ac:e· ov~r .a. 
period: of 11 years/ sill}{for fo the Projed, ?ncf in' 1>ever<li ppa~es {up ,to five for the )?rojed:; U.p h £ourfo.:i:; 
ti1is a1tep:ia_ti,ve). · · ·· · · · · · ·· · ··· · · ·· ·· · · · ·· · · · · · · · ··· · · 

Under this alteci.i:itive, a,p ~ch<\nge; oflimG. ;iu;ic1er, ihe J?vblk Trti,~t Exchange. A.greernen.t would .Oc<;:l1t under in ord.e.r to clC1Tlfy<the Pu~liC.T.rqst st9Ju,s of portl.01:1s 9f Pier 70 tha,tworilclfyee some portions, of the · 
p~()je,ctsit~ p:ogi the, P~l:nl.c T~~fwbile,'¢oirl:rrtitt:µlg others fo fh.e PW> He Jru~C . .. . . .. 

2hs~~~~J~:f!C~~tfc;:~~~~7Ft~~!.:~t~ee~;~:~~=~t:!!~~:~f~!~;:;~;!a~:iii~t 
.Space fo J?e, constructeci i.u:i4. o~cll'pied under fu.e. C9d~ Compliant Alternative,· tha.t Alternative wd:Uld, 
.lessen Cb4t hot ~void) fuE! signlflc~r& adv~rp~. impa~fu•.ide~filfod fo.r the Pt~j~~tretatecl tb t.he.topic$ ~;{ 
transpm;tai:ipn;. noise; and_ a.it q\lality. ·Thi,? c;od,e Compliant Altetn?.~ive, ~vo.uld alsq lessen impactS, of the • 

~:;i~f ~~t~~;··f~;~a·~~tZ1~~~:~;~~~~~~.r~~n!r.:r:;;;:;;l.~?~;i;;:~~(·~jte~\~oj::• 
Ai{:hifectiu'ai),, Green.h()use (ja~ Eiriissiq;ns/ Yfiilc;I; :shaP,bw:; R.ecre,fitj9n,:, UtiJitX¢~ a.rltj. SerY.ice. Syste,i;r.i.s, 
p~blic services; ce<).i9gy· and ~r)us;. ;i:fozgrds cfu? Haza~d()U~ l\jat~rials, ai:td.' 1Vfin~~'}l. and. ~n~far 
Resources. 

,, 

The Cod,~ C:'.ompliant A1tem~tive wou:ld par.tiaUy meet.the 9bjectiv:es ofth,e,pr9jecf. Like the· Proje<;f, :it 

·~~G~~di::c£ta~~~r;:e1~:U;:~i~0~~=~.J~~~;;~~c~l~~~a!J:s~!~~t:!~J~l~.~~i1~~!;~• 
.and would· C()).11;ti:but¢.·µ:tarke~-rc;i.fo anCL affortlabiEl uni.t:sfqward, rneetirigSajiJJ'.aI.1.Ciscq'$ re~qµaj h()lH>ing· 
·n~e.'d~. FJ:o~e~~;, iF~9tiia. fr~\,i<t~'.sti~s~ariti~i1:i• i~;~; pui:>li2 .. bp~ space!; 'ilia~keh~t~· ~a: af.fbrd~bte 

··~~A~i=-a~;:~~,.~;!.~~er1~i~;t:l~e:~n?~;;h~~~:~P~~i:~~:-.~h~;t;:j!~~t:~~~~£~~··ft~::;. 
tfe~:t;!l~r~:cif!c;~~~ttt11~t~fcts~:~;::;u1~h1~~:~~:C:~~i&,11:~~-~~~!i~~:~c~n4~~ 
·~1::~i:~::;~c~i~:~s;;·;:~1~t~~~r-rh~~!::;~~~~K~~duce a· mark¢t.ratef~tiim .hl.vestdient that·. 

The Proj~~ s transjf iinpaei$ wc>4ld ~e redll.ced. but, would stilt• i?e . sig'ri,ificant'and. :unavo~dablh . with 
· mitigat:lpn. und~r the Code. Complianf Alt~rrmti ve. :f\£;. with th~ Project/· loa4ing bnpac:fs ~()ul4 remaiµ 
'sigclfi~iint.·•·<ll}ciJ.ln:~vok\ahleey~n.•w~th:itrirrern~nt~tiPn,•6~ id~titiedDii\.{gai:i.ol}.··s1ffiilar1y,·ff1e; c()de, 
Compliant .AJtem\:ltiye.would: reduce. sjgri.ificanf: and. unayofd~b(e qoiqe.· @pads •l;el~tecf td inc.tea.ses: i~' 

·~~EtiE2:E~~~=~~~~E~~i~~ii~$ 
lev~1s·. ill<~ the I'rnjec( the Code. Compliant Ait~<ltive: would tes~it in arr , tjlia4fy' irripacb .that are 
signifl~ililt' an4 rin;.ivciid~le wifli @.tlg~fiori;. altl:i,c:nigli,. the.si.: inip~cts wchiJ~ be r~<ilice.d: c:o&ir<it¢d. tp $..e· 
Project. · 
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.:·.~ 

Mriti'.gli !\Jo. 1;-fJW"f 
·Augu$t24~ 2.0.1't 

.QA§~'NO 20f4~0Q1·gt2EN\l 
P.i.:~ir. to Nlixei:J_-l!~~ Projeqt 

The Code· Compliartt Altimu:itive is: rejetted as Weasilii~ beca.us_e~ ~lthou.g\{;;t. wo.u.id elin:iin.~fo fuipac~ 
associateci 'With iJ:lqre;:ise .in anwiimt ripise ie.v.$ · ~d,e;µtlfied' as signiff sarit 9nd \tn(lV.oJdabie wjt1;1. mJtig~tiop: 
'£oiith~r~9iect;1tyiotii<l.tipt'r~4µ~1c),a.1e.~s~~-~i~fic.ant~ev~taili·of,tiiG.9~~t#.np;ict8.tci~iltifi~d.~· 
sigriificarit :ana.. una.v:o.i.dahle · With ~tigation' ior>t.he Br9]ect: A<lditiqµaUy,, ihe.: Cqde Compliirot 
A).tern.,tlye wou,jd{iiOt meet p:\apy-qf ~e pl.oj~ct obj~tiv:es;. ui~C.Cicie, Gofi.lp lia,:g~'AJteina,tiy~ 'W:oajp/ret~ . 

.. <m<i retise.'~,J<?l:i'rie~ 41~Us.tf.ia1~ cq~pl~~ tlµ;it :w.0~1~;r·~9J:l~ru¢:, to' ~e:a p_artgf :#)~:>~tj~i~· c:l~~~-i~t:J19ieyer;: 
··th¢ alteri\ative iWou!:d, · ,fu:ive: ;>igtiificaij:tJy fewer :water.fi;ontopen spaces;. .<;tn¢n.itie!>, aJii:I:seftjc;:eE;; Ov¢:ral~ 
4imsity qfresi~entii!l and. ccnnmetcia( offjce µses wouJd · ?lsp ~e sµbstru}tja'Uy r~duced'. as w~ll a~ redµced.' 

fi-~~i~!?ii~~~~i~liD 
development, devclopmerit tinder tlie:alfomative would riqtbe able i:o attract s0ilrces: of equity and .debt 

·~~i~~~!~~!ii~liii'.iii~i~ 
· .shorel:iii~ agafust projecte~Jeve_~ of sea. l~vet tise> :Ho~¢ver; Jh.e '~JteiU~Hv~: would, itof~l~v~i:e :bu1Jdii:tg. 
: parc¢1Sr .no~ ~ould tt incltide a fill.al}~if115,~~t~~ *?'.~rlo/?~f!:i:Jf!, r,~e>J.e;ct to; a4.aR,tt9:fV,~e; 4lcr.eased, fe;v,~~: 
qf sea leyel)'ise: r 

.· ........ .; .. . 
····· 

· Thei2010' Pi,e:i: 70 Master fl~ Altemative. would p:>h:fpm1., to·; fue ;E'o:rt:o{San; Frandscif s.,2010; Pier :70 

~~et,, put:wovJ? bec.oni~ P.~l?ikop~~ s~~c.e und~·thls a~t~matiY,e,; ... . ' 

The 2010, Piel: 1.o' Master Plait· Alterrtative woiilddncliide a · foxfrnatel . 2153 330 . sf 'ofdeveki ment ..... , .. ··:·_.· ... ·'·'·.· .·· ... ·· ,. :· : .. ··.· .. · ... · .. ···•·.· .. ··· ... , {JP,.,,. .. , ..... Y· .. 1: .. ·-' .'.:.g··,''.:'··,·.-.: .. ·.:p.,, ... : 
. <?.l?out pO_ pe.rcent. l~s. squaj:e. .f99tage. th:\!il.i,mder, .the.P.roje(;t:: TNs•·~terri~tiY~ V\To(tld.i{idiJQ.e:i 9S .re$id.mti<i1 . 
•. . µni~tcitallr,ig'160A40. g~fi )!;,69s;7sp gs(of cornm.~rcfaL(offi<;e} iise; 188~~ ~o. gs£ o.f re:J:atlu~e, an:q · 1 qs;5qd gsf 
'.of i:iifS/light~ni.cfustrJ~l uses;Jhe 20io Pfoi .70,MaJ?tei; P.~art:;Altem~tfie woiild< prpyJde 4;Q5Q.ii-stre~~V.~hicl~. 
·• parldtig spa~ '~4 i,fao '6££-~~t. $pac~' 10,~aie.d. ;t,ni;~~w~r~f ~4i:£~¢~ ~arJ<i.h& I~fu. ~1Jtge iit~, · .iiri<letti#, 
·: hlterrrative,•8:07·ao:es .of .open, space would ~E:!' consti:ttGtedj inc1uc:l.i\:1g prome!:i.ade andter.ra,ce.aieas alo.ri.g 

•s1~:~~f$~~:rs£Jat
2

Sf$2:~e:~~ 
·.+. 

•. 1}4 
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·11,.fot1<UlNo,··1a~T7 
Av~u$t 24, ~n1 ·r 

GJ.\:SEN~ 2Q1·4;:QQ;i2;7~ENV · 
PiJ;~t7QMixed-1)~.e, Rroje,9t 

Like the Projeq, ·this. alternative woµld inclticie a Design for· Qevelopment do cum~~ ~01Jlp~~9bl~ tp thar 
of the ProNct, but. yrouldappiy specifically to tp_e heigJ:lt diStriqs,.use program; illi~ ~ite p1a~ fon;h~~ts,. 
t:o.i:lfigur~tj,on c)fpa~cels; <ind open spa~es ~clerjhis alt~rnative~ As ;Vith the Prnj&t, the J:?esigrt for 
Deyeiopmerit µnder'this alternative would establish. standards an~ guidelirles)or ~e i:ehabUitatl.on of 
historic b,uHdings~ ~uildal?le zones· for UifHI. coristil,idiori; ind\~o~id.conhfo proj(:!~t~wici~: q.'5•. well :is 
location-specific massing anti architecture. requiiefuents that would goyern the de~i~ .()£infill 
c:ol)Strucnon ;w.ithjn ifte p~ojecf site to ens.ure. archltecl:uJ:~ compatibility with historic: btr~lcllilg~ "IA(itmn ~b.:e 
UIW)iistoric Oistrlck · · . ·· .. ·· · .. . . . .. . . .. . .. .. . . . ··.·. . 

Uncier ~~· 2010. P!~.r 70 Masf~t- Pian Alternative, a.:t~f:tl of Z9~,228 gsf of e~istg{g ;buUdfrigs woµld be 
retain~c;l and• re1labilitated. in accorda_nce ~.\Tith the Secretary.pf the futeri9~s Sfuldards; Bllilciings 2;12,, 
anci 19. on tile pr~jett ~~i:e would·. b~ r~tauied. ~d reh9bil.i~ted irt. t.lleir: c1:1rrent locatlon, .. and B.1Hidirij; :21 . 
Would lie relocated. just. to the.soutjl.· of the Hist~rlc ¢ore 6ouil<l11I)r,. at t:h.e'intei:se~tiOJ:t of LottiS:ian~ ;,nd 
21st st;reef:E;, witfµn i:he p:rgject site,. The ren;iaiclng six stmc9J:res ()11 fu..e•projec~ site ()3.µ1l(lings iJ, l~,. i6;; 25,. 
32; and 66)) containing: about 86,793 gs£; w(iuld be demoiished. As with the Pro)ei::t; • tft~ 11.oi:th~rn spur of• 
the Irish Hlll ~erimani: wo~Id be ~~move4 io alfow fo; the ~o~~tru~tion ()£. 2lsfstr~t. . Th~ less~tha~,,. 
significal)yimp;icls associated. with the·Aem?lition; of contribut.ing· 1Jtiii4ing, 19~.spedfi~aily~ ·lll1cl.e~:.the 
Projec~; #.O.~ldpe•redriceq to a l.e\7¢1 o~.n,~.·hnI>a,.crµn4eJ:. ~~s alterna~ve, ~ec~us~ thL5 puildfog ~oufr;i l:i~ 
·retained; 

.Similar, to, thf,Proj~t, the .201Q .Pi~i; 7.0 M~ster Plan Altem~i:ive irlcl~d~s coµ~truttioµ 9f, trqnspqrtatipn 
~nci. ~irciJlation., irilproV:~m:~nts. u~qer: this • a.lt.eiM~ye/ :ule · · f9ll.?\'l'lPg · tr~portitioi\ · aif 4 drcni\1#()11 
. i~jifoyel1lenf5 woµld bejDJ.pieltlented: cohstruction (Jf iiew 2ll>f $ti:eet; i;e~onstiuctiori pf ~()th arid 22nd • 
slfeets~ qi}d c;onstruction of n.,~w Louisfanci. an.<f M.ci.ryian_d.streets/f.11 new and :reco!),$frµcfeci stre~ts W()u,14 

:!f!!i~~il!Jt:::~~ ·~~i2~:~~:e~;~atl!:{i~n~i~~~:ii;tJi¥!i!~i~~J:t:;1;;~~;~~J1:.• 
bi~es:hare !Ocation) as the 'f>rojecti The ~01() Pier 76 Master P,Iru;rl\lt~iriative; w:oUid include the sa.pje TPM:' 

·~~~~::.~o~~i~~i:d~·J!!bic~;:ztb~:t~1~;:µ~f0±~t!~;::~::::::;~~~!li~t~~~#~~'.• 
a: shuttie s stem· rnahi.tenance ofa TMA websfre· \.i.r!tli real.::thrte frali.siFmforroatlbn .d1std.bu:t1on of 
eciu6ifi9n.,~f~o~ei1ts~ · ~o.o!d1J!a~,ion• 6f r!dE!-ili~t~fiing ·s~tric~5,· ~()i1!1l~~~. ~; Bui¢ig~I1tt·.fo~~· ir~rrie. 
·:~~~:,~.~t~~~ii::t•;!~fut:~~~~~~!r.!1a~~~i~~~~~~i~~it~t~g~~~;~/~~;~• across tJ;te ~i~~~ . . .. . .. .... . . . . ' . . . . ·... . 

~::!:~,~~u~~e.:=:J1~:;ecG~·~~~~~e~t~~~~?~~~d~tr~:~tuJ;~t:d:aCi:;b~0~~~~;:~E~U:! . 
. cJpt,iq~ •1 l1~cier. ·th.e Projkct,. but ~vith.~lightl y dif~ereritalig[uilenti, 4~e·. to 9iff~r.en~,b~iiding .· ai.t<l ro~dw:i&• 
sfiliig ~dloc:atlops; (rnlike the Projec:t, this al.te]'.natiyedo~ hot illclud~ yariants~ the 2Ql0 Piet,70 M~s'te~; 
. Plari Alt¢rriative wou1cifti:cth.er som~b(the p~~jet;t spgl1B9r~i ~bWStiy~~; 

' . . . . ... .... .. ... .. 

The 2010. Pier, 70 M;ister :Plan Alter):i.a~ive. fr1ciude~. aqoiit 47i9$2; cubicya,rds .6£ ()ff-haul pf e?;:cav~te4: 
~at~ri~s an4tib.oui:8,90Q ru.bici yru:d~ ofeie~~ fiil fmport~,It ~18.o fotl~des. ~o~~e:.don 9.f~·~eijgfuea-ed 
benn akil'lg the e~stern: prop~rty hmlil4ary with an.appro)cii;riately ~!1 siopt:? illlcf .~· 1:D:<iXirnti!Xl· heighJ. of: 
. approXimafoly 4 feef to addr~sS projedecl' sea level rls~ flopdingriski;; $horeiiil~ pr{jtecti<;)fljrnp~QVeraents . 
unqe~ .this. ~lternative, :iitduding placement of rjew rlp-i:ap along the wate~;s ed~e, wouid ~e i;hnilar h} 

SAN FRANCISCil . . 
PLANNINq D!EP,"'WMENT 
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·· M9J19o NQ+.1~97'.7 
Au~!Js.,t,~41 2:Qt7 

CASE No:2u1,4~001M2ENV 
·· !1>i~r·'7ij;r.l!ix:~d:~v$:' P't~1;i~t. 

thos~ 1,U1i;l.er the, ProjeP:; iilce tiw Project, linJ?Iemetjtatl<m of:°this altemiitivf!: wouid. tak~ .pface<over ~· 
pe.i;iodqf.11, years and)i:t s.everal phflSes (up tq. (ive for the froject; .up j:() foµi fQr i;h.ls altem.a#v~)';,$im,llar 
Jq the ·Project;. an exChange of iaiid~ i:mder. i:he .Pi.ibiicTrust Ex~ang~ ,z\.greem,ent yvould;dc~ur tiii<iet the' 
ZOlO'.fier 70 :M~ter Blan: Altemativ~ h.i qrd~tto ci~ify fue Publlc/fl:µst §.µ;,Ns: P.()rt19~ bf ·fier ?Oi 'Y\W¢i 
would free sorrHJ' portio11S (}ftllt:· projec~ site £roin, tlle f'ubli(;'Tiust :wl:Jile,cor.n.fnittITT.g otl}er~ fo $.~ l'ubli.c; TDJ.St. . .. . .. . . · .. ~· ... . . . . . . . . . .. . 

The Pioject;' s .trans,if iin:pact8. woiil<l be reduce~. bu~ w().uld • stiH ~ b~. sigrtlfi~ant , an<l: unayoid~i)1¢ wi't1\ 
. rniti~atio~ under the 29iq·Pi~r {ff:ijaster '.rlirrt A)t~r.µaJiye~.¥.: Wil:ll:,tfte.~ro'ject, fo~dingJirl:ea~~ -yvgul4 

:t:~; ;.Y:~C:.:-!;&;:~~~~i~v:e:l~~tf:::::V~;~~~j~!~:!~~:;.~JS&',~h~r~~V~·. 

~~~~=E~~~~£~~~~1~:t~i!iilr!t! 
. ()f these .Si~iflca.J1t cumulati ve.'noise~ increases would be reduced. to less than sig+Uflcant: A.lthoug~ there: 
·would ~tilkl:Je, <i. ~ignif.lcant and. 11na:V-oid~~e sumulatiye,impac~ LU:ld~i; this, .l>lternaJ:i~r~ ,fQr}W9 r~adW;:iy= 
.. segfilenl;s ·czoi:h $±t~t 'e<¢. :of tni.nois .. Stie~t: ;md Z$tit st.i~t :e~sf :9f T.hiid.· ,$tr~¢t); ~t.Jie'd~g+'ee ;of@.pa~f.OB 
· both• ofthese sew.Em~ wouid. b.e, fos:\1. than· th~ :Project .. The. 2019 :Vi~ :70 , M<Wte1·/PJ<m, :Aiterna~fve's 
contributiot;l. to $.is:. cum1!il:!,thre. impact ~()1d:d:: stillJ>e c:nmuli;i,tivdy .fqnsfci~able, •J?t,J.t ~staµti~\l}(leps 

,'·~~a!e·;:~~t~~e·st;;tii!Jtan~,~~%J~:~r;:~:t:i~t;~i:.~e~i:~:t;w~~r;~~!~~·~oi~~l~, 
t~duced c0:r:npareciJ()tl't~~roj~~t ··· · · ·· · 

1Ji,e .'.2010 p1e:r•70 .Master J'lan.Alt.6.:na.tiv.e iS• rejeciesf as i.r;ifo~ilil¢ Jje.<;au.~e,•. altli<J.ugh Wfy9fild r¢duce; t9 
.• l~ss.:fu.an-,stgnili.catl~ 1mpacls as'~~dat~d wl.th fn~i~~ik•~iiil>il"nt noiieletajs id~ntifi~4 ~$. ~i~rfi~~ilt;~dd 
· @~vc)idabl~with rn~tigatjon.:. for the Pr.oject.; it would not reduce t() ;<:1'less.7than-~igruficant:l~y~i llDY~()bhe 
·• ?th~.·~p#~ fr+~tlf.ie~.~~·•.siilJi#.#t, an4. ~~1ro+4~b,1~ ~i~ i.n.~#ffil~~~fof ~~·Rt~~~.; ~chiitj<?naj.i~f tM: 
20.lOJ?ier 7Q ·. Mast~r. J.:l~, Alti:lfri?-ti:\r~ woW,d rtot pi~ nianY of;th.e; projet( objectiy¢iL:Tfi.e aJt~rna.#v~ 
wau.1d' re14-ih. i!Jlla ~euse. a.:~ £c,TI!ler IT.icf~.u-~ar ~?~I?.1~. !fat ~?ll.lci ~~AA1?-e• t~{~(!·.aJ?~. 9f. ·~µ )J.iSt?~~c: 
d.istrict., !fo:Wevet, the: alterria#vEt "wotild.J:uwe fewer .. ail]_enit.fos: ai).d;.·~efyice~r and,'oV,eta\].. d~nsity'of 

. resia.~ritial: tis~~LWo~ii:ibe $vh;tWfi~11y r~il~ed~ ~Jiipma~iilg: ~.~:@.ed~~s¢. n~tht~ ot fu~ pto)fi.st:°.The !llter.natiV.e · Vf.otiI<i pro:vicl,e only. on~:P.arcel for hou..sing, :wil;h: -t):te standa.rd• lev~Lpf ~ffo~ciqble hou?ing 

···~~~~t~~~::~:~'.::1~1~oh.t;;.~~!:;·~lf~~~:~=~P:;:;~le~~~,a\:~:~Y!07.tt~~~~~B· 
· prodt!ce a .rnarkcl rate return on investrli.ent' that.meets fue,requfrements.6f A-6 4is, anc:fther:d:"ore wou,)d 
. not ·a~acl' .eost~effi,c:ient. sou,rces· tif .~quity= ~q_. c;lebt: f.inancii:lgsuf~ident to· fUn.d' .~~· p:i:oJe~s .. s~t~ and. 
· infrci:Str.ucllJ'ie ~ohsfri.tclion<costi. Firially; the 2.oiOPie~:70 Ma~ter Plan Aiternatiy~ dqeS, no~irtdhde fubire: 

devdo1r1nentaf the Hoedown Y.1U:d •. 

K . A.Ifeiriatives ('.g;~sJdered iffid Rt1.ed#~ 

L. ;Midtilh~J:t~e,~M~~~#*t\ 

The Mantfrne.U8e A1ternativewocld contain onl . mantime; fudusrnitl; · r:od.uctio distribution and re arr ... , .. ,., .. ., ... ·.· ....................................... Y: .............. ·.·· .... ·' P. " .... n, ... , ...... ,., ........ , ..... , ...... P. .. .. 
(POR)~, arid· pai:kiri:g ~· tfu:oughout the• entirety of t1te project site;· C<Jns~tentdvfth exiSJ;ihg zoniiig• ~d 
heigl:tt: llmiis. ThiS , a.J.t~<ltiv~ wollld be iUo~ co1'u;iSterit With the CiiITent ai:td•p?Et i.ises iit t'G.e: E;1~: '.Ille 

.·ae 
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. !\!'!Qt,i.q:1;i;N,Q•; .. 1£1~7/l' 
Ay,~ust ?4i .. 2.ot?: 

CASE NO 204A~004 2'7'..2ffiNV 
>?i.~rfci:.•M·1~~~:·~~~-~r61~~-~; 

:resuJtj:ng pro}~ y{oaj<;l have a sigr@qil}tly lovv~ 4itensity; which we>uld ;red'.uc? p:rojec~ trlps and a~sociated 
noise and air qruility impaw. rt woUid a1SO elirriinate residential uies at both t:he 2.S:.'.Acr~ site a:ritj.JllinoiS 

~:;~e:~:~t-u~:~~:~~~~a::::~~·~~:u:i::::!::t;d!::~T:ty~~:·· 
as ¢ci!lipared to:i:he l?,roj~ct . . 

.111lS .. a1tei:natj,vejvas. u1tiffiateiy not. selected as it does not achieve ·~ vWi.ety. of tJ:le. proj~ sp9fl.Stin{ ba£tc 
objectives~ :the 1\{~time U$e :A.Jte~ijye V{9~g si~qanl:ly ~odifr~e. ~rojest; to :aj,Low. olljy ~~e;~, 
indl.lSb;ial~ TOR arid parkl;ng uses~ The ovetajl intensity W.oulci be s1griliit::ru:1Jly 1~. tfyui the P:ro1ect, Th~ 

~:!:tt~;:~~e~a:~;~~~:::tom:.:~~~~fbt~:it~~p~:~~?:::~~:~~·. 
py9perifug the. ea5terri:!>hore 6{ th,e site. fo the public ... wi,th a si~6illt new. wa.i:erf;ront·park; anddeatiitga·· 
fkdestti~~ firld. btgt9&-friendly ~~1x)~~t/Ilus kiternati~ii Wo0d rnsi:lJ.ffu ~b Ile~ affordabi~ ll~tIBfug, 

C~%~~~:~it~:;!~=1~zt:::~~Js7r•~~ci~itt;~t!:T~!.1~~:«1:.c::~:~ · 
,\¥o§a; not achi~ye a. ili,af kfi~r.ate refrim 9n in':esb:n~t that nieets tJ:te:i:eqUi!em~tS; ()f'Asse]:rib1y B.iM No .. 4i$• · 
(2QH)~ · 

... . . .. . ... . 

No Hoedown Yard Alternative: 

The·No:Hoedow:nYarl:l.Altei;nativ~·~ocil(lp:idcflly.th<:!.Projectfo.eli.Ii;iinate.al.lfu.turecieve19pmentat·or• 
imp,roverp.erit of the apprpxhruitely · 3.6~acre 'Hoedown '\'ar<l · pc:rrcel'.. 'hus conditio):l v.rpllid gccur· # 
PG&;E W.eri;; m:j.ahlf!: ~6 firid q, .striJe,ble a,rea ~o relo~a,t~ fh~ utili,ties c:rp~atio!'li filat cqr~en~i ocC::Ut af ffi~ 
iloeP.owr;. y ~+;4~ This alteajafi.;ve ~oitlci, restilt IT\ ~ i:9~aJ l'.)pe~ spa~ are~ o{ ~f a,ges ?-~ t):le proj¢<f ~i.t~( ~ .. 
2.3 acre reduCtiordrorii the Pro'~d: The No Hcied<Jwn Yard Alternative woUld a:iso resUlt in afedriced · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . " ..... J. ' . . . ''. · ... ' ' . " . . . •'. . . ,.. . . ·,.. . . ..... ·. . . •. . . • . .. . .. . . .. ' "' . .. .•. ' . ' . .' ... " .... , .. 

~~~~1ar~~:~!~t~~tr:~rzuA~'d7~t~~t.:~~irut1 

. . . 
-;riµs ai~erJi3_tjye 'W()Ulc( meet ll:iosi:; ln1t liQt all;. ()f the ~r.oj~c~ SJ?~ms6rs': Qbjectiv~~: Hqvi(~ver, tlµf; EJ~. 
imalyzes:as.an alternative. the 2010 Pier 7Q '.M:asfor Piail. Aitemative/ which ip_clµdes,: approxhp_ateiy' :?Z . 
acres, an~ t;!;xclµd~s aii .r;md assod~ie4 V;"ith th~ H6edown)'anf ~ccqtdingly, ihe. r:{o Hbed()Wfl Y9~d 
Alter;:latiy~ was. ulti.mately riot· s~ected. fen' further c()nsideration bec;;i,use 'the. 201 o Pier VO. Mas~er Pian •. 
Ait~~af:iv~: 9Uiill~riy 'e~cltlci~d th.; r:Ib.~do~, \'" ard{ and th.ei~fo~t:i ~aiysj~ bf thls ~it~rr{a,ti~~ 'Youlcf ~e. 
+ed\mdant, Additionajly; th.is alter.nativ€J would n9t subi>tantla,lly: reducf! envlronmer;1talirnpact~ as 
f9inB~red tci µte :f~()je~ti · · ··· · · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · 

· 3, Noise_Conip.itibiii~Aitein.a,tive~.· 

The Noise: CompatibilityAiterpiif1y€J woul<.J.. ~e similar fo th~ J?roject btit W.ol.tld ~iow <)niy coiill:riercihl~ 
'offii~e a:ud· RALI'u,~es on th~ npnbiS Parcels; iii o~der to pi:event expos~~ of fitfui:~.serisiiive r~ep~6.Is 
(that wo1lldJocate oil IlJiilofa Street .within i:h~ proj~cf: site) to .~i&i:i.W.ccu-i.t noise irnpcicis, 1.1lis a)ff!rriativ~ 
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~ ':. 

. M9tipn No; ·199.77: 
AuQv~t 24, go1t · 

w:as also fotended. to a,\id.,ress. comments' $1.ibm.itted, on behalf of th~ Amerfcaii fudustda:J. Ce!lter during 
the, '.Notiq~ q{Pre.paratiOn pti,l:Jllc C()IpII1ent peri9ci- ]:<:xcepffb.f tb,e, Jn.od.Jflc;a¥1~n in cill9wa'J;>fo U{le$; th~ 
Noi:Se .C()ili.paijbillt:y Alternative. woulq. mclude component& . siinflar· t<). ~i,ii Prbject and WPtild. weet 
·'Pi.9~t: . bf, ,me· p+pjetj:. spoilSo~; ff o~je~y~s.,··' Mltig<iti(Jn ,Meas~i;e ·¥,:1'{~6:. D~~ign 1:)£ Futw:~ No~e~ 
~Sel'lsitive· uses, would: reqcire that' a: 1:t-0ise study l:le. conducted by a qu:alified. acoustiG.an who shall 
qete.~~·: i:hi; P:eed to, h;iccm;i?~ate fl.bis~ aftenuati~ri rn.~a:Sur,~s ·niter ~e b11ildifi,q desi8.11•< Under. th\;! 
.Pr<'>J'?ct;, Mitiga#on, .tyreastu:e .M-Nq-6 W()tild teduce;.J:he: potentially :,sigrunbmt. noi13fi impact on 
proposed resid,enti:al '.J?ens~tive receptors. 'in: the Iilffiois PwceJS to a le~s,;,than-s!gnmc:;an't leveL. Becaiise 

· h<? sigi-ilii~tai,\4 Jiqavoidal:Jlt'l i.J:ripa~ ()TI. proposed resideJ:ltial sentJ.ilive receptors would,restiltun4er 
tiie :Project;. tile: identificatton and evalµiition ofa N'.o.tse Coropa:iibilify Al,i:ernativ~ is nof reqti;h:ed Urid.e]: 

:CEQA', . .. ... " 

· :v.x:c. .STATEME~TOF qVERRlDJNG CONSID.EllA TIONS 

• Pu+sµ~t t<f ~b11~ Resol.1r¢es .se{:tion 2108i :m4 C:EQKb1,1.iC,ielirie;' s~cti()Il,)5093;. it'.~ h.¢:1'.ebY f{Ju!ld.~ ~~er. 
¢C>I1~l·gei;~tt{:>p(>~ .the. .F]Ilal E.mwi:d th,~ eylci,~ce/~p. l:lle .reso~d; Jliai: eaclt ~ft:he' specific- ove~.rfc\li~g 

' ec(;noiJ'.t)c;,legat ~de~~; ~eqm6Joiical and other ]:ien~fits o(t:lle titoji=ct aS S.e~ forth b~o~, fudepend$,tly 
. ~4. c(jllecttv.#V.';oµ~~ighs,·~;; ~i~¢arit ~<~t' ~~v9.i<l~~1~ imp~c~ an~:,\s ;irr\ over~idllii 'c6ns.id~~ti~n 
Wi'UTar,ifihg ?pp~()Va{,qfUle .froj~t/Any on~. 9fthe re<!$01JS £or a,pprova(cifed bJfow fastJffidbnt fojus.tl_fy 

:r=:~Er~E~~~µ,;~~:3~:E!SS~~ 
. ·ate lncorp6r~f~d .by refe+en¢e)nto. tills Section, and il1 the documents foUJld in: the a_dl:n.hdstra.tlye.i:ecor(i;: . ~s <l~scii~¢ii:tiS~ctio~t · · ·. · · ·· ·.· · - · · · · · ·· · ·· · -- ··· · ·· ·· · - · .· · 

· on' th1;1. l;>!ls.'fa of, the .al?ove findings .and the· substant:i,al. e:\idem;ein the whole record of fu1s·p;i;oc;eecUng, it 
' is tif ~f1c~tiy foti.fld:that fu,ere are sigruficanlb~efits o(tl:ie P;r()jed ,m.~pite 'of the. µrnv~idi~ble signifl¢~~, 

·.=P~~~~a:::~r~::;t:~=!~~~~!:i:~~:t 0:~~~;:~{:In~~j~::~~~Z~i~,!:S~!~~· 
·· ~~:f !::;~~tidlZ~a!~rfori:~i~~~~~+1!id.;;;~::.~:,0t~~~~;·~:ro.!ti~e;~~f;:~· .. 
cor1stde:ratlons.: · 

. • ·. The Proj~ct .w<;?ilid, hx1plement llie op~!'\ sp~c~~ hoilsftig;. i3.ff<:frd~bnitY.> liiSt()I,ic r$ab.f~ib:\ti$n, aiii~t · 
corrun.:uriity; pr.ei>e;i;vatidr;1, corrµn~rda'l, wat~frcmf. height lirnit and\i'rpa.n (I~sigµ policies= 
fud9ise<l,,by. J:he.yot~p~ in J?r<:ipos.iti<?n ~ for:- th~ .28:.~cre Si±~: (No~~b.~r :z6i 4).. · , 

• ThR!J?i-oje(±;wqjJld seiVe:, along wiJli the·f.f~J?tciric Core Project{als() ;referred to· il;s the O:i:fo:fi •. 
P.~bj~~} ~4 Crali~ ~o~e Park, ·~s a~~~aiyst:pioj~clfor. F1~70 Jb~support th~ Po~t'.s'~it~Wf9e goaJS 
iaskbli~h.~(:t fa the Pler1() PrefmedMastd:pzdnt indudJng :new mfrastmclure, sf:reetS. and utilities, · 

. fllicC11ev{r~ve.nue_~i:> !ipci <Jili..erfier 7n ihip~ov€Ti:ie!lts~ - · · · · 
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l!J.fotion'No~ 1~,en; 
A,u(ly§t:g4}zQ.:11: 

CAaJ; NO 4014.,QQ1.:g;7:4.ENV 
P:for 70 MJx;ed~Use p;roj~ct 

• 1he Project 'Yould irlvest QY~~ $390.Jiiillioi:i in iµ1provemerits fu transportation and other · 
}nfraitructure d:itic:al fo: serying the :Projeet Sit~, the Union)ron Wmks Historic District, the 
historic ship repair opei;ati()ns ..md..the surrounding neigbb9rhood. 

- . . - . ' ·- . ~-. 

• 'The'¢rojectwould.qeate a ~nique.San Francisco neighb()rhqociviithin an.imlu;trial J:iisforic 
4i~1;fict fIJ~t. iri,clµd~s. Ji:f~"\-Vt ~ctivated wa,terfrqµt open ~pa~es with l;he'ainenities anclsenric:~s 
ne¢esf!itrf to support a di\ierse., Jhri"-J,ng coniiriuiufy of resiqerits and vvorke.rs~ whiie.addressiilg 
p~te.rtl~qatl.4 µie ~q~i~ts ~µ1 ~Al?.~~~ sfil,pr~p~if at i:~~t?D. . · . · . ·· · · 

.... The :P,i;~i¢e:two~~d ptoyide a moqet of 21~ c~n~ $~.tcun.able. ll!ban deye.lopment by . 
· iJ:np lemeriting J:l/.e )?fer 70 Risk Mdriag'eiJteni ?lll:n apprgved by the. San Fr~cisco Bay Regional 
W ~t~f ~~Iity C.onttol Bo?td; ~ncour~ging k1~rgy and.: ~~t~~ conserv':lti;)n systems; illld ~ed.ilcing, 
yehi<:le µsage~ ,emissl()hs; art<f v~hide miiesfrayelecl to :teduc~ th¢ carbon footprint impacts of 
neX'7' d~velbpment,: consisten.t with tJ:te Po it's qimaieActwn Plan: · · 

• · · I)evelopment of the. 28~ Aer~' Site \Vil)' include s~s'taih~b.uµy ni,ea,su.xes require4. @d~ the p~ign. 
. for Pe~~fopment; Infra§tajcture Piari; TI)M Plan; and MMRP~ 's~king tg ehllanceiivabiiity, .... 
~eaiili ~~c:iW.:~~Jss,:mobilgy ari4 2o~e2~yit)', ~osystern st~iyaJ:dsl1lr~ ~~m~te i?:i:<?t~~ti(Jn/ anc:t. . 
re~o.µrce effi9,encr ,of. tl;t~ 2.a~ Acre sh~ . .. . .. 

. . 

• 'The Piojecfs :i'r~portation ~ian: \vhic~ ip.ci~<l~s a;rDMp4ID, :w~tiid pro~ide a full ~tri,te of 
: ¢e?sme~ h:i re@c:e, yehic1e8 Qri the road)ind W{)Ulc:i, re~ult ma J:Il~llp:l ()f a; 2D'Wve1iide trip 
teciilction~ , · · · · · · ··· · · · · ·· · · · ·· · ·· · , · · · · · · · · · 

'e · . '.l)t~ Pfojecfiyotjlq pr(>yide cle~e, rrdxe(],-iriconi~ 116.~s,irig thaf incl11dei; ?.otJ,iy:vvp'.ersh,~p au<i 
:i'~n~al opporfuhities) to':ittra<;t a div¢rsify ofhousehold tfpes in brde{tci help Safi Frartdsco meet. 
ifafair share ofi:egiC>nal Jioi.l:sirtg I\eeds... .· .... · ' 
.:·.··· .... ·'.··· ... ·. ·. '. . .... , :: ...... ····: .. 

• · The'Project:wollld create benveen approxfuiateiy 300 and 600 new aff~rdabfo horn.es~ .comprising 
· $0~: ~,£'all n~; ho~~s<at th~ 2·s~f\9:~'.sit~; +he P;~j~c(w~uid ~is6 i~~~de, a p~i6ritY ho~~ing .. 
Pf ogr.~ fo~ :r:esidents of D~strk:t 10 ~ to. th~ extent allowable ':ll:der ~Pf' lic:able law.: · · · · 

• Th¢ Pro}eq wo'tlld, provide Iong overdu'e improvenienhi and: rev.it~Hi~e the. former in'dustriaLsite 

*a,{fs ruii:enJly ¥Ph.alflqts at\~ detetio~?i:!ii~ b4ildiligs ~~4 ¥.a~. i~ fenq;!s, \Vhlch pi:~hibit. 
· pub~li::' access ~o t~e wat~J:~~oµt. 

• · 'fit~ Pi:ojt->ct yvoµid provide .access to S<>n. fra;ncis~o J3ay v;-rl\er~ it has b~n[rfstorica1ly precluded; 
by openiii.g the ec;ste¢ shore of the. $He to 'the public, withEi'. major nevi V;raterfrorit pilrl<; extendmg 
. the 13a;i Trait ~g ~ta~gsh\rtg fueB1ue Gr~eg}.\r~y, ~u d.fw hi ch .yill deate a pedestrian~ and .. 
bi¢y'cll'!~fi:ieridly environment,. . 
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-Ql\SE!i f\l.o .2.rtt4-~oo~rn1ig~¥ 
· i?ter. 'f o. 001x~-d:;IJ$~. irtolect · 

•· ,• . Tlje ~ro)ect:woul~ fo,cc)i-poratE: w~tirig edge st.reB,tscapei d~sigu t(laf p:doritlzes p~destdan acc~s, 
• $µcl:i, as profklfrlg a r?-f.~e4. sti;eet qe~igii ~tMaryl;:ip,4 imd2q):h si,reet ?-tthe waterfyop,t i;ind oyer 
pg% of.tl\~J>i:<>jec;t s~te ~s~p~~ ~P,ac~ ~i;i?estes.trifui:<>~f fiat¥, ·· · ·· . · '· : · · · · 

· • • Th\'! Pr()ject':~ desigrp;;;t?ttl<;i. prc;ivid~ ;:in, itjitova~ive. approach tq coinpl~n;i~t the Urii¢n frc:)i:i;' . 

· W9rk,s l.'fist9ii~ pi~tit(;t, 1~i*- tµe P,i.~xzo sw o~~gi{}o~ Developm¢n~ Q.0;g;m~t~t.abltsl:\mg 
' st;m'dfil:d~ amtguidelin~for rcl.abilit{Ol:tion.of :his.tol:k l;Jtitld1hgs,•~. welt a~ ma:Ximiim.puiidmg 

.. ··~ 

. ~-

··~t!t~k1:c~~~~:~Ji:;~~krfei1~:;i~~4~1~~0~~:i;:10~tJ~ft:tfu~!t~~~;~i~ng• 
· enhance ~0Il1P~tifollty ofneW; ~J1fiil consfmctio!l with adj~cent hi~f(JriCQ,1 :rnsoUiq~!1 !)::t, Ifie lJIVf' 
' Historic, Plshict i11du4e: n) biiffer zones/(2) fa~de~ an4 m.ateri~lity:.(3)adJac~cy, to :historical 

~ . . · ... '~. ' .. ·:. . . '. ·' . . .. ; . . . . . : . ':. . : :: ': . .. " ... :-~ .. : : ... • .. •' . ; : . : . . . . · ... : . '. . . : ; . . . : . : ... : . : : : : . . . . : . . . .. : · .... : : . . . 

~j~r:~f 1~~~~~j:~::ft:~~!.~:J:;ii~~~1::~~u;:~U.i~tr:t:6~l::~~~es.9~\~d 
~~i~hborhqqc( r9~eutjai m9f_t9p aFeas. a4,)~~t ~q Irish:tti1i w<mld pr()y~de asfiv.e. ~ea.:e.citfon . 

. qpJ?-pihinitiek~ sudi:iIBp~jiyiilg·~dds~d~?urts\ ': ' ' . ' ,, ' ' ' ' ' 

J:>:riyafe, tlfi~~iopri:l¢rit v;rnf bear, the co~flq,r ~()ni~teim iria.4tten.arwe and, ~age.rn.~nt9f parks ap,a: 
6pB.Il:sp:a~~'wtitihi~¢.l?r.6ject;.fl~;weI(~s fyih.ii:~seaj~y~trise.iillpr9:re~~tj~~.- · ·· · ··.·· ·· · ··· ·· ·.· · 

fii~'.-Ptoje{:(~pajdfu~llide (laji~t~4:9n~~ite;~~hii(;I_~~E! for: ~~j~t.lPO s@i~~n:to· seJ'v~ .?+e~ 
r~~de~t,S ar\~\~or~~; to be..q~>,e~?.te.d,b:y:~. ~uaiifle.idp?n.-pr9#t.: 9J?~rat9r, 

'the~ Proje~!w?u(d '-'.efui.bmbiti£tlu:.ee c;onirt~tors ~d th~ Pnfon l.r9nWorkf?. lfutQtic btS1;tLct to.· . 

·· ~1=:it~:o%:1~!t~~~1:::£;~!Ji~:!~l:t~;~~~~ii~tz~::;~e~r-~~t 
bi;riidlngi? consistentiW.it:h the:fu;filf Dev~lopmeni besignCf.iteii:~~Mti:iin the.:P<>.rt' spief. 76 Preff!lTed · 
. JY!;aster rt94 ~~-~liP.~~:~'.tli~:~?~®W'.!4,,~t~&fity °:f, tll-fu¢op:iro!t'W.orM·i:l,~$to~1.c tjistzj~t . 

,,,,, ·~ 

.. • : Tue Pro]~~fwouid create l:iilsiil,ess an~ eiriplo:yD:iecy(:0pp6~niti.:!.s;. illdud:mgi;in ciit1~at~d:io;oob 
p«;i:i;mancili:.}obs arid 11;000 temporary co.ri~tni:ct:i:o:ri jobs~· forlbmf workers artdbuSfuesses during 
the <:l,esigri~ ~{:>nstajclitin,~ \~rid operati<fu. phases o(th~ :Project The f.l'.0.Jei.:tsponsdr~,h.aye .·· •. 
~~¢ir{ittf!d ~ 'hi!jrtg id~al.~~ploy~e~ ;f~t 39,% of :thk iP#~~@cn.lfe: ·ai:i4 l>uii~fug; ~oiwtnidfop jo!J~~ ' 
and implementing a' smaii diver.sitjr business prognu;n art<l a workforce training, prpgrain that 
i(artJi~F~ wit}l iocal 9ris.¥.~tlop~; · "' , · ·· · ·· " ' · · · · · ·. · · ·· · ·· · · · · 

~~' ~~PJ~~ W,~~~; Br?xid.~ ~~~sW.~ti~I: ¥~~ . <lri.~ '.:f~i}oyii~.e~ ·~?11~~ ~?r-: 8!t~~ •. cultuI:al;_~~n-prp~J:s/ 
S.mall-sC;a:Je·manJ1focf1Jririg,J9c;:1l retail 'ai:id):~~igh.:P6rhoaj· s¢rvk¢$.; i11dudrng .a: P,ew ;;i:rtsfaplity. 
L1p tq.99!000 squcir.~ ~e~t~4 5o;oop s,qµar,~!~~tpfprp\iuttibn; · d,.~ti:ihµti6~ ru.sd repair (PJ),E) li,5¢~, · 

. •• TiiE! ptoJeet: 1.\rovl<l presei:Y~)h~ arti§.i: ~omn1unity pirr~tly ioc~ted, ·41· file N:oonan)foii<f~g iii· 
new sta.te-of.:fue-ait~ .on:csite. space that is ~ffordli:blef fwictional wd .a~sthetic.: ' 
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Motion N.Q.1~~rn· 
AJ19ust 241 2017 

(($\SE. f\l 0 ~~14~Q~n~r~·i3N.V 
Pi~r10 Mh~ed-Us~ Pr{?J,e.~r 

!!. . 'fhe Project wo11ld elevate arid refnforc¢ site infrastructure qnd bull ding parcels to alio:w the ne:w- · 
Pi¢r ,70 n~ighbO~h~~di t~ b~ r~s.ili~nt t() p~ojecf?d )~v~~s ()f $~a. lev~l ri$e ~d>anr ~a)bi: sei,srrli~ 
eyent; a~ yv~ll as ~corpm:ate ffr~ari?ng sf:J.:at~gie.s. ~d g.eneraf.e fu,ndi;-ig stream~ that ~nable th,e 
#oj~tt an? the P?rt's B<ly shoieline fo iidapt to futu~c{iner~ased I~velspf sea l~~rel tis~; · 

• Tfle i?rojecf>vc:iuid C()n5!;rU:ct a high-q11ality; pu~lic:::prJyate Q.evekipn.1er:tt projectthat can ;;t,ttract 
s9urces of public;' i,riv~strnent1 equity/an.'1 ciebt financt~g sl1ffident ~ofund the Pro)ecf s she anCi . 
infrastp,ichire q:istS,JuI1d opg()i.ng m.aihternillce <111d operatioµ costs;. arid p:ro9-uc~ a 1*-arket rate 
. fetufr1 fuvestn}~l),t. tJ:i~t lJieefa the, reqiiitrU?.e~f. .of j\'.s~~bIYBill (AB) ~1 ~· (ion) iind, ailows the • 
· J?orttp fuithei'its i?µbJlc 'frjist. l,rtciiidat~ an<:l rlli.~$fori.. . 

•.· ··~~~i}e~~::~i!~o~~e~rb~:.~c!ft~d~:~~~~~~:d.~~~~i~~~;~:~~;:::~~~~:~~~~~~d . 
. .. f JZ1bJ~~~:~nf 1~t~$~!,!;~:ttJ~~~~ji~J!t~~~ihkY:;:~t.s9%. p¢drade, opp~rtµnlties £<?~ ··. 

Having considereq. the .. aboye,: the Planning C.ornrnissi<m fin~s ti:l~t the .lienefitS: of the Project cmtw~igh · 
the J'navbld~ble; ~d~~r~e enJirofune~kr clf~cts i4¢ntifi~d in; the ~ii;tal. El~; <¢ci thaUhose ad;~rse 
. e11v1r~rln;i~~r eff~!s :Cli~•t,1\erefoie ~~c~pt~Jj1¢: 

.F. 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District P1~oject 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

M-CR-la: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and 
Reporting 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources· may be 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to 
avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the Proposed Project on 
buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsors shall retain 
the services of an archeological consultant from rotational Department 
Qualified Archeologicai Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the 
Planning Department archeologist. The project sponsors shall contact the 
Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the 
next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological 
consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified 
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an 
archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant 
to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in 
accordance with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review 
Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified 
herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and 
comment, and shall be considered draft repo1ts subject to revision until .final 
approval by the ERO. Archeologfoal monitoring and/or data recovery 
programs required by this measm-e could suspend construction of the project 
for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the 

Implementation 
Responsibility . 

·Project sponsors2 to 
retain qualified 
professional 
archaeologist from 
the pool of 
archaeological 
consultants 
maintained by the 
Planning 
Department. 

The archaeological 
consultant shall 
undertake an 
archaeological 
testing program as 
specified herein. 

Project sponsors, 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to the 
issuance of site 
pe1mits, 
submittal of all 
plans and 
reports for 
approval by the 
ERO. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Archaeological 
consultant's work 
shall .be conducted 
in accordance with 
this measm-e at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 

Motion No. ___ _ 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete when 
project sponsor 
retains a 
qualified 
p1'ofessional 
archaeological 
·consultant and 
archeological 
consultant has 
approved scope 
by the ERO for 
the archeological 
testing program 

Monitoring 
Agency1

. 

Planning 
Deprutment 

1 
Both the City and the Port have jurisdiction over portions of the Project Site. This column identifies the agency or agencies with monitoring responsibility for each mitigation and impro~ernent 

measure. The 28-Acre Site and 20th/Illinois Parcels are located within the Port's building permit jurisdiction. The Hoedown Yard parcel is located within the San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection (DBI). · 
2 

Note: For purposes of this MMRP, unless otherwise indicated, the term "project sponsor" shall mean the party (i.e., the Developer under the DDA, a Vertical Developer (as defined in the DDA) 
or Port, as applicable, and their respective contractors and agents) that is responsible under the Project documents for construction of the improvements to which the Mitigation Measure applies, 
or otherwise assuming responsibility for implementation of the mitigation measure. · 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule 
· Responsibility 

Schedule 

suspension of .construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a archaeological 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level consultant shall 
potential effects on ·a significant archeological resource as defined in State contact the ERO 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (a) and (c). and descendant 

Consultation with Descendant Communities 
group 
representative upon 

On discovery of an archeological site associated with descendant Native discovery of an For the duration Archaeological Considered 
Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant archaeological site of Consultant shall complete upon 
group, an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO associated with soil-disturbing prepare a Final submittal of 
shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given descendant Nativ~ activities. Archaeological Final 
the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to Americans or the Resources Report Archaeological 
consult with the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment ofthe Overseas Chinese. in consultation with Resources 
site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative . The representative the ERO (per Reporl 
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final of the descendant below). A copy of 
Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the group shall be given this report shall be 
descendant group. the opportunity to provided to the 

monitor .ERO andthe 
archaeological field representative of 
investigations on the descendant 
the site and consult group. 
with the ERO 
regarding 
appropriate 
archaeological 
treatment of the site, 
ofrecovered data · 

· from the site, and, if : 

applicable, any . 
interpretative 
treatment of the 
associated 
archaeological site. 

Archeololrical Testino- ProP'l'am Develo12ment of I Prior to any Archaeological Considered Planning 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule 
Responsibility 

Schedule 

The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review 
ATP: Project excavation, site consultant to complete with Department-
sponsors and preparation or undertake ATP in approval of the 

and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing archaeological construction, consultation with ATP by the ERO 
program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP consultant in and prior to ERO. and on finding 
shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) consultation with testing, an ATP by the ERO that 
that potentially could be adversely affected by the Proposed Project, the the ERO. for a defined the ATP is 
testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The geographic area implemented. 
purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the 

Archeological and/or specified 
extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to construction 
identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on Testing Re12ort: 

activities is to 
the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. Project sponsors 

be submitted to and archaeological 
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant in and approved 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based consultation wlth by the ERO. A 
on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that the ERO. single ATP or 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation multiple ATPs 
with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are maybe 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional produced to 
archeologie<al testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data address project 
recovery program. If the ERO detennines that a significant archeological phasing. 
resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
Proposed Project, at the discretion of the project sponsors either: 

A) The Proposed Project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse Atthe 
Archaeological 

effect on the significant archeological resource; or completion of 
consultant to 

Considered 
each 

submit results of 
complete on 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO archaeological submittal to ERO 
dete1mines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive testing testing, and in ofreport(s) on 
than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is consultation with ATP fmdings. 
feasible. 

program. ERO, dete1mine 
whether additional 
measures are 
warranted. If 
significant 
archaeological 
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, 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Implementation Mitigation 

Monitoring/ 
Monitoring 

Monitoring 

Responsibility Schedule Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency1 

Responsibility 

resources are 
present and may be 
adversely affected, 
project sponsors, at 
its discretion, may 
elect to redesign a 
project, or 
implement data 
recovery program, 
iJnlessERO 
determines the 
archaeological 
resource is of 
·greater interpretive 
than research 
significance and 
that interpretive use 
is feasible. 

Archeological Monitoring Program Project sponsors The If required, Considered Planning 

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that 
and archaeological · archaeological archaeological complete on Department 

an archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, the AMP 
consultant at the consultant,. consultant to approval of 

would minimally include the following provisions: 
direction of the project prepare the AMP in AMP(s) by ERO; 
ERO. sponsors, and consultation with submittal of 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsors, and ERO shall ERO shall meet the ERO. report regarding 

. meet and consult on the scope of the AMP prior to any prior to the findings of 

project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO commencement AMP(s); and 

in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine of finding by ERO 

what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. A single soil-disturbing thatAMP(s) is 

AMP or multiple AMPs may be produced to address project activities for a implemented. 

phasing. In most cases, fillY soils-disturbing activities, such as defined 

demolition, found!ltion removal, excavation, grading, utilities geographic area 

installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, ! and/or specified 

etc.), site remediation etc., shall reauire archeological monitoring construction 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility 
Schedule 

.because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological activities. The 
resources and to their depositional context The archeological ERO in 
consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for consultation 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to with the 
identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the archaeological 
appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an consultant .shall 
archeological resource; determine what 

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 
archaeological 

• monitoring is 
according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological necessary. A 
consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with single AMP or 
project archeological consultant, determined that project multiple AMPs 
construction activities could have no effects on significant maybe 
archeological deposits; produced to 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect address project 

soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material: as warranted for phasing. 

analysis; 

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities 
in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. 
Ifin the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may 
affect an archeological resource, pile driving activity that may affect the 
archeological resource shall be suspended until an appropriate evaluation of 
the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall Iila:ke a reasonable 
effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and 
that the resource could be adversely affected by the Proposed Project, at the 
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Monitoring 
· Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting · Agency1 
Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

discretion of the project sponsors either: 

A) The Proposed Project shall be redesigned so as to avoid 
any adverse effect on the significant archeological resource; or 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless 
the ERO detennines that the archeological resource is of greater 
interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of 
the resource is feasible. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the 
monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recoverv Program Project sponsors Upon If required, Considered 
and archaeological determination archaeological complete on 

If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, determines that consultant at the by the ERO that consultant to submittal of 
an archeological data recovery programs shall be implemented based on the direction of the anADRPis prepare an · ADRP(s) to 
presence of a significant resource, the archeological data recovery program "ERO. required.A ADRP(s)in ERO. 
shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan single ADRP or consultation with 
(ADRP). No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the multiple the ERO. 
prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. The ADRPsmaybe 
archeological consultant, project sponsors, and ERO shall meet and consult produced to 
on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The address project 
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP phasing. 
shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will ·preserve the 
significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. 
That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions 
are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is 
expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the 
applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, shall be limited to 
the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the 
Proposed Project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestluctive methods are 
oractical. 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 
Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field 
strategies, procedures, and operations. . Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected 
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for 
field and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 

• Inte1pretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 
interpretive program during the.course of the archeological data 
recovery program. 

• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect 
the archeological resour.ce from vandalism, looting, and 
non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and 
distribution of results. 

• Cumtion. Description of the procedures and recommendations for 
the curation of any recovered data having potential research value, 
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of 
the accession nolicies of the curation facilities. · 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Obiects Project sponsors In the event Archaeological Ongoing during Planning 

The treatment of human remains and of associated- or unassociated funerary and archaeological human remains consultant/ soils disturbing Department 

objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with consultant, in and/or funerary archaeological activity. 

applicable State and Federallaws. This shall include immediate notification consultation with objects ar·te monitor/project Considered 
of the coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event o·fthe the San Francisco encountered. sponsors or · complete on 
coroner's detennination that the humar1 remains ar·e Native American Coroner, NAHC, contractor to notification of 

remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage ERO, andMLD. contact San the San 

Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) Francisco County Francisco 
(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeo1ogical consultant, project Coroner arid ERO. County Coroner 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ 
Monitoring Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule 
Responsibility Schedule 

sponsors, ERO, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an Implement andNAHC,if 
agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and regulatory necessary. 
associated or unassociated funerary objects (State CEQA Guidelines Section requirements, if 
15064.5(d)). The agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate applicable, 
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final regarding discovery 
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated fum;rary of Native American 
objects. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native human remains and 
American human remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until associated/unassod 
completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as ated funerary 
specified in the treatment agreement if such an agreement has been made or, objects. Contact 
otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. archaeological 

consultant and 
ERO. 

Final Archeological Resources Report Project sponsors For Horizontal If applicable, Considered Planning 

The archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeologiciil Resources 
and archaeological Developer-p1io archaeological complete on Department 
consultant at the rto consultant to submittal of 

Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any direction of the determination submit a Draft and FARRand 
discovered archeological re;:source and describes the archeological and ERO.· of substantial final FARR to ERO approval by 
historical research methods employed in the archeological comple_tion of based on reports ERO. 
testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that 

The ERO shall infrastructure at and relevant data 
may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate 

provide to lh:e each sub-phase provided by the 
removable insert within the final report. The FARR may be submitted at the ERO 
conclusion of all construction activities associated with the Proposed Project · archaeological 

or on a parcel-by-parcel basis. consultant(s) For Vertical 
preparing the FARR Developer-prio 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as reports and relevant r to issuance of Archaeological follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information data obtained Certificate of Considered 
Center (NWIC) shall receive orie (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy through Temporary or 

consultant to complete when 
of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning implementation of Final 

distribute FARR. archaeological 
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound this Mitigation Occupancy, consultant 
and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with Measure M-CR-1 a. whichever provides written 
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CADPR 523 series) and/or occurs first certification to 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic the ERO that the 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances ofhicli required FARR 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule Agency 1 

Responsibility 

public interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may If applicable, distribution has 
require a different final report content, fonnat, l;Uld distribution than that upon approval been completed. 
presented above. of the FARR by 

the ERO. 

M-CR-lb: Interpretation Project sponsors Prior to Archaeological Considered Planning 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
and archaeological· issuance of consultant shall complete upon Department 
consultant at the final certificate develop a feasible, installation of 

present within the project site, and to the extent that the potential significance direction of the of occupancy · resource-specific approved 
of some such resources is premised on CRHR Criteria 1 (Events), 2 ERO. program for interpretation 
(Persons), and/or 3 (Design/Construction), the following measure shall be post-recovery program, if 
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the interpretation of required. 
Proposed Project on buried or submerged historical resources if significant resources. All 
archeological resources are discovered. plans and 

The project sponsors shall implement an approved program for interpretation recommendations 

of significant archeological resources. The interpretive program may be for interpretation 

combined with the program required under Mitigation Measure M-CR-4b: by the 

Public Interpretation. The project sponsors shall retain the services of a archaeological 

qualified archeological consultant from the rotational Depruirnent Qualified consultant shall be 
Archeological Consultants List (QA.CL) maintained by the Planning submitted first and 

Department archeologist having expertise in California urban historical and directly to the ERO 

mruine archeology. The archeological consultant shall develop a feasible, for review and 

resource-specific program for post-recovery interpretation of resources. The. comment, and shall 

particular program for interpretation of artifacts that ru·e encountered within be considered draft 

the project site will depend upon the results of the data recovery program and reports subject to 
will be the subject of continued discussion between.the ERO, consulting revision until 

archeologist, and the project sponsors. Such a program may include, but is deemed final by the 

not limited to, any of the following (as outlined in the ARDTP): surface ERO. The ERO to 

commemoration of the original location of resources; display of resources approve final 

ru1d associated artifacts.(which may offer an underground view to the public); interpretation 

display of interpretive materials such as graphics, photographs, video, program. Project 

models, and public art; and academic and popular publication of the results of sponsors to 

the data recovery. The interpretive program shall include an on-site implement an 
approved 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule .Reporting Schedule 
Agency1 

Responsibility 

component. interpretation 

The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted at the direction of the 
program. 

ERO, and in consultation with the project sponsors. All plans and 
recommendations for interpretation by the consultant shall be submitted first 
and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered 
draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5: Preparation of Historic Resource Project sponsors Prior to the Qualified historian Considered Port 
Evaluation Reports, Review, and Performance Criteria. and qualified issuance of to prepare historic complete upon 

preservation building resource evaluation approval by the 
Prior to Port issuance of building permits associated with Buildings 2, 12 and architect, historic pennits documentation and Port staff. 
21, Port of San Francisco Preservation staff shall review and approve future preservation expert, associated with present to Port staff 
rehabilitation design proposals for Buildings 2, 12, and 21. Submitted or other qualified Buildings 2, 12 to determine 
rehabilitation design proposals for Buildings 2 and 12 shall include, in individual. .. · and 21. conformance to the 
addition to proposed building design, detail on the proposed landscaping Secretary's 
treatment within a 20-foot-wide perimeter of each building. The Port's Standards. 
review and analysis would be informed by Historic Resource Evaluation(s) 
provided by the project sponsors. The Historic Resource Evaluation(s) shall 

. be prepared by a qualified consultant who meets or exceeds the Secretary of 
the Interior's·Professional Qualification Standards in historic architecture or 
architectural history. The scope of the Historic Resomce Evaluation(s) shal,1 
be i:eviewed and approved by Port Preservation staff prior to the start of work. 
Following review of the completed Historic Resource Evaluation(s), Port 
preservation staff would prepare one or more Historic Resomce Evaluation 
Response(s) that would contain a determination as to the effects, if any, on 
historical resources of the proposed renovation. The Port shall not issue 
buildings permits associated with Buildings 2, 12, and 21 until Port 
preservation staff conclude that the design (1) conforms with the Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation; (2) is compatible with the UIW 
Historic District; and (3) preserves the building's historic materials and 
character-defining features, and repairs instead of replaces deteriorated 
features, where feasible. Should alternative materials be proposed for 
replacement of historic materials, they shall be in keeping with the size, scale, ' 
color texture and genetal appearance. The pe1formance criteria shall ensure 
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retention of the following character-defining features of each historic 
building: 

• Building 2: (1) board-formed concrete constrnction; (2) six-story 
height; (3) flat roof; ( 4) rectangular plan and north-south orientation; (5) 
regular pattern of window openings on east and west elevations; ( 6) 
steel, multi-pane, fixed sash windows (floors 1-5); (7) wood sash 
windows (floor 6); (8) elevator/stair tower that rises above roofline and 
projects slightly from west fa9ade. · 

• Building 12: (1) steel and wood constrnction; (2) corrngated steel 
cladding (except the as-built south elevation which was always open to 
Building 15); (3) 60-foot height; ( 4) Aiken roof configuration with five 
raised, glazed monitors; (5) clerestory multi-lite steel sash awning 
windows along the north and south sides of the monitors; (6) multi-lite, 
steel sash awning widows, arranged in three bands (with a double-height 
bottom band) on the north and west elevations, and in four bands on the 
east elevation; (7) 12-bay configuration of east and west elevations; (8) 
north-south roof ridge from which roof slopes gently (1/4 inch per foot) 
to the east and west 

• Building 21: (1) steel frame constrnction; (2) corrngated metal 
cladding; (3) double-gable roof clad in conugated metal, with wide roof 
monitor at each gable; ( 4) multi-lite, double hung wood or horizontal 
steel sash windows; and (5) two pairs of steel freight loading doors on 
the no1ih elevation, glazed with 12 lites per door. 

Po1i staff shall not approve any proposal for rehabilitation of Buildings 2, 12, 
and 21 unless they find that such a scheme confonns to the Secretary's 
Standards as specified for each building. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR~ll: Performance Criteria and Review Project sponsors Prior to San Francisco Considered Planning 
Process for New Construction issuance of a Preservation complete when Depaiiment 

In addition to the standards and guidelines established as part of the Pier 7 0 
building permit Planning staff, in Planning and 
for new consultation with Po1i Preservation 

11of85 



01 
(X). 
..i:::.. 

File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

SUD and Design for Development, new construction and site development construction. the San Francisco staff note 
within the Pier 70 SUD shcll be compatible with the character of the UIW Port Preservation . compliance with 
Historic District and shall maintain and supp01t the District's staff, shall use the the Pier 70 SUD 
character-defining features through the following performance ctiteria Final Pier 70 SUD Design for 
(tenninology used has definition as provided in the Design for Development): Design for Development 

1. New construction shall comply with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Development Standards, 
Standards, including 

Rehabilitation Standard No. 9: "New Addition, exterior alterations, including Secretary Secretary 
or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that Standard No. 9, to Standard No. 9, 
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated evaluate all future outlined in the 
from the old and shall be compati)Jle with the massing, size, scale development written 
and architectural features to protect the integrity of the property proposals within memorandum. 
and its environment." · the project site for 

2 . New construction shall comply with the Infill Development Design proposed new 
Criteria in the Port of San Francisco's Pier 70 Preferred Master construction within 
Plan (2010) as found in Chapter 8, pp 57-69 (a policy document the UIW Historic 
endorsed by the Port Commission to guide staff planning at Pier District. As part of 
70). this effort, project 

3. New construction shall be purpose-built structures of varying 
sponsors shall also 
submit a written 

heights and massing located within close proximity to one another. memorandum for 

4. New construction shall not mimic historic features or architectural review and 

details of contributing buildings within the District. New approval to San 

conshuction may reference, but shall not replicate, historic Francisco 

architectural features or details. Preservation 
Planning and P01t 

5. New construction shall be contextually appropriate in terms of staff that confirms 
massing, size, scale, and architectural features, not only with the compliance of all 
remaining historic buildings, but with one another. proposed new 

6. New construction shall reinforce variety through the use·of construction with 

materials, architectural styles, roofl.ines, building heights, and these guiding plans 

window types and through a contemporary palette of materials as and policies. San 

well as those found within the District. Francisco 
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7. Parcel development shall be limited to the new construction zones Preservation 

identified in Design for Development Figure 6.3.1: Allowable New Planning staff must 

Construction Zones. make determination 

8. · The maximum height of new construction shall be consistent with 
in compliance with 
the timelines 

the parcel heights identified in Design for Development Figure outlined in the Pier 
6.4.2: Building Height Maximum. 70 Special Use 

9. The use of street trees and landscape materials shall be limited and District section of 

used judiciously within the Pier 70 SUD. Greater use of trees and the Planning Code 

landscape materials shall be allowed in designated areaS consistent for review of 

with Design for Development Figure 4.8.1: Street Trees and vertical design. 

Plantings Plan. 

10. New construction shall be permitted adjacent to contributing 
buildings as identified in Design for Development Figure 6.3.2: 
New Construction Buffers. 

11. No substantive exterior additions shall be permitted to contributing 
Buildings 2, 12, or 21. Building 12 did not historically have a 
south-facing fa9ade; therefore, rehabilitation will by necessity 
construct a new s9uth elevation wall. BuildiI).g 21 shall be relocated 
approximately 75 feet east of its present placement, to maintain the 
general historic context of the resource in spatial relationship to 
other resources. Building 21 's orientation shall be maintained. 

Building Specific Standards 

Each development parcel within the Pier 70 SUD has a different physical 
proximity and visual relationship to the contributing buildings within the 
UIW Historic District. For those fa9ades immediately adjacent to or facing 
contributing buildings, building design shall be responsive to identified 
character-defining features in the manner described in the Design for 
Development Buildings chapter. All other fa9ades shall have greater :freedom 
in the expression of scale, color, use of material, and overall appearance, and 
shall be pem1itted if consistent with Secretary Standard No. 9 and the Desizn 
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for Development. 

Table M.CR.1: Building-Specific Responsiveness, indicates resources that 
are located adjacent to, and have the greatest influence on the design of, the 
noted development parcel fa9ade. 

Table M.CR.1: Building-Specific Responsiveness 

Fa~ade/Parcel Contributing 
Name-Number Building (Building 

No.) 

North and West; A 113 

North and Northeast; B 113, 6 
------------------ . ---

North; Cl 116 

East and South; C2 12 
···-·--·· .. _ .. ______ >W _________ ,_, ___ , ___ , ___ ................................... --·-·-·---·-·-·-......................................... - ........ ------·--·-··-

South and West; D 2, 12 

East and South; El 21 
·---'""""""""'""-'""-----··-------·-·--------........ ,_,,,, ... , .... ___ ,,, _____ ,,_, ______ , ____ ,_ 

West; E2 12 

West; E4 21 
____ ,,,,,.,,_,,,, ........... _,,,, _____ , __ ~--·--···- .. -· .. -·--·-··-·-·-····------·-·-·-·· .. -··-"·--·""""'------·--------

North~ FIG 12 

East; PKN 113-116 

Source: ESA 2015. 

Palette of Materials 

In addition to the standards and guidelines pertaining to application of 

14 of85 



en 
CX> 
-.I 

File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ___ _ 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ 
Monitoring Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 
Responsibility Schedule 

Responsibility Schedule 

materials in the Design for Development, the following material performance 
standards would apply to the building design on the development parcels 
(tern1inology used has definition as provided in the Design for Development): 

• Masonry panels that replicate traditional nineteenth or twentieth 
century brick masonry patterns shall not be allowed on the east 
fa9ade of Parcel PKN, north and west fa9ades of Parcel A or on the 
north fa9ade of Parcel Cl. 

• Smooth, flat, minimally detailed glass ci.irtain walls shall not be 
allowed on the fa9ades listed above. Glass with expressed 
articulation and visual depth or that expresses underlying strncture 
is an allowable material throughout the entirety of the pier 70 SUD. 

• Coarse-sand finished stucco shall not be allowed as a primary 
material within the entirety of the UIW Historic District. 

• Bamboo wood siding shall not be allowed on fa9ades listed above 
or as a_primary fa9ade material. 

• Laminated timber panels shall not be allowed on fa9ades listed 
above. 

• When considering material selection immediately adjacent to 
contributing buildings (e.g., 20th Street Historic Core; Buildings 2, 
12, and 21; and Buildings 103, 106, 107, and 108 located within or 
immediately adjacent to the BAE Systems site), characteristics of 
compatibility and differentiation shall both be taken into account. 
Material selection shall.not duplicate adjacent building primary 
materials and treatments, nor shall they establish a false sense of 
historic development. 

• Avoid conflict of new materials that appear similar or attempt to 
replicate historic materials. For .example, Building 12 has 
character-defining corrngated steel cladding. As such, the eastern 
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fa ya de of Parcel C2, the northern fayade of Parcels F and G, and the 
southern fayade of Parcel D 1 shall not use conugated steel 
cladding as a primary material. As another example, Building 113 
has character-defining brick-masonry construction. As such, the 
n01ihem and western fayades of Parcel A and the eastern fayade of 
Parcel K North shall not use brick masonry as a primary material. 

• Use of contemporary materials shall reflect the scale and 
proportions of historic materials used within the UIW Historic 
District. 

• Modem materials shall be designed and d~tailed in a manner. to 
reflect but not replicate the scale, pattern, and rhythm bf adjacent 
contributing buildings' exterior materials. 

Review Process 

Prior to Port issuance of building pennits associated with new construction, 
San Francisco Preservation Planning staff, in consultation with the San 
Francisco Port Preservation staff, shall use the Final Pier 70 SUD Design for 
Development Standards, including Secretary Standard No. 9, to evaluate all 
future development proposals within the project site for proposed new 
construction within the UIW Historic District. As part of this effort, project 
sponsors shall also submit a written memorandum for review and approval to 
San Francisco Preservation Planning staff that confirms compliance of all 
proposed new construction with these guiding plans and policies .. · 

'.ffiattitii~Mia 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Monitor and increase capacity on the 48 Developer, TMA, Demonstration Project sponsors to Considered I Planning 
Quintara/241

h Street bus routes as needed. . · andSFMTA. of ca);lacil;x: demonstrate to the complete upon Department, 

Prior to approval of the Proposed Project's phase applications, project Prior to SFMTA that each approval of the SFMTA 

sponsors shall demonstrate that the capacity of the 48 Quintara/24 th Street bus Documentation of approval of the building for which project's phase 

route has not exceeded 85 percent capacity utilization, and that future capacity of the 48 project's pP.ase temporary application. 

demand associated with build-out and occupancy of the phase will not cause Quintara/24 th Street applications. certificates of · 
occuoancv are 
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the route to exceed its utilization. Forecasts of travel behavior of future bus route shall be If project requested would 
phases co.uld be based on trip generation rates forecast in the BIR or based on prepared by a sponsors not generate a 
subsequent silrveys of occupants of the project, possibly including surveys consultant from the demonstrate to number of transit 
conducted as pait of ongoing TDM monitoring efforts required as pait of Air Planning theSFMTA trips on the 48 
Quality Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lf: Transportation Demand Depaitment's that the phase Quintai·a/241

h Street 
Management.. Transportation would not bus route that 

If trip generation calculations or monitoring surveys demonstrate that a 
Consultant Pool, generate a would exceed the 
using a number of significance 

specific phase of the Proposed Project will cause capacity on the 48 methodology transit trips on thresholds outlined 
Quintai·a/24th Street route to exceed 85 percent, the project sponsors shall approved by the 48 in the BIR. 
provide capital costs for increased capacity on the route in a manner deemed SFMTAand Quintai·a/24 th If the project acceptable by SFMTA through the following means: Planning. If Street bus route demonstrates 

• At SFMTA's request, the project sponsors shall pay the capital documentation of that would (using trip 
costs for additional buses (up to a maximum of four in the capacity is based on exceed the generation rates 
Maximum Residential Scenaiio and six in the Maximum monitoring surveys, significance forecasted in the 
Commercial Scenario). If the SFMTA requests the project sponsor the transportation thresholds BIR or through 
to pay the capital costs of the buses, the SFMTA would need to find consultai1t shall outlined in the surveys of existing 
funding to pay for the added operating cost associated with submit raw data BIR, further travel behavior at 
·operating increased service made possible by the increased vehicle from such surveys monitoring is the site) that a 
fleet. The source of that funding has not been established. concurrently to not required specific building 

. SFMTA, the during that would cause 
Alternatively, if SFMTA detennines that other measures to increase capacity Planning phase. · capacity to exceed 
along the route would be more desirable than adding buses, the project Department, and 85 percent based on 
sponsors shall pay an ainount equivalent to the cost of the required number of project sponsors. the Baseline 
buses toward completion of one or more of the following, as determined by Caj;lits:il Costs: scenario in the BIR 
SFMTA: Payment or wouid contribute 

Conve1t to using higher-capacity vehicles on the 48 Quintara/24tl1 
required after more than 5 percent • SFMTA 

Street route. In this case, the project sponsors shall pay a po1tion of affirms via 
of capacity on the 

the capital costs to convert the route to aiticulated buses. Some bus letter to the 
line if it was 

stops along the route may not cun-ently be configured to project 
already projected to 
exceed 85 .percent accommodate the longer articulated buses. Some bus zones could sponsors that capacity utilization likely be extended by removing one or more parking spaces; in mitigation in the Baseline some locations, appropriate space may not be available. The funds will be 
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project sponsors' contribution may not be adequate to facilitate the spent-on scenario without 
full conversion of the route to articulated buses; therefore, a source implementation the Proposed 
of funding would need to be established to complete the remainder, ofM-TR-5 Project, and the 
including improvements to bus stop capacity at all of the bus stops through SFMTAhas 

-along the route that do not cuirently accommodate articulated purchase of committed to 
buses. additional implement 

SFMTA may dete1mine that instead of adding more buses to ~ 
buses -0r M-TR-5, the 

• alternative project sponsors 
congested route; it would be more desirable to increase travel measurein shall provide 
speeds along the route. In this case, the project sponsors' accordance capital costs for 
contribution would be used to fund a study to identify appropriate with M-TR-5. increased capacity 
and feasible improvements and/or implement a portion of the Capital costs on the route in a 
improvements that would increase travel speeds sufficiently to for more than manner deemed 
increase capacity along the bus route such that the project's four buses, up acceptable by 
impacts along the route would be determined to be less than to a maximum SFMTA. 
significant. Increased speeds could be accomplished by funding a of six buses, 
portion of the planned bus rapid transit system along 16th Street for shall only be 
the 22 Fillmore between Church and Third streets. Adding signals required if the 
on Pennsylvania Street and 22nd Street may serve to provide total gsf of 
increased travel speeds on this relatively short segment of the bus commercial use 
routes. The project sponsors' contribution may not be adequate to exceeds the 
fully achieve the capacity increases needed to reduce the project's Ma:Ximum 
impacts and SFMTA may need to secure additional sources of Residential 
funding. Scenario total 

Another option to increase capacity along the conidor is to add new a Muni gsfof 
service route in this area. If this option is selected, project sponsors shall fund commercial 
purchase of the same number of new vehicles outlined in the first option (four use, identified 
for the Maximum Residential Alternative and six for the Maximum in Table 2.3 of 
Commercial Alternative) to be operated along the new route. By providing the EIR, and if 
an additional service route, a percentage of the current transit riders on the 48 project 
Quintara/24th Street would likely shift to the new route, lowering the capacity sponsors 
utilization below the 85 percent utilization threshold. As for the first option, demonstrate 
funding would need to be secured to pay for operating the new route. I that the 

I 
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building would 
cause capacity 
to exceed 85 
percent or 
would 
contribute more 

· than 5 percent 
of capacity on 
the line if it was 
already 
projected to 
exceed 85 
percent 
capacity 
utilization in · 
the Baseline 
scenario 
without the 
Proposed 
Project. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Improve pedestrian facilities on Illinois Project sponsors During SFMTA reviews Considered SFMTA, Port. 

Street adjacent to and leading to the project site. shall implement the construction of signal and site complete when 
improvements. street plans and maps for street 

As part of construction of the Proposed Project roadway network, the project improvements improvements improvements 
sponsors shall implement the following improvements: adjacent.to identified in have been built. 

• Install ADA curb ramps ori all comers at the intersection of22°d 
pedestrian Mitigation Measure 
facilities on· M-TR-10. 

Str·eet and Illinois Street 
Illinois Street 

• Signalize the intersections of Illinois Street with 20th and 22nd identified in 
Street. Mitigation 

Measure 
• Modify the sidewalk on the east side of Illinois Street between M-TR-10. 

22nd and 20th streets to a minimum of 10 feet. Relocate 
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obstructions, such as fire hydrants and power poles, as feasible, to 
ensure an accessible path of travel is provided to and from the 
Proposed Project 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-12A: Coordinate Deliveries Transpo1tation On-going. Transportation On-going during Port 

The Project's Transportation Coordinator shall coordinate with building 
Management Management project 
Agency Agency operations. 

tenants and delivery services to minimize deliveries during a.m. and p.m. Transpo1tation Transportation 
peak periods. Coordinator. Coordinator to 

Although many deliveries cannot be limited to specific hours, the coordinate with 

Transpo1tation Coordinator shall work with tenants to find oppo1tunities to building tenants 

consolidate deliveries and reduce the need for peak period deliveries, where and delivery 

possible. services to 
consolidate 
deliveries and 
reduce the need for 
peak period 
deliveries, where 
possible. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-12B: Monitor loading activity and convert Developer, TMA or Prior to Project sponsors or Considered Port 
general purpose on-street parking spaces to commercial loading spaces, Port. approval of the TMA to conduct a complete iifter 
as needed. project's phase commercia:l loading the P01t Staff 

After completion of the first phase of the Proposed Project, and prior to applications study for the. Port. reviews and 

approval of each subsequent phase, the project sponsors shall conduct a study after approves the 

of utilization of on- and off-street commercial loading spaces. Prior to completion of study and the 

completion, the methodology for the study shall be reviewed and approved the first phase. project sponsors, 

by either: (a) Port Staff in consultation with SFM'.I;'A Staff for areas within PortorTMA 

Port jurisdiction; or (b) SFMTA Staff in consultation with Port Staff for areas incorporates any 

within SFMTAjmisdiction. If the result of the study indicates that fewer than additional 

15 percent of the commercial loading spaces are available d_uring the peak measures 

loading period, the project sponsors shall incorporate measmes to convert necessary for 

existing or proposed general purpose on-street parking spaces to commercial commercial 

parking spaces in addition to the required off-street spaces. loading. 
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Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4A: Increase capacity on the 48 Developer, TMA Demonstration If the Maximum If necessary, SFMTA 
Quintara/241

h bus route under the Maximum Residential Scenario. andSFMTA of Capacij;y: If Residential .considered 

The project sponsors shall contribute funds for one additional vehicle (in necessary, prior Scenario is complete when 

addition to and separate from the four prescribed under Mitigation Measure Documentation of to approval of implemented, the SFMTA receives 

M-TR-5 for the Maximum Residential Scenario) to reduce the Proposed capacity shall be the project's project sponsors funds from the 

Project's contribution to the significant cumulative impact to not prepared by a phase shall contribute project sponsors 

cumulatively considerable. This shall be considered the Proposed Project's consultant from the applications. funds for one 

fair share toward mitigating this significant cumulative impact. If SFMTA .Planning additional vehicle 

adopts a strategy to increase capacity along this route that does not involve Department's Canital Costs: 
or a fair share 

purchasing and operating additional vehides, the Proposed Project's fair Transpmtation Payment 
contribution to the 

share contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for one of those Consultant Pool, confirmed prior 
SFMTA. 

other strategies deemed desirable by SFMTA. using the to issuance of 
methodolOgy . building permit 
approved by for building that 
SFMTAand would result in 
Planning pursuant exceedance of 
to Mitigation 85 percent 
Measure M-TR-5. capacity 

utilization. 
Capital costs 
for more than 
four buses, up 
to a maximum 
of six buses, 
shall be paid if 
the total gsf of 
commercial use 
exceeds the 
Maximum 
Residential 
Scenario total 
gsfof 
commercial 
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use, identified 
in Table 2.3 of 
theEIR. 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4B: Increase capacity on the 22 Fillmore Developer, TMA, If necessary, If the Maximum If necessary, SFMTA 
bus route under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. andSFMTA. prior to Commercial considered 

The project sponsors shall contribute funds for two additional vehicles to approval of the Scenario is complete when 

reduce the Proposed Project's contribution to the significant cumulative Documentation of project's final implemented, the SFMTA receives 

impact to not considerable. This shall be considered the Proposed Project's · capacity shall be phase project sponsors funds ·from the 

fair share toward mitigating this cumulative impact. If SFMTA adopts an prepared by a application. shall contribute project sponsors. 

alternate strategy to increase capacity along this route that does not involve consultant from the funds for one 

purchasing and operating additional vehicles, the Proposed Project's fair Planning Funds shall be 
additional vehicle 

I share contribution shall remain the. same, and may be used for one of those Deparunent' s contributed if 
or a fair share 

other su·ategies deemed desirable by SFMTA. Transportation the total gsf of 
contribution to the 

Consultant Pool, commercial use 
SFMTA . 

using the for the Project 
methodology in the final 
approved by phase 
SFMTAand application 
Planning pursuant exceeds the 
to Mitigation Maximum 
Measure M-TR-5. · Residential 

·Scenario total 
gsfof 
commercial 
use, identified 
in Table 2.3 of 
theEIR. 

"fafibii'M:iti'''iiitoiiPM.~11sa1;is::;:;:n~;;,;:~1:;::.;:'' ;,,,.,;,;,r:;;n;:~v".i'i.';;:J::;r;;:;1;1/1:•:;.10;i'~··''i>?sH¥,;::"'J',m~; 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Construction Noise Control Plan. Project sponsors. Prior to the start I Project sponsors to I Considered I P01torDBI 

Over the project's approximately 11-year construction duration, project 
of constmction submit the complete upon 
activities; · Construction Noise submittal of the 
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contractors for all construction projects on the Illinois Parcels and 28-Acre implementation Control Plan to the Constmction 
Site will be subject to construction-related time-of-day and noise limits. ongoing during P011. A single Noise Control 
specified fu Section 2907(a) of the Police Code, as outlined above. construction. Noise Control Plan Plan to the Port. 
Therefore, prior to construction, a Construction Noise Control Plan shall be or multiple Noise 
prepared by the project sponsors and submitted to the Port. The coristmction Control Plans may 
noise control plan shall demonstrate compliance with the Noise Ordinance be produced to 
limits. Noise reduction strategies that could be incorporated into this plan to address project 
ensure compliance with ordinance limits may include, but are not lin1ited to, phasing. 
the following: 

• Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks 
used for project construction utilize the best available noise control 
techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of 
intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and 
acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds). 

• Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources 
(such as the rock/concrete crusher or compressors) as far from 
adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such 
noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or 
the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as 
much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contr·actor shall locate 
stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, .to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

• Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack 
hanlillers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically 
or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated 
with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. 
Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler 
on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external 
noise jackets on the tools, which would reduce noise levels by as 
much as 10 dBA. 
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• Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and 
tools, including concrete saws, in specifications provided to 
·construction contractors to the maximum extent practicable .. Such 
requirements could include, but are not limited fo, erecting 
temporary plywood noise barriers around. a construction site, 
particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses; utilizing 
noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is 
erected to reduce noise levels emanating from the construction site; 
the use of blasting mats during controlled blasting periods to 
reduce noise and dust; performing all work in a manner. that 
minimizes noise; using equipment with effective mufflers; 
undertaking the most noisy activities during times of!east 
disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants; and selecting 
haul routes that avoid residential uses. 

Prior to the Project sponsors to Considered 

• Prior to the issuance of each building pemiit, along with the Project sponsors issuance of submit a plan to complete upon 
submission of construction documents, submit to the Port, as each building track and respond review and 

appropriate, a plan to track and respond to complaints pertaining to permit for to complaints approval of the 
construction noise .. The plan shall include the following measures: duration of the pertaining to plan by the Port. 
(1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying the Port, the project. construction noise. 
Department of Public Health, and the Police Department (during A single plan oi.: 
regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site multiple plans may 
describing permitted construction days and hours, noise complaint be produced to 
procedures, and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered address project 
at all times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site phasing. 
construction complaint and enforcement manager for the project; 
and ( 4) notification of neighboring residents and non-residential 
building managers within 300 feet of the project construction area 
and the American Industrial Center (AIC) at least 30 days in 
advance of extreme noise-generating activities (such as pile 
driving) about the estimated duration of the activitv. · 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Noise Control Measures During Pile Project sponsors I Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Portor DBI 
and construction receiving a submit to the Port complete upon 
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Driving. contractor( s). building permit, documentation of submittal of 

The Construction Noise Control Plan (required under Mitigation Measure 
incorporate compliance of documentation 
feasible implemented incorporating. 

M-N0-1) shall also outline a set of site-specific noise and vibration practices contro 1 practices identified 
attenuation measures for each construction phase when pile driving is identified in that show practices. 
proposed to occur. These attenuation measures shall be included wherever - M-N0-1 into construction 
impact equipment is proposed to be used on the Illinois Parcels and/or the construction contractor 
28-Acre Site. As many of the following control strategies shall be included in contract agreement with 
the Noise Control Plan, as feasible: agreement specified practices. 

• Implement "quiet" pile-driving technology such as pre-drilling documents. A single Noise 

piles where feasible to reduce constrnction-related noise and Control Control Plan or 

vibration. practices multiple Noise 
should be Control Plans may 

• Use pile-driving equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding implemented be produced to 
and muffling devices. throughout the address project 

pile driving phasing. 
• Use pre-drilled or sonic or vibratory drivers, rather than impact duration. 

drivers, wherever feasible (including slipways) and where 
vibration-induced liquefaction would not occur. 

• Schedule pile-driving activity for times of the day that minimize 
disturbance to residents as well as corru:llercial uses located on-site .and 
nearby. 

• Erect temporary plywood or similar solid noise barriers along the 
boundaries of each Proposed Project parcel as necessary to shield 
affected sensitive receptors. 

• Other equivalent technologies that emerge over time . 

• If CRF (including rock drills) were to occur at the same time as pile 
driving activities in the same area and in proximity to · 
noise-sensitive receptors, pile drivers shall be set back at least 100 
feet while rock drills shall be set back at least 50 feet (or vice versa) 
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from any given sensitive receptor. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Vibration Co.ntrol Measures During Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Po1t or Planning 
Construction. and construction receiving a submit to Port complete upon Depaitment 

As part of the Construction Noise Control Plan required under Mitigation 
contractor(s). building permit, documentation of submittar'of 

incorporate compliance of documentation 
Measure M-N0-1, appropriate vibration controls (including pre-drilling pile feasible implemented . incorporating 
holes and using smaller vibratory equipment) shall be specified to ensure that practices control practices identified 
the vibration limit of 0.5 in/sec PPV can be met at adjacent or nearby existing identified in that show· practices. 
structures and Proposed Project buildings located on the Illinoi~ Parcels M-N0-1 into constmction 
and/or 28-Acre Site, except as noted below: the construction contractor 

• Where pile driving, CRF, and other construction activities contract agreement with 

involving the use of heavy equipment would occur in proximity to agreement specified practices. 

any contributing building to the Union Iron Works Historic documents. A single Noise 

District, the project sponsors shall undertake a monitoring program Control Control Plan or 

to minimize damage to such adjacent historic buildings and to practices multiple Noise 

ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The should be Control Plans may 

monitoring program, which shall apply within 160 feet where pile implemented be produced to 

driving would be used, 50 feet of where CRF would be required, throughout the address project 

and within 25 feet of other heavy equipment operation, shall pile driving phasing. 

include the following components: duration. 

0 Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project 
sponsors shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic . 
preservation professional to undertake a pre-construction 
survey of historical resource(s) identified by the Port within 
160 feet of pfanned construction to document and photograph 
the buildings' existing conditions. 

0 Based on the construction and condition of the resource(s), a 
structural engineer or other qualified entity shall establish a 
maximum vibration 1evel that shall not be exceeded at each 
building, based on existing conditions, character-defining 
features, soils conditions and. anticipated construction 
practices in use at the time (a common standard is 0.2 inch per I 
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second, peak particle velocity). 

0 To ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established 
standard, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant shall 
monitor vibration levels at each structure within 160 feet of 
planned construction and shall prohibit vibratory construction 
activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the 
standard. Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the 
standard, construction shall be halted and alternative 
construction techniques put in practice. (For example, pre-
drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if soil 
conditions allow; smaller, lighter equipment could possibly 
also be used in some cases.) The consultant shall conduct 
regular periodic inspections of each building within 160 feet 
of planned constmction during ground-disturbing activity on 
the project site. Should damage to a building occur as a result 
of ground-disturbing activity on the site, the building(s) shall 
be remediated to its -pre-construction condition at the 
conclusion of ground-disturbing activity on the site. 

o· Iri areas with a "very high" or "high" susceptibilitj for 
vibration-induced liquefaction or differential settlement risks, the 
project's geotechnical engineer shall specify an appropriate 
vibration lin1it based on proposed construction activities and 
proximity to liquefaction susceptibility zones and modify 
constmction practices to ensure that constmction-related vibration 
does not cause liquefaction hazards at tl1ese homes. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-4a: Stationary Equipment Noise Controls. Project sponsors Prior to the Port to review Considered Port or PlamJing 

Noise attenuation measures shall be incorporated into all stationary 
and constrnction issuance of a constmction plans. complete after Department/DBI 
contractor(s). building pennit submittal and 

equipment (including HV AC equipment and emergency generators) installed for each approval of plans 
on buildings constrncted on the Illinois Parcels and 28-Acre Site as well as building by the Port 
into the below-grade or enclosed wastewater pump station as necessary to located on the 
meet noise limits specified in Section 2909 of the Police Code.* Interior Illinois Parcels 
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noise limits shall be met under both existing and future noise conditions, or the 28-Acre 
accounting for foreseeable changes in noise conditions in ·the future (i.e., Site, along with 
changes in on-site building configurations). Noise attenuation measures the submission 
could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof of construction 
parapets to block noise, increasing setback distances from sensitive receptors, documents, the 
provision oflouvered vent openings, location of vent openings away from project 
adjacent commercial uses, and restriction of generator testing to the daytime sponsors shall 
hours. submit to the 

Pott and the * Under Section 2909 of the Police Code, stationary sources are not DBI plans for 
perniitted to result in noise levels that exceed the existing ambient (L90) noise 
noise level by more than 5 dBA on residential property, 8 dBA on attenuation 
commercial and industrial property, and 10 dBA on.public prope1ty. Section measures on all 
2909( d) states that no fixed noise source may cause the noise level measured stationary 
inside any sleeping or living room in a dwelling unit on residential property to equipment. 
exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. or 55 dBA between 7:00 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. with windows open, except where building ventilation is 
achieved through mechanical systems that allow windows. to remain closed .. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-4b: Design of Future Noise-Generating Uses Project sponsors Prior to the Port to review Considered Po1t or Planning 
near Residential Uses. and construction issuance of a construction plans, complete after Department/DBI 

Future commercial/office and RALI uses shall be designed to minimize the 
contractor(s). building permit submittal and 

for commercial, approval of plans 
potential for sleep .disturbance at any future adjacent residential uses, Design RALI, and by the: Port. 
approaches such as the following could be incorporated into future . parking uses, 
development plans to minimize the potential for noise conflicts of future uses along with the 
on the.project site: submission of 

• Design of Future Noise-Generating Commercial/Office and RALI construction 

Uses. To reduce potential conflicts between sensitive receptors documents, the 

and new noise-generating commercial or RALI uses located ' project 
' sponsors shall adjacent to these receptors, exterior facilities such as loading 

areas/docks, trash enclosures; and surface parking lots shall be submit to the 

located on the sides of buildings facing away from existing or and DBI plans 

planned sensitive receptors (residences or passive open space). If I to minimize 
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this is not feasible, these types of facilities shall be enclosed or noise conflicts 
equipped with appropriate noise shielding. with sensitive 

Design of Future Above-Ground Parking Structure. If parking 
receivers, 

• 
structures are constructed on Parcels Cl or C2, the sides of the 
parking structures facing adjacent or nearby existing or planned 
residentjal uses shal.l be designed to shield residential receptors 
from noise associated with parking cars. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-6: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses Project sponsors Prior to the Port Staff to review Considered Pmt 01: Planning 

Prior to. issuance of a building pe1mit for vertical constni.ction of specific 
and qualified issuance of the the noise study. A complete after Department/DBI 
acoustician. building permit single noise study submittal and 

residential building design on .each parcel, a noise study shall be conduc.ted for vertical or multiple noise approval of the 
by a qualified acoustician, who shall detennine the need to incorporate noise construction of studies may be noise study by 
attenuation measures into the building design in order to meet Title 24's any residential produced to address the Port. 
interior noise limit for residential uses as well as the City's (Article 29, building on project phasing. 
Section 2909(d)) 45-dBA (Ldn) interior noise limit for residential uses. This each parcel, a 
evaluation shall account for noise shielding by buildings existing at the time noise study 

-of the proposal, potential increases in ambient noise levels resulting from the shall be 
removal of buildings that are planned to be demolished, all planned prepared by a 
commercial or open space uses in adjacent areas, any.known variations in qualified 
project build-out that have or will occur (building heights, location, and acoustician. 
phasing), any changes in activities adjacent to or near the Illinois Parcels or 
28-Acre Site (given the Proposed Project's long build-out period), any new 
shielding benefits provided by suiTounding buildings that exist at the time of 
development, future cumulative traffic noise increases on adjacent roadways, 
existing and planned stationary sources (i.e., emergency generators, HV AC, 
etc.), and future noise increases from all known cumulative projects located 
with direct line-of-sight fo the project building. 

To minimize the potential for sleep disturbance effects from tonal noise or 
nighttime noise events associated with nearby industrial uses, predicted noise 
levels at each project building shall account for 24/7 operation of the BAE 
Systems Ship Repair facility, 24/7 transfonner noise at Potrero Substation (if 
it remains an open air facilitv), and industrial activities at the AIC, to the 
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extent such use(s) are in operation at the time the analysis is conducted. 

Noise reduction strategies such as the following could be incorporated into 
the project design as necessary to meet Title 24 interior limit and minimize 
the potential for sleep disturbance from adjacent industrial uses: 

• Orient bedrooms away from major noise sources (i.e., major 
streets, open space/recreation areas where special events would 
occur, and existing adjacent industrial uses, including but not 
limiteq to the AIC, PG&E Hoedown Yard (if it is still operating .at 
that time), Potrero Substation, and the BAE site) and/or provide 
additional enhanced noise insulation ·features (higher STC ratings) 
or mechanical ventilation to minimize the effects of maximum 
instantaneous noise levels generated by these uses even though 
there is no code requirement to reduce Lmax noise levels. Such 
measures shall be implemented on Parcels D and El (both 
scenarios), Building 2 (Maximum Residential Scenario only),· 
Parcels PKN (both scenarios), PKS. (both scenarios), and HDY 
(Maximum Residential Scenario only); 

• Utilize enhanced exterior wall and roof-ceiling assemblies (with 
higher STC ratings), including increased insulation; 

• Utilize windows with higher STC I Outdoor/Indoor Transmission 
Class (OITC) ratings; 

• Employ·architectural sound barriers as part of courtyards or 
building open space to maximize building shielding effects, and 
locate living spaces/bedrooms toward courtyards wherever 
possible; and 

Locate intelior hallways (accessing residential units) adjacent to noisy streets 
or existing/planned industrial or commercial development. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-7: Noise Control Plan for Special Event Developer, Port, Prior to Developer, Port, Considered Port 
parks management operation of a .parks management complete upon 
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Outdoor Amplified Sound. 

The project sponsors shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for 
operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for 
noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise 
Control Plan shall contain the following elements: 

• The project sponsors shall comply with noise controls and 
restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for 
outdoor concerts. 

• Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest.sensitive 
receptors to the degree feasible. 

·• Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the 
restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and 
conform to a performance standard of 8 d.BA and d.BC over 
existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use. 

AiA'Qua1iiWM'iii 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la: Construction Emissions Minimization 

The following mitigation measure is required during construction of Phases 
3, 4, and 5, or after build-out of 1.3 million gross square feet'of development, 
whichever comes first: 

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a 
site permit, the project sponsors shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Port or Planning 
Department. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the 
following requirements: 

1. Where access to alternative sources of power is available, 
portable diesel generators used during construction shall be 
prohibited. Where portable diesel engines are required 
because alternative sources of power are not available, the 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

entity, and/or parks 
programming 
entity. 

Project sponsors 
and construction 
contractor(s). 
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diesel engine shall meet the EPA or CARB Tier 4 off-road during Phase 3, information used 
emission standards and be fueled with renewable diesel (at 4, and5, or during each phase. 
least 99 percent renewable diesel or R99), if commercially prior to For off-road 
available, as defined below. construction equipment using 

2. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower that 
following alternative fuels, 

operates for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration 
build-out of 1.3 reporting shall 

of construction activities shall have engines that meet the EPA 
million gross include the actual 

or CARB Tier 4 off-road emission standards and be fueled 
square feet of ·amount of 

with renewable diesel (at least 99 percent renewable diesel or 
development, alternative fuel 

R99), if commercially available. If engines that comply with 
the project used. 

Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially 
sponsors must Within six months 

available, then the project sponsors shall provide the next 
certify (1) of the completion 

cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the 
compliance of construction 

step-down schedules in Table M-A0-1-1. 
with the Plan, activities, the 
and (2) all project sponsors 

Table M-AQ-1-1: Off-Road Equipment Co~pliance Step-Down 
applicable shall submit to Port 
requirements of 

Schedule . . the Plan have 
Staff a final report 

been· 
summruizing 

Compliance Engine Emission Emissions incorporated 
construction 

Alternative Standard Control into contract 
activities. The final 

1 
specifications. 

report shall indicate 
Tier 3 CARB PM VDECS the start and end 

(85%)1 dates and duration __ ,_,,_., ________ ,. ..... _,,_,, __ ,,_, ............ -........ _ .. ;.. .... _ .. ____ .. _,,._,,, __ '"'"""""'-"""'"'"-"-"""' __ , ____ ,,,._,. ___ m,., The Plan shall of each 
2 Tier2 CARB PM VDECS be kept on site construction phase. 

-- (85%) and available In addition, for 

How to use the table: If the requirements of(A)(2) cannotbe met, then the for review. A off-road equipment 

project sponsors would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the sign shall be using alternative 

project sponsors not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting posted at the fuels, reporting 

Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be perimeter of the shall include the 

met. construction actual amount of 

1 CARB Currentlv.Verified Diesel Emis0 ion Control StrateE<ies rvrmon. 
site indicating alternative fuel 
the basic used. 
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Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm. requirements of 
Accessed January 14, 2016. the Plan and 

where copies of 
i. With respect to Tier 4 equipment, "commercially the Plan are 

available" shall mean the availability taking into available to the 
consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing public for 
of construction; and (ii) geographic proximity of review. 
equipment to the project site. 

ii. With respect to renewable diesel, "commercially 
available" shall mean the availability taking into 
consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing 
of construction; (ii) geographic proximity of fuel 
source to. the project site; ai:ld (iii) cost ofrenewable 
diesel is within 10 percent of Ultra Low Sulfur 
Diesel #2 market price. 

iii. The project sponsors shall maintain records 
concerning its efforts to comply with this 
requirement. Should the project sponsor determine 
either that an off-road vehicle that meets Tier 4 
emissions standards or that renewable diesel are not 
commercially available, the project sponsor shall 
submit documentation to the satisfaction of Port or 
Planning Staff and, for the foimer condition, shall 
identify the next cleanest piece of equipment that 
would be use, in compliance with Table 
M-AQ-1-1. 

3. The project sponsors shall ensure that future developers 
or their contractors require the idling time for off-road and 
on-road equipment be limited to no more than 2 minutes, 
except as provided in exceptions to the applicable State 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road 
equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in 
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multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) ill. 
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to 
remind operators of the 2-minute idling limit. 

4. The project sponsors shall require that each construction 
contractor mandate that construction operators properly 
maintain and tune equipment in accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 

5. The Plan shall include best available estimates of the 
· construction timeline by phase with a description of each·. 

piece of off-road equipment required for every construction 
phase and shall be updated pursuant to the reporting 
requirements in Section B below. Reporting requirements for 
off-road equipment descriptions and information shall include 
as much detail as is available, but are not limited to: 
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment 
identification number, engine model year, engine certification 
(Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected 
fuel usage and hours of operation. For Verified Diesel 
Emission Control Strategies (VDECS) installed, descriptions 
and information shall include technology type, serial number, 
make, model, manufacturer, CARB verification number level, 
and installation date and hour meter reading on installation 
date. The Plan shall also indicate whether renewable diesel 
will be used to power the equipment. The Plan shall also 
include anticipated fuel usage and hours of operation so that 
emissions can be estimated. 

6. The project sponsors and their construction contractors 
shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during 
working hours. Each construction contractor shall post at the 
perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign 
summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also 
state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time 
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during working hours, and shall explain how to request 
inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the 
construction site that face a public right-of-way. The project 
sponsors shall provide copies of the Plan to members of the. 
public as requested. 

B. Reporting. Quaiterly reports shall be submitted to Port or Planning 
Staff indicating the construction activities unde1taken and information 
about the off-road equipment used, including the information required 
in Section A(5). In addition, reporting shall include the approximate 
amount of renewable diesel fuel used. 

Within 6 months of the completion of all project construction activities, 
the project sponsors shall submit to Po1t or Planning Staff a final report 
sununai·izing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the 
sta1t and end dates and duration of each construction phase. The final 
repmt shall include detailed information required in Section A(5). In 
addition, reporting shall include the actual amount ofrenewab!e diesel 
fuel used. 

c. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the project sponsors shall 
certify through submission of city-standardized forms (1) compliance 
with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been 
incorporated into contract specifications. · 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lb: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications Project sponsors Prior to Anticipated Considered Port 

To reduce NOx associated with operation of the Maximum Commercial or approval of a location and engine complete upon 

Maximum Residential Scenarios, the project sponsors shall implement the generator specifications of a review and 

following measures. permit by Po1t proposed diesel approval by P01t 
Staff. backup generator Staff. 

A. All new diesel backup generators shall: 
shall be submitted 
to the Port Staff for 

1. have engines that meet or exceed CARB Tier 4 off-road emission review and 
standards which have the lowest NOx emissions of commercially approval prior to 
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available generators; and issuance of a 

2. be fueled with renewable diesel, if commerciaily available, which 
generator pem1it. 

has been demonstrated to reduce NOx emissions by approximately 
10 percent. 

B. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance 
testing limit of 50 hours, subject to any further restrictions as may be 
imposed by the BAAQMD in its permitting process. 

c. For each new diesel backup generator permit-submitted to BAAQMD 
for the project, anticipated location, and engine specifications shall be 
submitted to the Port Staff for review and approval prior to issuance of a 
permit for the generator from the San Francisco DBI or the Port. Once 
operational, all diesel backup generators shall be maintained in good 
working order for the life of the equipment and any future replacement 
of the diesel backup generators shall be required to be consistent with 
these emissions specifications. The operator of the facility at which the 
generator is located shall maintain records of thi;: testing schedule for 
each diesel back:i.ip generator for the life of that diesel backup generator 
and provide this information for review to the Port within 3 months of 
requesting such information. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lc: Use Low and Super-compliant VOC Project sponsors Project Project sponsors to . Considered · Port or Planning 
Architectural Coatings in Maintaining Buildings through Covenants and construction sponsors include in CC&R's complete upon Department 

. Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and Ground Lease contractor( s). submit to the and/or ground lease project sponsor 

The Project sponsors sh.all require all developed parcels to include within ·Port requirements with submittal to the 

their CC&R's and/or ground leases requirements for all future interior spaces documentation buildings tenants Port of 

to be repainted only with "Sup.er-Compliant" Architectural Coatings ofCC&R's prior to building documentation 

Q1ttp://wv>'w.ag,md.gov/home/regylations/com12liance/arch:itectural-coatings/ and/or ground occupancy. ofCC&R's 

su~t:QQmpliant-coating-$.L."Low-VOC" refers to paints that meet the more lease and/or ground 

stringent regulatory limits in South Coast AQMD Rule 1113; however, many requirements lease 

mrumfacturers have reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are prior to requirements 

referred to as "Super-Compliant" Architectural Co·atings. I building 
occunancv 
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-ld: Promote use of Green Consumer Project sponsors. Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port or Planning 
Products occupancy of work with SF complete after Department 

The project sponsors shall provide education for residential and commercial the building by Environment to distribution of 

tenants conceming green consumer products. Prior to receipt of any tenants and develop educational 

certificate of final occupancy and every five years thereafter, the project every five years educational materials to 

sponsors shall work with the San Francisco Department of Environment (SF thereafter, materials. residential and 

Environment) to develop electronic correspondence to be distributed by project commercial 

email annually to residential and/or commercial tenants of each building on sponsors to tenants. 

the project site that encourages the purchase of con5umer products that distribute 

generate lower than typical VOC emissions. The correspondence shall· . educational 

encourage environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact materials to 

information and links to SF Approved. The website may also be used as an tenants. 

informational resource by businesses and residents. 

Mitigation MeasureM-AQ-le: Electrification of Loading Docks Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port or Planning 

The project sponsors sh~ll ensure that loading docks for retail, light industrial issuance of a provide complete upon Department 

or warehouse uses that will receive deliveries from refrigerated transport building peimit construction plans approval of 

trucks incorporate electrification hook-ups for transportation refrigeration for a building to DBI or the Port construction 

units to avoid emissions generated by idling refrigerated transport trucks. containing . to ensure plans by DBI or 
loading docks compliance. the Port. 
for retail, light 
industrial or 
warehouse 
uses. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lf: Transport~tion Demand Management Developer to Developer to Project sponsors to The TDM Plan is Planning 

The project sponsors shall prepare and implement a Transportation Demand prepare and prepareTDM submit the TDM considered Department 

Mru;agen:ent (TDM) Plan with a goal of reducing estimated daily one-way implement the TDM Plan and submit Plan to Planning complete upon 

vehicle trips by 20 percent compared to the total number bf daily one-way Plan, which will be to Planning Staff for review. approval by the 

vehicle trips identified in the project's Transportation Impact Study at project implemented by the Staff prior to Planning Staff. 

build-out. To ensure that this reduction goal could be reasonably achieved, Transportation approval of the . Transpoiiation 
the TDM Pl~ will .have a monitoring goal of reducing by 20 percent the daily Manageinent project Demand Annual 
one-wav velucle trips calculated for each building that has received a Association and will Management monitorin!!: 
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Certificate of Occupancy and is at least 75% occupied compared to the daily be binding on all Association to reports would be 
one-way :vehicle trips anticipated for that building based on anticipated development submit monitoring on~going during 
development on that parcel, using the trip generation rates contained within parcels. report annually to project buildout, 
the project's Transportation Impact Study. There shall be a Transportation Planning Staff and or until five 
Management Association that would be responsible for. the administration, implement TDM consecutive 
monitoring, and adjustment of the TDM Plan. The project sponsor is Plan Adjustments reporting periods 
responsible for identifying the components of the TDM Plan that could (ifrequired). show that the 
reasonably be expected to achieve the reduction goal for each new building project has met 
associated with the project, and for making good faith efforts to implement its reduction 
them. The TDM Plan may include, but is not limited to, the types of measures goals, at which 
summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual TDM measures point reports 
selected should include those from the TDM Program Standards, which would be 
describe the scope and applicability of candidate measures in detail and submitted every 
include: three years. 

• Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to 
encourage walking, secure bicycle parking, shower and locker 
facilities for. cyclists, subsidized bike share memberships for 
project occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and -
other bicycle-related services; 

• Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces an.d subsidized 
memberships for project occupants; 

• Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of 
goods to project occupants; 

• Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and 
other amenities to support the use of sustainable transpo1iation 
modes by families; 

• High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling 
incentives and shuttle bus service; 

• Information and Communications: Provision ofmultimodal 
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wayfinding signage, transportation info1mation displays, and 
tailored transportation marketing services; 

• Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food 
retail services in underserv ed areas; .. Parldng: Provision of unbundled parking, short te1m daily parking 
provision, parking cash out offers, and reduced off-street parking 
supply. 

The TDM Plan shall include specific descriptions of each measure, including 
the degree of implementation (e.g., for how long will it be in place), and the 
population that each measure is intended to serve (e.g. residential tenants, 
retail visitors, employees of tenants, visitors, etc.). It shall also include a 
commitment to monitoring of person and vehicle trips traveling to and from 
the project site to dete1mine the TDM Plan's effectiveness, as outlined below. 

The TDM Plan shall be submitted to the City to ensure that components of the 
TDM Plan intended to meet the reduction target are shown on the plans 
and/or ready to be implemented upon the issuance of each certificate of 
occupancy. 

TDM Plan Monitoring and Reporting: The Transportation Management 
Association, through an on-site Transportation Coordinator, shall collect data 
and make monitoring reports available for review and approval by the 
Plarming Department staff. 

• Timing: Monitoring data shall be collected· and reports shall be 
submitted to Plarming Department staff every year (refen-ed to as 
"rep01ting periods"), until five consecutive rep01ting periods 
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display the fully-built project has met the reduction goal, at which 
point monitoring data shall be submitted to Planning Department 
staff once every three years. The first monitoring report is required 
18 months after issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy for 
buildings that include off-street parking or-the establishment of 
surface parking lots or garages that bring-the project's total number (J 
of off-street p_arking spaces to greater than or equal to 500. Each 
trip count and survey (see below for description) shall be 
completed within 30 days following the end of the applicable 
reporting period; Each monitoring report shall be completed within 
90 days following the applicable reporting period. The timing shall 
be modified such that a new monitoring report shall be required 12 
months after adjustments are made to the TDM Plan in order to 
meet the reduction goal, as may be required in the "TDM Plan 
Adjustments" heading below. In addition, the timing may be 
modified by the Planning Department as needed to consolidate this 
requirement with other monitoring and/or reporting requirements 
for the project. 

• Components: The monitoring rep01i, including trip counts and 
surveys, shall include the following components OR comparable 
altemative methodology and components as approved or provided 
by Planning Department staff: 

0 Trip Count and Intercept Survey: Trip count and intercept 
survey of persons and vehicles arriving and leaving the project 
site for no less than two days of the reporting period between 
6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. One day shall be a Tuesday, 
Wednesday; or Thursday during one week without federally 
recognized holidays, and another day shall be a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, or Thursday during another week without 
federally recognized holidays. The trip count and intercept 
survey shall be prepared by a qualified transportation or 
qualified survev consultant and the methodology shall be 
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approved by the Planning Department prior to conducting the 
components of the trip count and intercept survey. It is 
anticipated that the Planning Department will have a.standard 
trip count and intercept survey methodology developed and 
available to project sponsors at the time of data collection. 

0 Travel Demand Information: The above°trip count and survey . 
infonnation shali be able to provide travel demand analysis 
characteristics (work and non-work trip counts, origins and 
destinations of trips to/from the project site, and modal split 
information) as outlined in the Planning Department's 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for 
Environmental Review, October 2002, or subsequent updates 
in effect at the time of the survey . 

0 Documentation of Plan Implementation: The TDM 
Coordinator shall work in conjunction with.the Planning 
Department to develop a survey ( online or paper) that can be 
reasonably completed by the TDM Coordinator and/or TMA 
staff to document the implementation ofTDM program 

.elements and other basic information dur.ing the reporting 
period. This survey shall be included in the monitoring report 
submitted to Planning Department staff 

0 Degree oflmplementation: The monitoring report shall 
include descriptions of the degree of implementation (e.g., 
how many tenants or visitors the TDM Plan will benefit, and 
on which locations within the site measures will be/have been 
placed, etc.) 

0 Assistance and Confidentiality: Planning Department staff 
will assist the TDM Coordinator on questions regarding the 
components of the monitoring report and shall ens.ure that the 
identity of individual survey responders is protected. · 

TDM Plan Adiustments. The TDM Plan shall be adjusted based on the 
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. monitormg results if three consecutive reporting periods demonstrate that 
measures within the TDM Plan are not achieving the reduction goal. The 
TDM Plan adjustments shall be made in consultation with Planning 
Department staff and may require refinements to existing measures· (e.g., 
change to subsidies, increased bicycle parking), inclusion of new measures 
(e.g., a new technology), or removal of existing measures (e.g., measures 
shown to be ineffective or induce vehicle trips). If three consecutive reporting 
periods' monitoring results demonstrate that measures Within the TDM Plan 
are not achieving the reduction goal, the TDM Plan adjustments shall occur 
within 270 days following the last consecutive reporting period. The TDM 
Plan adjustments shall occur until three consecutive reporting periods' 
monitoring results demonstrate that the reduction goal is achieved. If the 
TDM Plan does not achieve the reduction goal then the City shall impose 
additional measures to reduce vehicle trips as prescribed under the 
development agreement, which may include restriction of additional 
.off-s1rnet parking spaces beyond those previously established on the site, 
capital or operational improvements intended to reduce vehicle trips from the 
project, or other measures that supp01t sustainable trip making, until three 
consecutive repo1ting periods' monitoring results demonstrate that the 
reduction goal is achieved. . . 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lg: Additional Mobile Source Control Project sponsors On-going. Project sponsors On-going. Port or Planning 
Measures andTMA. and TMA to Department/DBI 

The following Mobile Source Control Measures from the BAAQMD's 2010 
.implement 

Clean Air Plan shall be implemented: 
measures 

• Promote use of clean fuel-efficient vehicles through preferential 
(designated and proximate to entry) parking and/or installation of 
charging stations beyond the level required by the City's Green 
Building code, from 8 to 20 percent. 

• Promote zero-emission vehicles by requesting that any car share 
Program operator include electric vehicles within its car share 
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program to reduce the need to have a vehicle or second vehicle as a 
part of the TDM program that would be required of all new 
developments. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh: Offset of Operational Emissions Project sponsors. Offsets for Port Staff to If project P01t 

Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building 
Phase approve the sponsor directly 
3/build-out of proposed offset funds or 

associated with Phase 3, or after build out of 1.3 million square feet of 1.3 million project. implements a 
development, whichever comes first, the project sponsors, with the oversight SQuare feet: specific offset 
of Port Staff, shall either: Upon project, 

(1) Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within completion of considered 

San Francisco to achieve reductions cif25 tons per year of ozone construction, complete when 

precursors and 1 ton of PMI 0. This offset is intended to offset the and prior to Po1t Staff 

estimated annual tonnage of operational ozone precursor and PMl 0 issuance of a approves the 

emissions under the buildoutscenario realized at the time of Ce1tificate of proposed offset 

completion of Phase 3. To qualify under this mitigation measure, Occupancy for project prior to 

the specific emissions offset project must-result in emission the final individual 

reductions within the SFBAAB that would not otherwise be building Ce1tificates of 
achieved through compliance with existing regulatory associated with Occupancy. 

requirements. A preferred offset project would be one Phase 3, or after 

implemented locally within the City and County of San Francisco. build out of 1.3 If project 
Prior to implementation of the offset project, the project sponsors million square sponsor pays a 
must obtain P01t Staffs approval of the proposed offset project by feet of one-time 
providing documentation of the estimated amount of emissions of development, mitigation offset 
ROG, NOx, and PMl 0 to be reduced (tons per year) within the whichever fee, considered 
SFBAAB from the emissions reduction project(s). The project comes first, complete when 
sponsors shall notify Port Staff within 6 months of completion of developer shall documentation 
the offset project for verification; or demonstrate to of payment is 

the satisfaction 
(2) Pay a one-time mitigation offset fee to the BAAQMD's of Po1t Staff 

provided to Po1t 

Strategic Incentives Division in an amount no less than $18,030 per that offsets 
Staff. 

weighted ton of ozone precursors and PMl 0 per year above the have been 
significance threshold, calculated as the difference between total funded or 
annual emissions at build out under mitigated conditions and the imolemented ' 
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significance threshold in the _EIR air quality analysis, which is 25 or offset fee has 
tons per year of ozone precursors and 1 ton of PMl 0, plus a 5 been paid, in an 
percent administrative fee, to fund.one or more emissions reduction amount 
projects within the SFBAAB. This one-time fee is intended to fund sufficient to 
emissions reduction projects to offset the estimated annual tonnage offset 
of operational ozone precursor and PMlO emissions under the emissions 
buildout scenario realized at the time of completion of Phase 3 or above 

· after completion of 1.3 million sf of development, whichever BAAQMD 
comes first. Documentation of payment shall be provided to Port thresholds for 
Staff. build-out to 

Acceptance of this fee by the BAAQMD shall serve as an acknowledgment date. 

·and commitment by the BAAQMD to implement one or more emissions 
reduction project(s) within 1 year ofreceipt of the mitigation fee to achieve Offsets for 
the emission reduction objectives specified above, and provide subseguent 
documentation to Port Staff and to the project sponsors describing the 12hases/build-ou 
project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including the amount of emissions of t: Upon 
ROG, NOx, and PMl 0 reduced (tons per year) within the SFBAAB from the completion of 
emissions reduction project(s). If there is any remaining unspent portion of construction of 
the mitigation offset fee following implementation of the emission reduction each 
project(s), the project sponsors shall be entitled to a refund in that amount subsequent 
from the BAAQMD. To qualify under this mitigation measure, t11e specific phase, and prior 
emissions retrofit project must result in emission reductions within the · to issuance of a 
SFBAAB that would not ofuerwise be achieved furough compliance with Certificate of 
existing regulatory requirements. Occupancy for 

the final 
building 
associated with 

I 
such phase, 
developer shall 
demonstrate to 
the satisfaction 
of Port Staff 
that offsets 
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have been 
funded or 
implemented, 
or offset fee has 
been paid, in an 
amount 
sufficient to 
offset ·· 
emissions 
above 
BAAQMD 
thresholds for 

I 
I build-out to 

date and taking 
into account 
offsets 
previously 
funded, 
implemented, 
and/or 

Mitigation Measure M-WS-1: Identification and Mitigation oflnterim Project sponsors, As outlined in Qualified wind Considered I Port 
Hazardous Wind Impacts qualified wind Table M.WS.l: consultant to complete upon 

consultant. Circumstances prepare a scope of approval or 
When the circumstances or conditions listed in Table M.WS.l are present at or Conditions work to be issuance of 
the time a building Schematic Design is submitted, the requirements during which approved by Port building pe1mit. 
described below apply: Mitigation Staff and following 

Measure approval of a scope 
Table M. WS.1:. Circumstances or Conditions during which 

I I M"WS-1 of work submit a 
Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 Applies Applies, a wind wind impact 

impact analysis analysis to Port 
shall be Staff for aooroval 
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Subject Parcel Circunistanc.e or Condition Related prepared for the offeasible design 
listed changes to Proposed for Upwind 
circumstances minimize interim 

Construction Parcels 
prior to hazardous wind 

Parcel A Construction of any new NA issuance of a impacts. 
building permit buildings on Parcel A. 
for any 

Parcel B . Construction of any new NA proposed 
buildings on Parcel B. building when ___ .. ,,_ .. ____ ,, .. ,,_,_, _____ ,,"_" _____ , __ ,, __ "_""---··--· .. -

the 
ParcelE2 Construction of any new Parcels circumstances 

buildings on Parcel E2 over 80 · Hl and· or conditions 
feet in height, prior to any G listed in Table 
construction of new buildings on M.WS.l are . 
approximately 80% of the present at the 
combined total parcel area of time a building 
Parcels Hl and G that would be Schematic 
completed by the estimated time Design is 
ofoccupancy of the subject submitted. 
building, as estimated on or · 
about the date of the building 
Schematic Design submittal. 

-·--'"'"_.,,,_, __ """--'-'""""""'" .. -'-"'""_" __ ,_,,_, .. , ___ ~··----""'-~-
Parcel E3 Construction of any new Parcels 

buildings on Parcel E3 over 80 E2andG 
feet in height, prior to any · ·. 

construction of new buildings on 
approximately 80% of the 
combined total parcel area of 
Parcels E2 and G that would be 
completed by the estimated time 
of occupancy of the subject 
building, as estimated on or 
about the date of the building:· 
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Schematic Design submittal. 
, .. _,, ................... ,_,,_, ____ .. ____ ,,,,, ____ ,,, _____ ,,,,, __ .,,,,.,,, ____ ., ............ -........... ,, _________ , _____ ,,,_., __ .. ____ ,,,_, ____ ,, ________________ 

Parcel F Construction of any new NA. 
buildings on Parcel F. 

Parcel G Construction of any new NA 
buildings on Parcel G. 

Parcel Hl Construction of any new Parcels 
buildings on Parcel Hl over 80 E2andG 
feet in height, prior to any 
construction of new buildings on 
approximately 80% of the 
combined total parcel area of 

· Parcels E2 and G that would be 
completed by the estimated time 
of occupancy of the subject 
building, as estimated on or 
about the date of the building 
Schematic Design submittal. 

--·····-.... ·---........................ ,,,,,_,,,,,_,, ___ ,,_,_,,,., ........................................................ ----·-···-·--.... ..,..:: .. -... --.. -·-·""""'"'---·--·-
ParcelH2 Construction of any new· Parcels 

buildings on Parcel H2 over 80 . Hl,E2, 
feet in height, prior to any andE3 
construction of new buildings on 
approximately 80% ofthe 
combined total parcel area of 
Parcels Hl, E2, and E3 that 
would be completed by the 
estimated time of occ;upancy of 
the subject building, as estimated 
on or about the date of the 
building Schematic Design 
submittal. 
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Source: SWCA. 

Requirements 

A wind impact analysis shall be required prior to building permit issuance for 
any proposed new building that is located within the project site and meets 
the conditions described above. All feasible means (e.g., changes in design, 
relocating or reorienting certain building(s), sculpting to include podiums 
and roof terraces, adding architectural canopies or screens, or street furniture) 
to eliminate hazardous winds, if predicted, shall be implemented. After such 
design changes and features have been considered, the additional 
effectiveness oflandscaping may also be considered. 

1. Screening-level analysis. A qualified wind consultant approved by 
Port Staff shall review the proposed building design and conduct a 
"desktop review" in order to provide a qualitative result 
determining whether there could be a wind hazard. The 
screening-level analysis shall have the following steps: For each 
new building proposed that meets the criteria above, a qualified 
wind consultant shall review and compare the exposure, massing, 
and 01ientation of the proposed building(s) on the subject parcel to 
the building(s) on the same parcel in the representative massing 
models of the Proposed Pi"oj ect tested in the wind tunnel as part of 
this EIR and in any subsequent wind analysis testing required by 
this mitigation measure. The wind consultant shall identify and 
compare the potential impacts of the proposed building(s) to those 
identified in this EIR, subsequent wind testing that may have 
occmred under this mitigation measure, and to the City's wind 
hazard criterion. The wind consultant's analysis and evaluation 
shall consider the proposed building(s) in the context of the 
"Current Project Baseline," which, at any given time during 
construction of the Proposed Project, shall be defined as any 
existing buildings at the site, the as-built designs of all 
previously-completed structures and the then-current designs of 
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approved but yet unbuilt structures that would be completed by the 
time of occupancy of the subject building. 

(a) If the qualified wind consultant concludes that the building 
design(s) could not create a new wind hazard and could not 
contribute to a wind hazard identified by prior wind tunnel 
testing for the EIR and in subsequent wind analysis required 
by this mitigation measure, no further review would be 
required. If there could be a new wind hazard, then a 

. quantitative assessment shall be conducted using wind tunnel 
testing or an equivalent quantitative analysis that produces 
comparable results to the analysis methodology used in this 
EIR. 

(b) If the qualified wind consultant concludes that the building 
design(s) could create a new wind hazard or could contribute 
to a wind hazard identified by p1ior wind tunnel testing 
conducted for this EIR and in subsequent wind analysis 
required by this mitigation measure, but in the consultant's 
professional judgment the buildirtg(s) can be modified to 
reduce such impact to a less-than-significant level, the 
consultant shall notify Port Staff and the building applicant. 
The consultant's professional judgment may be informed by 
the use of "desktop" analytical tools, such as computer tools 
relying on results of prior wind tunnel testing for the Proposed 
Project and other projects (i.e., "desktop" analysis does not 
include new wind tunnel testing). The analysis shall include 
consideration of wind location, duration, and speed of wind. 
The building applicant may then propose changes or 
supplements to the design of the proposed building(s) to 
achieve this result. These changes or supplements may 
include, but are not limited to, changes in design, building 
orientation, sculpting to include podiums and roof terraces, 
and/or the addition of architectural canopies or screens, or 
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street furniture. The effectiveness of landscaping may also be 
considered. The wind consultant shall then reevaluate the 
building design(s) with specified changes or supplements. If 
the wind consultant demonstrates to the satisfaction of Port 
Staff that the modified design and landscaping for the 
building(s) could not create a new wind hazard or contribute 
to a wind hazard identified in prior wind tunnel testing 
conducted for this EIR and in subsequent wind analysis 
required by this mitigation measure, no :further review would 
be required. 

(c) If the consultant is unable to demonstrate-to tlie satisfaction of 
Port Staff that no increase in wind hazards wouid occur, wind 
tunnel testing or an equivalent method of quantitative 
evaluation producing results that can be compared to those 
used in the EIR and in any subsequent wind analysis testing 
required by this mitigation measure is required. The 
building(s) shall be wind tunnel tested in the context of a 
model that represents the Current Project Baseline, as 
described in Item 1, above. The testing shall include all the 
test points in the vicinity of a proposed building or group of 
buildings that were tested in this EIR, as well as all additional 
points deemed appropriate by the consultant to determine the 
wind performance for the building(s). Testing shall occur in 
places identified as important, e.g .. , building entrances, 

· sidewalks, etc., and there may need to be additional test point 
locations considered. At the direction and approval of the 
Port, the ''vicinity" shall be determined by the wind 
consultant, as appropriate for the circumstances, e.g., a 
starting concept for "vicinity" could be approximately 350 
feet around the perimeter of the subject parcel(s), subject to 
the wind consultant's reducing or increasing this radial · 
distance. The wind tunnel testing shall test the proposed 
building deshm( s ), as well as the CmTent Proiect Baseline, in 
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order to clearly identify those differences that would be due to 
the proposed new building(s). In the event the wind tunnel 
testing determines that design of the building(s) would 
increase the hours of wind hazard or extent of area subject to 
hazardous winds beyond those identified in prior wind testing 
conducted for this EIR and in subsequent wind tunnel analysis 
required by this mitigation measure, the wind consultant shall 
notify Port Staff and the building applicant. The building 
applicant may then propose changes or supplements to the 
design of the proposed building(s) to eliminate wind hazards. 
These changes or supplements may include, but are not · 
limited to, changes in design, building orientation, sculpting 
building( s) to include podiums and roof ten-aces, adding 
architectural canopies or screens, or street furniture. All 
feasible means (changes in design, relocating or reorienting 
certain building(s), sculpting to include podiums and roof 
ten-aces, the addition of architectural canopies or screens, or 
street furniture) to eliminate wind hazards, if predicted, shall 
be implemented to the extent necessary to mitigate the impact. 
After such design changes and features have been considered, 
the additional effectiveness of landscaping at the size it is 
proposed to be installed may also be considered. The wind 
consultant shall then reevaluate the buildmg design( s) with 
specified changes or supplements. If the wind consultant 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of Port Staff that the modified 
design would not create a new wind hazard or contribute to a 

. wind hazard identified in prior wind tunnel testing conducted 
for this EIR and in subsequent wind analysis required by this 
mitigation measure, no further review would be required. 

If the proposed building(s) would result in a wind hazard exceedance, and the 
only way to eliminate the hazard is to redesign a proposed building, then the 
building shall be redesigned. 
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Mitigation Measure M-WS-2:·Wind Reduction for Rooftop Winds 

If the rooftop ofbuilding(s) is proposed as public open space and/or a passive 
or active public recreational area prior to issuance of a building permit for the 
subject building(s), a qualified wind consultant shall prepare a wind impact 
and mitigation analysis in the context of the Current Project Baseline 
regarding the proposed architectural design. All feasible means (such as 
changing the proposed building mass or design; raising the height of.the. 
parapets to at least 8 feet, using a porous material where such material would 
be effective in reducing wind.speeds; using localized wind screens, canopies, 
trellises, and/or landscaping around seating areas) to eliminate wind hazards 
shall be implemented as necessary. A significant wind impact would be an 
increase in the number of hours that the wind hazard criterion is exceeded or 
an increase in the area subjected to winds exceeding the hazard criterion as 
compared to existing conditions at the height of the proposed rooftop. The 
wind consultant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of Port Staff that the 
building design would not create a new wind hazard or contribute to a wind 
hazard identified in prior wind testing conducted for this EIR. 

l:?kffiiifiii'hiiiii';;.,n 
Mitigation Measure M-BI-la: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program Training 

Project-specific Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
training shall be developed and implemented by a qualified biologist* an9. 
attended by all project personnel performing demolition or ground-disturbing 
work prior to beginning demolition or ground-disturbing work on site for 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project Sponsors 
and qualified wind 
consultant. 

Project sponsors 
and qualified 
project biok>gist. 
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Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to 
issuance of a 
building permit 
for a building 
with a rooftop 
proposed as 
public open 
space and/or 
passive/active 
recreational 
area, the 
qualified wind 
consultant shall 
demonstrate 
that no new 
wind hazards or 
a contribution 
to a wind 
hazard 
identified in the 
EIRwould 
occur in a wind 
hazard and 

Prior to 
demolition or 
ground-disturbi 
ng activities. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Port Staff to review 
wind hazard and 
mitigation analysis. 

=--·~~·. ,,,, 

Port staff to review 
and approve WEAP 
tr·aining. Project 
sponsors and 
qualified biological 
consultant to 
document WEAP 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval or 
issuance of 
building permit 

Considered 
complete after 
Port staff 
reviews and 
approves WEAP 
training, and 
confirm 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

Port 

Port or Planning 
Department 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency1 

Responsibility 

each conslluction phase. The WEAP training shall include, but not be limited !l·aining and compliance in 
to, educatiop about the following: provide annual 

Applicable State and Federal laws, environmental regulations, 
documentation mitigation 

a. during annual repo1t. 
project permit conditions, and penalties for non-compliance. mitigation report to 

b. Special-status plant and animal species with the potential to be the Port. 
encountered on or in the vicinity of the project site during 
constmcti on. 

c. Avoidance measures and a protocol for encountering special-status 
species including a communication chain. 

d. Preconstmction surveys and biological monitoring requirements 
asso~iated with each phase of work and at specific locations within 
the project site (e.g., shoreline work) as biological resources and 
protection measures will vary depending on where work is 
occurring within the site, time of year,. and constmction activity. 

e. Known sensitive resource areas in the project vicinity that are to be 
avoided and/or protected as well as approved project work areas, 
access roads, and staging areas. 

Best management practices (BMPs) (e.g., straw wattles or spill kits) and their 
location around the project site for erosion con!l·ol and species exclusion, in 
addition to general housekeeping requirements. 

*Typical experience requirements.for a "qualified biologist" include a 
minimum of four years of academic training ru:i.d professional experience in 
biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a 
minimum of two years of experience conducting surveys for each species that 
may be present within the project area. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-lb: Nesting Bird Protection Measures Project sponsors, Prior to If.constmction will Considered Port or Planning 
qualified biological issuance of occur during complete upon Department 
consultant. demolition or nesting season, issuance of 

The project site's proximity to San Francisco Bay and its current lack of building · qualified biological demolition or 
consultant to 
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Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule 
Responsibility 

Schedule 

activity result in a more attractive environment for birds to nest than other pe1mits for conduct bat surveys building permits 
San Francisco locations (e.g., the Financial District) that have higher levels of construction and present results for construction 
site activity and human presence. Nesting birds and their nests shall be · during the to Port Staff 
protected during construction by implementation of the following measures nestjng season 
for each construction phase: (August 16-

a. To the extent feasible, conduct initial activities including, but January 14) 

not limited to, vegetation removal, tree trimming or removal, 
ground disturbance, building demolition, site grading, and other 
construction activities which may compromise breeding birds or 
the success of their nests (e.g:, CRF, rock drilling, rock crushing, 
or pile driving), outside of the nesting season (January 15-
August 15). -· 

b. If construction during the bird nesting season cannot be fully 
avoided, a qualified wildlife biologist* shall conduct 
pre-construction nesting surveys within 14 days prior to the stait 
of construction or demolition at areas that have not been 
previously disturbe.d by project activities or after any 
construction breaks of 14 days or more. Surveys shall be 
perf01med for suitable habitat within 250 feet of the project site 
in order to locate any active passerine (perching bird) nests and 
within 5 00 feet of the project site to locate any active raptor 
(birds of prey) nests, waterbird nesting pairs, or colonies. 

c. If active nests are located during the preconstruction bird nesting 
surveys, a qualified biologist shall evaluate ifthe schedule of 
construction activities could affect the active nests and if so, the 
following measures would apply: 

i. If construction is not likely to affect the active nest, 
construction may proceed without restriction; 
however, a qualified biologist shall regularly monitor 
the nest at a frequency determined appropriate for the 
surrounding construction activity to confirm there is 
no adverse effect. Spot-check monitoring frequency 
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would be determined on a nest-by-nest basis 
· considering the particular construction activity, 
duration, proximity to the nest, and physical barriers 
which may screen activity from the nest The 
qualified biologist may revise his/her dete1mination at 
any time during the nesting season in coordination 
with the Po1t of San Francisco or Planning 
Department. 

ii. If it is detennined that construction may affect the 
active nest, the qualified biologist shall establish a 
no-disturbance buffer around the nest(s) and all 
project work shall halt within the buffer until a 
qualified biologist determines the nest is no loI)ger in 
use. Typically, these buffer distances are 250 feet for 
passerines and 500 feet for raptors; however, the 
buffers may be adjusted if an obstruction, such as a · 
building, is within line-of-sight between the nest and 
construction. 

iii. Modifying nest buffer distances, allowing ce1tain 
construction activities within the buffer, and/or 
modifying construction methods in proximity to active 
nestS shall be done at the discretion of the qualified 
biologist and in poordination with the P01t of San 
Francisco or Planning Department, who would notify 
CDFW. Necessary actions to remove or relocate an 
activenest(s) shall be.coordinated with the Port of San 
Francisco or Planning Department and approved by 
CDFW. 

iv. Any work that must occur within established 
no-disturbance buffers around active nests shall be 
monitored by a qualified biologist. If adverse effects 
in response to project work within the buffer are 
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observed and could compromise the nest, work within 
the no-disturbance buffer(s) shall halt until the nest 
occupants have fledged. 

v. Any birds that begin nesting within the project area 
and survey buffers amid construction activities are 
assumed to be habituated to construction-related or 
similar noise and disturbance levels, so exclusion 
zones .around nests may be reduced or eliminated in 
these cases as determined by the qualified biologist in -
coordination with the Port of San Francisco or 
Planning Department, who would notify CDFW. 
Work may proceed around these active nests as long 
as the nests and their occupants are not directly 
i.illpacted. 

* Typical experience requirements for a "qualified biologist" include a 
minimum of four years of academic training and professional experience in 
biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a 
minimum of two years of experience conducting surveys for each species that 
may be present within the project area. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Project sponsors, Prior to Qualified Considered P01t or Planning 
Bats qualified biological issuance of biological complete upon Department 

A qualified biologist (as defined by CDFW*) who is expei:ienced with bat consultant, and demolition or consultant to issuance of 

surveying techniques (including auditory sampling methods), behavior, CDFW. building conduct bat surveys demolition or 

roosting habitat, and identification oflocal bat species shall be consulted permits when and present results building permits. 

prior to demolition or building relocation activities to conduct a trees or shrubs to Port Staff. 

pre-construction habitat assessment of the project site (focusing on buildings would be 

to be demolished or relocated) to characterize potential bat habitat and removed or 

identify po~entially active.roost sites. No further action is required should the buildings 

pre-construction habitat assessment not identify bat habitat or signs of demolished as 

potentially active bat roosts within the project site (e.g., guano, urine staining, part of an 

dead bats, etc.). individual 
nroiect. 
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The following measures shall be implemented should potential roosting 
habitat or potentially active bat roosts be identified during the habitat 
assessment in buildings to be demolished or relocated under the Proposed 
Project or in trees adjacent to construction activities that could be trimmed or 
removed under the Proposed Project: 

a) Ih areas identified as potential roosting habhat during the habitat 
assessment, initial building demolition, relocation, and any tree 
work (trin1ming or removal) shall occur when bats are active, 
approximately between the periods of-March 1 to April 15 and 
August 15 to October 15, to the extent feasible. These dates avoid 
the bat maternity roosting season and period of winter torpor. 
[Torpor refers to a state of decreased physiological activity with 
reduced body temperature and metabolic rate.] 

b) Depending on temporal guidance as defined below, the qualified 
biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys of potential bat 
roost sites identified during the initial habitat assessment no more 
than 14 days prior to building demolition or relocation, _or any tree 
trimming or removal. 

c) If active bat roosts or evidence of roosting is identified during 
pre-constmction surveys, the qualified biologist shall detennine, if 
possible, tl1e type of roost and species. A no-disturbance buffer 

. shall be established around roost sites until the qualified biologist 
determines they are no longer active. The size of the 
no-disturbance buffer would be determined by the qualified 
biologist and would depend on fue species present, roost type, 
existing scr_eening around the roost site (such as dense vegetation 
or a building), as well as the type of construction activity that 
would occur around tl1e roost site. 

d) If special-status bat species or maternity or hibernation roosts are 
detected during these surveys, appropriate species- and 
roost-specific avoidance and protection measures shall be 
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developed by the qualified biologist in coordination with CDFW. 
Such measures may include postponing the removal of buildings or 
structures, establishing exclusionary work buffers while the roost is 
active (e.g., 100-foot no-disturbance buffer), or other 
compensatory mitigation. 

e) The qualified biologist shall be present during building demolition, 
relocation, or tree work if potential bat roosting l;labitat or active bat 
roosts are present. Buildings and trees with active roosts shall be 
disturbed only under clear weather conditions when precipitation is 
not forecast for three days and when daytime temperatures are at 
least 50 degrees Fahrenheit. 

f) The demolition or relocation of buildings containing or suspected 
to contain bat roosting habitat or active bat roosts shall be done 
under the supervision of the qualified biologist When appropriate, 
buildings shall be partially dismantled to significantly change the 
roost conditions, causing bats to abandon and not return to tire 
roost, likely in the evening and after bats have emerged from the 
roost to forage. Under no circumstances shall active maternity 
roosts be disturbed until tire roost disbands at the completion of the 
maternity roosting season or otherwise becomes inactive, as 

. determined. by the qualified biologist. 

g) Trimming or removal of existing trees with potential bat roosting 
habitat or active (non-maternity or hibernation) bat roost sites shall 
follow a two-step removal process (which shall occur during the 
time of year when bats are active, according to a) above, and 
depending on tire type ofroost and species present, according to c) 
above). 

i. On the first day and under supervision of the qualified 
biologist, tree branches and limbs not containing cavities 
or fissures in which bats could roost shall be cut using 
chainsaws. 
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Schedule 

Agency 1 

Responsibility 

ii. On the following day and under the supervision of the 
qualified biologist, the remainder of the tree may be 
trimmed or removed, either using chainsaws or other 
equipment (e.g., excavator or backhoe). 

All felled trees shall remain on the ground for at least 24 hours prior to 
chipping, off-site removal, or other processing to allow any bats to escape, or 
be inspected once felled by the qualified biologist to ensure no bats remain 
within the tree and/or branches. 

iv. * CDFW defines credentials of a "qualified biologist" within 
permits or authorizations issued for a project. Typical qualifications include a 
1Uinimum of five years of academic training and professional experience in 
biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a 
minimum of two years of experience conducting surveys for each species that 
may be present within the project area. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Pile Driving Noise Reduction for Project sponsors. Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port 
Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals construction of prepare a complete upcin 

Prior to the start of reconstruction of the bulkhead in Reach II, the project 
the bulkhead in Construction Plan review and 
Reach II, and submit it to the approval of the 

sponsors shall prepare a detailed Construction Plan that outlines the details of project Po1t for review and Construction 
the piling insta\lation approach. This Plan shall be reviewed and approved by sponsors to approval.If Plan. If 
Po1t Staff. The infonnation provided in this plan shall include, but not be prepare a · determined dete1mined 
limited to, the following: Construction necessary, soi,md necessary, 

• The type of piling to be used (whether sheet pile or H-pile); Plan. attenuation and approval of the 
monitoring plan sound 

• The piling size to be used; would then be attenuation and 
developed. Results monitoring plan 

• The method of pile installation to be used; of the vibration would be 

• Noise levels for the type of piling to be used and the method of pile 
monitoring would required by Pott 
be provided to Staff, and 

driving; NOAA if required. monitoring 

• Recalculation of potential underwater noise levels that could be An alternative to results would be 

generated during pile driving using methodologies outlined in the sound provided to 
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CalTrans 2009 [Caltrans, Technical Guidance for Assessment and attenuation and NOAA. 
Mitigation]; and monitoring plan is 

to consult with 
• When pile driving is to occur . NOAA and provide 

If the results of the recalculations provided in the detailed Construction Plan 
evidence to the 
satisfaction of Port 

for pile driving discussed above indicate that underwater noise levels are less 
Staff. 

than 183 dB (SEL) for fish at a distance of33 feet (less than or equal to 10 
meters) and 160 dB (RMS) sound pressure level or 120 dB (RMS) re 1 µPa 
impulse noise level for marine mammals for a distance 1,640 feet (500 
meters), then no further measures are required to mitigate underwater noise. 
If recalculated noise levels are greater than those identified above, then the 
project sponsors shall develop a sound attenuation reduction and monitoring 
plan. This plan shall be reviewed and approved by Port Staff. This plan shall 
provide detail on the sound attenuation system, detail methods used to 
monitor and verify sound levels during pile-driving activities, and all BMPs 
to be taken to reduce impact hammer pile-driving sound in the marine 
environment to an intensity level ofless than 183 and 160/120 dB (as 
identified above) at distances of33 feet (less than or equal to 10 meters) for 
fish and 1,640 feet (500 meters) for marine mammals. The sound-monitoring 
results shall be made available to NOAA Fisheries. If, in the case of marine · 
mammals, recalculated noise levels are greater than 160 dB (peak) at less 
than or equal to 1,640 feet (500 meters), then the project sponsors shall 
consult With NOAA to determine the need to obtain an Incidental Harassment 
Authorization (IHA) under the MMP A. If an IHA is required by NOAA, an 
application for an IHA shall be prepared by the project sponsors. 

The plan shall incorporate as appropriate, but not be limited to, the following 
BMPs: 

• Any impact-hammer-installed soldier wall H-pilings or sheet piling 
shall be conducted in strict accordance With the Long-Term 
Management Strategy (LTMS) work windows for Pacific hening, * 
during which the oresence of Pacific herring in the project site is 
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' 

expected to be minimal unless, where applicable, NOAA Fisheries 
in their Section 7 consultation with the Corps determines that the 
potential effect to special-status fish species is less than significant. 

• If pile installation using impact hammers must occur at times other 
than the approved L TMS work window for Pacific herring or result 
in underwater sound levels greater than those identified above, the 
project sponsors shall consult with both NOAA Fisheries and 
CDFW on the need to obtain incidental take auth01izations to 
address potential impacts to longfin smelt and green sturgeon 
associated with reconstmction of the steel sheet pile bulkhead in 
Reach II, and to implement all requested actions to avoid impacts. 

• A 1,640-foot (500-meter) safety zone shall be established and 
maintained around the sound source to the extent such a safety zone 
is located within in-water areas, for the protection of marine 
mammals in the event that sound levels are unknown or cannot be 
adequately predicted. 

• In-water work activities associated with reconstruction of the steel 
sheet pile bulkhead in Reach JI shall be halted when a marine 
mammal enters the 1,640-foot (500-meter) safety zone and shall 
cease until the mammal has been gone from the area for a minimum 
of 15 minutes. 

• A "soft start" technique shall be used in all pile driving, giving 
marine mammals an opportunity to vacate the area. 

• A NOAA Fisheries-approved biological monitor. shall conduct 
daily surveys before and during impact hammer pile driving to 
inspect the safety zone and adjacent San Francisco Bay waters for 
marine marmnals. The monitor shall be present as specified by 
NOAA Fisheries during the impact pile-driving phases of 
construction. 
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• Other BMPs shall be implemented as necessary, such as using 
bubble curtains or an air barrier, to reduce underwater noise levels 
to acceptable levels. 

Alternatively, the project sponsors may consult with NOAA directly and 
submit evidence to their satisfaction of Port Staff of NOAA consultation. In 
such case, the project sponsors shall comply with NOAA reco!nmendations 
and/or requirements. 

* U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers, Programmatic Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
Assessment for the Long-Term Management Strategy for the Placement of 
Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region. July 2009. 

· Mitigation Measure M-BI-4: Compensation for Fill of Jurisdictional Project sponsors. Prior to any Project sponsors fo Considered Po1t 
Waters construction at comply with complete after 

In accordance with the Reach II regulatory pennits issuance of 
To offset temporary and/or permanentimpacts to jurisdictional waters of San 

regulatory pennits bulkhead or in regulatory 
Francisco Bay adjacent to the 28-Acre Site, construction associated with 

and coordination accordance pennits for the 
repair or replacement of the Reach II bulkhead shall be conducted as required 

withNMFS, with regulatory fill of 
by regulatory.permits (i.e., those issued by the Corps, RWQCB, and BCDC) pennits. jurisdictional 
and in coordination with NMFS as appropriate. If required by regulatory compensatory 

waters. 
pennits, compensatory mitigation shall be provided as necessary, at a mitigation, if 

minimum ratio of 1: 1 for fill beyond that required for normal repair and required, shall be 

maintenance of existing structures. Compensation may include on-site or provided at a 

off-site shoreline improvements or intertidal/subtidal habitat enhancements minimum ratio of 

along San Francisco's eastern waterfront through removal of chemically 1:1. 
treated wood material (e.g., pilings, decking, etc.) by pulling, cutting, or 
breaking off piles at least 1 foot below mudline or removal of other 
unengineered debris (e.g., concrete-filled drums or large pieces of 
concrete). 

Improvements would be implemented in accordance with NMFS as 
appropriate. On-site or off-site restoration/enhancement plans, if required, 
must be prepared by a qualified biologist prior to construction and approved 
by the permitting agencies prior to beginning construction, repair, or 
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replacement of the Reach II bulkhead. Implementation of 
restoration/enhancement activities by the permittee shall occur prior to 
project impacts, whenever possible. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3a: Reduction of Rock Fall Hazards 

The project sponsors shall prepare a site-specific geotechnical report(s), 
subject to review and approval by the Port, that evaluates the design and 
construction methods proposed for Parcels PKS, C-1, and C-2, the Irish Hill 
playground, and 21~t Street. The investigations shall determine the potential 
for rock fall hazards. If the potential for rock fall hazards is identified, the I site-specific geotec!111ical investigations sh~ll identify measur~ to minimize 
such hazards to be nnplemented by the project sponsors. Possible measures 
to reduce the impacts of potential rock fall haiards include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

• Limited regrading to adjust slopes to stable gradient; 

• Rock fall containment measures such as installation_ of drape nets, 
rock fall catchment fences, or diversion dams; and 

• Site design measures such as implementing setbacks to ensure that 
buildings and public uses are outside areas that could be subject to 
damage as a result of rock fall. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3b: Signage and Restricted Access to Pier 70 

Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy _under the Proposed 
Project, the project sponsors shall install a gate or an equivalent measure to 
prevent access to the existing dilapidated pier at the project site. A sign shall 
be posted at the potential access point informing the public of potential risks 
associated with use of the structure and prohibiting public.access. 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project sponsors. 

Project sponsors to 
install signage and 
gate or equivalent 
measure to prevent 
access to the 
existing dilapidated 
pier. 
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Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to the start 
of construction 
activities at 
Parcels PKS, 
C~ 1, C-2, the 
Irish Hill 
playground, 
and 21st Street. 

Prior to 
issuance of the 
first Certificate 
of Occupancy. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project.sponsors to 
submit 
geotechnical 
report(s) to the Port 
for review and 
approval. 

Project sponsors to 
document 
installation of 
signage and gate or 
equivalent measure 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval of 
geotechnical 
report(s) and any 
associated 
measures to 
minimize rock 
fall hazards. 

Considered 
complete upon 
installation of the 
signage and gate 
or equivalent 
measure. The 
measure will be 
documented in 
the annual 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

I Po1t 

I Port 
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mitigation and 

: monitoring 
renort. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Paleontological Resources Monitoring Projec~ sponsors Prior to Qualified Considered Port and 
and Mitigation Program and qualified issuance of a paleontological complete upon Planning 

paleontological building permit consultant to documentation to Department 
Prior to issuance of a building permit for construction activities that would consultant. where prepare a PRMMP the satisfaction 
disturb sedimentary rocks of the Franciscan: Complex (based on the construction for review and of that building 
site-specific geotechnical investigation or other available information), the activities would approval by the permit 
project sponsors shall retain the services of a qualified paleontological disturb ERO A single construction 
consultant having expertise in California paleontology to design and sedimentary · PRMMPor activities would 
in1plement a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program rocks of the multiple PRMMPs not disturb 
(PRMMP). The PRMMP shall specify the timing and specific locations where Franciscan may be produced to sedimentary 
construction monitoring would be required; emergency discovery procedures; complex. address project rocks of the 
sampling and data recovery procedures; procedures fot the preparation, If earth-moving phasing. Franciscan 
identification, analysis, and curation of fossil specimens and data recovered; activities have In compliance with Complex, or 
preconstruction coordination procedures; and procedures for reporting the. the potential to the requirements of review and 
results of the monitoring program. The PRMMP shall be consistent with the 

disturb thePRMMP, a approval of the 
Society for Vertebrate ·paleontology (SVP) Standard Guidelines for the 

previously qualified PRMMP,if 
mitigation of construction-related adverse impacts to paleontological 

undisturbed paleontological required, by the 
resources and the requirements of the designated repository for any fossils native consultant would Planning 
collected. 

sediinent, a monitor Department. 
DUiing construction, earth-moving activities that have the potential to disturb qualified construction and Monitoring 
previously undisturbed native sediment or. sedimentary rocks shall be palecintological provide a activities and 
monitored by a qualified paleontological consultant having expertise in consultant monitoring report compliance 
California paleontology. Monitoring need not be conducted for construction would monitor for inclusion in the would be 
activities in areas where the ground has been previously disturbed or when the activities. annual mitigation documented in 
constmction activities would encounter artificial fill, Young Bay Mud, marsh and monitoring the annual 
deposits, or non-sedimentary. rocks of the Franciscan Complex. report. mitigation and 

monitoring 
If a paleontological resource is discovered, construction activities in an report. 
appropriate buffer around the discovery site shall be suspended for a 
maximum of 4 weeks. At the direction of the Environmental Review Officer 
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(ERO), the suspension of construction can be extended beyond 4 weeks if 
needed to implement appropriate measures in accordance with the PRMMP, 
but only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to prevent an adverse 
impact on the paleontological resource. 

The paleontological consultant's work shall be conducted at the direction of 
the City's ERO. Plans. and reports prepared by the consultant shall be 

·submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be 
considered draft reports subject to revision.until final approval by the ERO. 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-2a: Design and Construction of Proposed 
Pump Station for Options 1 and 3 

The project sponsors shall design the new pump station proposed as pait of 
the Proposed Project to achieve the following performance criteria. 

• The dry-weather capacity of the new pump· station and associated 
force main shall be sufficient to convey dry-weather wastewater 
flows within the 20th Street sub-basin, including flows from the 
existing baseline, the Proposed Project at full build-out, and 
cumulative proje.ct contributions; and 

• The wet-weather capacity of the new pump station shall be 
sufficient to ensure that potential wet-weather combined sewer 
discharges from the 20th Street sub-basin and associated 
downstream basins do not exceed the long-tem1 average often 
discharges per yeai~ specified in the SFPUC Bayside NPDES 
pennit or applicable con-esponding pennit condition at time of final 
design. The capacity shall be based on the existing baseline, the 
Proposed Project at full build-out, and cumulative project 
contributions. · 

The project sponsors sh<1ll coordinate with the SFPUC regai·ding the design 
and construction of the oumo station. The final design shall be subiect to 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project sponsors. 
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Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to 
construction of 
the proposed 
pump station 
for Options 1 
and3. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsors to 
coordinate with the 
SFPUC and Port 
regarding the 
proposed pump 
station design and 
performance 
criteria. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval of the 
final design by 
theSFPUC. 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

SFPUC 
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Monitorin'g 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency1 

Responsibility 

approval by the SFPUC. 

Mitigation: Measure M-HY-2b: Design and Construction of Proposed Project sponsors. Pdorto Project sponsors to Considered SFPUC 
Pump Station for Option 2 construction of coordinate with the complete upon 

The project sponsors shall design the new pump station proposed as part of 
the proposed SFPUC and P01t approval of the 

" pump station regarding the final design by 
the Proposed Project to achieve the following performance cdteria. for Option 2. proposed pump the SFPUC. 

• The dry-weather capacity of the new pump station and associated station design and 

force main shall be sufficient to convey dry-weather wastewater perfo1mance 

flows within the 20th Street sub-basin, including flows from the criteda. 

existing baseline, the Proposed Project at full build-out, and · 
cumulative project contributions; 

.. Duling wet weather, wastewater flows from the project site shall 
bypass the wet-weather facilities and be conveyed to the combined 
sewer system in such a manner that they do not contribute to 
combined sewer discharges within the 20th Street sub-basill; and 

• The wet-weather capacity of the new pump station shall be 
sufficient to ensure that potential wet-weather combined sewer 
discharges· from.the 20th Street sub-basin and associated 
downstream basins do not exceed the long-term average often 
discharges per year specified in the SFPUC Bayside NPDES 
permit or applicable corresponding permit condition at time of final 
design. The capacity shall be based on the existing baseline and 
cumulative project contributions. 

The project sponsors shall coordinate with the SFPUC n;garding the design 
and constiuction of the pump station. The final design shall be subject to 
approval by the SFPUC. 

:'.;'ti/i.f.'Aiiti."'··i'.iic'::.c'":;~;;;""::::· ·;;. .. ,;:rii•I{"'····::. '·''\H'•' '"' ·,:. 'hUi""•''c·~·,•·•':•"";;:oe,\ %I/'~{J!'J::i'!'':· ... ''·':..:;·-~:- :,,,:,;:~''" --~'· 
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Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Conduct Transformer Survey and Project sponsors Priorto the . ·Qualified Considered Port 
Remove PCB Transformers and qualified demolition, contractor to survey complete ifno 

contractor. renovation, or and determine the PCBs found or 
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Responsibility Schedule Reporting 
Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

The project sponsors shall retain a qualified contractor to survey any building relocation of PCB content of upon appropriate 

and/or structure planned for demolition, renovation, or relocation to identify any building transformers in use disposal and 

all electrical transformers in use and in storage. The contractor shall and/or and storage. If removal of 

. determine the PCB content using name plate information, .or through stmcture . necessary, the transfonners. 

sampling if name-plate data do not provide adequate information regarding contractor shall Mitigation 

the PCB content of the dielectric equipment. The project sponsors shall remove and dispose activities would 

retain·a qualified contractor to remove and dispose of all transformers in of transfonners in be documented 

accordance with the requirements of Title 40 of the Code of Federal accordance with in hazardous 

Regulations, Section 761.60 (described under the Regulatory Framework) applicable materials 

and the Title 22 oft11e California Code of Regulations, Section 66261.24. regulations. manifestos and 

The removal shall be completed in advance of any building or structural in the annual 

demolition, renovation, or relocation. mitigation and 
monitoring 
report. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Conduct Sampling and Cleanup if Project sponsors In the event that If lealcage or Considered Po1t 
Stained Building Materials Are Observed and qualified leakage is spillage occurs, complete if no 

In the event that lealrnge is observed in the vicinity of a transformer 
contractor. observed in the qualified contractor PCBs found or 

containing greater than 50 paits per million PCB (determined in accordance 
vicinity of a to obtain samples upon sainpling 

with Mitigation Measure H-HZ-2a), or the leakage has resulted in visible 
tra11sfo1mer and clefill the filld removal of 

staining of the building materials or sun-ounding surface areas, the project 
containing surface (if PCBsin 

sponsors shall retain a qualified professional to obtain Sa111ples of the building 
greater thfill 50 necessary) in . accordfillce 

materials for the.fillalysis of PCBs in accordfillce with Pait 761 of the Code of 
paits per accordance with applicable 

Federal Regulations. If PCBs ai·e identified at a concentration of 1 pait per 
million PCB, or applicable regulations. 

million, then the project sponsors shall retain a contractor to clean the surface 
the leakage has regulations. · Mitigatioi+ 

to a concentration of 1 pa1t per million or less in accordfillce with Title 40 of 
resulted in activities would 

the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 761.6l(a). The sampling filld 
visible staining be documented 
of the building in hazardous 

cleaning shall be completed in advfillce of any building or structural materials or materials 
demolition, renovation, or relocation. surrounding · mfillifestos filld 

surface areas. If in the annual 
determined mitigation filld 
necessaiJI, monitoring 
sampling and reoo1t. 
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Responsibility · Schedule 
Reporting 

Schedule 
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Responsibility 

cleaning shall 
be completed in 
advance of any 
building or 
structural 
demolition, 
renovation, or 
relocation. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c:. Conduct Soil Sampling if Stained Soil is Project sponsors In the event that Ifleakage or Considered Pmt 
Observed · and qualified leakage is spillage occurs, complete if no 

In the event that leakage is observed in the vicinity of a PCB-containing contractor. observed in the qualified contractor PCBs found or 

transformer that-has resulted in visible staining of the surrounding soil vicinity of a to obtain samples upon sampling 

(determined in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HZ~2a), the project transformer, or and remove any and removal of 

sponsors shall retain a qualified professional to obtain soil samples for the the leakage has PCBs (if necessary) PCBs in 

analysis of PCBs in accordance with Part 761 of the Code of Federal resulted in in accordance with accordance 

Regulations. If PCBs are identified at a concentration less than the residential visible staining applicable applicable 

Environmental· Screening Level of 0.22 milligrams per kilogram, then no. of soils. If regulations. regulations. 

further action shall be required. If PCBs are identified at a concentration determined Mitigation 

greater than or equal to the residential Enviromnental Screening Level of necessary, activities would 

0.22 milligrams per kilogram, then the project sponsors shall require the sampling and be documented 

contractor to implement the requirements of the Pier 70 RMP, as required by removal shall hazardous 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-6. The sampling and implementation of the Pier· be completed in materials 

70 RMP requirements shall be completed in advance of any building or advance of any manifestos and 

structural demolition, renovation, relocation, or subsequent development. building or in the annual 
structural mitigation and 
demolition, monitoring 
renovation, or report. 
relocation. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3a: Implement Construction and Project sponsors Notice shall be All plans prepared Considered Pmt 
Maintenance-Related Measures of the Pier 70 Risk Management Plan and construction provided to the in accordance with complete upon 

The project sponsors shall provide notice to the RWQCB, DPH, and Port in 
contractor( s). RWQCB,DPH, the Pier 70 RMP notice to the 

accord.ance with the Pier 70 RMP, in advance of ground-disturbing activities 
and Port in shall be submitted RWQCB,DPH, 
accordance totheRWQCB andP01t. 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule 
Responsibility Schedule 

that would disturb an area of 1,250 square feet or more of native soil, 50 cubic with the Pier 70 DPH, and ·Po1t for 
yards or more of native soil, more than 0.5 acre of soil, or 10,000 square feet · RMP prior to review and 
or more of durable cover (Pier 70 RMP Sections 4.1, 4.2, and 6.3). any approval in 

The project sponsors shall also (through their contractor) implement the 
ground-disturbi accordance with the 
ng activities notification 

following measures of the Pier 70 RMP during construction to provide for the that would requirements of the 
protection of worker and public health, including nearby schools and other · disturb an area RMP. 
sensitive receptors, and to ensure appropriate disposition of soil and of 1,250 square 
groundwater removed from the site: · feet or more of 

• A project-specific health and safety plan (Pier 70 RMP Section native soil, 50 

6.4); cubic yards or 
more of native 

• Access controls (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.1); soil, more than 
0.5 acre of soil, 

• Soil management protocols, including those for: or 10,000 
.o soil movement (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.5.1), square feet or 

soil stockpile management (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.5.2), and 
more of durable 

-0 cover. 
0 impo1t of clean s~il (including preparation of a 

project-specific Soil Import Plan) (Pier 70 RMP Section 
6.5:3); 

• A dust control plan in accordance with the measures specified by 
the California Air Resources Board for control of naturally 
occurring asbestos (Title 17 of California Code of Regulations, 

· Section 93105) and Al.tide 22B of the San Francisco Health Code 
and other applicable regulations as well as site-specific measures 
(Pier 70 RMP Section 6.6); 

• A project-specific sto1mwater pollution prevention control plan 
(Pier 70 RMP Section 6.7); 

• Off-site soil disposal (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.8); 
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• A project-specific groundwater management plan· for temporary 
dewatering (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.10.1); 

• Risk management measures to minimize the potential for new 
utilities to become conduits for the spread of groundwater 
contarili.nation (Pier 70 RMP Section 6:10.2); 

• Appropriate design of underground pipelines to prevent the 
intrusion of groundwater or degradation of pipeline construction 
materials by chemicals in the soil or groundwater (Pier 70 RMP 
Section 6.10.3); and· 

• Protocols for unforeseen conditions (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.9) . 

Following completion of construction activities that disturb any durable 
cover, the integrity of the previously existing durable cover shall be 
re-established in accordance with Section 6.2.ofthe Pier 70 RMP and the 
protocols described in the Operations and Maintenance Plan of the Pier 70 
RMP. 

All plans prepared in accordance with the Pier 70 RMP shall be submitted to 
the RWQCB, DPH, and/or Port for review and approval in accordance with 
the notification requirements of the RMP (Pier 70 RMP Section 4.0). 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3b: Implement Well Protection Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors to Monitoring . Port 
Requirements of the Pier 70 Risk Management Plan ground-disturbi identify any complete if no 

In accordance with Section 6.11 of the Pier 70 RMP, the project sponsors ng activities. monitoring wells in wells or 

shall review available information prior to any ground-disturbing activities to the area, and activities would .. 

identify any monitoring wells within the construction area, including any appropriately be demonstrated 

wells installed by PG&E in support of investigation and remediation of the protect them. If in RWQCB and 

PG&E Responsibility Area within the 28-Acre Site .. The wells shall be destruction of a DPH regulatory 

appropriately protected during construction. If construction necessitates well is required, it applications and 

destruction of an existing well, the destruction shall be conducted in would be documented in 

accordance with Califomia and DPH well abandonment regulations, and conducted in the annual 
accordance with mitigation and 
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Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

must be approved by the RWQCB. The Port shall also be notified of the applicable monitoring 
destruction. If required by the RWQCB, DPH, or the Port, the project regulations and the report. 
sponsors shall reinstall any groundwater monitoring wells that are part of the Po1t would be 
ongoing groundwater monitoring network. notified. If required 

by the RWQCB, 
DPH, or the Port, 
the project sponsors 
shall reinstall any 
groundwater 
monitoring wells 
that are part of the 
ongoing 
groundwater 
monitoring 
network. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4: Implement Construction-Related Project sponsors Prior to The project Considered DPH 
Measures of the Hoedown Yard Site Management Plan ground-disturbi sponsors shall complete after 

ng activities at notify the notification to 
In accordance with the notification requirements of the Hoedown Yard SMP the Hoedown RWQCB,DPH, theRWQCB, 
(Section 4.2), the project sponsors (through their contractor) shall notify the Yard. and/or Port plior to DPH, and/or 
RWQCB, DPH, and/or Po1t prior to conducting any intrusive work at the conducting any Port. 
Hoedown Yard. During construction, the contractor shall implement the intrusive work at 
following measures of the Hoedown Yard SMP to provide fo1' the protection the Hoedown Yard. 
of worker and public health, and to ensure appropriate disposition of soil and 
groundwater. 

• A project-specific Health and Safety Plan (Hoedown Yard SMP 
Section 5): 

0 Dust management measures in accordance with the measures 
specified by the California Air Resources Board for control of 
naturally occuning asbestos. (Title 17 of California Code of 
Regulations, Section 93105) and Article 22B of the San 
Francisco Health Code. The soecific measures must address 
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dust control (SMP Section 6.1) and dust monitoring (SMP 
Section 6.2). 

• Soil" and water management measures, including: 

0 soil handling (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.1), 

0 stockpile management (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.2), 

0 on-site reuse of soil (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.3), 

0 off-site soil disposal (Hoedown Yard SMP. Section 7 .1.4), 

0 excavation dewatering (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.5), 

0 storm water management (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7 .1.6), 

0 site access and security (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.7), 
and 

0 unanticipated subsurface conditions (Hoedown Yard SMP 
Section 7.2). 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-5: Delay Development on Proposed Parcels Project sponsors Prior to the start PG&E. to complete Considered Port 
Hl, H2, and E3 Until Remediation of the PG&E Responsibility Area is and PG&E. of construction remedial activities complete upon 
Complete on proposed in the PG&E RWQCB 

The project sponsors shall not start construction of the proposed development Parcels Hl, H2, Responsibility Area confirmation of 

or associated infrastructure on proposed Parcel Hl, H2, and E3 until PG&E's andE3. within and adjacent satisfaction with 

remedial activities in the PG&E Responsibility Area within and adjacent to to Parcels Hl, H2, PG&E remedial 

these parcels have been completed to the satisfaction of the RWQCB, andE3 to action. 

consistent with the terms of the remedial action plan prepared by PG&E and satisfaction of 

approved by RWQCB. During subsequent development, the project sponsors RWQCB. 

shall implement the requirements of the Pier 70 RMP within the PG&E During 
· Responsibility Area, as enforced through the recorded deed restriction on the · subsequent Project sponsor to 
Pier 70 Master Plan Area. development, implement Pier 70 

for RMP requirements, 
implementation enforced by 
of Pier 70 RMP recorded deed 
Reauirements. 
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Responsibility Schedule 
-

restriction. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-6: Additional Risk Evaluations and Vapor Project sponsors Prior to Site conditi9ns Considered Poit 
Control Measures for Residential Land Uses ground-disturbi shall be recorded complete upon a 

ng activities of by the project notification 
The notification submittals requin;d under Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3a residential land sponsors and submittal to the 
shall describe site conditions at the tiri:i.e of development. If residential land uses ifnear included in the RWQCB and 
uses are proposed at or near locations where soil vapor or groundwater locations where notification DPH. If a risk 
concentrations exceed residential cleanup standards for vapor intrusion soil vapor or submittal to the evaluation and 
(based on infohnation provided in the Pier 70 RMP), this information shall be groundwater RWQCB and DPH. finther measures 
included in the notification submittal and the RWQCB and DPH determine concentrations Ifrequired, the are required, they 
whether a risk evaluation is required. If required, the projeet sponsors or exceed project sponsors would be 
future developer(s) shall conduct a risk evaluation in accordance with the Pier · residential shall conduct a risk reviewed and 
70 RMP. The risk evaluation shall be based on the soil vapor and cleanup evaluation in approved by the 
groundwater quality presented in the Pier 70 RMP and the proposed building standard for accordance with the RWQCB and 
design. The project sponsors shall conduct additional soil vapor or vapor intrusion. Pier 70 RMP and DPH.· 
groundwater sampling as needed to suppoit the risk evaluation, subject to the incorporate 
approval of the RWQCB and DPH. measures to 

If the risk evaluation demonstrates that there would be unacceptable health minimize or 

risks to residential users·(i.e., greater than lx 10-6 incremental cancer risk or a eliminate exposure 

non-cancer hazard index greater than 1), the project sponsors shall · to soil vapor; 

incorporate measures into the building design to minimize or eliminate 
exposure to soil vapor through the vapor intrusion pathway, subject to review 
and approval by the RWQCB and DPH. Appropriate vapor intrusion 
measures include, but are not limited to design of a safe building 
configuration that would preclude vapor intrusion; installation of a vapor 
barrier; and/or design and installation of an active vapor monitoring and 
extraction system. 

If the risk evaluation demonstrates that vapor intrusion risks would be within 
acceptable levels (less than 1x1 o-6 incremental cancer risk or a non-cancer 
hazard index less than 1) under a project-specific development scenario, no 
additional action shall be required. (For instance, the project sponsors could 
locate all residential uses above the first floor which, in some cases, could 
eliminate the potential for residential exposure to organic compounds in soil 
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vapors.) 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-7: Modify Hoedown Yard Site Mitigation Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors Considered Port, DPH 
Plan shall conduct a risk · ground-disturbi shall submit the complete upon 

evaluation, and ng activities at risk evaluation and review and 
The project sponsors.shall conduct a risk evaluation to evaluate health risks to shall modify the the Hoedown proposed risk approval of the 
future site occupants, visitors, and maintenance workers under the proposed Hoedown Yard Yard. management plan risk evaluation 
land use within the Hoedo:wn Yard. The risk evaluation shall be based on the SMP to include .to the RWQCB, and proposed 
soil, soil vapor, and groundwater quality data provided in the existing SMP measures to. DPH, and Port for 1·isk management 
and supporting document-s and the project sponsors shall conduct additional minimize or review and plan by the 
sampling as needed to support the risk evaluation. eliminate exposure approval. RWQCB,DPH, 

Based on the results of the risk evaluation, the project sponsors shall modify pathways to and Port. 

the Hoedown Yard SMP to include measures to minimize or eliminate· chemicals in the soil 

exposure pathways to chemicals in the soil and groundwater, and achieve and groundwater, 

health-based goals (i.e., an excess cancer risk of 1 x 10-6 and a Hazard Index and achieve 

of 1) applicable to each land use proposed for development within the health-based goals 

Hoedown Yard. At a minimum, the modified SMP shall include the applicable to each 

following components: iand use proposed 
for development 

• Regulatory-approved cleanup levels for the proposed land uses; within the Hoedown 

• A description of existing conditions, inqluding a comparison· of site Yard. 

data to regulatory-approved cleanup levels; 

• Regulatory oversight responsibilities and notification 
requirements; 

• Post-development risk management measures, including 
management measures for the maintenance of engiil.eering controls 
(e.g., durable covers, vapor mitigation systems) and site 
maintenance activities that could encounter contaminated soil; 

• Monitoring and reporting requirements; and 

• An operations and maintenance plan, .including annual inspection 

' 
requirements. 
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Schedule 

The risk evaluation and proposed risk management plan shall be submitted to 
the RWQCB, DPH, and Port for review and approval prior to the start of . 

ground disturbance. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-Sa:·Prevent Contact with Serpentinite Project sponsors to Submittal of Project sponsors Considered Port,DPH 
Bedrock and Fill Materials in1rish Hill Playground · design and instafl a design of shall submit design complete upon 

The project sponsors shall ensure that a minimum 2-foot thick durable cover of 2-foot-thick durable durable cover of durable covers review and 

asbestos-free clean imported fill with a vegetated cover is emplaced above cover over and ban·iers to and barriers to approval of the 

. serpentinite bedrock and fill mate1ials in the level portions of Irish Hill serpentinite bedrock DPHandPort DPH, P01t design and 

Playgro:md. The fill shall meet the soil criteria for clean fill specified in Table 4 and fill in the level prior to installation of the 

of the Pier 70 RMP and included in Appendix F, Hazards and Hazardous portions of the Irish construction of 2-foot-thick 

Materials, of this EIR. Barriers shall be constructed to preclude direct climbing on Hill Playground and the Irish Hill durable cover 

the bedrock of the Irish Hill remnant The design of the durable cover and. baiTiers to preclude Playground. and ban·iers by 

bani.ers shall be submitted to the DPH and Po1t for review and app1:oval prior to direct clitp.bing on theDPHand 

construction of the hish Hill Playground. the bedrock of the P01t. 
Irish Hill remnant. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-Sb: Restrictions on the Use ofirish Hill Project sponsors. Prior to and Project sponsors Considered Port 

Playground during shall ensure the complete when 

To the extent feasible, the project sponsors shall ensure thafthe Irish Hill 
construction of playground is not the 

Playground is not operational until ground disturbing activities for 
the new 21st operational until aforementioned 

construction of the new 21•' Street and on the adjacent pai·cels (PKN, PKS, 
Street and on ground-disturbing parcels' 

HDY-1, HDY2, Cl, and C2) is completed. If this is not feasible and Irish 
Parcels PKN, activities at the new ground-disturbin 

Hill Playground is operational prior to construction: of the new 2{•< Street and 
PKS,HDY-1, 21st Street and on g activities ai·e 

construction on all adjacent parcels, the playground shall be closed for use 
HDY-2, Cl, Parcels PKN, PKS, finished. 

when ground-disturbing activities are occun-ing for the construction of the 
and C2. HDY-1, HDY-2, Documentation 

new 21st Street and on any of the adjacent parcels. 
Cl, and C2 ai·e would occm· in 
complete; or the annual 
playground shall be mitigation .and 
closed for use when monitoring 
ground-disturbing report. 
activities are 
occuning · 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Improvement Measure I-CR-4a: Documentation 

Before any demolition, rehabilitation, or relocation activities within the UIW 
Historic District, the project sponsors should retain a professional who meets 
the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for 
Architectural History to prepare written and photographic documentation of 
all contributing buildings proposed for demolition within the UIW Historic 
District. The documentation for the property should be prepared based on the 
National Park Service's Historic American Building Survey 
(HABS)/Historic Amedcan Engineering Record (HAER) Hist01ical Report 
Guidelines. This type of documentation is based on a combination of both 
-HABS/HAER standards.and National Park Service's policy for photographic 
documentation, as outlined in the NRHP and National Historic Landmarks 
Survey Photo Policy Expansion. 

The wiitten historical data for this documentation should follow 
HABS/HAER standards. The written data should be accompanied by a sketch 
plan of the property. Efforts should also be made to locate original 
construction drawings or.plans of the property during the period of 
significance. If located, these drawings should be photographed, reproduced, 
and included in the dataset. If construction drawings or plans cannot be 
located, as-built drawings should be produced. 

Either HABS/HAER-standard large format or digital photography should be 
used. If digital photography is used, the ink and paper combinations for 
printing photographs must be in compliance with NR-NHL Photo Policy 
Expansion and have a permanency rating of approximately 115 years. Digital 
photographs should be taken as uncompressed, TIFF file format. The size of 
each image should be 1,600 by 1,200 pixels at 330 pixels per inch or larger, 
color format, and printed in black and white. The file name for each 
electronic image should conespond with the index of photographs and 
hotograoh label. Photograoh views for the dataset should include (a· 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project sponsors 
and qualified 
preservation 

· architect, historic 
preservation expert, 
or other. qualified 
individual. 
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Mitigation 
Schedule 

Project Sponsor 
Documentation 
.;_Before any 
demolition, 
rehabilitation, 
or relocation 
activities within 
theUIW 
Historic 
District. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsors 
and qualified 
preservation 
architect, historic 
preservation expert, 
or other qualified 
individual to 
complete historic 
resources 
documentation, and 
transmit such 
documentation to 
the History Room 
of the San 
Francisco Public 
Library, and to the 
Northwest 
Inforrri.ation Center 
of the California 
Historical 
Information 
Resource System. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete when 
documentation is 
reviewed and 
approved by Port 
Preservation 
Staff, and the 
i!ocumentation is 
provided to the 
San Francisco 
Public Library, 
and to the 
Northwest 
Inforniation . 
Center of the 
·California 
Historical 
Information 
Resource 
System. 

Monitoring 
Agency1 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ___ _ 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 

Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

contextual views; (b) views of each side of each building and interior views, 
where possible; (c) oblique views of buildings; and ( d) detail views of 
character-defining features, including featui·es on the interiors of some 
buildings. All views should be referenced on a photographic key. This 
photographic key should be on amap.ofthe property and should show the . 
photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of the view. 
Historic photographs should also be collected, reproduced, and included in 
the dataset. 

The project sponsors should transmit such documentatio~ to the History 
Room of the San Francis.co Public Library, and to the No1ihwest Information 
Center of the California Historical Information Resource System. The project 
sponsors should scope the documentation measures with Port Preservation 
staff .. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-4b: Public Interpretation Project sponsors Project Project sponsors Considered Port 

Following any demolition, rehabilitation, or relocation activities within the should provide a sponsors submit complete when 

project site, the project sponsors should provide within publicly accessible permanent provide documentation of interpretive 

areas of the project site a pe1manent display(s) of interpretive materials display(s) of permanent permanent materials are 

concerning the history and architectural features of the District's three interpretive display: display(s) of presented to Po1t 

historical eras (Nineteenth Century, Early Twentieth Century, and World materials Following any interpretive preservation staff 

War II), including World War II-era Slipways 5 through 8 and associated concerning the demolition, materials for approval. The 

craneways. The display(s) should also document the history of the Irish Hill history and rehabilitation, materials would 

Remnant, including, for example, the original 70- to 100-foot tall Irish Hill architectural or relocation then be presented 

landfo1m and neighborhood of lodging, houses, restaurants, and saloons that features of the activities within in the publically 

occupied the once much larger hill until the earlier twentieth century. Tue District within the project site. accessible area 

content of the interpretive display(s) should be coordinated and consistent publicly accessible of the project 

with the sitewide interpretive plan prepared for the 28-Acre Site in areas of the project site. 

coordination with the Port. The specific location, media, and other site. 

characteristics of such interpretive display(s) should be presented to Port 
preservation staff for approval prior to any demolition or removal activities. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Construction Management Plan Project sponsors, Prior to Construction Considered . Port, Planning 

Traffic Control Plan for Construction To reduce potential conflicts between 
TMA, and issuance of a contractor(s) to complete upon Department, 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and autos during construction builcfui.g permit. prepare a Traffic submittal of the SFMTAas 
constuction activities, the project sponsors should require construction contractor( s). Project · Cont·ol Plan and Traffic Control appropriate 
contractor(s) to prepare a traffic control plan for major phases of construction construction meet with relevant Plan to the 
(e.g., demolition arid grading, construction, or renovation of individual updates for City agencies (i.e., SFMTA and the 
buildings). The project sponsors and their construction contractor(s) will adjacent SFMTA, Port Staff, Port. Project 
meet with relevant City agencies to coordinate feasibk measures to reduce residents and and Planning construction 
traffic congestion, includmg temporary transit stop relocations and other businesses Department) to update materials 
measures to reduce potential traffic and transit disruption and pedestrian within 150 feet coordinate feasible would be 

· circulation effects during major phases of constuction. For ariy work within would occur measures to reduce provided in the 
the public right-of-way, the contractor would be required to comply with San throughout the traffic congestion. annual 
Francisco's Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (i.e., the "Blue construction mitigation and 
Book"), which establish rules and pennit requirements so that construction phase. A single traffic monitoring plan. 
activities can be done safely and with the least possible interference with control plan or 
pedestians, bicyclists, transit, and vehicular traffic. Additionally, multiple t·affic 
non-construction-related truck movements and deliveries should be restricted control plans may 
as feasible during peak hours (generally 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. be produced to 
to 6:00 p.m., or other times, as determined by SFMTA and the Transportation address project 
Advisory Staff Committee [TASC]). phasing. 
In the event that the construction timeframes of the major phases and other 
development projects adjacent to the project site overlap, the project sponsors 
should coordinate with City Agencies through the TASC and the adjacent 
developers to minimize the severity of any disruption to adjacent land uses · 
and transp01iation facilities fr~m overlapping construction .transportation 
impacts. The project sponsors, in conjunction with the adjacent developer(s), 
should propose a constuction traffic control plan that includes measures to 
reduce potential construction traffic conflicts, such as coordinated material 
drop offs, collective worker parking, and transit to job site and other 
measures. 

Reduce Single Occugant Vehicle Mode Share for Construction Workers - To 
minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction 
workers, the project sponsors should require the construction cont·actor to 
include in the Traffic Control Plan for Construction methods to encourage 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule 

Agency1 

Responsibility 

walking, bicycling, carpooling, and transit access to the project construction 
sites and to minimize parking in public rights-of-way by construction 
workers in the coordinated plan. 

Project Construction U11dates for Adjacent Residents and Businesses -To 
minimize construction impacts on access for nearby residences, institutions, 
and businesses, the project sponsors should provide nearby residences and 
adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding 
construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle 
activities (e.g., ·concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane Closures via a 
newsletter and/or website. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Queue Abatement Project sponsors, On-going The owner/operator Monitoring of Port, Planning 

It should be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street parking 
owner/operator of during of the parking the public Department 
any off-street operations of facility should right-of-way 

facility with more than 20 parking spaces (excluding loading and car-share parking facility, and any off-street monitor vehicle would be 
spaces) to ensure that vehicle queues do not occur regularly on the public transportation parking queues in the public on-going by the 
right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to consultant. facilities. right-of-way, and owner/operator 
the parking facility) blocking any portion of any public street, alley, or would employ of off-street 
sidewalk for a consecutive period of 3 minutes or longer on a daily or weekly abatement parking 
basis. measures as operations. 

If a recun-ing queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility should needed. 

employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate If the Port Director, 
abatement methods will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of or his or her 
the recun-ing queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the designee, suspects 
street(s) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if that a recuning 
applicable). queue is present, 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: 
the Port.should 
notify the property 

redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue owner in wiiting. 
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs The owner/operator 
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other should hire a 
space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared transportation 
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage consultant to 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency
1 

Responsibility Schedule 
Responsibility 

Schedule 

directing drivers to available spaces; TDM strategies such as additional prepare a 
bicycle parking, customer shuttles, delivery se1:vices; and/or parking demand monitoring report 
management strategies such as parking time limits, paid parking, time-of-day and if a recurring 
parking surcharge, or validated parking. queue does exist, 

If the Port Director, or his or. her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is 
the owner/operator 
would abate the 

present, Port Staff should notify the property owner in writing; Upon request, queue. 
the owner/operator should hire a qualified transportation consultant to 
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than 7 days. The consultant 
should prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Port for review. If 
the Port detem1ines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility 
owner/operator should have 90 days from the date of the.written 
detelTilination to .abate the queue. · 

Improvement Measure I-TR-C: Strategies to Enhance Transportation Project sponsors, Prior to the start Project sponsors Include in Po1i, Planning 
Conditions During Events. TMA,parks of any known and Transportation M:MRP Annual bepaiiment, 
The project's Transportation Coordinator should participate as a member of maintenance entity, event that Coordinator to Rep011; SFMTA 
the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee parks prograinming would overlap meetwith On-going during 
(MBBTCC) and provide at least 1-month notification to the MBBTCC where entity, and/or with an event at MBBTCC and City project lifespan. 
feasible prior to the start of any then known event that would overlap with an Transportation AT&T Park. to discuss 
event at AT&T Park. The City and the project sponsors should meet to Coordinator. transportation and 
discuss transportation and scheduling logistics for occasions with multiple schedulmg logistics 
events in the area. for occasions with 

multiple events in 
the area. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3a: Wind Reduction for Public Open Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Po1i or Plaiming 
Spaces·and Pedestrian and Bicycle Areas and qualified wind design of public consultant would complete upon Department 

For each development phase, a qualified wind consultant should prepare a 
consultant. open spaces and prepare a wind review of the 

pedestrian and impact and wind impact and 
wind impact and mitigation analysis regarding the proposed design of public bicycle areas mitigation analysis mitigation 
open spaces and the surrounding proposed buildings. Feasible means should for each to be reviewed by analysis for 
be considered to improve wind comfort conditions for each public open development the Port Staff. public open 
space, particularly for any public seating ai·eas. These feasible means include phase. spaces and 
horizontal and vertical, partially-porous wind screens. (fo.cluding canopies, I pedestrian and 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule 
Responsibility 

Schedule 

trellises, umbrellas, and walls), street furniture, landscaping, and trees. bicycle areas by 
Specifics for particular public open spaces are set forth in Improvement th(: Po1t Staff. 
Measures I-WS~3b to I-WS-3f. 

Any proposed wind-related improvement measure should be consistent with 
the design standards and guidelines outlined in the Pier 70 SUD Design for 
Develovment. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3b: Wind Reduction for Waterfront Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Po1t 
Promenade and Waterfront Terrace and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

consultant. Waterfront prepare a wind review of the 
.The Waterfront Promenade and Waterfront Ten-ace would be subject to Promenade and impact and wind impact and 
winds exceeding the pedestrian wind comfo1t criteria. A qualified wind Waterfront mitigation analysis mitigation 
consultant should prepare written recommendations of feasible means to Ten-ace. to be reviewed by analysis for the 
improve wind comfort conditions in this op.en space, emphasizing vertical Port Staff. Waterfront 
elements, such as wind screens and landscaping. Where necessary and Promenade and 
appropdate, wind screens should be strategically placed directly around Waterfront 
seating areas. For maximum benefit, wind screens should be at least 6 feet Ten-ace by P011 
high and made of approximately 20 to 30 percent porous material. Design of Staff 
any wind screen or landscaping shall be compatible with the Historic District. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3c: Wind Reduction for Slipways Project sponsors· During the Qualified wind Considered Port 
Commons and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

consultant. Slipway prepare a wind review of the 
The central and western po1tions of Slipways Commons would be subject to Commons. impact and wind impact and 
·winds exceeding the pedestrian wind. comfort criteria. Street trees should be mitigation analysis mitigation 
considered along Maryland Street, particularly on the east side of Maryland to be reviewed by analysis for the 
Street between Buildings El and E2. Vertical elements s:uch as wind screens Po1t Staff. Slipway 
would help for areas where street trees are not feasible. Where necessary and Commons by 
appropriate, wind screens should be strategically placed to the west of any Port Staff. 
seating areas. For maximum benefit, wind screens should be at least 6 feet 
high and made of aonroximatelv 20 to 30 riercent Porous material. Design of 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting. Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule 
Responsibility 

Schedule 

any wind screen or landscaping shall be compatible with the Historic District. 

! 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3d: Wind Reduction for Building 12 Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Port 
Market Plaza and Market Square and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

consultant. Building 12 prepare a wind review of the 
Building 12 Market Plaza and Market Square would be subject to winds Market Plaza impact and wind impact and 

· exceeding the pedestrian wind comfort criteria. For reducing wind speeds in andMarket mitigation analysis mitigation 
the public courtyard between Buildings 2 and 12, the inn~r south and.west Square. to be reviewed by analysis for the 
fa9ades of Building D-1 could be stepped by.at least 12 feet to direct Port Staff. Building 12 
downwashing winds above pedestrian level. Alternatively, overhead Market Plaza and 
protection should be used, such as a 12-foot-deep canopy along the inside Market Square 
south anq west fa9ades of Building D-1, or localized trellises or umbrellas by Port Staff. 
over seating areas. For reducing wind speeds on the eastern and southern 
sides of Building 12, street trees should be considered, along Maryland and 
22nd streets. Smaller underplantings should be combined with street trees to 
reduce winds at pedestrian level. Design of any wind screen or landscaping 
shall be compatible with the Historic District. 
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Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3e: Wind Reduction for Irish Hill Project sponsors· During the Qualified wind Considered Port 
Playground and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

The Irish HiUPlayground would be subject to winds exceeding the pedestrian 
consultant. Irish Hill prepare a wind review of the 

Playground. impact and wind impact and 
wind comfort criteria. For maximum benefit, wind screens should be at least mitigation analysis mitigation 
6 feet high and made of approximately 20 to 3 0 percent porous material. to be reviewed by analysis for the 
Design of any wind screen or landscaping shall be compatible with the Port Staff. Irish Hill 
Historic District. Playground by 

Port Staff. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3f: Wind Reduction for .zo•h Street Plaza Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered P01t 

The 20th Street Plaza would be subject to winds exceeding the pedestrian and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

wind comfort criteria. A qualified wind consultant should prepare written consultant. 20th Street prepare a wind -review of the 

recommendations of feasible means to improve wind comfo1t conditions in Plaza. impact and wind impact and 

this open space, emphasizing hardscape elements, such as wind screens, mitigation analysis mitigation 

canopies, and umbrellas. Where necessary and appropriate, wind screens to be reviewed by analysis for the 

should be strategically placed to the n01thwest of any seating area. For Port Staff. 20•h Street Plaza 

maximum benefit, wind ·screens should be at least 6 feet high and made of by P01t Staff. 

approximately 20 to 30 percent porous material. If there would be seating 
areas directly adjacent to the north fal;:ade of the PKN Building, localized 
canopies or umbrellas should be used. Design of any wind screen or 
landscaping shall be compatible with the Historic District. 
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SAN FRANClSCO 
PLA.N·.·N1N···· . o· ·E···r. ·.R . . . .... ·· · . . . . G .: :· rA·. TMENT 

Plann·ing Commission Resolution No. 19978 
HEARING fJATEt AUGUST :24, 2017 

.Case No.: 
Project Np,me: 
Ex.istihg Zoning: 

BloddLot; 
Proposed Zening: 

Ptoje.ct $pon,sor: 
Staff Contact; 

2014-00i272GPA 
Pj.er70Mi,xed-Use froject 
M-:Z (Heavy Indtistd;tl) Zocing District 
P (Publia) ·Zoning District 
40-X and 65~X Height and Bulk Districts 

4052/001., 411.0/bOl and 008A, 4111/004, 4120/002, 
. Pier 70 Mixed-Use Zoning District 

65-X and 90-X Height and Bulk Districts 

Port of San Frimclsco and .Forest City Developm:eni: Cali£orni~ Inc. · 
Richard Sucre - (415) 575-9108 . · 
richard.sucre@sfgov.org 

t650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
s.an F.r(!nclsco. 
CA 94103-2479 

R.e~ePtjon; 

41~.ssa;6a1a 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfotmatlon~ 
415.558.6377 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE . BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE 
AMENDMENTS TO MAP NO. 04 AND MAP NO. 05 OF THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT OF 
GENERAL PLAN AND THE LAND. USE INDEX OF T~E GENERAL PLAN TO PROVIDE 
REFERENCE TO THE PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND MAKING 
FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND .PLANNING CODE SECTION 
1,01.1, AND FINDINOS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS, Sei;::tion 4.;I.Q5 of th~ Charter of the Cjty and County of San Francisco prov.ides t9 the 
Plannb:i.g CoIIlil1ission the opporhlll.i.ty t.o per~odjcally recotntnenC!. General Plan Amendm:ents to the 
Board of $upemsors; and.. 

WHEREAS, pµrsuant to Planning Code Section 340(C),, the Planning Commission 
(Commission';) initiated a General Plan Am:endment for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project (":Prdject")/ per 
Plannhlg Commission 1,{esoluti'.on. No. 19.94'9 on June 22, 2017 •. 

WHEREAS, these General Plan Amendments would enable the Project. The Project .includes new 
market.,-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial use; retail-arts~light industrial uses, parking, 
shoreline improvem:ents, infrastructure development and street improvements, and public; open space. 
Depending ·on the uses proposed, the Project would include between 1,645 to 3,025 residential units~ a 
ma:ximµm of 1,102,2!?0 to 2;262.,$50 gross s.qmire feet (gtif) of commercial-office use, and a maxi:rriµm of 
494,.100 to .518,700 gs£ of retail~light industrial~at;ts vse. The Project also incluqes constru('.tion 9£ 
transporta;tiori and drct.tlation improvements, hew and upgraded utilities. and infrastrud.ute, g!;'!otechhical 
a.i.•d shoreline imptovem:ents, l;>etween 3,215 ~o $,345 off-stre.et parking spaces in proposed b'uilclings ;md 
dlstrict. pa:rl\ing structures, ahd nine acres of publicly-owned open space. 

WBEREAS, the Projec:t would construct new buildings that would range l.n height fro.m 5il to 90 · 
feet, as is consistent with Proposition F which was passed by the voter11 ot San Francisco :in November 
2014. 

www.sfplannrng.org. 
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Resolution No. 19.978 
Augu{:?t 24, 2017 

Case No, 2014-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General ·Plan.Amendment 

WHEREAS, these General PLan .Amendments would ixi:nend M<ip No. 04 ,;Urban Design 
Guidelines for Heights of Buildings'' and Map No. 5 'TJiban Design Guidelines for Eulk of Bull dings" m 
the Urban Design Element to reference the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Profect Special Use District, as well as 
update and amend the Land Use Index.of the General Plan accordingly. 

WHEREASl this Resolution approving these General Plan Amendments is a companion to other 
legislative approvals relating to the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, including recommendation of approval of 
Planning Code Text Amendments and Zonin~ Map Amendments, approval of the. Pier 70 SUD Design for 
Development and recommendation for approval of the Development Agreement. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 201'7, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final 
EIR for the Pier 70 :Mbced Project (FEIR) and found the FEIR to be adeguate, accurate and objective, thus 
reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the 
suh.:rmary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft E~ and approved 
the FEIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelfues and Chapter 31. 

WfIBREAS, on August 24, 2017; by Jyt9tlon No. 19976, the Commis$ion certified the Final 
EnvirorrinenJaL Impact :B:epott for the Pier 70 Mixec;l-l)se Proje~t as accurate, complete .and in coI):l.plia,nce 
with J:he California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

WBEREA$1 on August 24, 2017, the Cornm~siort by MC>tion No. 19977 approved. California 
Ei:tvironmental Quality Act (CEQA) :Fwdings, h1cJ.uding ac;loptiO.n of 13, Mitigci.tion Monitoring and 
Reporting Progtaril (MMRP), under Case No. 2014-001271.ENV, for approval of the Project, which 
findmgs are jnc9rporated by refotence as though :fully set forth herein. 

WHEREAS, the CEQA Findings .included adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MM.RP) as Attachmentl\ which MMRP is hereby incorporated by reference as though fully sef 
forth herein and which requirements are made conditions of this approval. 

WHEREAS, on July 20, 2017, ·the Commission conducted a duly :noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting on General Plan Amendment Application Case No. 2014--001272GP A. At the 
public hearing on July 20, 2017, the Commission continued the adoption of the General Plan Amendment 
Application to the public hearing on August 24, 2017. 

WHEREAS, a draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as 
to form, would amend Map No. 04 "Urban Design Guidelines for Heights of Buildings" and Map No. 05 
"Urban Design: Gµidelines for Bulk of Buildings" in the Urban Design Element, and the Land Use Index· 

of the Ge!leral Plan. 

NOW T.H;EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Plannirig Corp.mission hereby finds that the· 
Ge,rieral Plan AmeJidments promote th¢ public welfare, tonV'enience anq necessity for the follqwing 
reasons: 

1. The General Plan Amendments would help i.n\plement the Fier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
development, thereby evolving curren.tly under-utilized industriai. iand for needed hol;lsing; 
commercial space, and parks and open space. 

2. The General Plan Amendments would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use P,roject, which in 
tum will provide employment opportunities for local residents during con8truction and post
occupancy, as well as community facilities and parks for new and existing residents . 
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Case No. 2014-001'272(3:PA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Us:e Project General Plan Amendment 

3. The Genenil Plan Amendments wquld help implement the Pier 70 ;Mixed,-Use Project by enabling 
the creation of a :mjxed-tise and sustaina,ble neighborhood, with fully rebuilt in6:a11tru~re. Th~ 
new neighborhood would ip:iprov¢ l;he site's multi-modal connec#vity t9 and, integr;:iJion wiih 
the surrounding City fabric, and conne.ct existing neighborhoods to the Citi s· cenl;r<il 'waterfront. 

4.. The Gener~! Plan Amendments would ena'ble the construction of a new vibrant, safe, ·a.nd 
connected neighborhood, includjng new parl;xs and open spaces. The General Plan Amendments 
would help ensure a vibrant neighborhood with :active streets and open spaces, high quality and 
well-designed buildings, and thoughtful relationshj.ps between buiidings and the public realm, 
including the waterfront. · · . 

5, The General Plan Amendments would enable construction of n:ew housing, induding new on;.,site 
aff9rdable housini?r and new arts; .retail and manufaclu:r:in~ uses. These new uses would create a 
new mixed-use neighborhood that woqld strengthen and complement nearby neighborhood$. 

6. The· General Plan Am$dmertts would facilitc;ite the preserV-ation. and rehabilitation or pqrtions of · 
the Union lrol;l Works Historic District-an important historic respurce listed in the National 
Register of Eistoric Places. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOL VEP, that the Planning Commission finds these General Plan 
Amend:ritents are in ge:fieral conformity Witl:t the General Plan, and the Project anq its approvals 
associated therein, all. as more particularly desc;ribed ii1 E).<hibit A to the Development Agrgement on ;file 
with the Pla:nnin,g Department in Case No. 2014-001272DVA( are each ort balance, consistent with the 
following Objectives and. Policies of the General Plan, as it .is proposed to he amended as de$cribed 
herein,. and as foliows: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

OB]ECTIVE1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIAIL Y PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY1.1 
Pl(ln for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially affordable 
h(JUsing. 

POUCY1.8 
Promote mi:x;ed use development, and include housing, particµlarly pennan.en.tly affordable hou.sing, in neui 
commerci/ll; institutional or other single use de-{Jelppm.ent projects. 

POLICY1;10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely on public 
transportation, walking and bicyding for the majority of daily trips. 

The Project fa a mixed-u.se deveiopment with between 1,645 and 3,0W dwelling units at full 
project build-out, which provides a wid.e range of housing options. As detailed in the 
Development Agreement, the Project exceeds the indusionary affordable housing requirements 
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of; the Planning Code, through a partnership petween the develope_r an4 the City to reach a 30% 
a£fordaJ:>le level. 

OBJECTIVE i1 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DIStINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'$ 
NEIGHBORHQODS. 

POL1CY11.1 
Pramote the const;ruction and rehabilitation of welhie~igned ]jousing that emphasizes. beauty, ftexibiiity, 
and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhopd character, 

POLICY11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design, standards in project appro\JRls, 

POLICY11.7 
Respect San Francisco's historit; fabric, by pre::1erving landmark buildings and ensuring consistency with 
historic districts. 

The Project, as described in the Development Agreement and controlled in the Design for 
Devel6pment (D4D), includes a program of substantial !,:ommunity benefits designed to revitalize 
a former industriai shipyard and complement the surrounding neighborhood. Through the 
standards and guidelines in the D4D, the Project wou1d respect the character of existing historic 
resources, whHe providing for a distinctly new and unique design. The Project retains three 
historic resources (Buildings 21 12 and 21) and preserves the character or the Union Iron Works 
Historic District by providing for compatible new construction. 

OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE 
. CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

POLICY12.1 
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement. 

POL1CY 12.2 
Cqp.siqer the proximity ofquality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and neighborhood services, 
whfftJ: develOping nctv housing un#s, 

The Project appropriately l:ialarn.~es housing with new and improved infrastrudµre and related 
public benefits. 

The proj~t site is lqcated adjacent to a transit corridor, and is within proximity to m~jo:t: regional 
and local pµblic tra,nSit. The Project indudes incentiyes for the use ·of transit, walking and 
bicycling through its 'lDM program. In addil;ion, the Project's streetscape design Would erih;mce 
vehicular; b1cyde and pedestrian access and connectivity through the site. The Project will 
establish a new bus line through the project site, and will provide ill open-to-the~publit shuttle. 

4 
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Case No. 2014.:.Q0·1272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixe.d-Use Project General Plan Amendment 

Therefm;e, new residential and corpmercia,l buildings constrµcted as pi:Jrt of the Project would 
· tely on transit µse and environmentally sustainabl~ patterrts or movement 

The Ptoject will provide over nirte ao:es of m~w open .Space .for a, variety of activities, including an 
Irish Hlll playground~ a market square, a central cor.ntnoi:ls, a minimum lh aq:e active recreation 
on th.e tooftop of bilildings, and wa~erfront parl<:s along 1,380 feet of shorelim;i .. 

The Project in17ludes substantial contributions related to quality of life elements such as open 
space, affordable housing, transportation improvementsr childcare, sehoois, arts and cultural 
facilities and activities, workforce development, youth development, and histm;ic preservation. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT . . - . . . -

OB]ECTIVE1 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY1.1 
Encourage development which provides substantial. net benefits and minimizes undesirable.consequences . 

. Discourage development which has su'bstantial undesirable consequences that cannot be mitigated. 

Th~ froject is ir!:tended to provide a distinct mixed-use development with resiclential, office, 
retail, cultural, and open space uses. The Projec;:t would leverage the Project site's l()Cation on the 
Central Waterfront and close proximity to major regional and local public b:ansit by building a 
dense mixed-use developi::nent th;it aJlows people to work and live close to transit. The Project's 
buildings would be developed in a manner that :reflect$ th¢ Project's unique location in a fo.rrner 
ini;lustrial shipyard. The Project would mcotpor<;lte vatying heights, massing ru;id scale, 
maintaini:hg a str6ng .streetwall a).ong streets,· and focused attention around public open spaces. 
'llle Project would create a baianced cominerdai center with a continuum of floorplate sizes for a · 
range of users, su,bstantla1 new on-s~h~ open space, and sufficient density to suppott and ;:i.ctlvate 
the new active ground floor uses and open space in the Project. 

The Project would help meet the job creation goals established in the City's Economic 
Development Strategy by generating new employment opportunities and stimulating job 
creation across all sectors. The Project would also construct high-qualify housin~ with sufficient 
density to contribute to 24-hour activity on the Project site, while offering a mix of unit types, 
sizes, and levels of affordability to accommodate a range of potential residents. The Project 
Would facilitate a vibrant, interactive ground plane for Project and neighborhood residents, 
commercial users, an.d t;he public, with pvblic spaces that could accommodate a variety of events 
and. programs, and adjacent gro¢id floor buildmg spaces that mc\ude elements suQ:l ai:; 
transparent building frontages and latge, direct access points to maximize circq.lanon betWeen, 
and cross.-actj.yation of, interior m;ld exterior spaces. 

OBJECTIVE2 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. 
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POLICY 2.1 

Case No. 2Q14-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General Plan Amendment 

Seek to retairi existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the city. 

See above (Commerce a,nq Jndustry Element Objective 1 and Policy 1,1) which explain the 
Project's contribution to the CfJ;y\; overall economic v1tality. 

OBJECTIVE3 
PROVIDE EXP ANpED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CtrY RESIDENTS, 

PARTICULARLY THE UNFMPlOYED ANO ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 

POLICY3.2 
Promote measures designed to increase the number of San Franciscojobs held by Ban Francisco residents. 

The Project wouid help meet the job creation goals established in the City's Economic 
Development Strategy by generating new employment opportunities and stimulating job 
creation across all sectors. The Project wiil provide expanded employment opportunities for City 
residents at all employment levels, both during and after construction. The Development 
Agreement, ~ part of the extensive community benefit programs, includes focused workforce 
flrst source hiring - both construction and end-user - as well as a local business enterprise 
component. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OB]ECTIVE2 
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 

IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY2.1 
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for desirable 
development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 

POLICY2.5 
Provide incentives for the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, walking and bicycling and reduce the need for 
new or expanded automobile a!!d automobile parking facilities. · 

The Pr<;>ject is located within a former industrial shipyard, and will provide new local, regional, 
and statewide transportation services. The Project is located in close proximity to the Caltrain 
StCJ.tioh. on 22nd Street, and the Muni T-Line along 3rd Street. The Project includes. a deta~led TDM 
prog:n1m, including various performance measures, physical improvements and monitoring and 
enforcement measures designed to create ·incentives for transit and other alternative to the si:rigle 
occupancy vehicle for ho.th r€Sidential and commercial buildings. In addition, the Project's 
design, includmg its streetscape elements, :iS intended to promote and enhance walking and 
bicycling. 

OBJECTIVE 23 
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Case No. 2Q14-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mfxed-Use Project Ge.neraJ Plan Amendment 

IMPROVE THE CIT'('S PEDESTRIAN C1RCULAT10N SYSTEM TO PROVIJ)B FOR EFFICIENT; 
PLEASANT, A.ND SAFE MOVEMENT. 

POLICY23.1 
FrQtJide f!Ufjicie:n,t peaestrian movement flpiac<cJ! with a minimu111 of pedestr1.an co.ngestiorc in ac.cgrdance rpith 
a ped~striari stteet classifi.cation sysl¢L 

POLICT23.2 
Widen sidewalks where in.tensive conimertiol, recreationalf or institutional activity .is present, sidewatks 
are congested{ 'U}here sidewaiks are Less than a4equately wid~ to provide appropriate pedi;strian amenities, 
or .where residenti'al densities are high. 

POLICY23.6 
Ensure convenient and sqfe pedestrian crossings. by mi.nimizing the distance pedestrians must walk fo 
cross a street. 

The Project will re-establish a street ne.twork on. the project site, and wilt provide pedestrian 
improv~e~ts and streetscape enhancement measures as described in the D4D and r~flected in 
the mitigation measures and Transportation Plan in the Development Agreement. The Projed 
would establish 21•tStreet (between the·existing 20th and 22nd Streets) and Maryland Street, which 
would function as a main north-south thoroughfare through the project site. Each of tj:te new. 
streets would have sidewa1ks and streefscape improvements as is consistent with the Better 
Streets Plan. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE1 
EMFHA,SIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GWES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION. 

POUCY1.1 
Recognize p.nd protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open space and water. 

As explained in the D4D, the Project uses a mix of scales and interior and extetior spaces, with 
this basic massing further articulated through carving and shaping the buildings to create views 
and variety on the project site, as well as pedestrian-friendly, engaging spaces on the ground. The 
Project maintains and opens view corridors to the waterfront. 

POLICY1.2 
Recpgnizf!, protect and reinforce the existing s.treet pattern, especially as it is relate-a to topography. 

POLICY1.,3 
Recognize t}l;l{t · b'i/ildings, wh~ seen together, produce a fatal effe,ct that chqractemes the city and its. 
districts. 
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The Project would re-establish the Citfs street pattern on the project site, and would construct 
new buildings, which would ra,Tige in height from 50 and 90 feet. These new buildings would be. 
v1ewed in conjunction with the three existing historic resources (Buildings 2, U and 21) on the 
project site, and the larger Union Iron Works Bistoric District. The Ptojei;f would Include new 
construction, which is sensitive to the existing historic context, <md would be compatible, yet 
difforentiated, from the historic district's character-defining features. The Project is envisioned as 
an extension of the Central Waterfront and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 

OBJECTIVE2 
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY 
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 

POLICY2.4 
· Pre5eroe notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote the 
preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development. 

POLICY2.5 
Use care in remodeling of older buiidings, in order to enhance rather than weaken the original character of 
such buildings. 

The Project would revitalize a portion of a former industrial shipyard, and would preserve and 
rehabilitate important historic resources, including Buildings 2, 12 and 21, which contribute to the 
Union Iron Works Historic District, which is listed .in the National Register of Historic Places. 
New construction would be designed to be compatible, yet differentiated, with the existing 
historic context. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

0BJECTIVE1 
EN.SURE A WELL-MA1NTAINED,. HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE 

SYSTEM. 

l?OLICY1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible ·use of existing open spqces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 

POUCY1.7 
Sup:po.rt public art as an essential component of open space design. 

The Project would build a network of waterfront parks, playgrounds and recreational facilities on 
the 28-Acre Site that, with development of the Illinois Street Parcels, will more than triple the 
amount of parks in the neighborhood. The Project will provide over nine acres of new open space 
for a variety of activities, including an Irish Hill playgrm,md, a market square, a central commons, 
a minimum Y2 acre active recreation on the.rooftop of buildings, and waterfront parks along 1,380 
feet of shoreline. In addition, the Project would provide new private open space for each of the 
new dwelling units. 
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Ca:se No~ 2014-001:2.72GPA 
Pier 70 MixetF!,Jse Proj.ect Gener~I Plan Amendment 

POLICYI:12 
Preserve historic and culturally significant landscapes, sites, structures, buildings and objects .. 

See Discussion in Urban Element Objective 2, Policy 2.4 and 2.5. 

OB]ECTIVE3 
JMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN $PACE. 

POr,ICY3.1 
· CreaJively develsrp existing publi1;ly-ow11:ed right-of-ways .and .streets into aperi space; 

'rh.e Projeq: prov;{cles nine acres of n,~w public open space and opens up m~w connections to the 
shoreline in the Central Waterfront neighborhood. 'The Ptojec~ would encourage non.autoi;nobile 
ttaliSportation to and from open spaces, and would ensure physieal accessibility these open 
sp_a¢e~ to the ext~t feasible. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
Obje!3tives a1'd Policies 

Land Use 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 . 
ENCOURAGE THE TRANSITION OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT TO A 
MORE MIXED-USE CHARACTER, WHILE PROTECTING THE NEIGHBORHOQD;S CORE OF 
FDR USES AS WELL AS THE HISTORIC DOGPATCH NEIGHBORHOOD. 

POUCY1.1.2 
Revise land use controls in formerly industrial areas outside the core Central Waterfront industrial area, to 
create ne:w mixed use areas, allowing mixed-income housing as a principal useJ as well as limited amounts 
of retailr. offit:e; and research and development, while protecting against the wholesale displacement of PDR 
uses. 

POLICY 1,1.7 
En~ure that future de:veJ.opment of the P.ort's Pier 70 Mixed Us!Z Opportunity Site suppor~s. the Port's 
r[ZvenuHaising goals whi,le remaining completne.ntary to the maritime and i1zdustrial. nature of the area. 

POLICY 1.1.10 
While continriing .to protect traditional PDR funcf;ionf; that need large, im;xpensive spaces to operate, al,so 
recognize that the nature of J?DR businesses is etJolving gradually so tha.t their productiori and distribution 
activities are becoming more integrated physically with their research, design and administrative functions. 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 

9 
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IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS 
ENCOURAGED, 1y1AXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER. 

POLICY 1.2.1 
Ensure that infill housing development is compatible with its surroundings. 

POLICY 1.2.2 
For ne:w construction, and as part of major expansion of existing buz1dings in neighborhood <;ommercial 
districts; tequire housing development over commercial. In other miied-use d~l:ricts encowage housing 
over commercial or PDR where appropriate. 

POLICY 1.2.3 . . 

In general, where residenti!'.ll development is permitted, control residential density through buiiding height 
and bulk guidelines and bedroom m.i:x: requirements. 

POLICY1.2.4 
Identify portions of Central Waterfront where it .would be appropriate to increase maximum heights for 
residtmti!!.l deVelopment. 

OBJECTIVE i.4 
SUPPORT A ROtE FOR "KNOWLEDGE SECTOR" BUSINESSES IN APPROPRIATE PORTIONS 
OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT. 

POLICY 1.4.1 
Continue to permit manufacturing uses that support the Knowledge Sector in the Mixed Use and PDR 
districts of the Central Waterfront. 

POLICY 1.4.3 
Allow other Knowledge Sector office uses in portions of the Central Waterfront where it is appropriate. 

OBJECTIVE 1.7 
RETAIN THE CENTRAL . WATERFRONT'S ROLE AS AN IMPORTANT LOCATION FOR 
PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REP AIR (FDR) ACTIVITIES 

POUCY1.7.3 
Require development of flexible buildings with generous floor-to-ceiling heights, large floor plates, and 
other features that will allow the structure to support various businesses. 

Housing 

OB]ECTl\lE 2.1 
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENT.AGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN 
THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE 
OF INCOMES. 
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POLICY2.1.1 

Case No. 2014-001272GPA 
Pier 7P Mixed-U$e Project G~neraJ Plan Amenct,ment 

Require developers in some formally industrial areas to contribute towards the City's very low, low, 
m~derate ~ middle income needs as identified in the Hou~ing Element of the General Plan. 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 
REQUIRE THAT A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF UNITS IN. NEW DEVELOPMENTS HAVE TWO 

OR MPRE BEDROOMS EXCEPT SENIOR HOUSING AND SRO DEVELOPMENTS UNLESS AIL 
BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS A.RE TWO OR MORE BEDROOM UNITS. 

PQLicY2.3;1, 
Target tlze prbvisfon of affordable units for families. 

POLICY2,3.2 
Prioritize the developmtmt of affordable family housing, both rentt/l t;1.nd o'(JJnersh,ip, particttlarly along 
transit corri4ors t;1.n(.i adjacent to comn.tu.nf ty amenities. 

POLICY 2.3.3 
Require that a f!ignificant number of units in new 4roelopments hµve two or more. bedrooms, except Senior 
Housing and SRO de:velopments. 

POLICY 2.3.4 
Encourage the creation offamily supportive services, such as child care facilities, parks and recreation, or 
other facili'ties, in affordable housing or mixed-use developments. 

BuiltFonn. 

OBJECTIVE 3.1 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT'S 
DISTINCTWE PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL 
FABRIC AND CHARACTER. 

POLICY 3.1.1 
Adopt heights that are appropriate for the Central Waterfront's location irJ the city, the prev(Ziling str?et 
and block pattern, · and the anticipat?d land uses, while pmducing buildings compatible with the 
nrdghborhood's character. 

POLICY 3.1.2 

Development should step down in height as it approaches the Bay to reinforce the city's rratural topography 
and to encourage and active and public waterfront. 

POUCY3.1.6 
New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary arChitecture, but should dO' so. with full 
awareness of, and respeat for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of the best of the older buildings · 
that surrounds them. 

PQticY 3.1.9 
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Case No. 2014-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General Plan Amendment 

Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or. aesthetic value, and promote the 
preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuit!f with past development. 

OBJECTIVE 3.2 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS 
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DNERSE, ACTNE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM. 

POLICX: 3.2.1 
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriars. 

POLICY 3.2.2 
Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible. 

POLICY 3.2.S 
Building form should celebrate corner locations; 

OBJECTIVE 3.3 
PROMOTE THE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY, ECOLOGICAL FUNCTIONING AND 
THE OVERALL QUALITY OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IN THE PLAN AREA 

POLICY 3.3.1 · 
Require new development to adhere to a new perforrni:mce-based ecological evaluation tool to improve the 
amount tmd quality of green landscaping. 

POLICY 3.3.3 
E.nhaifce the connection between building form and ~cological sustainability by promoting use of renewable 
energy, .energy-efficient building envelopes, passive heating and cooling, and sustainable materials. 

Transportation 

OB]ECTlVE 4.1 
IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO BETTER SERVE EXISTING AND NEW DEVELOPMENT IN 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

POLICY 4.i.4 
Reduce existing curb cuts where possible and restrict new curb cut11 to prevent vehicular conflicts with 
transit on important transit and neighborhood commercial streets. 

POLICY 4.1.6 
Improve public transit in the Central Waterfront including cross-:town routes and connections the 22nd 
Street Caltrain Station and Third Street Light Rail. 
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OBJECTIVE 4.3 

Gase No. 2014-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General Plan Amendment 

ESTABLISH PARKING POLICIES THAT IMPROVE THE Ql,JALITY OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND 
REDUCE CONGESTION AND P1UVATE VEHICLE TRIPS .BY ENCOURAGING TRAVEL BY 
NON-AUTO MODES 

J;'OL(CY 4.3.1 
For new residential 4evelopment; provide fiexjbility by eliminating minimum off-street parking 
requirements drJ.d establishing reasonable parking caps. 

POLICY 4.3.2 
For m;w non-residential lf.evelopment, provid? fiexibi{ity by eliminating minimurn off-stre.et parking 
requirements and establishing caps generally equal to the prev.ious minimum requirements. For pjfice uses 
limit parking relative to transit ~cessibility . 

. OBJECTIVE 4.4 
SUPPORT THE CIRCULATION NEEDS OF EXISTING AND NEW PDR AND MARITIME USES. 
IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

POLICY4.4.3 
Jn areas with a significant number of FDR establishments and particularly along fllinois Street, design· 
streels to serve the needs_and·access r(!quirements of trucks while maintaining a safe pedestrian and bicycle 
environment. 

OBJECTIVE 4.5 
CONSIDER THE STREET NETWORK IN CENTRAL WATERFRONT AS A CITY RESOURCE 
ESSENTIAL TO MULTI-MODAL MOVEMENT AND PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 

POLICY 4.5.2 

As part of a development projc;ct's !Ypen space requirement, require publicly-accessible alleys that break up 
the scale of large developments qnd illow addi#onal access to buildings in the project. 

J'OL;ICY 4.5.4 
Extmd and rebuild the street gr!d, especially in the direction of the Bay. 

OBJECTIVE 4.7 
IMPROVE AND EXPAND INFRASTRUCTURE FOR BICYCLING AS AN IMPORTANT MODE 

. OF TRANSPORTATION 
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POLICY4.7.1 

Case No . .2014-001.272GPA 
Pier 70 Mix~d-U$e Proj~.ct General Plan Amendment 

Provide a continuous network of safe, convenient and attractive bicycle facilities .connecting Central 
Waterfront to the citywide bicycle network and confonning to the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

POLICY 4.1.1 
Provide secure, acces.s#e and abundant bicycle parking, particularly at transit stati.Qns, within shopping 
ari?oas and 41: concentrations of ernplqyml{Jit. 

POLICY 4.7.3 · 
Support the establishment 9f the, Blue-Greenway by including safe, quality pedi;st;rian arid bicy.de 
connet;:tions from Centraj Waterfront. 

Streets & Open Space: 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 
PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF RESIDENTS, 
WORKERS AND VISITORS 

POLICY 5.1.1 
Identify. opportunities to create new public open spaces and provide at least one new public open space 
serving the Central Waterfront. 

POLICY 5,1,2 
Require new residential and commercial development to provide, or contribute fo the creation of public 
opmspate. 

OBJECTIVE 5.4 

THE OPEN SPACE. SYSTEM SHOl:,lLD BOTH 13EAUTIFY THE NEIGHIJORHOOD AND 
STRENGTHEN THE ENVIRONMENT 

l?OLICY 5.4.1 
[1icrease the environmental sustainability of Central Waterfronts system of public anr;l private open spaces 
by improving ~he ecological functioning of afl open space. 

POUCYS.4.3 
Encourage public aft in existing and proposed operi spaces; 

ffistoric Preservation . 

OBJECTIVE 8.2 . 
PROTECT, PRESERVE, AND REUSE HISTORIC RESOURCES WITHIN THE CENTRAL 
WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 

$AN FRANCl.SCO 
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Resolution No.199nl 
August 24, 2017 

POLICY 8.22 

Case No, 2014-'001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General Plan Amendment 

Apply the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for ihe Treatment of Historic Properties in conjunction 
with the Centrai Waterfront area plan and objectives for ail projects ~nvolving hiStor.ic or culrnral 
resources. 

OBJECTIVE 8.3 
ENSURE THAT HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONCERNS CONTINUE TO BE AN INTEGRAL 
PART OF THE ONGOING PLANNING PROCESSES FOR THE CENTRAL-WATERFRONT AREA 
PLAN 

J'OUCY 8.3.1 
Pursue and encourage opportunities, consistent with the <Jbjectives of h,i.storic pre1?f!.tv11-iion, fQ increase the 
supply of affordaPle housing within the Central Waterfro1J.t plan area. . 

Tl:u~ Cen,tral Wate:tfralJ-t Arell,.Plan antj.c;:ipated a new mixed,-use devdop:q1ent at Pier 70. The 
J;roject fa consistent with the objectives ·c;rnd policies ·of the Central Waterfront Pla;h, since the 
Project a4aptively reuses a pbrtion of a former indu:13trial shipyard and provides a new mixed-use 
deveiopment with substantial commµruty be:q.efi:a?, including nine-acreq of public open space, 
new streets and streetscape improvements, on-site affordable housing, rehabilitation of three . 
histor.k buildings, and .new arts, retail and light rnanufaP:trring uses. New cc:mstrucJion will b~ 
appropriately dei;;igrted to :Q.t within the context qt the Union Iron Works Histork District. hi. 
addition,. the Project includes substantial transit and infrastructure improveinents; including new 
on..,site TDM program, facilities for a new public line through the project site, and a new open~to'
the public shuttle service. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Plan:nlng Commission finds these General Pian 
Amendments are in general conformity with the Planning Code Section 101.1, and the Project and its 
approvals associated therein, all as more particularly ·described in Exhibit B to the Development 
Agreement on file with the Planning Department in Case No. 2014-001272DVA, are each on balance, 
consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended 
as described herein, and as f~llows: · 

1) That existing.neighbor-serping retail uses will be pr~erved and en}zanced, and future opportunitks for 
reside,nt employment in and owtiership of $Uilt businesses £;nhanced; 

No neighborhood-serYing retail use!? are present on the Project site. Once constructed, the Project will 
contain major new retail, arts .and light fodustrfal uses t!+at will provide opportunities for employment 
and ownership of retail businesse,s in the commlinity. These new uses will serve nearby residents and the 
surrounding community. ln addition, building tenants will patronize existing retail tises in the 
community (along 3r\i Street and in nea,rby Dogpatch), thus enhancing the local retail ~onomy. ·The 
Development Agreemendndudes commitments related to local hiring. 

2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected, in order to preserve the 
cultural and economic diversity ofour neighborhoods; 

SAN FRANCISCO. 
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Resolution No. 19978 
Au9ust 24, 2017 

Case No. 2014-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General Platt Am.endment 

No existing housing will pe removed for the c<):nstrudioi.l i?f the Project, which wm pr<;>vide at ru1I bi,tild.~ 
out b.etween i,645 ;md 3,025 new resi¢lential units. The Project is designed td :revitali~~ a, former indust.:dal 
site and provide a vari~d lqnd use progri;ir'n that is co:nsistent w~th the sut.rqundfng Centi;a.l Waterfront 
and Dogpatch neighborhoods, and the historic context of the Union Jron Works Hlstori~ District, whlch is 
listed in the National Register of Hi!ltoric Places. The Project pxovi4es a new neighborhood complete with 
residential, office, retail; arfs; and. light manufacturing us.es, alo:Ug with new tr~it and street 
infrastructure~ and. public open space. The Project design .is consistent with the historic context, and 
provides a desirable, pedestrian-friendly experience with interactive .and engaged grQund floors. Thus, 
the Proj~t would preserve and contiil)ute to housing within the surroundirig neighborhood and the 
larger City! and would otherwise preserve and be consistent with the neighborhood's indu,strlal context. 

3) That the City's supply ofaffordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The construction ot the Project will not remove any- residential usest since. none exist on the project site .. 
The Project will enhance the Cify's supply of affordable housing ·through its affordable housing 
commitments in the Development Agreem~nt, which will result in total of 30.% on-site affordable housing 
units. 

4) That commuter trajfic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; 

The Project would not impede. transit service or overburden streets and neighborhood parking. The 
Project includes a rcibust transportation program with an on-site Transportation Demand Martagern:ent 
(IDM) program, facilities to support a new bus line through the project site, an open-to-the-public shuttle 
service, and funding for new neighborhood-supporting transportation infrastructure. 

The Project is also well served by public transit. The Project is located within close proximity to the 
JvfiJNl T-Line Station along 3rd Street and the bus routes, which pick-up/drop-off at 20th and 3rd, and 23rd 

and 3rd Streets. In addition, the Project is located within walking distance to the 22nd Street Caltrain 

Station. Future residents would be afford~d close proximity to pus or rail transit 

La11tly1 the Project contafil.l> new space for vehide parking to serve new park;ing de!lland. This wiU ensure 
that sufficient parking capacity is ~vailal:>le so that the Project would not overburden neighborhood 
parking, while still ilnplement1ng a rigorous TDM ,Plan to be consistent with the City's "trpnsit first" · 
policy for promoting transit over personal vehide trip~. 

5) That a div.erse economic· base be maintained by protecting Ot/.r industrial. and service sectors fro.m 
dispiacement dt/.e to commercial office development, and that foture opportunities for resident employment 
and ownership in these sectors be.enhanced; 

Although the Project would displace portions of an ·industrial use historically . associated with the 
Bethlehem Steel and/or Union Iron Works, the Project provides a strong and diverse economic base by 
b.'i.e varied land use program, which includes new commercial office, retail, arts, and light industrial uses. 
Th.e Project balances between residential, non-residential and PDR (Production, Distribution and Repair) 
uses. Across the larger site at Pier 70 (outside of the project site), i:he Pbrt of San Francisco has maintained 
tl:te indu,strial shipyard operaf:ions (eurrently under lease by BAE). On the 28-Acre site, the Project 
includes light manufacturing and arts uses, in order to diversify the mix of goods and services within the 
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Resolutioll No. 19978 
August 241 2017 

Case No. 2014-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General Plan Amendment 

project site. The Project also includes a large wbrkforce development program and protections for 
existing tenants/artists within the Noonan Building. All of these new uses will provide future 
opportunities for service-sector employment. 

6) That the City achiev~ the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthqucik.e; · . · 

The Project wjll comply with all current sttuctura,l and seismic requir~ments under the· San Fra.t1.cis¢0. 
Building Coqe arid the Port of San.Fnµ1ciscq. 

7) Thqt landmarks ari.d histor_ic buildings be preserved; 

The :Project would preserve and. rehabilitat~ a p9rtion of the Union Iron Works B:istoric District and thr¢e 
of its contributing resources; Buil9.ings 2, 12 and 21. In addition, the Pr9ject includes standards and 
guidel.irtes for new constructic;;n adjgceht to and within the Union Iron Works HJstoric District; which is 
listed in the National Register of Hi$toric Places. These .st;lnda;rds anq gµidelines ensure con;tpatibility of 
new construction with the character-de!ining features of the Union Iron Works Historic District, as 
guided by the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. In addition, 
the Project preserves and provide.5 access to an important cultural rel!c, Irish Hill, which has been 
identified as an important resource to the surrounding community. 

8) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

The Project will improve access to the shoreline within the Central Waterfront neighborhood, and will 
provide 9-acres of new public open space. The Project will not affect any of the City's e:xlsting parks or 
open space-or their access to suniight and vista5. A shadow study was completed and concluded that the 
Project will not cast shadows on any property under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, 
the Recreation and Park Commission~ 

AND BE IT FURTE;lER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Commission 
recommends to the Board of Supervisors APPROVAL of the aforementioned General Plan Amendments. 
This approval is contingent on, and will be of no further force and effect until the date that the San 

Francisco Board of Supenrisor has approved by resolution approving the Zoning Map Amendment, 
Pl<;inning Code Text Amendment, and Development Agreement. 

~ h~.~t the Piamring CommfasionADOPTED the fmegoffig R.,,.;lufion on Aug<>'t 24, 2017. 

~p 
Commissibn Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

:tlillis, Jol;msoh, Koppel, Melgar, Moore and Richards 

None 

Fong 

August 24, 2017 
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,Anticipated Sources of Funds 
Annual Tax Increment 
Bond Proceeds 

. Advances of Land Proceeds 
Total Sources 

. Anticipated Uses of Funds 
Bond Debt Service 
Interest on Advanced Funds 
Repay Developer Capital 
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds 
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 Facilities 
Pier 70 Wide Facilities 
Sea Level Rise Protection 
ERAF 

Total Uses 

2017/18 Dollars I Nominal Dollars 

$596,720,000 $1,578,818,000 
$137,429,000 $169,593,000 
$133,832,000 $150,273,000 
$164,931,000 $192,200,000 

$1-,032,912,000 $2,090,884,000 

$522,328,000 
$27,042,000 

$150,274;000 
$192,200,000 
$329,382,000 

9.000 
$498,964,000 

,---,ODO 
$2,090,884,000 
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·Infrastructure Fin·ancing District G-2, G-3 and· G-4 

The Port respectf'-'lly requests·approval today .of 
the f<>llowing ·items after th·e public hearing: 

~ File 180773 Ord_inance establishing IFD G-2, G-3, · 
· andG-4 

File ·180781 Res·olution authorizing i·ssuance of · 
·bonds 
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OfFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

LONDON N. BREED 
MAYOR· 

. TO.: G\t:Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors . · .. · . · . 
· FROM:.t:W Mayor London Breed · .. 
RE: · Ordinance Establishing Swb-Project Area_s· G-2, G-3 an~ G-4 and Adopting 

· Appendix G-2to·1nfra~tr1.1cture Financing. Plan (Port of San Francisco, Pier 
70)] 

DATE: July 24, 2018 

·Ordinance. establishing Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and Sub
Project Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure.Financing 
District No.' 2 (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70); affirming the Planning 
Department's determination and making findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and approving other m·atters in connection therewith. 

. . ' . 

·Should, you have any questions, please contact Andres Po.wer 554-6467. 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4(?81 . 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
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