From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC)

Subject: FW: 619 Divisadero St

Date: Thursday, August 30, 2018 9:08:35 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309;Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Josey Baker [mailto:josey@joseybakerbread.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 2:46 PM

To: planning@rodneyfong.com

Subject: 619 Divisadero St

Dear Planning Commission,

I am a Divisadero Merchant concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. They are a national chain with over 150 locations
across the country. A quick online search produces websites like Glassdoor that reveal that they do not treat their
employees well. CorePower already has 5 locations in SF, with its newest scheduled for Duboce and Church. We
want to keep the businesses on Divisadero street diverse, interesting and local. The community says NO to

CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

Thank you,
Josey Baker

share the loaves
www.joseybakerbread.com
The Mill

736 Divisadero St

SF CA 94117
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: No core power on divis

Date: Thursday, August 30, 2018 9:07:44 AM
Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309!Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

----- Original Message-----

From: Heather Charmatz [ mailto:heatherhanayoga@icloud.com)]

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 3:41 PM

To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Jod (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf @yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

Subject: No core power on divis

I'd like to vote no to core power joining divis. Please keep our city affordable and unique. There are already plenty
of wonderful yoga studios on divis.

Thank you.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux. Marcelle (CPC)

Subject: FW: Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist San Francisco: 450 O"Farrell St.

Date: Thursday, August 30, 2018 9:07:36 AM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309;Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

----- Original Message-----

From: Laura Hollis [mailto:laurahollisO0@att.net]

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 8:18 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist San Francisco: 450 O'Farrell St.

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission.

| am in full support of the 450 O'Farrell St. Church and New Housing Project.
It will alow:

* The Church to have a Christian Science Reading Room as adaily active healing presence in the Tenderloin.

* The new Church would be welcoming and inviting.

The project adds over 170 new apartments, including Below-Market-Rate units.

The project includes two locally serving retail businesses.

Sincerely, Ms. Hollis a native San Franciscan
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES DAMALI TAYLOR AND DION-JAY BROOKTER
TO POLICE COMMISSION

Date: Thursday, August 30, 2018 8:55:11 AM

Attachments: 8.29.18 Police Commission.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309,Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 5:10 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES DAMALI TAYLOR AND DION-
JAY BROOKTER TO POLICE COMMISSION

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 29, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*xx PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES DAMALI TAYLOR
AND DION-JAY BROOKTER TO POLICE COMMISSION

Nominees bring extensive experience in law enforcement and community devel opment

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today nominated Damali Taylor and Dion-Jay
Brookter to serve on the San Francisco Police Commission. Taylor and Brookter bring diverse
experiences in criminal justice and community development to the commission tasked with
overseeing the Police Department.

“1 am proud to nominate Damali Taylor and Dion-Jay Brookter to the Police Commission,”
said Mayor Breed. “Their combined experience in criminal justice and community
development will bring important perspectives to the Commission as it works to strengthen
our Police Department and further cultivate tiesto our diverse communities.”

Taylor isan accomplished former federal prosecutor who served from 2011 to 2017 in the
U.S. Attorney’ s Office in the Northern District of Californiaas an Assistant U.S. Attorney and
Deputy Chief of the Organized Crime Strike Force Section. In her role, she focused on
racketeering cases against large-scale organized crime enterprises and supervised all organized
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 29, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES DAMALI TAYLOR AND
DION-JAY BROOKTER TO POLICE COMMISSION

Nominees bring extensive experience in law enforcement and community development

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today nominated Damali Taylor and Dion-Jay
Brookter to serve on the San Francisco Police Commission. Taylor and Brookter bring diverse
experiences in criminal justice and community development to the commission tasked with
overseeing the Police Department.

“T am proud to nominate Damali Taylor and Dion-Jay Brookter to the Police Commission,” said
Mayor Breed. “Their combined experience in criminal justice and community development will
bring important perspectives to the Commission as it works to strengthen our Police Department
and further cultivate ties to our diverse communities.”

Taylor is an accomplished former federal prosecutor who served from 2011 to 2017 in the U.S.
Attorney’s Office in the Northern District of California as an Assistant U.S. Attorney and Deputy
Chief of the Organized Crime Strike Force Section. In her role, she focused on racketeering cases
against large-scale organized crime enterprises and supervised all organized and violent crime cases
investigated and charged in the Northern District of California. She received the FBI Director’s
Award for her work in 2015.

Prior to that role, Taylor was an Assistant District Attorney in San Francisco from 2009 to 2011.
During this time, she served in the Domestic Violence Unit, where she was responsible for handling
and trying criminal cases including domestic violence, child endangerment, and weapons charges.
She is currently a partner with the law firm of O’Melveny & Myers, where she focuses on white
collar matters.

“T am humbled and honored that the Mayor has advanced my name for this important role,” said
Taylor. “T’ve spent much of my career fighting for the vulnerable and victimized and | hope to help
rebuild and strengthen the important relationship between the community and the police.”

“Damali is a dedicated public servant and a strong advocate for justice. While serving together as
San Francisco prosecutors, we learned that we can't just arrest and prosecute our way to true
safety. We must work together, with communities most impacted by crime and violence, to build
a safer and more just San Francisco,” said former Police Commission President Suzy Loftus.
“Her commitment to doing what’s right and her dedication to the most vulnerable among us
make her a tremendous choice to serve on the San Francisco Police Commission.”
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Brookter currently serves as Deputy Director for Young Community Developers, a grassroots
community-based organization that provides training and wrap-around services for residents in
Bayview-Hunters Point. He oversees a number of initiatives connecting residents with employment
opportunities, job training, and education resources as well as managing a 61 member staff. He
returned to this role in 2018 after also serving in the same capacity from 2010 to 2016.

Brookter served as Executive Director of the Southeast Community Facility Commission from 2016
to 2018, where he was responsible for the revitalization of the Southeast Community Facility and
Greenhouse, a city-owned facility constructed to mitigate the adverse environmental and social
impacts of the Southeast Treatment Plant expansion projects in the 1970°s and 1980’s. In this role,
he worked closely with the City and community organizations to connect residents with available
resources, develop programming for underserved communities, and implement a long-term strategic
plan to ensure the continued fiscal health of the Facility.

“It is an honor to be nominated by Mayor Breed to the Police Commission,” said Brookter. “I have
dedicated my career to helping build community in underserved neighborhoods and | look forward
to the opportunity to continue strengthening ties between the Police Department and the
communities they serve.”

The seven-member Police Commission is charged with setting policy for the Police Department and
conducting disciplinary hearings when police conduct charges are filed.

Taylor has lived in San Francisco for over 11 years and is involved in a number of community
activities in the City. She holds a J.D. from Yale Law School and a B.A. from Boston University.

Brookter resides in the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood. He holds an M.B.A. from the
Unitersity of Phoenix and graduated from Utah State University, where he played football.

it
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and violent crime cases investigated and charged in the Northern District of California. She
received the FBI Director’s Award for her work in 2015.

Prior to that role, Taylor was an Assistant District Attorney in San Francisco from 2009 to
2011. During thistime, she served in the Domestic Violence Unit, where she was responsible
for handling and trying criminal cases including domestic violence, child endangerment, and
weapons charges. Sheis currently a partner with the law firm of O’ Melveny & Myers, where
she focuses on white collar matters.

“1 am humbled and honored that the Mayor has advanced my name for this important role,”
said Taylor. “I’ve spent much of my career fighting for the vulnerable and victimized and |
hope to help rebuild and strengthen the important relationship between the community and the
police.”

Brookter currently serves as Deputy Director for Y oung Community Developers, a grassroots
community-based organization that provides training and wrap-around services for residentsin
Bayview-Hunters Point. He oversees a number of initiatives connecting residents with
employment opportunities, job training, and education resources as well as managing a 61
member staff. He returned to thisrole in 2018 after also serving in the same capacity from
2010 to 2016.

Brookter served as Executive Director of the Southeast Community Facility Commission from
2016 to 2018, where he was responsible for the revitalization of the Southeast Community
Facility and Greenhouse, a city-owned facility constructed to mitigate the adverse
environmental and social impacts of the Southeast Treatment Plant expansion projectsin the
1970'sand 1980's. In thisrole, he worked closely with the City and community organizations
to connect residents with available resources, develop programming for underserved
communities, and implement along-term strategic plan to ensure the continued fiscal health of
the Facility.

“It is an honor to be nominated by Mayor Breed to the Police Commission,” said Brookter. “I
have dedicated my career to helping build community in underserved neighborhoods and |
look forward to the opportunity to continue strengthening ties between the Police Department
and the communities they serve.”

The seven-member Police Commission is charged with setting policy for the Police
Department and conducting disciplinary hearings when police conduct charges are filed.

Taylor haslived in San Francisco for over 11 years and is involved in a number of community
activitiesin the City. She holdsa J.D. from Yale Law School and aB.A. from Boston
University.

Brookter resides in the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood. He holds an M.B.A. from the
University of Phoenix and graduated from Utah State University, where he played football.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 2:14:53 PM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309!Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

----- Origina Message-----

From: Brenna [mailto:brennagechan@gmail.com)]

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 1:32 PM

To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Jodl (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf @yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

Subject: The community opposes CorePower Y oga on Divisadero

Dear Planning Commission,
| am aneighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Y oga on Divisadero.

CorePower Y oga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse
community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Y oga
on Divisadero. It isneither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,
Brenna Geehan

1939 Hayes St. #9
San Francisco, CA 94117
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CHALLENGES CITIES, STATES AND REGIONS AROUND
THE WORLD TO JOIN SAN FRANCISCO IN SETTING AGGRESSIVE SUSTAINABILITY GOALS

Date: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 12:35:16 PM

Attachments: 8.28.18 Zero Waste Challenge.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309,Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 9:43 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CHALLENGES CITIES, STATES AND
REGIONS AROUND THE WORLD TO JOIN SAN FRANCISCO IN SETTING AGGRESSIVE SUSTAINABILITY
GOALS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 28, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED CHALLENGESCITIES, STATES
AND REGIONSAROUND THE WORLD TO JOIN SAN
FRANCISCO IN SETTING AGGRESSIVE SUSTAINABILITY
GOALS

San Francisco’s new zero waste pledge includes bold initiatives to reduce what is discarded in
recycling, composting, and trash

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today committed San Francisco to a new zero
waste pledge and challenged other cities and mayors around the world to do the same. The
pledge is being announced as part of the “ Sustainable Communities’ policy platform of the
Global Climate Action Summit (GCAS), being held in San Francisco on September 12-14,
2018.

The bold new initiative was jointly developed by San Francisco, C40, and other C40 citiesin
the Waste to Resources network. It challenges cities, states and regions to reduce solid waste
generation and decrease what they dispose to landfill or incineration. To date, the mayors of
Paris, Milan, New Y ork, London and more than 23 other cities have joined San Francisco in
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 28, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CHALLENGES CITIES, STATES AND
REGIONS AROUND THE WORLD TO JOIN SAN FRANCISCO IN
SETTING AGGRESSIVE SUSTAINABILITY GOALS

San Francisco’s new zero waste pledge includes bold initiatives to reduce what is discarded in
recycling, composting, and trash

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today committed San Francisco to a new zero
waste pledge and challenged other cities and mayors around the world to do the same. The
pledge is being announced as part of the “Sustainable Communities” policy platform of the
Global Climate Action Summit (GCAS), being held in San Francisco on September 12-14, 2018.

The bold new initiative was jointly developed by San Francisco, C40, and other C40 cities in the
Waste to Resources network. It challenges cities, states and regions to reduce solid waste
generation and decrease what they dispose to landfill or incineration. To date, the mayors of
Paris, Milan, New York, London and more than 23 other cities have joined San Francisco in this
commitment.

“San Francisco has been a global leader in sustainability by making recycling and composting
standard throughout our city, enacting efforts to keep unwanted pharmaceuticals out of the Bay
and landfills, and enacting the toughest Styrofoam ban in the country. Today, we are going even
further by setting aggressive goals to reduce the waste we generate and cut our landfill disposal
in half once again by 2030,” said Mayor London Breed. “We all need to act together, which is
why | am calling on cities around the world to join us in taking this ambitious challenge to save
our planet for generations to come.”

When accepting San Francisco’s challenge, cities pledge to:

e Reduce municipal solid waste generation by 15% by 2030 (reducing what goes to
recycling, composting, and trash).

e Reduce disposal to landfill and incineration 50% by 2030 (in San Francisco this
means reducing what goes in the black trash bins).

The full C40 Advancing Towards Zero Waste Declaration can be read here.

Global waste generation is increasing faster than any other environmental contributor. The
International Solid Waste Association estimates that increased recycling and composting efforts

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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could cut 10-15% of greenhouse gas emissions globally. If reductions in waste generation are
made, the sector could decrease global emissions by 20%.

San Francisco recovers more material than perhaps any other city in the United States due in part
to compulsory recycling and composting. With this new pledge, San Francisco will continue to
maximize recovery efforts while targeting generation and disposal reduction in key areas, such as
construction and demolition debris and food waste at large institutions.

“San Francisco has always been and will continue to be an environmental world leader,” said
Debbie Raphael, Director of San Francisco’s Department of the Environment. “We have
demonstrated what’s possible when you bring residents, businesses, policymakers, and
government together behind a collective goal. This new commitment builds on San Francisco’s
original goals, sets new bold targets, and invites cities on a global scale to join us in proactive
efforts to educate and motivate residents and businesses to achieve zero waste together.”

In 2003, San Francisco set a goal of achieving zero waste and has since cut its landfill disposal in
half. These efforts have made San Francisco a national leader and have resulted in a material
recovery rate almost two and a half times the national average. This new global commitment will
help the City set new waste reduction targets to effectively track the City’s progress into 2030.

In announcing the zero waste declaration, Mayor Breed makes San Francisco’s commitment
effective immediately. Progress will continue to be measured over the course of the next 10 years
or more. For more information, please visit www.sfenvironment.org.

ABOUT THE SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

The San Francisco Department of the Environment provides solutions that advance climate
protection and enhance the quality of life for all San Franciscans. The Department’s award
winning, internationally recognized zero waste program provides education and outreach to
residents and businesses about San Francisco’s zero waste policies and programs.

ABOUT C40 CITIES CLIMATE LEADERSHIP GROUP
The C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group connects more than 90 of the world’s greatest cities,
representing over 650 million people and one quarter of the global economy.

Created and led by cities, C40 is focused on tackling climate change and driving urban action
that reduces greenhouse gas emissions and climate risks, while increasing the health, wellbeing
and economic opportunities of urban citizens. For more information, visit www.c40.0rg.

ABOUT THE GLOBAL CLIMATE ACTION SUMMIT

The Global Climate Action Summit will bring leaders and people together from around the world
to “Take Ambition to the Next Level.” It will be a moment to celebrate the extraordinary
achievements of states, regions, cities, investors, companies and citizens with respect to climate
action.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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It will also be a launchpad for deeper worldwide commitments and accelerated action from
countries—supported by all sectors of society—that can put the globe on track to prevent
dangerous climate change and realize the historic Paris agreement. For more information, visit

www.globalclimateactionsummit.org.

HH#
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this commitment.

“San Francisco has been a global leader in sustainability by making recycling and composting
standard throughout our city, enacting efforts to keep unwanted pharmaceuticals out of the
Bay and landfills, and enacting the toughest Styrofoam ban in the country. Today, we are
going even further by setting aggressive goals to reduce the waste we generate and cut our
landfill disposal in half once again by 2030,” said Mayor London Breed. “We all need to act
together, which iswhy | am calling on cities around the world to join us in taking this
ambitious challenge to save our planet for generations to come.”

When accepting San Francisco’ s challenge, cities pledge to:

e Reduce municipal solid waste generation by 15% by 2030 (reducing what goes to
recycling, composting, and trash).

o Reduce disposal to landfill and incineration 50% by 2030 (in San Francisco this
means reducing what goes in the black trash bins).

The full C40 Advancing Towards Zero Waste Declaration can be read here.

Global waste generation isincreasing faster than any other environmental contributor. The
International Solid Waste Association estimates that increased recycling and composting
efforts could cut 10-15% of greenhouse gas emissions globally. If reductions in waste
generation are made, the sector could decrease global emissions by 20%.

San Francisco recovers more material than perhaps any other city in the United States due in
part to compulsory recycling and composting. With this new pledge, San Francisco will
continue to maximize recovery efforts while targeting generation and disposal reduction in key
areas, such as construction and demolition debris and food waste at large institutions.

“San Francisco has always been and will continue to be an environmenta world leader,” said
Debbie Raphael, Director of San Francisco’'s Department of the Environment. “We have
demonstrated what’ s possible when you bring residents, businesses, policymakers, and
government together behind a collective goal. This new commitment builds on San
Francisco’s original goals, sets new bold targets, and invites cities on aglobal scaleto join us
in proactive efforts to educate and motivate residents and businesses to achieve zero waste
together.”

In 2003, San Francisco set agoal of achieving zero waste and has since cut its landfill disposal
in half. These efforts have made San Francisco a national leader and have resulted in a
material recovery rate almost two and a half times the national average. This new global
commitment will help the City set new waste reduction targets to effectively track the City’s
progress into 2030.

In announcing the zero waste declaration, Mayor Breed makes San Francisco’ s commitment
effective immediately. Progress will continue to be measured over the course of the next 10
years or more. For more information, please visit www.sfenvironment.org.

ABOUT THE SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
The San Francisco Department of the Environment provides solutions that advance climate
protection and enhance the quality of life for al San Franciscans. The Department’s award
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winning, internationally recognized zero waste program provides education and outreach to
residents and businesses about San Francisco’s zero waste policies and programs.

ABOUT C40CITIESCLIMATE LEADERSHIP GROUP
The C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group connects more than 90 of the world’ s greatest
cities, representing over 650 million people and one quarter of the global economy.

Created and led by cities, C40 is focused on tackling climate change and driving urban action
that reduces greenhouse gas emissions and climate risks, while increasing the health,
wellbeing and economic opportunities of urban citizens. For more information, visit

www.c40.0rg.

ABOUT THE GLOBAL CLIMATE ACTION SUMMIT

The Global Climate Action Summit will bring leaders and people together from around the
world to “Take Ambition to the Next Level.” It will be amoment to celebrate the
extraordinary achievements of states, regions, cities, investors, companies and citizens with
respect to climate action.

It will also be alaunchpad for deeper worldwide commitments and accelerated action from
countries—supported by all sectors of society—that can put the globe on track to prevent
dangerous climate change and realize the historic Paris agreement. For more information, visit

www.global climateactionsummit.org.
HiH
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: | oppose CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 8:42:11 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309,Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Basil Ayish [mailto:basil.ayish@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 9:00 PM

To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: affordabledivis@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com

Subject: | oppose CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

Dear Planning Commission,
| am a neighbor who is opposed to CorePower getting a permit to operate in the Western
Addition/Alamo Square section of Divisadero Street.

CorePower Y oga does not reflect the values of our community. We don't need or want this
chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Y oga on Divisadero. Itis
neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,
Basil Ayish
1751 Grove St
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods 365
Date: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 8:41:44 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309;Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Stephanie Halverson [mailto:stephaniessh@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 4:05 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Commissioner; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Commissioner; Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS);
Peskin, Aaron (BOS)

Subject: Whole Foods 365

RE: Case #2016-000378CUA — Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street

Dear Supervisors and Planning Department and Commission members,

I’m writing in support of the Whole Foods 365 project. I’ ve lived on Larkin, (btwn. Washington
and Jackson), for 13 years. Sadly, during that time I’ ve witnessed several businesses close and
remain empty. I’ m attaching photos of several vacant store fronts within a mere two block radius
of my home.

1. Big Apple Grocery Store—V acant since 2014
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2. It's A Grind—V acant since 2016

3. Fergos & Co. Paints—V acant since 2016

= (gl

L
=k
= O

sitotat S

4. Anima Connection—V acant since 2017



5. Lombardi Sports—V acant since 2014



6. Thrift Store—V acant since 2015



7. Smith Goods



8. Berkshire Hathaway Real Estate
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9. Modern Life Designs
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Thisisjust atwo block sample of what is going on in my neighborhood. | urge you to come by
and see for yourself.

Please allow the WF365 project to move forward. The majority of my neighbors want it and need
it.

Thank you,
Stephanie



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSAGE OF AB 186
Date: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 8:18:27 AM

Attachments: 8.28.18 AB 186 Passes Leaqislature.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309;Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 8:00 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSAGE OF AB 186

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 28, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**x STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSAGE OF AB 186

Y esterday, the California L egislature passed Assembly Bill 186, which would allow San
Francisco to open safe injection sites under athree-year pilot program. The bill now heads to
Governor Brown for his signature. The bill is authored by Assemblymember Susan Eggman
(D-Stockton) and co-authored by Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco).

Tomorrow, Mayor Breed will join GLIDE to present amodel demonstration of a safe injection
site in San Francisco.

Below is a statement from Mayor London Breed:
“With thisfinal vote, AB 186 isone step away from being law.

Safeinjection sitessave lives. We arein a public health crisisand this bill will help us by
preventing over doses while connecting people to medical carethat can help treat their
addiction. Herein San Francisco, | am joining GLIDE to present a model safe injection
siteto show that we can implement these public health facilitiesin a safe, clean, and
responsible manner that will benefit both our community and those suffering on our
Streets.
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 28, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSAGE OF AB 186

Yesterday, the California Legislature passed Assembly Bill 186, which would allow San
Francisco to open safe injection sites under a three-year pilot program. The bill now heads to
Governor Brown for his signature. The bill is authored by Assemblymember Susan Eggman (D-
Stockton) and co-authored by Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco).

Tomorrow, Mayor Breed will join GLIDE to present a model demonstration of a safe injection
site in San Francisco.

Below is a statement from Mayor London Breed:
“With this final vote, AB 186 is one step away from being law.

Safe injection sites save lives. We are in a public health crisis and this bill will help us by
preventing overdoses while connecting people to medical care that can help treat their
addiction. Here in San Francisco, | am joining GLIDE to present a model safe injection site
to show that we can implement these public health facilities in a safe, clean, and responsible
manner that will benefit both our community and those suffering on our streets.

I remain thankful to Senator Wiener and Assemblymember Eggman for their leadership
and |1 am hopeful that Governor Brown will sign this important bill into law.”

HitH

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141






| remain thankful to Senator Wiener and Assemblymember Eggman for their leader ship
and | am hopeful that Governor Brown will sign thisimportant bill into law.”
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From: Secretary. Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: CorePower Yoga Letter of No Support
Date: Monday, August 27, 2018 10:33:57 AM
Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309,Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Divisadero Merchants [mailto:divisaderomerchantsdma@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, August 24, 2018 5:38 PM

To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: giselle@raredevice.net

Subject: CorePower Yoga Letter of No Support

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing today to let you know that the Divisadero Merchants Association does not
support CorePower Y ogato open at 619 Divisadero Street.

We value the small, unique businesses that line up our street. These businesses bring
character, community, and the unique flavor that Divisadero is known for. We do not want to
look like just any other commercial corridor in San Francisco, otherwise why else would
people come to our street to patronize our businesses?

These existing business owners and workers represent a wide swath of diverse ages, genders,
ethnicities, and colors. Now more than ever, we believe that it is our duty to preserve these
types of businesses on our street. Bringing in a corporate business headquartered outside of
San Francisco, and who is opening numerous other studios in San Francisco already, including
one 1 mile away, does not align with this value that is so important to us.

Furthermore, as we keep allowing big business to open up on our street, Divisadero will
become less and less affordable for everyday small businesses to stay or open up on
Divisadero Street. We are not opposed to every formularetail company that wants to openin
our community. However, it isimportant to usthat if aformularetail company does comein,
that they also serve our diverse residents and businesses and that they bring diversity,
community, and integrity with them. We believe that CorePower Y oga does not bring this.

The DMA has pledged to assist the property owners of 619 Divisadero Street to find a tenant
or tenants to lease their property should CorePower Y oga not get approved.

We ask you to respect these values that we take seriously and that we hold dear.
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Sincerely,
Divisadero Merchants Association



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 450 "OFarrell

Date: Monday, August 27, 2018 10:33:46 AM
Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309!Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

----- Origina Message-----

From: Elizabeth Schwartz [mailto:eschwartz6@icloud.com]

Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2018 4:17 PM

To: richhillissf @gmail.com

Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC); ourfifthchurch@gmail .com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 450 "OFarrell

| support the 450 O’ Farrell Street project to provide anew home for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist, and to
provide much needed new housing.
Elizabeth Schwartz


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for a new church and housing project at 450 O"Farrell Street
Date: Monday, August 27, 2018 10:33:36 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309,Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Jeff Brown [mailto:quasta@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, August 26, 2018 10:54 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC); ourfifthchurch@gmail.com
Subject: Support for a new church and housing project at 450 O'Farrell Street

Dear Mr. Hillis,

| write to state my support for the 450 O’Farrell Street project to provide a new home for Fifth
Church of Christ, Scientist, and to provide much needed new housing.

Sincerely,

- Jeff Brown

Bay Area Resident

Employed by a company located at 333 Bush Street
Cell: 408.931.2723
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Friday, August 24, 2018 2:17:36 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309,Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: John Cawley [mailto:john@pacgourmet.com]

Sent: Friday, August 24, 2018 1:07 PM

To: affordabledivis@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com

Subject: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

Dear Planning Commission,

What characterizes a vibrant neighborhood is the individuality and vested interest that comes
with being a part of the community.

Cookie cutter national chain businesses are what suck the life out of neighborhoods. The
ownership and often the employees have little reason to feel any sense of caring for their
location beside a monetary one. | am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower

Y oga on Divisadero. CorePower Y oga does not reflect the values of our community. Their
price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our
neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Y oga on Divisadero. It is neither
necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! Thank you,

John Cawley
975 Grove St.
San Francisco
94117

John Cawley
President

Pacific Gourmet, Inc.
380 Valley Drive
Brisbane, CA 94005
415 641-8400

WWW.pacgourmet.com

This message, including files attached to it, may contain confidential information that is
intended only for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If you are not an intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this information contained in this
message, or the taking of any action in reliance upon the information is strictly prohibited. If
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you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail
and destroy any and all copies of the original message.



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: Core Power

Date: Friday, August 24, 2018 11:49:34 AM

Attachments: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

community opposition to core power yoda on divisadero.msg
The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg
The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msq
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The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Kim Quinones

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,
I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  We already have two yoga studios in close proximity on Divisadero, Yoga Garden is a hometown business, YogaWorks is a chain from LA, please do not add another formulaic chain to this corridor. I would rather see you promote the Yoga Garden and support small, local business.  Everything opening on Divisadero these days are from someplace else (Tanner and Topo) or overpriced and not serving the community (Barvale, Che Fico)

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

I live at Divisadero and Page and I have been practicing yoga for 24 years and I do not support this business moving in to our neighborhood.
Thank you,



Kim Quinones


285 Divisadero, Apt 4


415.314.0633








community opposition to core power "yoga" on divisadero

		From

		aida jones

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



hello planning commission,



i live on hayes at steiner and am concerned with the proposed core power 


yoga on divisadero between hayes and grove.

core power is a huge chain pedaling a very expensive form of exercise.


our neighborhood has seen an exodus of businesses with affordable,


useful products for sale. but we who have been here for decades remain.






as where we shop has become farther from our homes, we don’t another


expensive shop that caters to a very narrow demographic. 






we’re still here. we still shop & we have a lot of choices with physical 


activities. 






the sales guy from core power said he’s believes in bringing yoga to the 


people, but what people can afford that? and their idea of assistance is 


to have people clean the studio — yikes. just because we don’t have that 


kind of income we should be their janitors? 






please prevent this.






thank you.






regards,


aïda jones















The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Scott Bravmann

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission:





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





 Sincerely,





Scott Bravmann


1305 Buchanan St








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		SMTP Proxy

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,


I am a neighbor opposed to the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero, 


around the corner from my home, which plans to exclusively offer classes 


priced beyond my reach.





I agree 100% with the Affordable Divis neighborhood group's points:





"We oppose CorePower Yoga because:


- They have nothing unique to offer to the neighborhood


- They are expensive and a large part of our community will feel 


unwelcome there


- They were founded by a tech CEO with a disruptive business model that 


takes advantage of students, teachers, and even their own workers


- They have had labor disputes, and have been taken to court over wages


CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their 


price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or 


want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower 


Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this 


neighborhood!"





Additionally, it will compete directly with nearby small locally-owned 


businesses of the same type — note how the Buy-Rite chain a block away 


and "Farmer's Market" drove the former small health-food store, a 


valuable neighborhood business, out of that same space.





Finally, they are already opening a CorePower location 3/4 mile away at 


Church and Duboce. We do not need two of them 3/4 of a mile apart, 


that's too many for such a small area. Even one is too many, when we 


have so many affordable local businesses offering the same service 


already in the same neighborhood.





Thank you,


Michael E. Kupietz


Grove Street neighbor














From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: CorePower

Date: Friday, August 24, 2018 11:49:08 AM
Attachments: NO CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msa

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msq
The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg
NO to CorePower Yoda on Divisadero.msq
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NO CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Ellisa F.

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Affordable Divis

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 


Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga is a chain store, which does not reflect the values of our community.  We already have a number of locally-owned yoga studios in the neighborhood who need the support of its neighbors.  





The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero - the space on Divisadero should be reserved for locally-owned businesses that will support the neighborhood.

Thank you,


Ellisa Feinstein


D5 resident (North of the Panhandle)



Mailtrack 	Sender notified by 
Mailtrack 08/23/18, 3:03:07 PM 		








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Rebecca

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



We need more independent yoga studios, this type of corporate model yoga studio is against the heart and spirit of yoga. boga (bogus yoga)


Rebecca








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Heike Hiss

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients
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Dear Planning Commission,





I have lived in the Alamo Park neighborhood for 15 years and ny family and  I are concerned about the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse neighborhood. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,



Heike Hiss








NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Quintin Mecke

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commissioners:





I am a neighbor opposed to the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





CorePower Yoga is the largest national yoga chain in the country and already has 5 locations in the city with more being planned. The Divisadero corridor has two existing local yoga studios within a few blocks of the proposed location and a national chain with deep pockets would threaten their livelihood. 





In addition, granting CorePower Yoga an exemption would create an incentive to landlords to lease to national chains with access to lots of capital, furthering threatening small businesses in the area whose leases come up for renewal.





Protecting locally owned small businesses and neighborhood character is why this neighborhood has formula retail protections.





We ask you to respect our neighborhood and deny CorePower Yoga their conditional use permit. The business is neither necessary nor desirable for this neighborhood.





The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 





Thank you,


Quintin Mecke








From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Jardines. Esmeralda (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for #18a-b, 350 2nd Street
Date: Friday, August 24, 2018 11:48:25 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309]Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Paul Barrera [mailto:paul@somapilipinas.org]

Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2018 3:41 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Kim,
Jane (BOS); Jacobo, Jon (BOS)

Cc: Raquel Redondiez

Subject: Support for #18a-b, 350 2nd Street

Dear Planning Commissioners,

My name is Paul Barrera, Community Engagement Coordinator for the SOMA Pilipinas
Filipino Cultural Heritage District.

SOMA Pilipinas is a cultural district generations in the making, as Filipinos have lived in
South of Market for over a century.

SOMA Pilipinas is excited to support this hotel project. We have had many conversations
with the owners of the hotel over the past year. They have truly made an effort to engage
with the Filipino community. The owners not only recognize the significant Filipino history in
the South of Market neighborhood, but they have agreed to actively support the Filipino
Cultural Heritage District

Please through this hotel project.

We therefore ask that your please vote yes on the 350 2nd St hotel.
Sincerely,
Paul Barrera

SOMA Pilipinas
Filipino Cultural Heritage District


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Esmeralda.Jardines@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: CorePower

Date: Friday, August 24, 2018 11:47:32 AM

Attachments: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msq
Affordable Divis opposes CorePower Yoga.msg

No to CorePower on Divis.msa

NO CorePower Yoda on Divisadero.msa

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msq



mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Lisa Awbrey

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,


I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. They are a national chain with over 150 locations across the country and are frequently referred to as “the McDonald’s/Starbucks of yoga.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community.  A cursory online search of websites like Glassdoor reveals that they do not treat their employees well.  CorePower already has 5 locations in SF, with its newest scheduled for DuBoce and Church. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,


Lisa Awbrey








Sent from my iPad








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Carolyn Hanrahan

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,
I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,


Carolyn Hanrahan














Affordable Divis opposes CorePower Yoga

		From

		Affordable Divis Now

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org






Dear Planning Commissioners:





CorePower Yoga is the largest national yoga chain in the country and already has multiple locations in the city with more being planned, one recently approved at Church and Duboce. 





That being the case, why do they need to be on Divis? Our neighborhood has existing local yoga studios within a few blocks of the proposed location and a national chain with deep pockets would threaten their livelihood. 


Allowing this formula retail use would create an incentive to landlords to lease to national chains with access to lots of capital, further threatening small businesses in the area whose leases come up for renewal.  Protecting locally owned small businesses and neighborhood character is why this neighborhood has formula retail protections.





Over the years, both before and after the formula retail law was enacted, this neighborhood successfully fought chains like Burger King, Blockbuster, Domino’s and Batteries Plus from moving in. This has allowed the corridor to develop and keep its own unique local vibe.





We ask you to respect our neighborhood and deny CorePower Yoga their conditional use permit. This national chain is neither necessary nor desirable for this neighborhood - we want to keep Divis local and unique.





The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 





Thank you,








Affordable Divis











No to CorePower on Divis

		From

		Fennel Doyle

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission, 





I am a neighbor angry with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower sucks, and you know it. 

CorePower Yoga does NOT reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community, and obscure the need for divisadero to provide family-friendly services that are not expensive, nor alienate the people who live here, who simply need a laundrymat, cobbler, carpenter, toy store, library, florist, fish or cheese monger, second hand clothing shop, tinker/maker lab, or quality child care. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to this chainstore. I am in Nebraska? NO to boring bland brand of CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Yes , to delicable pies! Yes to high quality fresh baked goods with wholesome grains. Yes to fairy gardens! Yes to Farmers Markets. Yes to Vermonters in thriving Burlington who refuse to accept this type of garbage in their community. 

Frustrated by dominance of fakies. CorePower does not give a rats ass about spreading tenets of yoga. 


Fennel 











NO  CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Miriam or Rupert

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commissioners, 






I am a neighbor who is opposed to the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 






There are plenty of yoga studios in SF and there are certainly enough on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga should not be permitted to open *another* SF branch on Divisadero.






They are not a good employer and treat their instructors poorly. Please do not encourage their despicable behavior.






Sincerely,






Miriam Pinchuk








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Maurice Douglas

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,


I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,








From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF COMMUNITY ACTIVIST JOSEPH
TAEOTUI

Date: Friday, August 24, 2018 11:44:36 AM

Attachments: 8.23.18 Joseph Taeotui.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309,Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2018 4:41 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF COMMUNITY ACTIVIST
JOSEPH TAEOTUI

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**% STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF
COMMUNITY ACTIVIST JOSEPH TAEOTUI

On Monday, August 13, Joseph Taeotui was shot while returning home from a
neighborhood meeting regarding reducing gun violence in his community. He passed
away late last night as a result of this tragic event.

Prior to his passing, Taeotui worked with San Francisco’s Street Violence Intervention
Program to reduce violence and de-escalate conflicts.

The following is a statement from Mayor London N. Breed:

“The death of Joseph Taeotui isa heartbreaking loss for the Bayview-Hunters Point
community and the City of San Francisco. Joseph was a well-respected community
activist whose work to reduce gun violence made our City a safer, more compassionate
place. The senseless nature of his passing under scores the importance of the cause to
which he dedicated hislife, and we recommit our selves today to ending the scour ge of


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@tefarch.com
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com
mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*xx STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF
COMMUNITY ACTIVIST JOSEPH TAEOTUI

On Monday, August 13, Joseph Taeotui was shot while returning home from a neighborhood
meeting regarding reducing gun violence in his community. He passed away late last night as a
result of this tragic event.

Prior to his passing, Taeotui worked with San Francisco’s Street Violence Intervention Program
to reduce violence and de-escalate conflicts.

The following is a statement from Mayor London N. Breed:

“The death of Joseph Taeotui is a heartbreaking loss for the Bayview-Hunters Point
community and the City of San Francisco. Joseph was a well-respected community activist
whose work to reduce gun violence made our City a safer, more compassionate place. The
senseless nature of his passing underscores the importance of the cause to which he
dedicated his life, and we recommit ourselves today to ending the scourge of gun violence in
our City and the nation.

My condolences are with his family, friends, colleagues at the Street Violence Intervention
Program, and the communities to which he meant so much.”

HitH

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141






gun violencein our City and the nation.

My condolences are with hisfamily, friends, colleagues at the Street Violence
I ntervention Program, and the communities to which he meant so much.”

HH#
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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 Q@

Board of Supervisors < 277
City and County of San Francisco ) ¢

Attn: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 4, C P

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place t’,zcc;(//p %
City Hall, Room 244 %ﬁe, ‘97’)—0

San Francisco, CA 94102 (& 4"‘\4: @A

San Francisco Planning Commission
The Planning Department

Attn: Commission Secretary

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

To Whom It May Concern:

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

PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO
TEL 415 274 0400 TTY 415 274 0587 ADDRESS Pier 1

FAX 415 274 0528 ; WEB sfpart.cam San Francisco, CA 94111
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
FILE NO. 170878 7/12/18 RESOLUTION NO. 232-18

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

Resolution of Intention to establish Sub-Project Area G-2, Sub-Project Area G-3 and
Sub-Project Area G-4 of City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing
District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco, Pier 70); to call a public hearing on September 11,
2018, on the establishment and to provide public notice thereof; and affirming the
Planning Department’s determination, and making findings under the California

Environmental Quality Act.

NOTE: Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman;
deletions are strike-through-itatics TinesNew-Roman.
Board amendment additions are double-underlined:

Board amendment deletions are s-tﬂkethreug#memqal

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

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

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Section 53395 .8 of the IFD Law, a waterfront district may be
divided into project areas; and

WHEREAS, On March 27, 2012, by Resolution No. 110-12 (Original Resolution of
Intention to Establish IFD), this Board of Supervisors declared its intention to establish a

waterfront district to be known as “City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen
20ARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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District Project (Case No. 2014-001272ENV) (Project) pursuant to the California

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

analyzed in the FEIR; and

WHEREAS, In recommending the proposed Planning Code Amendments for approval

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Project's MMRP; and

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

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

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

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

Mayer Breed, Supervisor Cohen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 3




¥ abed SHOSIAMIANS 40 Q¥voe
usyon Josiuadng 'pasig JoAey

ealy 108(01d-qng ‘(8US 210y-8Z - 0/ 18id) Z-9 ealy Josloid-gng ‘uoieywl Jnoypm ‘bBuipnjoul
‘a4l su3 Aq psoueuy aq o} pasodoid samjioey oljgnd jo adA} sy} sisi| yolym ‘g4l ystigels3 o}
uonuauj Jo uolnjosay [eulbuo aul 01 v JQIYX3 ‘Mmojeq paquossp ueld Buidueul4 ainjoniyseu)

8y} 0} z-o xipuaddy ul paquosap Ajlejnoiued ale pue ‘g4| Ysigeis3 0} Uousiu| JO uonnjosey

e 508N T A1 S e

% -qng pue (8}g aI0y-8Z - 0/ 18ld) £-O ealy Josfoid-gns ‘(S}S 8ioy-82 - 0. J8ld) Z-O ealy
108l0id-qng Ag pasueuy aq 0} pasodosd sanijioe} ognd jo adA} oy "sanjioed b
"sieinoiped Jaypny Jo) spew Agalay s| souslejel

dew yoiym oy pue panoidde Ajueuiwieid Agaiay ale ssuepunog yoiym ‘siosiusdng jo

[euiBLQO aU) 0} 7 JIGIYXT UO Pajsi| 9SOU} JO ISISUOD (S)iS 8I0Y-8Z - 0/ J9ld) O ealy 108loid |

pJeog 8y} JO MIa|D Sl YUMm 81} uo (4] Yy Jo dew papuswle ay) U0 UMmoys se ale ‘g4 dyl Jo o |

Baly Jo8foid Ulyim (8)IS 810y-8Z - 0/ Jald) -9 esly Joefoid-gng (iit) pue ‘g4 au} Jo O ealy
yosloid uiypm (sys 8ioy-8z - 0/ Jeld) £-9 ealy 108foid-ang (1) ‘a4l @yl jo 9 ealy Josloid

| UM (BYS 8I10Y-8Z - 0L J8ld) Z-© Baly 108loid-qng (1) SpNjoul O} pepuswE SIe YIIUM ‘4| |

8y} JO sallepunoq papusuwe pasodold ay| ‘paquosa salepunog papuswy e
| '(0L81d) © BRIy J08l0Id UiLyM BBIE J0B[01d-qNS B PUE JOLISIP 0L Jold B 3] ||eys (S)iS 8.0Y-82
- 01 J8ld) -9 eauy 1o8(oid-ang ‘(8IS 8.10y-8Z - 0/ 13id) v-O ealy ysloid-gns 0
(0L J91d) © eauy 10901 Uyum eale 1080id-gns & pue JoLSIP 0/ 18ld B 84 |[ByS (SYS 210V-8Z

- 0L J8ld) -9 easy Joafoid-ang (SHS 8J10y-8¢Z - 0/ J8ld) £-O ealy sloid-ang g
(0L 4o1d) © ealy jo8loid ulyum esle jo8foid-gns e pue JoLIsIp 0/ Jaid B 84 |[eys (SIS 810y-8¢
- 0L 181d) Z-© eauy 109[01d-ang ‘(8US 8J0y-8Z - 0L 181d) Z-O esly Josloid-gns e

:ale seale Jooloid-gns pasodold sy} Jo saweu 8y ‘sealy josfoid-gng Jo sweN 'z

1 pue ‘me g4l @y 0} juensind
. Q41 8yy Jo (0, Jald) © eaty jo8loid Ulyym sesse joafoid-gns jeucnippe 81y} ysiigese
; 0} sBuipaaooid jonpuoo 0} sesodoud siosiaiedng jo pieog siyl Ajuoyiny I
{

'sMo||0} se slosiAledng Jo pieog oyl Ag ‘IATOSINH

N M ¢ I O M~ 0 O O

—



O W o N O o AN -

NN DN N D 2 A A A A A A
N O Hh W N a2 O WO N DY AR WD

i
|

G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), is attached
hereto and incorporated herein.

5. Incremental Property Tax Revenue. This Board of Supervisors hereby declares
that, pursuant to the IFD Law, 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) will use
incremental property tax revenue from the City but none of the other affected taxing entities
within Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre
Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) (in each case except to the extent
permitted by Section 53395.8(h) of the IFD Law or as a result of the allocation of the ERAF
share (as defined in the IFD Law) to finance the Facilities.

6. Infrastructure Financing Plan. The Executive Director is hereby directed to
prepare an infrastructure financing plan for 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) as an appendix to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, to be designated Appendix G-2 that
complies with the requirements of the IFD Law. Appendix G-2 shall be a Pier 70 enhanced
financing plan with respect to 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). The Executive
Director shall cause the Infrastructure Financing Plan to be amended to include Appendix G-
2, and, to the extent required by the IFD Law, for the Infrastructure Financing Plan as so
amended to be sent to the San Francisco Planning Department and to this Board of
Supervisors.

¥ £ Public Hearing. That on Tuesday, September 11, 2018 at 3:00 p.m. or as soon
as possible thereafter, in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
City Hall, San Francisco, California, be, and the same are hereby appointed and fixed as the

time and place when and where this Board of Supervisors will conduct a public hearing on the

‘ Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen

' BOARD OF SUPERVISCRS Fage 5 |
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establishment of 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) within the IFD, shall be
subject to the approval of this Board of Supervisors by ordinance following the holding of the
public hearing referred to above. The proposal to include property in the boundaries of 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) within the IFD does not constitute an approval

of any specific land uses on such property.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Attorney '

\

\ . | L.._I
MARK D. BLAKE
Deputy City Attorney

By:

n:\port\as2018\1100292\01290490.docx

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 7




City and County of San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodiett Place

Tails San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Resolution

File 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, 2017 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

Ayes: 9 - Cohen, Brown, Kim, Mandelman, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Stefani and Yee
Excused: 2 - Fewer and Tang

City and County of San Francisco Page [ Printed at 1:38 pmon 7/25/18



File No. 170878 | hereby certify that the foregoing
Resolution was ADOPTED on 7/24/2018 by
the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco.

J\'?ﬁa%@a

E Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

]
!

1/
7h w(w”\

London N. Breed Date Approved
Mayor

Y
7 ! _\L_ﬁp .-I /3
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Appendix G-2 Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4
(Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

This Appendix supplements and amends the main body of the Infrastructure Financing Plan (the
“IFP’) for City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San
Francisco) (“IFD’) as it relates to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (collectively, the “Sub-
Project Areas”, each a “Sub-Project Area”). This Appendix includes the separate Infrastructure
Financing Plan for each of Sub-Project Area G-2, G-3, and G-4. In the event of any
inconsistency between the main body of the IFP and this Appendix, the provisions of this
Appendix shall govern with respect to Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4.

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

The City, acting by and through the Port Commission (the “Port"), and Forest City Development
California, Inc., or an affiliate thereof (“Forest City”) anticipate entering into a Disposition and
Development Agreement (the “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: Phase |
Sub-Project Area G-3: Phase Il
Sub-Project Area G-4: Phase Il

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

Boundaries and legal descriptions of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4: The boundaries
of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and 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
corresponding to the boundaries of the Sub-Project Area have been created.

Enhanced Financing Plan: Each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 is a “Pier 70 district,”
as defined in Section 53395.8(c)(11) of the IFD Law, and this Appendix includes a “Pier 70
enhanced financing plan” for each of the Sub-Project Areas as defined in Section



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-
4is FY 2015-2016.

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

B. Allocation of Tax Increment

1.

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

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

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

¢ funds (“Developer Capital”) to be advanced by Forest City (the “Developer”);

e funds to be advanced by the Port as either direct Port capital or advances of land
proceeds; and

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

In addition, the Port, as the agent of the IFD, will use Allocated Tax Increment to pay
directly for Facilities costs. The financial obligation of the IFD to fund Facilities costs
with Allocated Tax Increment from each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3 and G-4 is a
debt/ERAF-secured debt for each of the Sub-Project Areas and will be reflected in the
annual Statement of Indebtedness required by the IFD Law.



4. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the allocation made by the Board of Supervisors in this
Appendix shall be the following:

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

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

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

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

“Gross Tax Increment’ is, for each of Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4, 100% of
the revenue produced by the application of the 1% ad valorem tax rate to the
Incremental Assessed Property Value of property within such Sub-Project Area;

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

‘ERAF Tax Increment” is 25.330110% of Gross Tax Increment. This “ERAF share” (as
defined in Section 53395.8(c)(8) of the IFD Law) is available to be allocated to the IFD
because each of Sub-Project Areas G-2 , G-3, and 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 CFD that are secured by the facilities special
taxes levied by the CFD and payable from Allocated Tax Increment. Bonds issued by
the CFD that are secured by other special taxes will not be paid for by any Allocated Tax
Increment.



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;

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

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

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

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

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

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

E. Tax Increment Limit

The financing section must include a limit on the total number of dollars of tax increment that
may be allocated to the IFD pursuant to the 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.

e 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.

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



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

F. Pier 70 ERAF Allocation Limit

In accordance with Section 53395.8(g)(3)(D)(ii)(ll) of the IFD Law, each of Sub-Project
Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 is subject to a limitation on the number of dollars of the ERAF
share to be divided and allocated to the 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 Statement of Indebtedness that the IFD files for the 19th fiscal year after
the fiscal year in which any ERAF-secured debt is first issued.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

H. Time Limits
The financing section must include the following time limits for each Sub-Project Area:
1. A date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan and all tax
increment 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;



2. Atime limit on the IFD’s authority to repay indebtedness with incremental tax revenues
received in the Sub-Project Area under the IFD Law, not to exceed 45 years from the
date the IFD actually received $100,000 in incremental tax revenues from the Sub-
Project Area under the IFD Law; and

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

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

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

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

e Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub-
Project Area G-2: the final day of the 20th fiscal year after the fiscal year in
which the IFD first issued debt secured by Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-
Project Area G-2. The IFD law allows the IFD to issue ERAF-secured debt after this
date in certain circumstances, and this Appendix incorporates those provisions by
this reference as if they were fully incorporated herein.

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

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

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

¢ Date after which the IFD may not issue new ERAF-secured debt with respect to Sub-
Project Area G-3: the final day of the 20th fiscal year after the fiscal year in
which the IFD first issued debt secured by Allocated Tax Increment from Sub-
Project Area G-3. The IFD law allows the IFD to issue ERAF-secured debt after this



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

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

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

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

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

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

Description of Public Improvements and Facilities

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

1

Public facilities to be provided by the private sector.

Under the requirements of the proposed Pier 70 Special Use District and Design for
Development guidelines, vertical developers will be responsible for developing certain
privately owned, public open spaces. These costs will not be repaid to vertical
developers from Allocated Tax Increment generated in Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and
G-4.

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

CFD special taxes are planned to be levied and collected from Pier 70 waterfront
lessees and property owners to fund the planning, design, and construction of shoreline
protection facilities.



3. Public facilities to be financed with assistance from Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-
4.

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

Exhibit G-2a i

o Target Completion  Estimated Cost
Facilities Costs to be Funded by IFD " Timing (2017 $)
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
Design Contingency 2022 - 2024 $2,042,000
Indirect Costs 2022 - 2024 $22,655,000
Indirect Cost Contingency 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
Iindirect 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
Building 106 Rehabilitation 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Building 111 Rehabilitation 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000
Shipyard Electrical Service 2019 - 2030 $3,000,000
Crane Cove Park 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Shipyard 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 I $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.




Pursuant to Attachment 2: “Guidelines for Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure
Financing District (IFD) with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Port Commission”, which were adopted by the Board of Supervisors pursuant
to Resolution No. 123-13 on April 23, 2013, excess tax increment not required to fund
public facilities in project areas will be allocated to either (a) the City’s General Fund, (b)
funding improvements to the City’s seawall, or (c) protecting the City against sea level
rise, as allowed by State law. Accordingly, the Port plans to allocate any excess tax
increment not required to fund the public facilities listed in Table 1 and Exhibit G-2a to
protecting the City against sea level rise.

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

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

J. Projected Sources of Financing for the Public Facilities

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

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

This Appendix hereby authorizes the IFD to issue IFD bonds; however, at this time, it is
contemplated that either IFD bonds or CFD Bonds will be issued. In both cases, Allocated
Tax Increment will be used to pay debt service. In the case of applying Allocated Tax
Increment to pay CFD Bonds, the use and priority of the Allocated Tax Increment shall be as
set forth in the Financing Plan, any indenture for IFD bonds or CFD Bonds, and any Pledge
Agreement under the DDA. The type of bond to be issued will be determined based on
market conditions approaching the time of issuance. Additionally, the Port may potentially
advance capital to finance facilities (to be repaid by the IFD with Allocated Tax Increment
from the Sub-Project Areas) as well. However, other than advances of land proceeds, the
amounts listed below do not assume any advances of Port capital. Table 2 and Exhibit G-
2b address the portion of the Facilities to be financed by tax increment and do not address
any other sources of funding that may be applied to the Facilities.



The amounts shown in Table 2 and Exhibit G-2b include ERAF Tax Increment and City
Share of Tax Increment that will be allocated to the IFD from the Sub-Project Areas to pay
for Facilities on a pay-go basis pursuant to Government Code Section 53395.2. As
described elsewhere in this Appendix, for each Sub-Project Area, the obligation of the IFD to
use Allocated Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area to pay for the Facilities under this
Appendix constitutes a debt and an ERAF-secured debt and shall be payable from Allocated
Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area through the period ending on the final day of the
45th fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated

Tax Increment from the Sub-Project Area.

Exhibit G-2b

E ]

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

$150,274,000

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 this Appendix.

. 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.

. 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-2¢
and Exhibit G-2d, which are sourced from Attachment 3. As shown, the annual cost to
the City’s General Fund to provide services to the three Sub-Project Areas is estimated
to be approximately $1.8 million in 2017 dollars. Service costs during the construction
period are estimated to range from $1.0 million to $1.8 million in 2017 dollars. General
Fund costs are comprised of costs to provide police, fire, and emergency medical
services to the project. The cost of maintaining and operating Pier 70 waterfront parks,
open spaces, and roads will not be funded by the General Fund. These costs will be
funded by a CFD services tax.

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.

11



Exhibit G-2c: Annual Service Costs During Development (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) (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/llinois

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000)

Fire/EMS (52,000) {52,000} (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000} (52,000) {52,000) {52,000} (52,000} {52,000}
Total, 20th/lllinois (104,000) (104,000} (104,000} (104,000) (104,000} (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000} (104,000} (104,000}
TOTAL IFD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000)

IRFD

Hoedown Yard

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (69,000) (69,000) (69,000} {69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000} (69,000} (69,000) (69,000) (69,000)

Fire/EMS (69,000} (69,000) {69,000} {69,000} (69,000} {69,000} (69,000) (69,000} (69,000} (69,000) (69,000)
Total, 20th/Illinois (138,000) {138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000} {138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000)
TOTAL IRFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000} {138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) {(138,000) (138,000)

TOTAL, SERVICE COSTS (1,128,364) (1,212,608) (1,295,072) (1,323,817) (1,323,817) (1,472,175) (1,561,786) (1,627,781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419} (1,944,000}
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Exhibit G-2d: Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $)

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SuUD
Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total
Annual General Revenue
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7,053,000
Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline ($2,347,800) ($105.400) ($2.453.200) ($96,600) ($2,549,800)
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10,199,200
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments
Roads Funded by Project Assessments
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000)
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52.000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000)
Subtotal, Services ($1,702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000)
NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 $8,256,200
AnnualOther 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.
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Appendix G-2

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCRF;cEﬁIII’E#I:IIT, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-2 (PIER 70 —
WATERFRONT)
FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0
FY 2023/24' $2,283,000
FY 2024/25 $4,323,000
FY 2025/26 $7,975,000
FY 2026/27 $8,134,000
FY 2027/28 $8,297,000
FY 2028/29 $8,463,000
FY 2029/30 $8,632,000
FY 2030/31 $8,805,000
FY 2031/32 $8,981,000
FY 2032/33 $9,160,000
FY 2033/34 $9,344,000
FY 2034/35 $9,531,000
FY 2035/36 $9,721,000
FY 2036/37 $9,916,000
FY 2037/38 $10,114,000
FY 2038/39 $10,316,000
FY 2039/40 $10,522,000
FY 2040/41 $10,733,000
FY 2041/42 $10,948,000
FY 2042/43 $11,167,000
FY 2043/44 $11,390,000
FY 2044/45 $11,618,000
FY 2045/46 $11,850,000
FY 2046/47 $12,087,000
FY 2047/48 $12,329,000

! For purposes of illustration only. The actual commencement date for Allocated Tax Increment in Sub-
Project Area G-2 will be the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax
Increment from Sub-Project Area G-2 under the IFD Law.
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Appendix G-2
Rider #1 Continued

FY 2048/49 $12,575,000
FY 2049/50 $12,827,000
FY 2050/51 $13,083,000
FY 2051/52 $13,345,000
FY 2062/64 $13,612,000
FY 2053/54 $13,884,000
FY 2054/55 $14,162,000
FY 2055/56 $14,445,000
FY 2056/57 $14,734,000
FY 2057/58 $15,029,000
FY 2058/59 $15,329,000
FY 2059/60 $15,636,000
FY 2060/61 $15,949,000
FY 2061/62 $16,268,000
FY 2062/63 $16,593,000
FY 2063/64 $16,925,000
FY 2064/65 $17,263,000
FY 2065/66 $17,608,000
FY 2066/67 $17,961,000
FY 2067/68 $18,320,000

Cumulative Total, Rounded

$542 187,000
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Appendix G-2

Rider #2
PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCREMENT, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-3 (PIER 70 —
WATERFRONT)
FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0
FY 2028/29° $5,715,000
FY 2029/30 $5,829,000
FY 2030/31 $5,946,000
FY 2031/32 $6,064,000
FY 2032/33 $6,186,000
FY 2033/34 $6,309,000
FY 2034/35 $6,436,000
FY 2035/36 $6,564,000
FY 2036/37 $6,696,000
FY 2037/38 $6,830,000
FY 2038/39 $6,966,000
FY 2039/40 $7.106,000
FY 2040/41 $7,248,000
FY 2041/42 $7,393,000
FY 2042/43 $7,540,000
FY 2043/44 $7,691,000
FY 2044/45 $7.,845,000
FY 2045/46 $8,002,000
FY 2046/47 $8,162,000
FY 2047/48 $8,325,000
FY 2048/49 $8,492,000
FY 2049/50 $8,662,000
FY 2050/51 $8,835,000
FY 2051/52 $9,011,000
FY 2052/53 $9,192,000

% 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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Appendix G-2
Rider #2 Continued

FY 2053/54 $9,376,000
FY 2054/55 $9,563,000
FY 2055/56 $9,754,000
FY 2056/57 $9,949,000
FY 2057/58 $10,148,000
FY 2058/59 $10,351,000
FY 2059/60 $10,558,000
FY 2060/61 $10,770,000
FY 2061/62 $10,985,000
FY 2062/63 $11,205,000
FY 2063/64 $11,429,000
FY 2064/65 $11,657,000
FY 2065/66 $11,890,000
FY 2066/67 $12,128,000
FY 2067/68 $12,371,000
FY 2068/69 $12,618,000
FY 2069/70 $12,871,000
FY 2070/71 $13,128,000
FY 2071/72 $13,391,000
FY 2072/73 $13,658,000

Cumulative Total, Rounded

$410,845,000
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Appendix G-2

PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCRR:g‘IaV'I':IgT, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-4 (PIER 70 —
WATERFRONT)

FY 2015/16 Base Year - $0
FY 2029/30° $802,000
FY 2030/31 $1,003,000
FY 2031/32 $9,291,000
FY 2032/33 $9,477,000
FY 2033/34 $9,666,000
FY 2034/35 $9,860,000
FY 2035/36 $10,057,000
FY 2036/37 $10,258,000
FY 2037/38 $10,463,000
FY 2038/39 $10,673,000
FY 2039/40 $10,886,000
FY 2040/41 $11,104,000
FY 2041/42 $11,326,000
FY 2042/43 $11,552,000
FY 2043/44 $11,783,000
FY 2044/45 $12,019,000
FY 2045/46 $12,259,000
FY 2046/47 $12,505,000
FY 2047/48 $12,755,000
FY 2048/49 $13,010,000
FY 2049/50 $13,270,000
FY 2050/51 $13,535,000
FY 2051/52 $13,806,000
FY 2052/53 $14,082,000
FY 2053/54 $14,364,000

* For purposes of illustration only. The actual commencement date for Allocated Tax Increment in Sub-
Project Area G-4 will be the fiscal year in which the IFD actually receives $100,000 of Allocated Tax
Increment from Sub-Project Area G-4 under the IFD Law.
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Appendix G-2
Rider #3 Continued

FY 2054/55 $14,651,000
FY 2055/56 $14,944,000
FY 2056/57 $15,243,000
FY 2057/58 $15,548,000
FY 2058/59 $15,859,000
FY 2059/60 $16,176,000
FY 2060/61 $16,500,000
FY 2061/62 $16,829,000
FY 2062/63 $17,166,000
FY 2063/64 $17,509,000
FY 2064/65 $17,860,000
FY 2065/66 $18,217,000
FY 2066/67 $18,581,000
FY 2067/68 $18,953,000
FY 2068/69 $19,332,000
FY 2069/70 $19,718,000
FY 2070/71 $20,113,000
FY 2071/72 $20,515,000
FY 2072/73 $20,925,000
FY 2073/74 $21,344,000

Cumulative Total, Rounded

$625,789,000
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Table 1
Appendix G-2

Improvements to be Funded by IFD

IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule
Infrastructure Financing Plan
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Type of Improvement

Location of Improvement

Target Completion

Estimated Cost

Timing (2017 $)
Sub-Project Area G-2 (Phase I) Facilities
Demolition and Abatement Existing buildings 15, 16, 19, 25, 2018 - 2021 $5,437,000
32, 66 and at-/below-grade site
demolition
Auxiliary Water Supply System |[Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $3,295,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1
Submittal Exhibits
Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $3,509,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1
Submittal Exhibits
Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $2,355,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1
Submittal Exhibits
Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $12,009,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1
Submittal Exhibits
Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2018 - 2021 $3,872,000
Attachment 4: Phase 1
Submittal Exhibits
Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and  |See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $8,873,000
Retaining Walls Submittal Exhibits
Roadways See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $9,143,000
Submittal Exhibits
Streetscape See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $4,548,000
Submittal Exhibits
Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phase 1 2018 - 2021 $20,424,000
Submittal Exhibits
Historical Building Rehabilitation|Existing buildings 15 and 108 2018 - 2021 $9,480,000
Developer's Other Costs NA [1] 2018 - 2021 $1,784,000
Construction Contingency NA[1] 2018 - 2021 $12,658,000
Design Contingency NA [1] 2018 - 2021 $4,219,000
Indirect Costs NA[1] 2018 - 2021 $37,509,000
Indirect Cost Contingency NA [1] 2018 - 2021 $2,185,000

Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-2 (Phase 1)

$141,300,000

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

20




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

Estimated Cost

Timing (2017 $)

Sub-Project Area G-3 (Phase ll) Facilities

Demolition and Abatement Existing building 11 and at- 2022 - 2024 $2,746,000
/below-grade site demolition

Auxiliary Water Supply System |Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $209,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan

Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $1,100,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan

Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $669,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan

Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $5,536,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan

Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2022 - 2024 $1,377,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan

Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and  |See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022 - 2024 $3,091,000

Retaining Walls

Roadways See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022 - 2024 $2,742,000

Streetscape See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022 - 2024 $1,552,000

Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2022 - 2024 $20,875,000

Developer's Other Costs NA[1] 2022 - 2024 $914,000

Construction Contingency NA [1] 2022 - 2024 $6,126,000

Design Contingency NA[1] 2022 - 2024 $2,042,000

Indirect Costs NA [1] 2022 - 2024 $22,655,000

Indirect Cost Contingency NA[1] 2022 - 2024 $1,338,000

Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-3 (Phase Il) $72,972,000

[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above.
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Table 1
Appendix G-2

Improvements to be Funded by IFD
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule
Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing D

istrict 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

Estimated Cost

Timing (2017 $)
Sub-Project Area G-4 (Phase lll) Facilities
Demolition and Abatement At-/below-grade site demolition 2025 - 2028 $1,194,000
Auxiliary Water Supply System |Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $80,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan
Low Pressure Water Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $746,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan
Reclaimed Water Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $410,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan
Combined Sanitary Sewer Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $1,755,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan
Joint Trench Routing through ROW, see 2025 - 2028 $889,000
Attachment 4: Phasing Plan
Earthwork, Soil Disposal, and See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $4,348,000
Retaining Walls
Roadways See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $1,371,000
Streetscape See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $1,126,000
Parks & Open Space See Attachment 4: Phasing Plan 2025 - 2028 $7,962,000
Developer's Other Costs NA [1} 2025 - 2028 $512,000
Construction Contingency NA[1} 2025 - 2028 $3,106,000
Design Contingency NA [1] 2025 - 2028 $1,035,000
Indirect Costs NA 1] 2025 - 2028 $20,668,000
Indirect Cost Contingency NA [1] 2025 - 2028 $1,061,000
Subtotal - Sub-Project Area G-4 (Phase IlIi) $46,263,000

[1] The amounts in these line items are costs of the improvements listed above.
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Table 1
Appendix G-2

Improvements to be Funded by IFD
IFD Public Facility Improvement Schedule

Infrastructure Financing P
Infrastructure Financing D

lan
istrict No. 2

Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

I — : Target Completion Estimated Cost
| Type of Improvement Location of Improvement Timing (2017 $)
{
\Pier 70 Wide Facilities (Subject to Port Commission and Board of Supervisors Approval)
Irish Hill Park including Assessor's Block 4120/Lot 002 2019 - 2030 $10,000,000
!Landscaping, Site Furnishings, |and potentially portions of
{Public Art, Recreation Assessor’s Block 4110/Lot
Equipment, Playground 008A
Equipment, and Stormwater
Management
Building 106 Rehabilitation Assessor’s Block 4052/Lot 001 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Building 111 Rehabilitation Assessor’s Block 4052/Lot 001 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000
Shipyard Electrical Service Assessor’s Block 4110/001, 2019 - 2030 $3,000,000
including Electrical Power Assessor’s Block 4046/Lot 001
Separation and/or Assessor’s Block
L 4052/Lot 001
Crane Cove Park inciuding Assessor’s Block 4046/Lot 001 2019 - 2040 $30,000,000
Expanded Park to East,
Buildings 109 and 110
Rehabilitation, Site Furnishings,
and Park Upgrades
Shipyard Improvements Assessor’s Block 4046/Lot 001, 2019 - 2040 $20,000,000
including Historic Resource Assessor’s Block 4052/Lot 001
Rehabilitation, Facilities Disposal |and adjacent offshore areas
(Cranes and Drydocks), Pile and
Fill Removal, and Stormwater
Management
Pier 70 Wide Site Interpretation |Assessor’s Block 4110/001, 2019 - 2040 $500,000
and Public Realm improvements|Assessor’'s Block 4046/Lot 001,

Assessor’s Block 4052/Lot 001,

Assessor’s Block 4120/Lot 002

and Assessor’s Biock 4110/Lot

|008A

Subtotal - Pier 70 Wide Facilities $113,500,000
|Total Estimated Costs - $374,030,000
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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

Total 2017/18 Total Nominal Base Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year?7
Dollars Dollars FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD
General Fund 100% $428,626,670  $1,134,072,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
ERAF 100% $168,092,823 $444,744,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0
Annual Total $596,719,493  $1,578,817,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
IFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $596,719,493  $1,578,817,800 30 $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 30 $18,655418 $37,405648 $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
{FD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $253,892,744 $522,328,387 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Interest on Advanced Funds $22,974,947 $27,041,858 $0 $0 $0  $4,873665  $1,724,148  $1,206,524 $0  $5,949,685
Repay Developer Capital $121,166,407 $150,273,590 $0 $0 30 $0 $10,360,771 $12,597,244 $0 $11,326,592
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $101,662,800 $192,200,418 $0 $0 $0 $0  $4,873,665 $0 $0 $0
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- G-4 Facilities $287,908,679 $329,382,160 $16,901636 $10,218627  $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 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
ERAF $61,885,847  $230,355,078 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Uses of Funds $1,032,911,784  $2,090,884,490 $16,901,636 $10,218,627  $6,014,454 $18,655418 $58,061,758 $72,112,821 $35,742,633 $30,037,795
Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

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

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17

FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27/28 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31 FY 31/32 FY 32/133
Availabie Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD
General Fund 100% $1,640,100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300  $5,842,800 $5,959,700 $10,183,800 $10,963,900 $11,315,800 $17,480,900 $17,830,600
ERAF 100% $643,200 $1,217,900 $2246,400 $2,291400 $2,337,200 $3,993,700 $4,299.600 $4,437,600 $6,855400 $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 $4323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134200 $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  $2,685478  $7,866,007 $0 $0 $16,181,016 50 $0 $0 $0
Advances of Land Proceeds $31,358,486 $28,315,966 $0 $14,294272 $26,629,322  $3,647,068 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $74,929,828 $55,588,446 $15,840,707 $59,163,523 $46,037,916 $34,005,585 $15,263,500 $39,698,942 $24,336,300 $24,823,200
IFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $1,600,268  $2,895,924  $5,337,115  $5,384,639  $5,433,113  $9,270,235 $9,897,086 $10,135220 $15,791,311 $15,982,973
Interest on Advanced Funds $2,952,868  $1,736,726 $856,074  $5,573,678 $908,566 30 $734,870 $525,054 $0 $0
Repay Developer Capital $27,025375 $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 $15970,530 $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 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
ERAF $0 $0 $0 $0 ~§o $0 $0 $0 30 $0
Total Uses of Funds $74,929,828 $55,588,446 $15,840,707 $59,163,523 $46,037,916 $34,005,585 $15,263,500 $39,698,942 $24,336,300 $24,823,200
Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 30 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
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Table 2
Appendix G-2

Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing Plan
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2

Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 Year 21 Year 22 Year 23 Year 24 Year 25 Year 26 Year 27

FY 33/34 FY 34/35 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38/39 FY 39/40 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD
General Fund 100% $18,187,100 $18,550,900 $18,921,900 $19,300,300 $19,686,300 $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
IFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300
IFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $16,178,469 $16,377,874 $16,581,267 $16,788,728 $17,000,339 $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 30 $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

Year 28 Year 29 Year 30 Year 31 Year 32 Year 33 Year 34 Year 35 Year 36 Year 37

FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/49 FY 49/50 FY 50/51 FY 51/52 FY 52/53
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IFD
General Fund 100% $22,170,000 $22,613,400 $23,065,700 $23,527,100 $23,997,600 $24,477,600 $24,967,100 $25466,500 $25975800 $26,495,300
ERAF 100%  $8,694400 $8,868200 $9,045600 $9,226,500  $9.411,000 $9,599,300  $9,791,300  $9,987,000 $10,186,800 $10,390,600
Annual Total $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36,162,600 $36,885,900
IFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35453,500 $36,162,600 $36,885,900
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $30,864,400 $31,481,600 $32,111,300 $32,753,600 $33,408,600 $34,076,900 $34,758,400 $35,453,500 $36,162,600 $36,885,900
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 $19,895240 $20,168,981 $20,448,197 $18,477,228
Interest on Advanced Funds 50 $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 $9.368666  $9,091,626  $9,379,569  $9,673,270 $9,177,484  $9,365819  $7,630,787 30 $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  $2,798273  $2,854,307  $2,911,467  $2,969,624  $3,029,145 $3,089,690 §$3,151415 $3,214474  $3,278,811
Sea Level Rise Protection $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $2,000,301  $8,688,976 $10,517,098
ERAF $454,579 $709,686  $1,312,457  $1,356,760  $1,401,950 $2,243405  $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

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

FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56 FY 56/57 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Iincrement Revenue to IFD
General Fund 100% $27,025,200 $27,565,700 $28,117,000 $28,679,300 $29,253,000 $29,838,000 $30,434,800 $31,043,400 $31,664,300 $32,297,700
ERAF 100% $10,598,300 $10,810,300 $11,026,500 $11,247,100 $11,472,000 $11,701,400 $11,935400 $12,174,100 $12,417,700 $12,666,000
Annual Total $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700
IFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax increment $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0
Developer Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700
IFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $15,286,214 $15499,779 $14,356,963  $9,776,675  $8,999,7563  $8,085548  $2,218,029  $2,218,029 $0 $0
Interest on Advanced Funds 50 $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 30 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $3,344,269 $3.411,185 $3479,388  $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 $27,918,688 $28,476,959
ERAF $5,790,554 $5,934,462 $6,496,082 $8,109975 $8,568,655 $9,073,626 $11,093,278 §11,328,668 $12,244,995 $12,489,894
Total Uses of Funds $37,623,500 $38,376,000 $39,143,500 $39,926,400 $40,725,000 $41,539,400 $42,370,200 $43,217,500 $44,082,000 $44,963,700
Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50
Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 23% 23% 24% 25% 26% 27% 28% 29% 31% 32%

Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits
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Tabie 2
Appendix G-2

Sources and Uses of Funds Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing Plan
Infrastructure Financing District No. 2

Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Year 48 Year 49 Year 50 Year 51 Year 52 Year 53 Year 54 Year 55 Year 56 Year 57

FY 63/64 FY 64/65 FY 65/66 FY 66/67 FY 67/68 FY 68/69 FY 69/70 FY 7071 FY 71172 FY 72173
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 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800
IFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643500 $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 $0 $0 $0 $0
Advances of Land Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800
IFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Interest on Advanced Funds $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Repay Developer Capital $0 $0 80 $0 $0 $0 30 $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 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pier 70 Wide Facilities $4,076,609 $4,158,285  $4,241,447 $4,326160 $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 $20,235040 $20,639,741 $21,052,535 $21,473,586 $21,903,058
ERAF $12,739,692 $12,994,486 $13,254376 $13,519,463 $13,789,853 $8,875017 $9,052,518 $9,233,568 $9,418,240  $9,606,604
Total Uses of Funds $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800
Net IFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 33% 34% 35% 36% 37% 38% 39% 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

Year 58

FY 73/74
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax increment Revenue to IFD
General Fund 100% $15,331,400
ERAF 100% $6,012,500
Annual Total $21,343,900
IFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $21,343,900
Bond Proceeds $0
Developer Capital $0
Advances of Land Proceeds $0
Total Sources of Funds $21,343,900
IFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $0
Interest on Advanced Funds $0
Repay Developer Capital $0
Repay Advances of Land Proceeds $0
Pier 70 Sub-Project Areas G-2- 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
Net IFD Fund Balance $0
Cumulative Waterfront Expenditures as a % of 41%

Cumulative IFD Increment Deposits



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 23/24 FY 24/2§ FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27728 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 $9,411477 $9599755 $9,791,704  $9,987,656 $10,187,389
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $1,640,100  $3,105500 $5,728,300 $5842,800 §$5959700 $6,078,900 $6,200,500 $6,324,500 $6,451,000  $6,580,000
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 ~  $643,200 $1217,900 $2,246400 $2,291400 $2337,200 $2,383900 $2431600 $2480,200 $2,529,900  $2,580,500
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $2,283,300  $4,323400 $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% 1.0% $168,036,743 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,355316  $6,482,429 $6,611,988 $6,744217  $6,879,226
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
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $1,609800 $1,642,000 $1,674,800 $1708,300 $1,742,500
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $5714700 $5829000 $5945500 $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 at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $892,349  $1,115,658 $10,332,518 $10,539,257
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
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 $2,617,200 $2,669,600
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $802,400 $1,003,200 $9,291,000  $9,476,900
Total General Fund $428,626,670 $1,640,100 $3,105,500 $5,728,300 $5,842,800 $5,959,700 $10,183,800 $10,963,900 $11,315800 $17,480,900 $17,830,600
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $643,200  $1,217,900  $2,246400 $2,291,400  $2,337,200 $3,993,700 $4,299600 $4,437,600 $6,855400  $6,992,600
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $2,283,300  $4,323,400 $7,974,700 $8,134,200  $8,296,900 $14,177,500 $15,263,500 $15,753,400 $24,336,300 $24,823,200
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Table 3
Appendix G-2

Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection
Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 33/34 FY 34/36 FY 35/36 FY 36/37 FY 37/38 FY 38139 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 IFD
General Fund 64.59% $163,484,690 $6,711,600 $6,845800  $6,982,700  $7,122400 $7,264,800 $7,410,100 $7,558,300 §7,709,500  $7,863,700  $8,021,000
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $2,632,100 $2,684,700 $2,738,400  $2,793,200  $2,849,000  $2,906,000 $2,964,100  $3,023,400  $3,083,900  $3,145600
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $9,343700 $9,530,500  $9,721,100 $9,915600 $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  $7,595196  $7,746,997  $7,902,024  $8,060,053  $8,221,197  $8,385676
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 84.59% $108,534,940 $4,532,100 $4,622,800 $4,715200  $4,809,500 $4,905700 $5,003,800 $5,103,900 $5206,000 $5310,100  $5,416,300
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 $6,435700  $6,564,400 $6,695600  $6,829600 $6,966,100 $7,105,500 §7,247,600 $7,392,500  $7,540400
Sub-Project Area G-4
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,075,000 $1,096,497 $1,118439  $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 $12,595418 §$12,847 309
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64 59% $156,607,040 $6,943400 $7,082,300 $7,224,000 $7,368,400 $7,515,800 $7,666,100 $7,819,400 §$7,975800 $8,135400  $8,298100
ERAF 2533% $61,415,954 $2723,000 $2,777,400 $2,833,000 $2,889,700 $2,947,400 $3,006400 $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 $10,885900 $11,103,700 $11,325800 $11,552300
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 $21,735400
Total ERAF _ $168,092,823 $7.132,400 $7,275000 $7,420,600 $7,569,000 $7,720,300 $7,874,700 $8,032200  $8,192,900  $8,356,700  $8,523,900
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493  $25,319,500 $25,825,900 $26,342,500 $26,869,300 $27,406,600 $27,954,700 $28,513,800 $29,084,200 $29,665,900 $30,259,300
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Table 3
Appendix G-2

Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection

Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2

Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 43/44 FY 44/45 FY 45/46 FY 46/47 FY 47/48 FY 48/4% FY 49/60  FY §0/61 FY §1/52 FY §2/53
Sub-Project Area G-2
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,266,670  $1,291,993  $1,317,838  $1,344,195 §$1,371074  $1,398499 $1,426479 $1455004 $1484,097 $1,513,779
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $253,111,499 $12,666,704 $12,919929 $13,178,381 $13441,948 $13,710,743 $13,984,987 $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 $8345000 $8511900 $8682200 $8,855800 $9,032,900 §9,213600 $9,397,900 $9,585800  $9,777,500
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170 $3,208,500  $3,272,600  $3,338,100  $3,404800 $3,472,900 $3,542,400 $3,613,300 $3,685500 $3,759,200  $3,834,400
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $11,389,900 $11,617,600 $11,850,000 $12,087,000 $12,328,700 $12575300 $12,826,900 $13,083400 $13,345000 $13,611,900
Sub-Project Area G-3
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $855,338 $872,442 $889,891 $907,696 $925,856 $944 373 $963,245 $982,518  $1,002,169  $1,022,220
Property Tax Increment at 1% 10% $168,036,743 $8,553,381 $8,724 422  $8,898,910  $9,076,957  $9,258,563  $9,443,728  $9.632451  $9,825,178 $10,021686 $10,222,198
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $5,524,600 $5635100 §$5747,800 $5862,800 $5980,100 $6,099,700 $6,221600 $6,346,100 $6,473,000 $6,602,500
ERAF 26.33% $42,563,700 $2,166,600  $2,209,900  $2,254,100  §$2,299,200  $2,345200  $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 $8,325300 $8,491,800 $8,661,500 $8,834,800 $9,011,500  $9,191,800
Sub-Project Area G-4
Incrementat AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,310420 $1,336,633  $1,363,367 $1,390636 $1418439 $1446819 $1475756 $1,505260 $1,535376  $1,566,081
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $13,104,204 $13,366,326 $13,633,674 $13,906,361 $14,184386 $14468,194 $14,757,562 $15,052,602 $15353,759 $15660,810
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  $9,345000 $9,531,900 $9,722,500 $9,917,000 $10,115,300
ERAF 25.33% $61.415,954 $3,319,300  $3,385700 $3,453,400 $3,522,500 $3,592900 $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 $12,259400 $12,504,600 $12,754,600 $13,009,800 $13,270,000 $13,535300 $13,806,100 $14,082,200
Total General Fund $428,626,670 $22,170,000 $22,613,400 $23,065700 $23,527,100 $23,997,600 $24,477600 $24,967,100 $25466,500 $25975800 $26,495300
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $8,694,400 $8,868,200 §$9.045600 $9,226500 $9.411,000 $9,599,300 $9,791,300  $9,987,000 $10,186,800 $10,390,600
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $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
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Table 3
Appendix G-2

Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection
Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2
Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 53/54 FY 54/55 FY 55/56  FY 56/57 FY §7/58 FY 58/59 FY 5§9/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63
Sub-Project Area G-2
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,544,061  $1,574,933  $1,606,439  $1,638,568 $1,671,341 $1,704,771  $1,738,857  $1,773,632  $1,809,108  $1,845296
Property Tax Increment at 1% 10% $253,111,499 $15,440,614 $15749,333 $16,064,391 $16,385676 $16,713,412 $17,047,709 $17,388,568 $17,736,321 $18,091,081 $18,452,958
Property Tax Distributed to [FD
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 $11,455900 $11,685000 $11,918,800
ERAF 25.33% $64,113,170  $3,911,100  $3,989,300  $4,069,100  $4,150,500  $4,233,500 34,318,200  $4,404500 $4,492600 $4,582,500  $4,674,100
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $13,884,200 $14,161,800 $14,445100 $14,734,000 $15,028,700 $15329,300 $15635800 $15948500 $16,267,500 $16,592,900
Sub-Project Area G-3
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,042649  $1,063,512 $1,084775 $1,106,472  $1,128614  $1,151,168 $1,174,198 $1,197,676  $1,221641 $1,246,074
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 $10,426,490 $10,635120 $10,847,754 $11,064,724 $11,286,143 $11,511,677 $11,741,993 $11,976,757 $12216,415 $12,460,743
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64.599 $108,534,940 $6,734,500 $6,869,200 $7,006,600 $7,146,700 $7,289,700 $7,435400 $7,584200 $7,735800 $7,890600  §$8,048,400
ERAF 25.33% _ $42563,700 $2,641,000 $2,693,900 $2,747,700 $2,802,700  $2,858,800  $2,915900 $2974200 $3,033,700 $3,094400  $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-Project Area G-4
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,597,398  $1,629,348  $1,661,933  $1,695173  $1,729,070  $1,763,657 $1,798,932  $1,834,909 $1871608 $1,909,041
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $15,973,977 $16,293483 $16,619,328 $16,951,735 $17,290,703 $17,636,566 $17,989,324 $18,348,088 $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  $4,835600
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $14,363,800 $14,651,100 $14,944100 $15,243,000 $15547,800 $15858,800 $16,176,000 $16499,500 $16,829,500 $17,166,100
Total General Fund $428,626,670 $27,025,200 $27,565700 $28,117,000 $28,679,300 $29,253,000 $29,838,000 $30,434,800 $31,043,400 $31,664,300 $32,297,700
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $10,598,300 $10,810,300 $11,026,500 $11,247,100 $11,472,000 $11,701,400 $11,935400 $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

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 63/64 FY 64/65 FY 65/66 FY66/67  FY 67/68 FY 68/69 FY 69/70 FY 70171 FY 71772 FY 72173
Sub-Project Area G-2
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,882,195  $1,919,8517  $1958,241  $1,997,398  $2,037,355 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.09 $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 $4767,600 $4,863,000 $4,960,200  $5,059,400  $5,160,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total 89.92% $227,597,860 $16,924,700 $17,263,300 $17,608,500 $17,960,600 $18,319,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Sub-Project Area G-3
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,270,985  $1,296,408  $1,322,342  $1,348,788  $1375756  $1,403,281 $1,431339 $1459,964 $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 IFD
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $8,209,300  $8,373500 $8,541,000 $8,711,800 $8,886,000 $9,063,800 $9,245000 $9,429,900 $9.618,500  $9,810,900
ERAF _ 2533% $42,563,700 $3,219,400  $3,283,800  $3,349,500 $3,416,500 $3,484,800 $3,554,500 $3,625600 $3,698,100 $3,772,100  $3,847,500
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $11,428,700 $11,657,300 $11,890,500 $12,128,300 $12,370,800 $12,618,300 $12,870,600 $13,128,000 $13,390,600 $13,658,400
Sub-Project Area G-4
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $1,947,220 $1,986,165 $2,025890 $2,066403 §$2,107,740  $2,149,889  $2,192,894 $2,236,744  $2,281484  $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 $22367,438 $22,814,835 $23,271,130
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $12,577,100 $12,828,600 $13,085200 $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 $5131600 $5234200 $5338,900 $5445700 $5554,600 §$5665700 $5779.000  $5,894,600
Total 89.92% $218,022,994 $17,509,400 $17,859,600 $18,216,800 $18,581,100 $18,952,800 $19,331,800 $19,718,500 $20,112,800 $20,515,100 $20,925,400
Total General Fund $428,626,670 $32,943,500 $33,602,400 $34,274500 $34,959,900 $35659,200 $22,949,900 $23,408900 $23,877,000 $24,354600 $24,841700
Total ERAF $168,092,823 $12,919,300 $13,177,800 $13,441,300 $13,710,100 $13,984,300 $9,000,200 $9,180,200  $9,363,800  $9,551,100  $9,742,100
Total Property Tax Distributed to IFD $596,719,493 $45,862,800 $46,780,200 $47,715,800 $48,670,000 $49,643,500 $31,950,100 $32,589,100 $33,240,800 $33,905,700 $34,583,800
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Table 3
Appendix G-2

Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection

Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure Financing District No. 2

Sub-Project Areas G-2, G-3, and G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site)

Port of San Francisco

Property Tax Projection 2017/18 NPV FY 73774
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 G-3
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $0
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $168,036,743 $0
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64.59% $108,534,940 $0
ERAF 25.33% $42,563,700 $0
Total 89.92% $151,098,640 $0
Sub-Project Area G-4
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $2,373,654
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $242,463,293 $23,736,544
Property Tax Distributed to IFD
General Fund 64.59% $156,607,040 $15,331,400
ERAF 25.33%  $61415954 $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

Loan Terms

Developer Capital
Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bond

Gross Loan Amounts
Developer Capital

Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonds

Total Gross Loan Amounts

Net Loan Proceeds
Developer Capital

Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonds

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

Total FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 1718 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21
$150,273,590 $16,901,636  $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $0 $3,697,526  $38,321,013
$192,200,418 $0 $0 $0 $18,655418  $37,405648  $19,988,040

~ $215,987,727 $0 $0 30 $0  $22,372,801 $18,210,775
$558,461,735  $16,901,636 $10,218,627 $6,014,454  $18,655,418 $63,475,976  $76,519,829
$150,273,590 $16,901636  $10,218,627 $6,014,454 $0 $3,697,526  $38,321,013
$192,200,418 $0 $0 $0 $18,655418  $37,405648  $19,988,040
$187,909,323 $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,464,337  $15,843,375
$530,383,330  $16,901,636  $10,218,627 $6,014,454  $18,655,418 $60,567,512  $74,152,428

Total Net Loan Proceeds

Notes:
[1] Excludes capitalized interest.
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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

Loan Terms

Estimated

Issuance Costs

Developer Capital
Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bond

Gross Loan Amounts
Developer Capital

Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonds

Total Gross Loan Amounts

Net Loan Proceeds
Developer Capital

Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonds

Total Net Loan Proceeds

Notes:
[1] Excludes capitalized interest.

Interest Rate Term DCR /IReserves [1]
4.5%
TBD
7.0% 30 110%-130% 13%

Total FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27
$150,273,590  $23,836,436  $12,761,518  $11,789,879 $2,685,478 $7,866,007 $0
$192,200,418  $11,906,197 $0  $31,358,486  $28,315,966 $0  $14,294,272
$215,987,727 $0  $19,857,790  $40,408,443  $24,520,256 $0  $50,321,987
$558,461,735  $35,742,633  $32,619,308  $83,556,808  $55,521,699 $7,866,007 $64,616,259
$150,273,590  $23,836,436  $12,761,518  $11,789,879 $2,685,478 $7,866,007 $0
$192,200,418  $11,906,197 $0  $31,358,486  $28,315,966 $0  $14,294272
$187,909,323 $0  $17,276,277  $35155,345  $21,332,623 $0  $43,780,129
$530,383,330  $35,742,633  $30,037,795  $78,303,710  $52,334,066 $7,866,007  $58,074,401
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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

Loan Terms

Developer Capital
Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bond

Gross Loan Amounts
Developer Capital
Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonds

Total Gross Loan Amounts

Net Loan Proceeds
Developer Capital
Advances of Land Proceeds
IFD or CFD Bonds

Total Net Loan Proceeds

Notes:
[1] Excludes capitalized interest.
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Estimated Issuance Costs
Interest Rate Term DCR IReserves [1]
4.5%
TBD
7.0% 30 110%-130% 13%

Total FY 27/28 FY 28/29 FY 29/30 FY 30/31
$150,273,590 $0 $16,181,016 $0 $0
$192,200,418 $26,629,322 $3,647,068 $0 $0
$215,987,727 $12,772,063 $0 $0  $27,523611
$558,461,735 $39,401,385  $19,828,085 $0  $27,523,611
$150,273,590 $0 $16,181,016 $0 $0
$192,200,418 $26,629,322 $3,647,068 $0 $0

- $187,909,323 $11,111,695 $0 $0  $23,945542
$530,383,330 $37,741,016 $19,828,085 $0 $23,945,542



Attachment 1:

Infrastructure Financing District Sub-Project Area Boundary Maps and Legal
Descriptions
(See Attached)
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION
FOR
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-2 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE)

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

PARCEL PKN

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

PARCEL A

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01” EAST 804.07 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST 24.00
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 208.50 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
04°21°59” EAST 255.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74°11'04” WEST 20.15 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” WEST
188.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 259.09 TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING
53,981 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL C2B

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 677.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 39.70
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 85°38°01” WEST 120.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH
04°21'59” WEST 96.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS “POINT A”; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01” EAST
120.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST 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 C28; 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 AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 731.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21°'59” WEST 36.70
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 251.20 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN
REFERRED TO AS “POINT B”; THENCE NORTH 85°38°01” EAST 256.17 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST
251.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” WEST 256.17 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING,
CONTAINING 64,351 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.
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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 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1012.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST
381.41 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE 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 .

PARCEL E2

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38’01” EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21’59” WEST 14.20
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21’59” WEST 203.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH
85°38'01” EAST 250.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST 203.50 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” WEST
250.00 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 50,875 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS .

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

IFD PCLS_AREA-G2.docx
09-13-17
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION
FOR
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-3 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE)

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

PARCEL PKS

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

PARCEL F/G
BEGINNING AT THE EASTERLY TERMINUS OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE 22"° STREET, DISTANT THEREON NORTH

85°38’01” EAST 480.00 FEET FROM THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE); THENCE NORTH
85°38°01” EAST 5.94 FEET; THENCE NORTH 55°28°14” EAST 17.91 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38°01” EAST 26.17
FEET; THENCE ALONG A TANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS 328.50 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE 11°06'07”, AN ARC LENGTH OF 63.65 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A REVERSE CURVE WITH A RADIUS
OF 270.00 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 11°06°07”, AN ARC LENGTH OF 52.32 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38’01” EAST 368.74 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 04°21’'59” EAST 174.20 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN
DEED GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN BOOK B192, PAGE 384,
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH
85°30'01” WEST 431.57 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID PARCEL; THENCE ALONG THE
LINES OF SAID PARCEL, NORTH 25°06’47” WEST 56.46 FEET AND NORTH 42° 41'35” WEST 129.00 FEET TO
SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 82,477 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL E1
COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20" STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38°01” EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 195.25 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 04°21’59” EAST 70.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” WEST 125.25 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59”
EAST 115.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” WEST 70.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21’59” WEST 185.00 FEET
TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 21,717 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL 21

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF {LLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20" STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND
iTS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01” EAST 1272.32 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21’'59” EAST
438.79 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21’59” EAST 81.30 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 85°38°'01” WEST 108.35 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21’59” WEST 81.30 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01"
EAST 108.35 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 8,809 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.
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PARCEL E3

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38'01" EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21°59” WEST 14.20
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 04°21°59” WEST 228.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH
85°38'01” EAST 243.10 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST 228.50; THENCE SOUTH 85°38'01” WEST
243.10 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 55,548 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

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

IFP PCLS_AREA G-3.docx
09-13-17
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION
FOR
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, SUB-PROJECT AREA G-4 (PIER 70 - 28-ACRE SITE)

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

PARCEL C1A

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

PARCEL C1B

BEGINNING AT “POINT A”, AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL C1A; THENCE NORTH 85°38’01” EAST
175.00 FEET TO A POINT HEREIN REFERRED TO AS “POINT B”; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST 128.00 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 85°38°01” WEST 175.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID POINT
OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 22,400 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS .

PARCEL C1C

BEGINNING AT “POINT B”, AS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE PARCEL C1B; THENCE NORTH 85°38’01” EAST 79.00
FEET; THENCE SOUTH 26°49'04” EAST 13.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST 115.90 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 85°38’01” WEST 84.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 128.00 FEET TO SAID POINT OF
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 10,722 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS .

PARCEL B

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE}
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85°38°01” EAST 1072.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST 24.00
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38°01” EAST 292.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 46 °
07°41” EAST 147.59 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST 145.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74°38'42" WEST
20.98 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38’01” WEST 363.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21°59” WEST 255.09 TO SAID
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 95,710 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL E4

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 20™ STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 20™ STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01” EAST 1480.67 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST
332.09 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST 159.00 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 72 °01'08” WEST 110.45" FEET; THENCE SOUTH 85°38°01” WEST 80.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH
04°21'59” WEST 185.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85° 38’01” EAST 187.85 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 33,357 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.
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PARCEL H1

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22™° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38’01” EAST 1073.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21°59” EAST 45.80
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 251.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
04°21°59” EAST 174.20 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN DEED
GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN BOOK B192, PAGE 384,
OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH
85°38'01” WEST 251.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21'59” WEST 174.20 FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF
BEGINNING, CONTAINING 43,724 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL H2

COMMENCING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE)
AND THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 22" STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID LINE OF 22™° STREET AND
ITS EASTERLY PROLONGATION, NORTH 85° 38'01” EAST 1364.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59” EAST 45.80
FEET TO SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 85°38'01” EAST 156.60 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
04°21'59” EAST 10.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 85°38’'01” EAST 82.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°21'59" EAST
28.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 18°03°22” WEST 147.34 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL
OF LAND DESCRIBED IN DEED GRANTED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 1967 IN
BOOK B192, PAGE 384, OFFICIAL RECORDS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; THENCE ALONG SAID
SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 85°38'01"” WEST 182.40 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°21°59” WEST 174.20 FEET TO
SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 36,917 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS IS BASED UPON THE BEARING 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
09-13-1¢
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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 wO.

(Adoption of Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure Financing District
on Port Land]

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.

WHEREAS, Government Code Sections 53395-53398.47 (IFD Law) authorizes certain
public agencies, including the City and County of San Francisco, to establish infrastructure
financing districts (IFDs) to finance 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, acquisition, 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 estéblishment of project areas within an IFD for the same purposes; and

WHEREAS, By Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board
Resolution No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012, the Board stated its intention to form a
single IFD consisting of all Port land (waterfront 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 "Guidelinés for the Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts in the

i5f

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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City and County of San Francisco,” which do not apply to land owned or managed by the Port;
and

WHEREAS, A draft document entitied “Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Port Commission” (Port Guidelines) setting forth proposed policy criteria and -
guidelines for the waterfront district is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File
No.l302,6l\§V’hich is hergby declared to be a part of this Resolution as if set forth fully herein;
now, therefore, be it

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

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

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 , '
By: &_ y”/l.{'/' W/
Joanne Sakai
Deputy City Attorney

Mayor Edwin Lee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

EDWIN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO

MAYOR

TO: - Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM:  {#Vayor Edwin M. Lee G%

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

DATE:

March 19, 2013

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

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

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105.

| & m
2 Py <
i = =
i (AL E‘L' =3
[ = 94
=s =D
! T ?
{“-~ ‘\\ e :‘.’J '8 n {_
.\‘-E_,_\,- o = C: E‘i
_\ oy o
& T
§ x -3 E.
) .
PR -
\ Y O—
1 e g2 L:_L‘
t (a5} P

cc. Supervisor Jane Kim

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

NIASS
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFCRNIA 94102-4681 L }‘?\ } 24 :
TELEPHONE: (8 6) 554-6141

o



BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING ; APriL 17,2013

ltem 6 Department:
File 13-0264 The Port

A Legislative Objectives

» The proposed resolution would adopt “Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an Infrastructure
Financing District (IFD) with Project Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Port Commission”. The Port IFD Guidelines establish the threshold criteria that must be met in
order to establish a Port IFD and the strategic criteria that should be considered by the Board of
Supervisors but are not required to establish the Port IFD.

Key Points

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

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

» The Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends amendments to the proposed.Post 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

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

Policy Considerations

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

e 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.

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

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

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

(b)Threshold Criteria 5 to require that the project area financing plan projects the net fiscal impact to
the City’s General Fund, as well as the net economic benefits, over the term of the Port IED;

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

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

2. Approval of the proposed resolution, as amended, is a policy decision for the Board of Supervisors.

MANbATE STATEMENT AND BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

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

Background
State Law Authorizes the Establishment of Infrastructure Financing Districts

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

e Purchase, construction, expansion, improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilitation of any
real or other tangible property with an estimated life of 15 years or longer, including
parks, other open space, and street improvements;

e Planning and design work directly related to the purchase, construction, expansion,
improvement, seismic retrofit or rehabilitation of that property;

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

! California Government Code Section 53395 et seq.

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

e Costs incurred by a county in connection with the division of taxes collected.

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

The City’s Guidelines for IFDs, “Guidelines for the “Establishment and Use of Infrastructure
Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco” were adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on February 8, 2011 (Resolution No. 66-11). The City’s Guidelines do not apply to
an IFD on land owned or managed by the Port. The City currently has one established IFD,
located in Rincon Hill, which is subject to the adopted guidelines, and was approved by the
Board of Supervisors on February 15, 2011 (Ordinance No. 19-11).

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

State law” authorizes the establishment of a Port IFD to finance additional improvement projects
along the San Francisco waterfront. The additional improvement projects include removal of bay
fill, storm water management facilities, shoreline restoration, maritime facility improvements,
historic rehabilitation, and other improvement projects not included in non-Port 1EDs.

A Port IFD may be divided into individual project areas, subject to Board of Supervisors
approval. The State laws described in this report would apply to each Port project area that the
Board of Supervisors approves.’ On March 27, 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved a
resolution of intention to establish a Port JFD (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 for 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 intention allows the Port to establish additional project areas in compliance
with State law, as noted below.

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

? California Government Code Section 53395.8
* California Government Code Section 53395.8(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 environmental review of the proposed project.

According to State law*, the portion of the tax increment allocated to local educational agencies,
San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Community College District, and the San
Francisco County Office of Education, may not be allocated to the Port IFD. The tax increment
from other recipients of City property taxes, including the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District and Bay Area Rapid Transit District, may be allocated to the Port IFD if a resolution
approving the financing plan is adopted by that recipient and sent to the Board of Supervisors.’

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

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

According to State law’, the Port may use tax increment generated by the five project areas notcd
below, which would otherw1se be allocated to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund®’s
(ERAF), subject to specific limitations. Two of the five project areas — Seawall Lot 330 and Pier
70 - were included in the resolution of intention, previously approved by the Board of
Supervisors, while three of the five project areas — Piers 19, 23, and 29 — may be proposed by the
Port for inclusion in the Port IFD at a future date. According to Ms. Joanne Sakai, Deputy City
Attorney, the Board of Supervisors may opt to not allocate ERAF’s share. of tax increment
generated by any of the five project areas to the Port IFD on a case-by-case basis when
considering whether to approve the proposed Port IFD financing plan.

* California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.i
® California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.5.
§ California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.ii

7 On September 29, 2012, Assembly Bill (AB) 2259 was passed.
¥ The Educational Revenue 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 county’s non-basic aid schools and community colleges (i.e, school and community college
districts that receive more than the minimum amount of state aid required by the State constitution). In 2004, the
State approved a complex financing mechanism, known as the triple flip, in which one- quarter cent of the 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 redirected ERAF funds.
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Pier 70 Project Area

A Pier 70 project area may not be formed prior to January 1, 2014. According to Mr. Benson, the
Port intends to submit a financing plan for the Pier 70 project area for Board of Supervisors
consideration after it completes environmental review of the proposed Pier 70 mixed use
development, likely in 2015 or 2016. The Port may allocate ERAF’s share of tax increment. from
the Pier 70 project area to the Port IFD to fund public improvements at Pier 70. Under State law,
the amount of ERAF’s share of tax increment allocated to the Port IFD is proportional to the
City’s share of tax increment allocated to the Port [FD.”

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

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

ERAF”s share of tax increment from Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 may only be
allocated to. fund (a) construction of the Port’s Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, (b) planning and
design work directly related to construction of the Port’s Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, (¢) future
installations of shoreside power facilities on Port maritime facilities, and (d) planning, design,
acquisition, and construction of improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands held by
trustee agencies, such as the National Park Service, California State Parks, and City and County
of San Francisco Departments to be used as a public spectator viewing site for America’s Cup -
related events.

ERAF’s share of tax increment allocated to Seawall Lot 330 and Piers 19, 23, and 29 project
areas must be equal to the percentage of the City’s share of tax increment allocated to these
project areas and cannot exceed $1,000,000 annually. The Port must set aside a minimum of 20
percent of ERAF’s share of tax increment allocated to these project areas to pay for planning,
design, acquisition, and construction of improvements to waterfront lands owned by Federal,
State, or local trustee agencies, such as the National Park Service or the California State Parks.'®

Any improvements made with ERAF’s share of tax increment for the above purposes are not
required to be located within the individual project areas from which ERAF’s share of tax
increment is allocated. To enable allocation of ERAF’s share of tax increment from all of the
eligible project areas noted above, the Board of Supervisors would have to approve an
amendment the previously approved resolution of intention to form the Port IFD-to authorize
Piers 19, 23 and 29 as Port IFD project areas.

® For example, for every $1.00 in Property. Taxes (not including Property Taxes designated to pay General
Obligation bonds), $0.25 is allocated to ERAF, $0.65 is allocated to the City’s General Fund, and $0.10 is allocated
to the other taxing entities (SFUSD, Community College District, BART, and Bay Area Air Quality Management
District). If the Board of Supervisors were to approve 50% of the City’s General Fund share of tax increment (or
$0.325 0f $0.65), then the ERA share of tax increment is 50% (or $0.125 of $0.25).

' State law sets aside 20 percent from ERAF’s tax increment in lieu of the minimum of 20 percent of the tax
increment allocated to the Port IFD required to be set aside fo be expended exclusively on shoreline restoration,
removal of bay fill, or waterfront public access to or environmental remediation of the San Francisco waterfront.
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Maps of the Port IFD, with specific project area boundaries defined, are provided in the
Attachment to this report.

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The proposed resolution would adopt “Guidelines for the Establishmernt 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
recomumnended approval of the Port [FD Guidelines on January 2, 2013.

The Port IFD Guidelines identify 10 threshold criteria and four strategic criteria. According to
Mr. Benson, the threshold criteria must be met in order to establish a Port IFD and the strategic
criteria should be considered by the Board of Supervisors but are not required for the
establishment of a Port IFD. Because neither the proposed Port IFD Guidelines nor the proposed
resolution define the purpose of the threshold criteria and strategic criterid, the proposed Port
IFD Guidelines should be amended to specify that (1) the threshold criteria must be met in order
to establish a Port IFD, and (2) the strategic criteria should be considered by the Board of
Supervisors but are not required for the 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;
e Meet the threshold criteria proposed in the Port IFD Guidelines;

e Be accompanied by a projecf area-specific financing plan that meets State law
requirements.

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

3. No tax increment will be allocated to the Port IFD without completion of environmental
review and recommendation for approval by the City’s Capital Planning Committee.

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

e State law regarding IFDs;

e The Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan;

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

5. The Port must demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to the
City in the project area-specific financing plan by including:
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6.

10.

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

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

When an allocation of ERAF’s share of tax increment, identified in the Port IFD Guidelines
as $0.25 per $1.00 in tax increment, is authorized under State law, the City, subject to Board
of Supervisors approval, should maximize such contributions to those project areas by
allocating the maximum amount of City tax increment to those areas, identified in the
Guidelines as $0.65 per $1.00 in tax increment. As previously noted, ERAF’s share of tax
increment is authorized for allocation within the Seawall Lot 330, Pier 19, Pier 23, Pier 29,
and Pier 70 project areas.

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

e  Obtain fair market rent for Port leases after build-out of the project area;
e Enable proposed development projects to attract equity;

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

e Fund the Port’s administrative costs and authorized public facilities with available
revenue on a 'pay—as—you—go11 basis.

. Excess tax increment not required to fund public facilities in project areas will be allocated to

either (a) the City’s General Fund, (b) funding improvements to the City’s seawall, or (c)
protecting the City against sea level rise, as allowed by State law, contingent upon Board of
Supervisors approval.

The Port will include pay-as-you-go tax increment revenue allocated to the project area in the
Port’s Capital Budget if the Port issues revenue bonds to be repaid by tax increment revenue
generated in one or more Port project areas in order to provide debt service coverage for Port
revenue bonds as a source of funding.

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

Strategic Criteria of the Port IFD Guidelines

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

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

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

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

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

FISCAL ANALYSIS

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

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

Threshold Criteria 5 requires that the project area financing plan demonstrate a net economic
benefit to the City that, over the term of the project area, includes the (a) total estimated amount
of revenue to the City’s General Fund; and (b) number of jobs and other economic development
benefits. In contrast, the City’s IFD Guidelines require that the IFD provide a net fiscal benefit
over the 30-year term of the IFD, “guaranteeing that there is at least some gain to the General
Fund in all circumstances”. In addition, State law'® requires only an analysis of costs and
revenues to the City.

Threshold Criteria 5 states that the project area financing plan should be similar to findings of
fiscal responsibility and feasibility reports prepared in accordance with Administrative Code
Chapter 29. Administrative Code Chapter 29 requires more detailed evaluation of fiscal benefits
to the City than required by the proposed Port IFD Guidelines, including direct and indirect
financial benefits to the City, project construction costs, available funding to pay project costs,
ongoing maintenance and operating costs, and debt service costs.

The City’s IFD Guidelines acknowledge that the Port’s use of IFD law differs from the City in
that the Port intends to build infrastructure to attract private investment to create jobs, small
business, waterfront visitors and other growth, and therefore would not necessarily be
“predicated on up-zon,ings]4 that result in net fiscal benefits to the General Fund”. However, in
order to fully disclose the fiscal impact of the Port IFD on the City’s General Fund, the Budget
and Legislative Analyst recommends that the proposed Port IFD Guidelines be amended -to
require that the project area financing plan project the net fiscal impact to the City’s General
Fund, as well as the net economic benefits, over the term of the Port IFD.

"2 Best practices citizen participation procedures include regular publicly-noticed meetings of waterfront advisory
committees to support ongoing communication with neighborhood’ and waterfront stakeholders as well as
community planning processes for major waterfront open space, maritime, and development project opportunities
and needs.

B California Government Code Section 53395.8.g.3.c.vii

" “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 ERAF’s Property Tax allocation is referred to as $0.25 per $1.00 in
tax increment. However, future State law may change these property tax allocations. In addition,
these property tax allocations are subject to approval by the State for ERAF and by Board of
Supervisors for the City on an annual basis. Therefore, the Budget and Legislative Analyst
recommends that Threshold Criteria 6 and 7 specify that the share of tax increment allocated to
the City and ERAF is the tax rate established annually by the State for ERAF and by the Board
of Supervisors for the City pursuant to the California Revenue and Taxation Code.

Threshold Criteria 8 Does Not Specify ERAF’s Excess Share of Tax Increment
May Not be Re-Allocated to the City’s General Fund

Threshold Criteria 8 states that excess tax increment not required to fund project area-specific
public facilities should be allocated to the General Fund or to improvements in the City’s seawall
and other measures fo protect against sea level rise. However, Threshold Criteria 8 does not
specify that ERAF’s excess share of tax increment may not be diverted in the manner outlined by
Threshold Criteria 8. State law contains specific restrictions for how ERAF’s share of tax
increment may be used, as described in the Background Section of this report. Therefore, the
Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends that Threshold Criteria 8 should specify that ERAF
tax increment may not be re-allocated to the City’s General Fund or to improvements in the
City’s seawall and other measures to protect against sea level rise.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

State Law Allows ERAF Tax Increment Intended to Fund Local Education to be
used to Fund Construction of the Pier 27 Cruise Terminal and Development at
Pier 70

As previously noted, ERAF’s share of tax increment may be allocated to five project areas within
the Port IFD and used for limited purposes. Threshold Criteria 6 specifies that the City should
maximize ERAF contributions in designated project areas by allocating the maximum City
contribution to those same project areas.'® The rationale for maximizing ERAF contributions is
to maximize the Port’s ability to pay for development of public infrastructure along the Port,
such as the Cruise Terminal at Pier 27. Such allocations are subject to Board of Supervisors
approval for each individual project area.

According to the Senate Appropriation Committee’s fiscal summary of the State law, diverting
ERAF’s share of tax increment could potentially result in a State General Fund cost to backfill
those monies intended for education. However, the potential State General Fund cost is unknown
because the economic activity that would be generated absent a Port IFD is unclear.

' ERAF’s share of tax increment is allocated in proportion to the percentage of City tax increment allocated to the
designated project areas. : '
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Approval of the Proposed Resolution is a Policy Decision for 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 proposed resolution to request the Port to amend:

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

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

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

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

2. Approval of the proposed resolution, as amended, is a policy decision for the Board of
Supervisors.
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Draft Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on .
Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission
(Revised 4/16/13 per Budget Analyst's recommendations) =~

Threshold Criteria: The following Threshold Criteria must be met 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 §EB3-law (Gov. Code §§ 53395-53398.47) (IFD
law), the City may form an IFD consisting only of land under the jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Port Commission (Port) without an election (waterfront district). The formation of
a waterfront district consisting of all Port land with project areas corresponding to Port
development projects within the waterfront district' will be subject to the criteria in these
Guidelines for Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project
Areas on Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission (Port
Guidelines). The City will consider allocating property tax increment from a project area to
the waterfront district when the Port submits a project area-specific infrastructure financing
plan that specifies: (a) the public facilities to be financed by tax increment” generated in the
project area; (b) the projected cost of the proposed public facilities; (c) the projected amount
of tax increment that will be generated over the term of the project area; (d) the amount of tax
increment that is proposed to be allocated to the IFD to finance public facilities; and () any
other matters required under IFD law.

2. Consider requests to annex non-Port land to a project area on a case-by-case basis. If
an owner of non-Port land adjacent to a project arca petitions to add the adjacent property to
the project area in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider on a case-by-case
basis: (a) whether to annex the non-Port property to the project area to assist in financing
public facilities; and (b) the extent to which tax increment generated by the non-Port land but
not used for Port public facilities should be subject to the Guidelines for the Establishment
and Use of I;_zfmstructure Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City
Guidelines).

3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of
the Capital Planning Comumuittee 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

! In according with Board uf Supervisors intent as stated in Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board Resolution

No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012. These Port Guidelines will apply even if the Board later decides to create multiple IFDs on Port land,
rather than a single waterfront district.

IFD law generally authorizes certain classes of public facilities 10 be financed through IFDs. The Legislatuee has broadened the types of
authorized public facilities for waterfront districts to include: (1) remediation of hazardous materials in, on, under, or around any real or tangible
property; (2) seismic and life-safety impro 10 existing buildings; (3) rehabilitation, restoration, and preservation of structuses, buildings,
or other facilities having special hisiorical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value and that are listed on the National Register of Hisworic
Places, are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places individually or because of their location within an eligible registered
historic districl, or are listed on a state or local register of historic landmarks; (4) structural repairs and improvements to piers, seawalls, and
wharves, and installation of piles; (S) removal of bay {ill; (6} stormwater managemen facilities, other utility infrastructure, or public open-space
impro (7 shoreline r ion: (8) other repairs and improvements to maritime facilities; (9) planning and design work that is directly
related to any public facilities anthorized 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 owaed, to protect
against poteniial sea leve] rise; (12) Port maritime facilities at Pier 27; (13} shoreside power installations at Port maritime facilities; and
(14) impro to publicly d waterfront lands used as public spectator viewing sites for America’s Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov.
Code §§ 53395.3, 53395.8(d), and 53393.81(c)1).

Adopted on February 8, 2011, by the Board of Supervisors Resolution Nao. 66-11. The City Guidelines do ot apply to IFDs on 1and owned
or managed by the Pon.

783

- - -1 Formatted: Font: Not Bold

"~ { Formatted: Font: Not Boid




not approve an infrastructure ﬁnancmg plan that would allocate property tax increment to the
waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following have occurred: (a) the
City has completed environmental review of the proposed development project associated
with the project area and any proposed public facilities to be financed with property tax
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital Planning Committee has recommended
approval of the related infrastructure financing plan.

. Public facilities financed by tax increment must be consistent with applicable laws,

policies, and the Port’s capital plan. Project areas in the waterfront district must finance
public facilities that are consistent with: (a) IFD law; (b) the Port’s Waterfront Land Use
Plan; (c) any restrictions imposed by the public trust for commerce, navigation, and fisheries,
the Burton Act (stats. 1968, ch. 1333), or other applicable statute; and (d) the Port’s 10-Year
Capital Plan, all as in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure
financing plan.

The Port must demonstrate the net fiscal impact of the proposed project area on the City’s
General Fund and show that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to the
City, including the Port. The Port must include in the infrastructure financing plan for each
project area: (a) the total amount of revenue that the City’s General Fund is projected to
receive and the projected costs to the City’s General Fund over the term of the project area;
and (b) the number of jobs and other economic development benefits that the project assisted
by the waterfront district is projected to produce over the term of the project area. The
projections in the infrastructure financing plan should be similar to those prepared to
demonstrate that certain projects are fiscally feasible and responsible in accordance with
Administrative Code Chapter 29 and include projections of direct and indirect financial
benefits to the City. construction costs. available funding to pay project costs. ongoing

operating and maintenance costs. and debt service -

Where applicable, maximize State contributions to project areas through matching City
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the State’s share of property tax
increment to certain Port project areas in proportion to the City’s allocation of tax increment
to the Port project area to assist in financing specified Port public facilities, such as historic
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port’s new James R. Herman Cruise Terminal at Pier 27.
When an allocation of the State’s share of property tax increment to a Port project area is
authorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the waterfront district the amount of tax
increment from the project area that will maximize the amount of the State’s tax increment
that is available to fund authorized public facilities. In accordance with the California

Revenue and Taxation Code, the Board of Supervisors annually approves the share of City
property tax dollars allocated to the City ($0.646 in FY 2012-2013). and the State annually

approves the State’s share of City property tax dollars ($0.253 in FY 2012-2013). To

Jnaximize State contributions to project areas through matching City contributions in project .

areas where the City’s use of the State’s share js authorizedde-se, the City would budget up
he sum of all of the City’s share of property tax dollars from the project area

t0-$0-90-pert
plus all of the State’s share of property tax dollars from the project area —(fe——dae—sum-af
E0-65-eHaxincrement aHoeated by the- City-to-the-waterfrent-distriet-from-tha-p

: i , until the earlier to occur of: (a) full financing of the
authorized public facilities by tax increment; or (b) the allocation to-the waterfront district of
the full amount of tax increment from the project area authorized under the approved
infrastructure financing plan.

Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to the waterfront district from a
project area in relation to project economics. The City will consider approving :
infrastructure ﬁnancmg plans for Port project areas that provide for allocations of tax

pes—up to the sum of property tax dollars allocated to the City from

2

184

= { Formatted: Font: Not Bold




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

doll om the project area $0-65-ef tax-incrementso-that-in-combinationwith plus
Statethe State’s share of property tax dollars from the project area as established annually by
the State*s-share-ef-tax-increment, , 10
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 should be sufficient to
enable the Port to: (a) obtain fair market rent for Port ground leases after build-out of the
project area; and (b) enable proposed development projects to attract private equity. No tax
increment will be used to pay a developer’s return on equity or other internal profit metric in
excess of limits imposed by applicable state and federal law; the IFD law currently measures
permissible developer return by reference to a published bond index and both the State
Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act and federal tax law require a return that is consistent
with industry standards. The Board of Supervisors in its discretion may allocate additional
tax increment to other public facilities serving the waterfront district that require funding.

An approved infrastructure financing plan will state the City’s agreement that, for any debt
secured by tax increment allocated to the waterfront district from a project area to finance
authorized public facilities, the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district
from the project area in amounts sufficient to fund: (a) debt service and debt service coverage
for bonds issued under IFD law (IFD Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos
Commumty Facilities Act of 1982* (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the
Port is aithorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized to be financed in the
infrastructure financing plan to the extent not funded by special tax levies; and (b) costs of
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis.

Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Any portion of the City’s share of Ftax
increment that the City allocated to the waterfront district from the project area but that is not
required to fund eligible project-specific public facilities will be re-allocated to the City’s
General Fund or to improvements to the City’s seawall and other measures to protect the City
against sea level rise or other foreseeable risks to the City’s waterfront._Under IFD law. any
portion of the State’s share of tax increment not needed to fund eligible public facilities
reverts to the State and may not be re-allocated for citywide purposes.

Port Capital Budget. If the Port issues Port revenue bonds (instead of CFD Bonds or IFD
Bonds) to be repaid by tax increment revenue generated in one or more Port project areas, to
further the purposes Port Commission Resolution No. 12-22 adopting the Port’s Policy for

- Funding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will include annually in its Capital Budget
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to provide
debt service coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment.

10. Require each project area infrastructure financing plan te ideatify sources of funding

to construct; operate, and maintain public facilities financed by project area tax
increment. Tax increment will be allocated to the waterfront district from a project area
under a project area infrastructure financing plan only if the Port has identified anticipated
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed
with project area tax increment. Examples of acceptable sources for operation and
maintenance are: (a) private financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners association
assessment; (b) a supplemental special tax levied by a community facilities district formed

@ Gov. Code §§ 553311-53368.3 (Meéllo-Ross Act).
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under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments levied by a community benefits district; and (c) the
Port’s maintenance budget or other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund.

Strategic Criteria: are to be considered by 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 sufficient funds.

Use Port IFD financing to leverage non-City resources. Port IFD financing should be
used to leverage additional regional, state, and federal funds. For example, [FD 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 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
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas provide financing to help the Port and the
City meet those priorities.

The Port, the Mayor’s Budget Office, and the Controller should collaborate to conduct
periodic nexus studies. No less than every ten years, the Port, the Mayor’s Budget Office,
and the Controller should collaborate on a nexus study. The nexus analysis will examine
whether the cost of basic municipal services provided to Port property, such as services
provided by the Fire and Police Departments, is covered by the sum of: (a) the portion of
property taxes the City receives from Port land that is not allocated to the waterfront district;
(b) hotel, sales, payroll or gross receipts, and any other taxes the City receives from Port
land; and (c) any other revenues that the City receives from Port land.
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Draft
Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on
Land under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission

Threshold Criteria:

1. At formation, limit waterfront districts and project areas to Port land. Consistent with
California Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) law (Gov. Code §§ 53395-53398.47), the
City may form an [FD 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 w1th project areas corresponding to Port development
projects within the waterfront district' will be subject to the criteria in these Guidelines for
Establishment and Use of Infrastructure Financing Districts and Project Areas on Land
under the Jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission (Port Guidelines). The City
will consider allocating property tax increment from a project area to the waterfront district
when the Port submits a project area—spec1ﬁc mfrastructure financing plan that specifies:

(a) the public facilities to be financed by tax increment’ generated in the project area; (b) the
projected cost of the proposed public facilities; (¢) the projected amount of tax increment that
will be generated over the term of the project area; (d) the amount of tax increment that is
proposed to be allocated to the IFD to finance pubhc facilities; and (e) any other matters
required under IFD law.

2. Consider requests to annex non-Port land to a project area on a case-by-case basis. If
an owner of non-Port land adjacent to a project area petitions to add the adjacent property to
the project area in accordance with the IFD law, the City will consider on a case-by-case
basis: (a) whether to annex the non-Port property to the project area to assist in financing
public facilities; and (b) the extent to which tax increment generated by the non-Port land but
not used for Port public facilities should be subject to the Guidelines for the Establishment
and Use of 1 3ﬁ‘asz‘rucz‘ure Financing Districts in the City and County of San Francisco (City
Guidelines).

3. Require completion of environmental review and the affirmative recommendation of
the Capital 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
not approve an infrastructure financing plan that would allocate property tax increment to the

1 In according with Board of Supervisors intent as stated in Board Resolution No. 110-12, adopted on March 27, 2012, and Board Resolution

No. 227-12, adopted on June 12, 2012. These Port Guidelines will apply even if the Board later decides to create multiple IFDs on Port land,
rather than a single waterfront district.

IFD law generally authorizes certain classes of public facilities to be financed through IFDs. The Legislature has broadened the types of
authorized public facilities for waterfront districts to include: (1) remediation of hazardous materials in, on, under, or around any reaf or tangible
property; (2) seismic and life-safety improvements to existing buildings; (3) rehabilitation, restoration, and preservation of structures, buildings,
or other facilities having special historical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value and that are listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places individually or because of their location within an eligible registered
historic district, or are listed on a state or local register of historic landmarks; (4) structural repairs and improvements to piers, seawalls, and
wharves, and installation of piles; (5) removal of bay fill; (6) stormwater management facilities, other utility infrastructure, or public open-space
improvements; (7) shoreline restoration; (8) other repairs and improvements to maritime facilities; (9) planning and design work that is directly
related to any public facilities authorized to be financed by a waterfront district; (10) reimbursement payments made to the California
Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank in accordance with IFD law; (11) improvements, which may be publicly owned, to protect
against potential sea level rise; (12) Port maritime facilities at Pier 27; (13) shoreside power installations at Port maritime facilities; and
(14) improvements to publicly-owned waterfront lands used as public spectator viewing sites for America’s Cup activities in San Francisco. Gov.
Code §§ 53395.3, 53395.8(d), and 53395.81(c)(1).

Adopted on February 8,2011, by the Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 66-11. The City Guidelines do not apply to IFDs on land owned
or managed by the Port.
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waterfront district from any project area, however, until the following have occurred: (a) the
City has completed environmental review of the proposed development project associated
with the project area and any proposed public facilities to be financed with property tax
increment from the project area; and (b) the Capital Planning Committee has recommended
approval of the related infrastructure financing plan.

. Public facilities financed by tax increment must be consistent with applicable laws,
policies, and the Port’s capital plan. Project areas in the waterfront district must finance
public facilities that are consistent with: (a) IFD law; (b) the Port’s Waterfront Land Use
Plan; (c) any restrictions imposed by the public trust for commerce, navigation, and fisheries,
the Burton Act (stats. 1968, ch. 1333), or other applicable statute; and (d) the Port’s 10-Year
Capital Plan, all as in effect on the date the City approves any project area infrastructure
financing plan.

. The Port must demonstrate that the project area will result in a net economic benefit to
the City, including the Port. The Port must include in the infrastructure financing plan for
each project area: (a) the total amount of revenue that the City’s General Fund is projected to
receive over the term of the project area; and (b) the number of jobs and other economic
development benefits that the project assisted by the waterfront district is projected to
produce over the term of the project area. The projections in the infrastructure financing plan
should be similar to those prepared to demonstrate that certain projects are fiscally feasible
and responsible in accordance with Administrative Code Chapter 29.

. Where applicable, maximize State contributions to project areas through matching City
contributions. IFD law authorizes the allocation of the State’s share of property tax
increment to certain Port project areas in proportion to the City’s allocation of tax increment
to the Port project area to assist in financing specified Port public facilities, such as historic
preservation at Pier 70 and the Port’s new James R. Herman Cruise Terminal at Pier 27.
When an allocation of the State’s share of property tax increment to a Port project area is
authorized under IFD law, the City will allocate to the waterfront district the amount of tax
increment from the project area that will maximize the amount of the State’s tax increment
that is available to fund authorized public facilities. To do so, the City would budget up to
$0.90 per property tax dollar (i.e., the sum of $0.65 of tax increment allocated by the City to
the waterfront district from the 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.

. Determine the amount of tax increment to be allocated to the waterfront district from a
project area in relation to project economics. The City will consider approving
infrastructure financing plans for Port project areas that provide for allocations of tax
increment of up to $0.65 per property tax dollar, or, where permitted by IFD law, $0.65 of
tax increment so that, in combination with State’s share of tax increment, the total allocated
is up to $0.90 per property tax dollar, to fund authorized public facilities necessary for each
proposed development project. Each infrastructure financing plan must include projections
of the amount of tax increment that will be needed to fund necessary public facilities. The
allocation should be sufficient to enable the Port to: (a) obtain fair market rent for Port
ground leases after build-out of the project area; and (b) enable proposed development
projects to attract private equity. No tax increment will be used to pay a developer’s retun
on equity or other internal profit metric in excess of limits imposed by applicable state and
federal law; the [FD 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
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in its discretion may allocate additional tax increment to other public facilities serving the
waterfront district that require funding.

An approved infrastructure financing plan will state the City’s agreement that, for any debt
secured by tax increment allocated to the waterfront district from a project area to finance
authorized public facilities, the City will disburse tax increment to the waterfront district
from the project area in amounts sufficient to fund: (a) debt service and debt service coverage
for bonds issued under IFD law (IF D Bonds), bonds issued under the Mello-Roos
Community Facilities Act of 1982* (CFD Bonds), and other forms of indebtedness that the
Port is authorized to issue to fund public facilities authorized to be financed in the
infrastructure financing plan to the extent not funded by special tax levies; and (b) costs of
administration and authorized public facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis.

Use excess tax increment for citywide purposes. Tax increment not required to fund
eligible project-specific public facilities will be allocated to the City’s General Fund or to
improvements to the City’s seawall and other measures to protect the City against sea level
rise or other foreseeable risks to the City’s waterfront.

Port Capital Budget. .If the Port issues Port revenue bonds (instead of CFD Bonds or IFD
Bonds) to be repaid by tax increment revenue generated in one or more Port project areas, to
further the purposes Port Commission Resolution No. 12-22 adopting the Port’s Policy for
Funding Capital Budget Expenditures, the Port will include annually in its Capital Budget
any tax increment revenue allocated to the waterfront district from the project area to provide
debt service coverage on any Port revenue bond debt payable from tax increment.

10. Require each project area infrastructure financing plan to identify sources of funding

to construct, operate, and maintain public facilities financed by project area tax
increment. Tax increment will be allocated to the waterfront district from a project area
under a project area infrastructure financing plan only if the Port has identified anticipated
sources of funding to construct, operate, and maintain any public facilities to be financed
with project area tax increment. Examples of acceptable sources for operation and
maintenance are: (a) private financing mechanisms, such as a homeowners association
assessment; (b) a supplemental special tax levied by a community facilities district formed
under the Mello-Roos Act or assessments levied by a community benefits district; and (c) the
Port’s maintenance budget or other allocation of the Port Harbor Fund.

Strategic Criteria

Use Port IFD financing for public facilities serving Port land where other Port moneys
are insufficient. Port IFD financing should be used to finance public facilities serving Port
land when the Port does not otherwise have sufficient funds.

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

Continue the Port’s “best- practlces” citizen participation procedures to help establish
prlorltles 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

% Gov. Code §§ 553311-53368.3 (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 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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INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING DISTRICTS

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

The method of financing — tax increment — is similar to redevelopment,
where growth in property taxes may be captured for periods of up to 45
years, except that in most cases, only local property tax may be captured.

Tax increment may be used fo pay for infrastructure via the sale of bonds,
or on a pay-as-you go basis.

Port IFDs are structured to provide different types of public benefits than
redevelopment, which focused on affordable housing. By state law, 20% of
the Port IFD tax increment must be spent on parks, Bay access and fill
removal and environmental remediation.



PORT 10 YEAR
CAPITAL PLAN
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IFD LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS

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

* AB 1199 (2010) — Pier 70 State Share of Tax
Increment

e AB 664 & AB 2259 (2012) — 34™ America’s Cup IFD
State Share of Tax Increment



PROPOSED PORT IFD PoLicy
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 generated from Port property are sufficient to pay for
City services on leased property and the workorder budget
supports services on unleased property.

" Principle: General Fund should not subsidize City services for
unleased Port property, and the Harbor Fund should not pay for
City services on leased property.
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PORTWIDE IFD

= Waterfront project areas for each project

= Eligible uses:

» Piers, docks, wharves &
aprons

> Installation of piles
» Seismic upgrades
» Utility infrastructure

> Streets and sidewalks -

> Parks and Bay access

» Fill removal

» Environmental remediation
» Historic rehabilitation

» Seawall and sea level rise

» Port maritime facilities



PROPOSED PORT IFD PoLicy

Port land. Districts formed on Port property.

Annexing Non-Port Land. Case-by-case policy decision about
applying existing City IFD Guidelines.

CEQA. Conduct CEQA prior to adopting an Infrastructure
Financing Plan.

Priority of Improvements. Consistent with: IFD law, Waterfront
Plan, public trust and Capital Plan.

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

State and City matching contributions.. Maximize use of local
increment to leverage the maximum available State share.
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10.

PROPOSED PORT IFD PoLICY

Amount of increment allocated. Up to $0.65 per property
tax dollar, or, where permitted by State law, up to $0.90 per
property tax dollar, until the costs of required infrastructure
are fully paid or reimbursed. No increment will be used to
pay a developer’s return, except as permitted by law.

Excess increment. To the City’s General Fund or to

improvements to the City’s seawall or to address sea level
rise.

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

Funding for Infrastructure Maintenance. Identify source to
maintain improvements.



PORT IFD FORMATION

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

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

Port, DPW, SFPUC review of horizontal infrastructure proposals
and third-party cost estimates

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

contracts)

CPC recommendation to full BOS regarding each IFP appendix
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STRATEGIC CRITERIA & NEXUS

1. Use IFDs where other Port moneys are insufficient.
2. Use IFDs strategically to leverage non-City resources.

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

Conduct periodic nexus analysis every ten years to review net
economic benefits to City. What are the costs of City services to
the proposed development vs. general taxes (net of tax
increment)?



MAJOR WATERERONT PROJECTS!

e SWL 337 & Pier 48

3.6 million sf of mixed use development, est. all-in cost of $1.47 billion

$341 million in tax increment captured to service debt (12.5% of total
generated over 75 year term)

* Pier 70 Waterfront Site?
> 3.5 million sf of mixed use development, est. all-in cost of $1.76 billion

® Piers 30-32 and SWL 330

~2 million sf of mixed use development, est. cost of $875-975 million

Notes:

r Figures for all development projects (sf of development, -cost estimates and
financial projections are conceptual, pre-entitlement projections.

2 The Port proposes to form a broader infrastructure financing district project
area over all of Pier 70 (69 acres). The Waterfront Site-is 25 acres.
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SWL 337 FISCAL IMPACT

BASED ON CHAPTER 29 FISCAL FEASIBILITY REPORT
PROJECTION IS SUBJECT TO REFINEMENT

Net Fiscal Benefit to CCSF
$13 million tax and dedicated revenue
- $2.5 million Police, Fire and DPW costs

= $10.5 million annual fiscal benefit

While SFMTA is 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

After IFD pays for eligible infrastructure costs, the project will
generate $8 million annually (in 2013 dollars) which the Board may
allocate to the City’s seawall or for General Fund purposes.



SWL 337 & PIER 48: COSTS FOR PARKS, STREETS,

HISTORIC REHAB, UTILITIES AND SITE WORK

INFLATED COSTS START
UNINFLATED COSTS _ (3%) YEAR

__COMPONENT

:8201000;000: 1% 5,44 20,000;0005 1174 15 20023
518’ 390 613 - __7017 _

Phase 2 Parcels GRK _sa, 832,900 '/
PiasE el i oy e el
‘Phase 4 “ParcelsH, 18]  SuagErasy $18 A4 259_ Y

3 dhedT y A
I’-' oty

Total 5107 489,636 .$125,721,237 '

Notes:

e (Costs presented in 2012 USD.

* Phase 4 also includes projected costs for Pier 48 of
$22,050,000 ($28,428,311 inflated), paid through tenant-
funded capital improvements and project IFD proceeds.

e Total = hard costs + 10% contingency + 25% soft costs.
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Pier 70 Waterfront Site
Total Infrastructure & Site Conditions Costs

Type of Infrastructure Est. Cost

Entit-l._e'ment;s" | $21,000,000
Roads and Utilities $38,856,000
Site Preparation $27,837.000
Seacant Wall ' $23,413,000
Open Space 528,894,000
Site Remediation $11,452,000
Off-site Improvements $26,,,894,‘(')b0,
Total $178,346,000

Notes: -

* Costs presented in 2012 USD.

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




WARRIORS: FISCAL FEASIBILITY & COSTS

1. Direct & indirect economic benefits of the project
= City Revenue: $19.4M (inc. tax increment)/ $53.8M (one-time)
» Visitor Spending: $60M /year |
= Jobs: 2,623 (construction) / 1,757 (permanent)

2. Construction costs: $875-975M (hard & soft costs) |
= City will reimburse Warriors for agreed improvements.to Piers 30-32
capped at $120 M

= Reimbursement from 3 sources: Piers 30-32 Rent Credits, Sale Price of

SWL 330, IFD
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report updates a 2013 evaluation of the fiscal feasibility of proposed development at Pier
70. The Project consists of three areas evaluated in this report: 1) the Pier 70 28-Acre
Waterfront Site (the “Waterfront Site”); 2) the Port-owned property at 20" Street and lllinois
Street (ZOth/IIIinois); and 3) the PG&E-owned parcel further south known as the Hoedown Yard.

The entire Project area encompasses the 69-acre Pier 70 Special Use District (“SUD”).

The Project’s Finance Plan includes the creation of two Mello-Roos financing districts, the
designation of additional sub-project areas to an existing Infrastructure Financing District (“IFD")
that includes the Waterfront Site and 20"‘/Illinois parcels; and an Infrastructure Revitalization
Financing District (IRFD) covering the Hoedown Yard. The districts will utilize portions of Project-
generated property tax to fund Project infrastructure and affordable housing. To establish an
IFD and IRFD, Port policies require the preparation of analysis to demonstrate that “the project
area will result in a net economic benefit to the City.”* This update reports the number of jobs
and direct and indirect financial benefits to the City, construction costs, available funding to pay
project costs, ongoing operating and maintenance costs and public revenues, and debt service.
The estimates are based on one possible development scenario; actual results will depend on
future market conditions and the timing, mix and value of new development and the costs for

infrastructure and facilities.

The Port of San Francisco (“Port”) owns the Waterfront Site, which it plans to develop in
partnership with FC Pier 70, LLC (“Forest City”). The Port also owns the 20™/1llinois 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.

! 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)
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FISCAL BENEFITS

The Pier 70 Waterfront Site, ZOth/IIIinois Street parcel and the Hoedown Yard will create
approximately $8.3 million in new, annual ongoing general tax revenues to the City net of tax
increment, after deducting direct service costs, as described in Chapter 3. Additional one-time
revenues, including construction-related sales tax and gross receipts tax, total $7.5 million. A
portion of Project-generated property taxes will help to pay for Project infrastructure and

facilities. Special taxes paid by the Project will help fund public services.

Development impact fees to fund infrastructure improvements Citywide and to serve the
Project total an estimated $184.1 million. Certain development fees, including Jobs Housing
Linkage fees and Affordable Housing In-lieu fees, will help to fund affordable housing at the
Project.

The new general revenues will fund direct services needed by the Project, including police and
fire/EMS services. Other services, including maintenance and security of parks, open space, road
maintenance, and transit shuttle services will be funded directly by tenants of new Project
vertical development. The estimated $8.3 million in net City general revenues, after deducting
service costs and Charter-mandated baseline allocations of general revenues, will be available to
the City to fund improved or expanded Citywide infrastructure and services. Chapter 3 further

describes fiscal revenue and expenditures estimates.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS

The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect economic benefits to the City and the
Port. These benefits include a range of economic benefits such as new jobs, economic activity,

and increased public and private expenditures as described in Chapter 5 and summarized below:

* 6,100 new jobs, plus another 5,300 additional indirect and induced jobs, for a total of

11,400 jobs in San Francisco resulting from new businesses and employees.

e $2.1 billion of construction activity over a period of 15 to 20 years (including
infrastructure and building development), resulting in 16,800 direct, indirect and

induced construction-related job-years during construction.

e QOver 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.
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DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT

The Port of San Francisco, as property owner, will participate in and benefit financially from
development and ongoing leasing activities at the Project. Direct benefits totaling an estimated
$178 million in net present value (NPV, 2017 $$) are described in Chapter 5 and include
participation in financial returns, tax increment and special taxes generated by new

development.

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES

The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access and open space, and a network of
landscaped pedestrian connections and bicycle networks. These facilities will benefit San
Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and attraction of businesses,

employees, and residents.

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS

Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of
the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support
business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant
and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of
historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the
Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization,
employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic maritime facilities and structures,
improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improvements to Port
property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City-

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

The Project will be constructed over a period of 10 to 15 years (including infrastructure and
building development), depending on future economic conditions and market demand. The
Project and its development costs total an estimated $2.1 billion, as described below. The
Developer will be responsible for development of the Project; Chapter 2 further describes

sources of development funding.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project proposes a mixed-use development, with the ability for certain parcels to be
constructed as either residential or commercial uses. For purposes of this analysis, a “midpoint”
scenario is analyzed, which assumes a roughly equivalent distribution of residential and
commercial uses. Taken together, the Pier 70 28-Acre Site and the 20™/Illinois Street Parcels are
in the Pier 70 Special Use District {SUD) and comprise the Pier 70 Infrastructure Financing
District (IFD). The Pier 70 SUD also includes the PG&E “Hoedown Yard”, which constitutes a

separate Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD).

The scenario evaluated in the fiscal and economic analysis includes the following uses for the

total Project:

Office —For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes construction of 1.4 million gross square
feet of office.

Retail, Arts and Light Industrial — For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes that 281,800
gross square feet of Retail, Arts and Light Industrial uses are constructed within the SUD. The

uses are divided between traditional retail, and arts, culture and light industrial uses.

The traditional retail space includes restaurants and cafes, businesses and financial services,

convenience items, and personal services.

The Arts and Light Industrial space will be oriented towards small-scale local production, arts
and cultural uses, small business incubator uses, and other publically accessible and activating
uses. The space will provide low-cost 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.
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Affordable Housing— The Pier 70 Waterfront Site will provide 20% of rental units as inclusionary
affordable units, producing about 177 affordable units. As noted above, additional sites will be

dedicated to affordable housing and accommodate an additional 322 affordable units.

All condominiums, including those on the Illinois Street parcels, are assumed to pay in-lieu fees

representing 28% of total condo units. These fees will help fund onsite affordable housing.

Parking — The number of parking spaces will be depend on the actual mix of uses constructed.

The fiscal and economic analysis assumes approximately 1,900 parking spaces.

CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND ASSESSED VALUE

Table 1 summarizes development costs totaling approximately $2.1 billion,” which will occur
over 15 to 20 years of buildout (infrastructure and buildings) depending on future market
conditions. These values provide the basis for estimates of various revenues and economic

impacts.

Table 1 Summary of Construction Costs and Assessed Value (2017 $$)

Item Development Cost Assessed Value

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Infrastructure $260,535,000 inc. in bldg.value
Arts, Light Industrial (1) $29,647,000 $14,391,000
Office (1) $636,626,000 $728,073,000
Residential $768,753,000 $990,362,000

Total $1,695,561,000 $1,732,826,000

20th/lllinois

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

Hoedown Yard

Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs  inc. in bldg.value
Residential $220,548,000 $311,146,000
Total $220,548,000 $311,146,000
TOTAL $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000
(1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses.
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value.
Sources: Forest City; Port of San Francisco, Berkson Associates 8/31/17

% Hard and soft development costs; land value included in assessed value.
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2. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT

As described in the prior chapter, development costs are anticipated to total $2.1 billion over
the course of Project buildout. Several financing mechanisms and funding sources will assure

development of the Project as summarized in this section.

HORIZONTAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE &
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT

Under the Development and Disposition Agreement (“DDA”), Forest City will be responsible for
horizontal development of the Waterfront Site, consisting of construction of infrastructure and
other public facilities and site preparation for vertical development. The Port will reimburse
Forest City for these infrastructure, public facility, and site preparation costs, including design
and planning expenditures related to these improvements. Vertical construction of buildings will

be the responsibility of the Developer.
Project-based sources of funding and/or reimbursement include the following:

* Prepaid ground rent that vertical developers pay to Forest City for improved and
entitled land;

* Net sales proceeds of the Port’s public offering of a portion of the 20™/illinois Street
parcels adjacent to the Waterfront Site;

¢ Mello-Roos Community Facilities District {CFD) bond proceeds secured by CFD special
taxes and tax increment — CFD bonds are expected to be the primary public financing

mechanism for the funding of infrastructure costs.

* CFD special taxes not required for debt service may be used to fund Horizontal
Development Costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis. Special taxes could also fund a reserve
for unanticipated increases in horizontal development costs or to fund planning and

studies to develop plans for Shoreline Protection Facilities.

* Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) — The Board of Supervisors has previously formed
a Port-wide IFD and a sub-project area over the Historic Core leasehold. The IFD would
be authorized to pledge tax increment from the sub-project area to secure bonds issued
by the CFD and to issue bonds secured by tax increment from the sub-project area for
the purpose of infrastructure and public facilities construction. Tax increment includes

the local and State portions of the tax increment from taxable parcels in the Waterfront
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Site. Tax increment from the sub-project area not required for debt service may be used

to fund horizontal development Costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis.

e Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) -- The IRFD will allow the capture
of property tax increment for affordable housing and to reimburse the Developer for
eligible public infrastructure expenses. The tax increment only includes the local share
of property taxes. Under the IRFD, the district will collect pay-go taxes up until the final
bond is issued, and tax increment necessary to service bond debt, debt service coverage
and bond reserves. Subsequently, any tax increment in excess of amounts required to

service debt and fulfill requirements of bond covenants will flow to the General Fund.

* Condominium Facility Tax -- This is a CFD special tax that will be assessed on
condominium units to initially provide an additional source of funding to pay for

infrastructure and later available to the City to fund shoreline protection facilities.

* Shoreline Tax — A CFD special tax that will be assessed on all leased properties to fund
shoreline improvements by the Port.

In addition to the CFD funding for infrastructure and public facilities, as noted in the Chapter 3
fiscal analysis, CFD special taxes will be paid by new vertical development to fund a range of
public services including parks and open space, street cleaning and street/sidewalk

maintenance.

VERTICAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE & SPECIAL
USE DISTRICT

Building developers will be responsible for all costs and funding of vertical construction of

buildings.

One exception is Building E4. An arts special tax will be assessed to help the fund construction of
the E4 building, which is designated for arts/innovation/maker uses. The building would not be

financially feasible without the additional funding.
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS:
FUNDING OF INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE
& PUBLIC SERVICES

Development of the Project will create new public infrastructure, including streets, parks and
open space that will require ongoing maintenance. As described below, service costs will be
funded through special taxes paid by new development. Other required public services,
including additional police, fire and emergency medical services (EMS), will be funded by

increased General Fund revenues from new development supplemented by charges for services.

Table 2 summarizes total annual general revenues created by the Project Project, excluding tax
increment allocated to the IFD and IRFD. After deducting service costs, $8.3 million is generated

annually to the General Fund. Additional restricted revenues will be generated.

Table 2 Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $5)

Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SuUD
Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total
Annual General Revenue
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7,053,000
Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline ($2,347,800) ($105,400) ($2.453,200) ($96,600) ($2,549,800)
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10,199,200
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments
Roads Funded by Project Assessments
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000)
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) {974,000)
Subtotal, Services ($1,702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000)
NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 $8,256,200
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65.000 499,000
Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000
Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $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.

8/31/17
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Table 3 summarizes one-time fees and revenues. The impact fee revenue will be dedicated and
legally required to fund infrastructure and facilities targeted by each respective fee. In the case
of Transit Impact Development Fees, the revenue will offset facility costs (i.e., additional buses)
directly attributable to Project. Jobs-Housing and Affordable Housing Fees paid by the Pier 70
development 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
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SuD

Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact Fees (1)
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000
Affordable Housing-- §415 (1) $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000 5,798,000
TSF - §411A and TIDF-§411.3 (3) $40.530.000 $2.414.000 42,944 000 $3,207,000 46,151,000

Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000
Other One-Time Revenues
Construction Sales Tax (1% Gen'l Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3.730,000 $351,000 4,081,000 $0 4,081,000

Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000

Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184,113,000

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017.
(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses.
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF.

MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE COSTS

SERVICE COSTS DURING DEVELOPMENT

During development, the construction of new infrastructure will trigger a need for public
services. Table 4 estimates service costs by area during development, based on:
* No service costs will be incurred by the City prior to occupancy of buildings; the

Developer will be responsible for facility maintenance prior to acceptance by the City.
¢ Parks and open space will be funded by assessments paid by building owners.
*  Fire/EMS costs will be incurred prior to initial occupancy to provide ambulance services.

* Roads will require minor and major maintenance over time; these costs will be funded

by special taxes paid by building owners.
*  Police costs are phased as new development and occupancy occurs.

Actual costs will depend on the level of future service demands, and Citywide needs by City

departments at the time of development and occupancy.

8/31/17
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Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

IFD

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

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

Fire/EMS (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000} (853,000) (853,000) (853,000}
Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817} (1,081,817) (1,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781) (1,552,767} (1,597,419) (1,702,000)

20th/lllinois

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (52,000) (52,000} (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000)

Fire/EMS (52,000) (52,000} (52,000} (52,000) (52,000} {52,000} {52,000} (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000)
Total, 20th/lllinois (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} (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000)

IRFD

Hoedown Yard

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (69,000) (69,000} (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000)

Fire/EMS (69,000) (69,000} (69,000} (69,000) {69,000) {(69,000) (69,000} {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000)
Total, 20th/lllinois (138,000) (138,000} (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) {138,000) (138,000)
TOTAL IRFD {(138,000) (138,000} (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000} (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000}

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

8/31/17
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Public Open Space

The Pier 70 SUD will include approximately 9 acres of public parks and open spaces.? All of the
Waterfront Site’s at-grade parks and open spaces will be owned by, and will remain under the
jurisdiction of, the Port and subject to conditions of the BCDC major permit applicable to
portions of the Waterfront Site.

Maintenance of the parks and open spaces will be funded by special taxes imposed on Vertical
Developers by a maintenance CFD upon issuance of Certificates of Occupancy. Preliminary
estimates of annual maintenance costs to be funded by the special taxes total approximately
$2.9 million. The costs include administration, maintenance, and utility costs required for parks,
open space and hardscape improvements, and roads.* The costs include long-term, “life-cycle”

replacement of facilities, including major surface reconstruction of roads.

Police

The SFPD will respond to police needs and calls for service generated by the Project. The Project
area is located within the Bayview District of San Francisco Police Department (SFPD). The Port
currently contracts with the SFPD to provide two officers that respond to calls for service on
Port property. It is assumed that this current level of service by the contracted officers will

continue.

The draft EIR states that the addition of Project residents and employees would require an
additional patrol unit, which typically consist of up to five officers on staggered shifts.” Police
staffing increases are expected to occur over the next several years to meet the City Charter
mandate for the number of sworn police officers; this increase will help to address needs

created during development and at buildout of the Project.

Based on five officers at an average cost of $189,000 per officer, the additional annual cost at
buildout would total approximately $968,700. This cost includes employee taxes and benefits,
overtime and backfill during vacation, equipment, and the annual capitalized acquisition and

2 5 [
maintenance cost of vehicles.

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

Project development and at buildout.

* Notice of Preparation, May 6, 2015, pg. 4
Maintenance Cost Projections 7/21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17.
DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-1, Dec. 21, 2016.

® Email correspondence from Carolyn Welch, Budget Manager San Francisco Police Dept., to Sarah
Dennis-Phillips, San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Sept. 21, 2016.
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Fire and EMS

The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) deploys services from the closest station with
available resources, supplemented by additional resources based on the nature of the call. The
Project Site is within the first response area for Fire Station No. 37 in Battalion 10 located in the
Potrero Hill neighborhood, about 0.75 miles west of the project site. Other stations within
Battalion that would respond include Stations 4, 9, 17, 25 and 42; additional stations would
respond if needed. Ambulances are “dynamically” deployed around the City depending on

forecasts of need at any given time.

According to the draft EIR, the addition of Project residents and employees would require an
additional ambulance, under both a Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenario.”
Ambulances are staffed with an EMT and a paramedic who provide pre-hospital advanced
medical and trauma care.8 For coverage 24/7, a fully staffed ambulance would require a total of
3.5 EMTs and 3.5 paramedics, at a total cost of 51,248,300 including taxes and benefits, and

< g 3 B 1 9
including the annualized capital and maintenance cost for an ambulance.

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

SFMTA

The Pier 70 SUD Transportation Plan provides a comprehensive transportation program to guide
design, development, and eventual operation of transportation elements of the Project. The
transportation plan presents goals, principles, and strategies to meet the travel demand needs
of the site with an array of transportation options that meets the City’s future mobility and

sustainability goals.™

A shuttle service is a key component of the Project. The shuttle would connect the Pier 70 SUD
to regional transit hubs, like the Transbay Transit Center and 16™ Street / Mission Street BART

station. The service would be operated and maintained by a Pier 70 Transportation

” DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-2, Dec. 21, 2016.
® DEIR, Section 4.L., pg. 4.L.7, Dec. 21, 2016.

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

1% pier 70 Transportation Plan Draft, 1/9/16.
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Management Agency (TMA)."* The TMA is likely to contract with a third-party shuttle operator.
Fees collected from tenants of the Project would fund the shuttle service, which would be free
to riders. Preliminary estimates indicate annual costs of approximately $700,000 annually for

operation of seven vehicles, a transportation coordinator, marketing and other costs."

No changes to Muni system routes are proposed as a part of the project. Muni capital needs and
operations would be funded through a combination of local, State and Federal sources as well as
from fee revenues. Specific service increases and related funding have not been determined at

this point in time.

DPW

The Project will create new roadway connections, and improve existing streets. All streets will
have sidewalks, streetscape and street trees. Signalization improvements will be required.
Special taxes imposed on Vertical Developers by a maintenance CFD will fund maintenance of
streetscape improvements, landscaping and road maintenance. The CFD services budget
includes both ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic “life cycle” costs for repair

RER " 1
and replacement of facilities over time. **

Public Health

Depending on the outcome of ongoing debates regarding the Affordable Care Act, it is possible
that current revenues to the Dept. of Public Health could be reduced. The new residents added
by the Project could increase demands on public health facilities, including San Francisco
General, and incur additional costs not estimated in the current analysis. Funding for these costs

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

PUBLIC REVENUES

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

assumptions and methodologies employed to estimate each revenue.

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

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

The City Charter requires that a certain share of various General Fund revenues be allocated to
specific programs. An estimated 20 percent of revenue is shown deducted from General Fund
discretionary revenues generated by the Project (in addition to the share of parking revenues
dedicated to MTA, shown separately).* While these baseline amounts are shown as a
deduction, they represent an increase in revenue as a result of the Project to various City
programs whose costs aren’t necessarily directly affected by the Project, resulting in a benefit to

these services.

Possessory Interest and Property Taxes

Possessory interest tax or property tax at a rate of 1 percent of value will be collected from the
land and improvements associated with the Project.””> The development on parcels transferred
in fee will be charged property taxes, while the development on parcels under ground lease will
be charged a “possessory interest tax” in an amount equivalent to property tax. Parcels on the
Waterfront Site may be sold for residential condominium development. The 20"/Illinois Street

Parcel is assumed sold for condominium development.

The City receives up to $0.65 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected. The
State’s Education Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) receives $0.25 of every property or
possessory interest tax dollar collected, aithough the State of California has authorized the
capture of this tax increment through an IFD for purposes of furthering state interests at Pier 70,
pursuant to AB 1199.'® The DDA proposes to use IFD tax increment revenues, including the
ERAF share of tax increment, to fund predevelopment, horizontal development (site
preparation, infrastructure, and site-wide amenities), and the development of parks and open

space at the Waterfront Site. The IRFD on the Hoedown Yard will retain only the $0.65 portion.

The remaining $0.10 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected, beyond the
City’s $0.65 share and the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing
entities, including the San Francisco Unified School District, City College of San Francisco, the
Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

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

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

> Ad valorem property taxes supporting general obligation bond debt in excess of this 1 percent amount
are excluded for purposes of this analysis. Such taxes require separate voter approval and proceeds are
payable only for uses approved by the voters.

[ Assembly member Ammiano, Chapter 664 of the statutes of 2010.
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The DDA will provide that an 8 percent share of IFD taxes, not otherwise required for debt
services or other Project costs, may be utilized for Port capital improvements elsewhere within
Pier 70.

For the Waterfront Site and the 20™/1llinois Street Parcel, land (and the possessory interest in
the land), buildings, and other improvements will be assessed and taxed. In the event of the
sale of a parcel, the land will be assessed at the new transaction price; following development of
buildings (and their sale, if applicable) the property will be re-assessed. The County Assessor will
determine the assessed values; the estimates shown in this analysis are preliminary and may
increase depending on future economic conditions and the type, amount and future value of

development

The assessed value is assumed to grow at a 2 percent annual rate (or at CPI, whichever is less) as
permitted by State law, unless a transaction occurs which would reset the assessed value to the
transaction price, or unless depreciation or adverse economic conditions negatively affect
assessed value. The analysis assumes that the overall growth in value, including increased

assessed value due to resales, will keep pace with inflation.

It is likely that taxes will also accrue during construction of infrastructure and individual

buildings, depending on the timing and method of assessment and tax levy.

Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees

The State budget converts a significant portion of former Motor Vehicle License Fee (VLF)
subventions, previously distributed by the State using a per-capita formula, into property tax
distributions. These distributions increase over time based on assessed value growth within
each jurisdiction. These revenues to the City are projected to increase proportionately to the

increase in the assessed value added by new development.

Sales Taxes
The City General Fund receives 1 percent of taxable sales. Sales taxes will be generated from

several Project-related sources:
* Sales at new retail and restaurant uses

* Taxable sales by other businesses, including those in the Arts and Industrial space. Sales
tax can also be generated by sales of businesses in the office space, but this has not

been estimated

* Taxable expenditures by new residents and commercial tenants at the Project which are
partially captured by retail and businesses at the Project
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In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in California, voter-
approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two special districts,
the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Public Financing
Authority (related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a portion of sales taxes
{0.50 and 0.25 percent, respectively) in addition to the 1 percent local portion. The City also
receives revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose of funding public safety-

related expenditures.

Sales Taxes from Construction
During the construction phases of the Project, one-time revenues will be generated by sales
taxes on construction materials and fixtures. Sales tax will be allocated directly to the City and

County of San Francisco in the same manner as described in the prior paragraph.

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

Hotel Room Tax (also known as Transient Occupancy Tax or TOT) will be generated when hotel
occupancies are enhanced by the commercial and residential uses envisioned for the Project.
The City currently collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However, given that no hotels are
envisioned for the Project (out-of-town visitors to the site will likely stay at hotels elsewhere in

the City), the impact will not be direct and is excluded from this analysis.

Parking Tax

The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parking spaces open to the public or
dedicated to commercial users. The tax is 25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The
revenue may be deposited to the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter
of City policy the SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax revenue; the other 20 percent is
available to the General Fund for allocation to special programs or purposes. This analysis
assumes that all new commercial parking spaces envisioned for the Project will generate parking
tax. This analysis does not include any off-site 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 15 years. For estimating purposes, it is assumed that sales are spread
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evenly over every year, although it is more likely that sales will be sporadic. An average tax rate
has been applied to the average sales transactions to estimate the potential annual transfer tax
to the City. Actual amounts will vary depending on economic factors and the applicability of the

tax to specific transactions.

The residential units on the ZO‘h/IIIinois Street Parcel and Hoedown Yard are assumed to be
condos, which can re-sell independently of one another at a rate more frequent than rental
buildings, generating more transfer tax revenue than rental buildings. This analysis
conservatively assumes that the average condominium will be sold to a new owner every seven

years, on average.

Gross Receipts Tax

Estimated gross receipts tax revenues are generated from on-site businesses and rental income.
This analysis does not estimate the “phase in” of this tax during the 2014 to 2017 period and
assumes gross receipts taxes will substantially replace the existing payroll tax. Actual revenues
from future gross receipt taxes will depend on a range of variables, including business types and
sizes, share of activity within San Francisco, and other factors; the estimates generally assume
the lower rates if a potential range exists for a given category in the analysis. It is likely that the
majority of businesses in the retail, arts and light industrial (RALI) space will be small businesses

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.

e Affordable Housing (Planning Code Sec. 415) —Condominiums on the site will meet
affordable housing requirements by paying the affordable housing fee representing 28%
percent of the market rate units. 20 percent of new rental developments will provide onsite
inclusionary affordable units

*  Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414, 414A) — A fee per square foot will be paid by the office
and residential uses, applicable to the extent that childcare facilities are not provided on-

site.
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¢ Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) (Planning Code Sec. 411A) - This fee, effective December 25,
2015, replaced the Transit Impact Development Fee. It is a fee per square foot paid by
residential, non-residential, and PDR uses. The fee estimates assume that new Project
development pays 100 percent of the TSF fees.

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be
collected based on utility consumption and other factors. Other fees will include school impact
fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. The Project will also pay various

permit and inspection fees to cover City costs typically associated with new development
projects.
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4. DEBT LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CFD, IFD
AND IRFD

The Pier 70 Waterfront Site proposes to use a portion of newly created property tax funds from
the Project, collected through an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) on the Pier 70
Waterfront Site, and an Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) on Hoedown
Yard properties to help pay for the horizontal development costs required by the Project. The
IFD and IRFD obligations will be secured by property taxes (and possessory interest taxes) paid
by the Project lessees and property owners, and will not obligate the City's General Fund or the
Port's Harbor Fund. In the IFD, the property tax increment will be used to fund Project
infrastructure and/or to repay IFD bonds, or to pay debt service on CFD bonds, as described
below. In the IRFD, the property tax increment will be used to finance affordable housing and/or

to repay IRFD Bonds.

Although specific financing vehicles will be refined as the financial planning continues and
market conditions change, it is expected that the annual IFD revenues will fund debt service on
$397 million of net proceeds from bonds (nominal dollars). IRFD bond proceeds are estimated to
be approximately $45.9 million (nominal dollars). The actual amount of bonds issued could be
greater depending on the amount of tax increment generated in future years. For the purpose
of specifying debt issuance limits, a contingency has been added to the anticipated required

amounts and the amounts issued could be greater than the estimates noted above.

Although CFD bonds (paid by IFD revenues) currently are anticipated to be the primary source of
debt proceeds, the specific mix of CFD and IFD bonds will be determined based on future market

conditions, and on the appropriate mix necessary to minimize financing costs.

The formation documents for the IFD, IRFD and CFD, which are subject to approval by the Board
of Supervisors, clarify that the debt incurred under these districts are obligations of the districts,
and are not an obligation, responsibility or risk to the Port’s Harbor Fund and the City’s General

Fund.



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
August 31, 2017

5. BENEFITS TO THE CITY AND PORT

The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect benefits to the City and the Port. These
benefits include tax revenues that exceed service costs, as well as a range of other economic

benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, and increased public and private expenditures.

FISCAL BENEFITS

As described in Chapter 3, the Project is anticipated to generate a net $8.3 million annual
general City tax revenues in excess of its estimated public service costs. These revenues would

be available for expansion of local and/or Citywide services and public facilities.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY

The construction of the Project on the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and lllinois Street Parcel and
future economic activity of businesses and households that will occupy the Project will create
short-term construction spending and jobs, as well as longer-term, permanent jobs and
economic activity in San Francisco. The economic analysis provides estimates of these benefits,
including the “multiplier” effects from expenditures by new businesses and households that in
turn generate more business to suppliers and other industries supporting the new businesses at
the Project.

Table 5 summarizes the potential economic benefits of the Project. The following analysis

provides a description of the types of benefits and an “order of magnitude” of benefits.
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Table 5 Summary of Economic impacts (2017 $3)

.. - IRFO
Pier 70 28-acre
Impact Category Waterfront Site  20th/lllinois Hoedown Yard TOTAL
Ongoing Project Employment
Direct 6,050 30 10 6,090
Indirect 1,850 10 1,860
Induced 3,380 20 10 3,410
Total Employment 11,280 60 20 11,360
Annual Economic Output
Direct $1,722,251,000 $8,095,000 $3,501,000 $1,733,847,000
Indirect 516,451,000 2,427,000 1,050,000 519,928,000
Induced 616.257.000 2,897,000 1,253,000 620.407.000
Total Annual Economic Output $2,854,959,000 $13,419,000 $5,804,000 $2,874,182,000
Construction-Related Employment (Job-Years)
Direct 8,350 790 1,090 10,230
Indirect 2,450 230 320 3,000
Induced 2,950 280 380 3,610
Total Construction Employment (Job-Years) 13,750 1,300 1,790 16,840

Economic Output from Construction

Direct $1,695,561,000 $159,730,000 $220,548,000 $2,075,839,000
Indirect 482,990,000 45,500,000 62,824,000 591,314,000
Induced 525,899.000 49.542.000 68.406.000 643.847,000

Total Economic Output from Construction $2,704,450,000 $254,772,000 $351,778,000 $3,311,000,000

Source: IMPLAN 2014; and Berkson Associates.

Employment

8/31/17

New permanent full and part-time jobs will be created by the Project. The number of jobs to San

Francisco residents will depend on the ability of local residents to compete for Project

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."”

7 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, which will
generate additional “indirect” economic activity and support additional jobs at those suppliers.
The San Francisco households holding those direct and indirect jobs will spend a portion of their
income in the City, which is an additional source of “induced” output. Total output is the sum of

direct, indirect, and induced business income in the City as a result of the Project.

New Households and Affordable Housing

Development of residential units at the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and 20th/lllinois Street Parcel will
generate a small number of new jobs directly serving the residential buildings and occupants, for
example building maintenance, janitorial and repair services, waste collection, domestic
services, and childcare. Expenditures by the residents of the new units are not included in the
economic impact numbers because the analysis projects economic activity generated by the
Project due to onsite jobs, and the indirect and induced expenditures associated with those
onsite jobs. However, the addition of a significant supply of residential units will help to ensure
that induced expenditures are captured in San Francisco, and that expenditures by residents re-
locating from other communities are also spent in the City. These effects will be a substantial
benefit to San Francisco business revenues. These potential taxable sales are included in the

fiscal analysis of direct tax revenues created, but are not shown in the economic analysis.

As noted in Chapter 1, the Waterfront Site will provide 20 percent inclusionary affordable units
on all rental projects. Condos are assumed to pay in-lieu fees per unit for 28 percent of total
condo units. The availability of affordable housing will help San Francisco businesses retain
employees critical to their ongoing operations in the City. Additional sites will be dedicated to
development dedicated entirely to affordable housing. Fees paid by new Project development
(e.g., the affordable housing in-lieu fees, and jobs-housing linkage fees) will help to fund the

affordable housing.

Construction Impacts

$2.1 billion of direct construction expenditures for site development and vertical construction
will create a range of economic benefits to the City. In addition to generating “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 buiidout of the Project.
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As described in Chapter 3, construction activity will generate additional general revenues to the

City, including sales tax on construction materials and gross receipts tax.

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT

The Port will receive various revenues over the 99-year lease period and in conjunction with

land sales; the estimates below provide the Port with approximately $178 million in net present

value (NPV, 2017 $$) of revenues that are projected to be generated to the Port over time,

based on current financial projections based on the program assumptions described in Chapter

1 of this report. Actual revenues will vary depending on the mix of land uses, Project costs and

revenues, and future economic conditions, and will be generated over the life of the Project.

Profit participation in land value, calculated as 55 percent of all horizontal cash flow
after Forest City achieves an 18 percent return on its predevelopment and infrastructure
investments, estimated at $23.7 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

Participation in modified gross rent from buildings, starting at 1.5 percent 30 years after
construction and increasing to 2.5 percent 60 years after construction, estimated at
$22.8 million (NPV, 2017 $5).

1.5 percent of all net proceeds from sale or refinancing of properties, estimated at $5.9
million (NPV, 2017 $9).

A share of property tax increment, designated for capital improvements at Pier 70
including the release of reserves, estimated at $38.9 million (NPV, 2017 SS).

A $0.08 share of each dollar of property tax increment from the amount collected
annually, estimated at $23.6 million (NPV, 2017 $3).

Condominium Transfer Fee — paid upon every sale of a condominium unit, estimated at
$36.8 million (NPV, 2017 $5).

Condominium Facility Tax — This tax will fund capital improvements and Pier 70 public
services; the portion available after debts are paid will be applied to shoreline
improvements, and is estimated at $1.5 million (NPV, 2017 $5).

Shoreline Tax — A portion of the CFD special tax not required for Project costs and
reserves will be available to the Port after the Developer’s required returns are paid;
this is estimated at $16.1 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

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 SS).



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
August 31, 2017

The Port will publicly offer the 20"/lllinois Street parcel for sale or 99-year ground lease at fair
market value through a proprietary public offering as soon as practicable after project approval.
The Port’s net proceeds, or an amount equal to the parcel’s appraised fair market value, will be

used by the Port to reduce or pay off predevelopment costs and accrued return.

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES

The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access, and open space, consisting of
approximately 9 acres of public parks, including a 4.5-acre Waterfront Park. A network of
landscaped pedestrian connections and multiple classes of bicycle networks, from commuting
lanes to recreational pathways, throughout the Project site will enhance accessibility. These
facilities will benefit San Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and

attraction of businesses, employees, and residents.

As previously noted, maintenance of these facilities will be funded by a CFD. Maintenance
special taxes levied against each taxable development parcel, separate from special taxes levied
to pay for infrastructure, will provide pay-as-you-go funds for operating and maintenance costs

of public access, roads, parks and open space areas.

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS

Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of
the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support
business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant
and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of
historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the
Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization,
employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic maritime facilities and structures,
improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improvements to Port
property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City-

wide fiscal and economic benefits as described in other sections of this report.
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APPENDIX A: FISCAL ANALYSIS
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Table 1

Fiscal Results Summary, Ongoing Revenues and Expenditures
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SuD
ltem Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total
Annual General Revenue
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2.000 7,009,000 $44.000 7,053,000
Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline ($2,347.800) ($105,400) ($2,453,200) ($96,600) (32.549.800)
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10,199,200
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments
Roads Funded by Project Assessments
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000)
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (62,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000)
Subtotal, Services ($1,702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000)
NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 | $8,256,200 |
Annual Other Dédiéafed 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.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xisx



Table 1a
Annual Service Costs During Development
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

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

IFD

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

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

Fire/EMS (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000)  (853,000) (853,000}
Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) (1,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781) (1,552,767) (1,597,419) (1,702,000)

20th/illinois

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads ' Funded by Project Assessments

Police (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000)

Fire/EMS (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000)
Total, 20th/lllinois (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000} (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000)
TOTALIFD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000)

IRFD

Hoedown Yard

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000)

Fire/EMS (69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000)
Total, 20th/1llinois (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) {(138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000)
TOTAL IRFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) {138,000) (138,000)

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

8/31/17



Table 2

Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SUD

Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact Fees (1)
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000
Affordable Housing-- §415 (1) $44 206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000 5,798,000
TSF - §411A and TIDF-§411.3 (3) $40,530,000 $2.414,000 42,944,000 $3,207,000 46,151,000

Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000
Other One-Time Revenues
Construction Sales Tax (1% Gen'l Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 $351,000 4,081,000 $0 4,081,000

Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000

Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184,113,000

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017.

(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses.
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17

8/31/17
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Table A-1
Project Description Summary (1)

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

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

(1) From Financing Plan Base Case scenario (Updates 8/30/17).
Additional 100% affordable units can be constructed on dedicated sites.
Source: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 8/31/17

Berkson Associates 8/31/17 Fier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.x/sx



Table A-2
Population and Employment
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Item Assumptions Total

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 3,344
Employment (FTEs)
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 217
Arts, Light Industrial 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 746
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 5,026
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 53
Parking (2) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 6
Total 6,048
Total Service Population 9.891
lllinois Street Parcels (2)
Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 543
Employment (FTEs)
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 19
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 9
Parking (2) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 1
Total 28
Total Service Population 41

Hoedown Yard

Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 749
Employment (FTEs)
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 12
Parking (3) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 0
Total 12
Total Service Population 761
TOTAL
Residents 4,635
Employees 6.088
Service Population 10,724
CITYWIDE
Residents (5) 866,583
Employees (6) 709,496
Service Population 1,576,079

(1) Based on DEIR.

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

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

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

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

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

Arts,

Item Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 1,986,740 1,387,228 82,493 205,880
New Residential Units 2,042
Adaptive Reuse (Buildings 2, 12, 21)

Units 107,736

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

Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,529,771 1,327,228 82,493 90,180
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2)
Jobs Housing Linkage -§413 (5) $33,831,042 $1,961,684 $1,807,207 $37,599,932
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $87,056,973 $87,056,973
Child Care-§414 (4) $3,607,919 $2,189,926 $0 $0 $5,797,845
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) $17,250,361 $26,531,288 $1,649,035 $720,538 $46,151,222
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $107,915,252 $62,552,256 $3,610,719 $2,527,745 $176,605,972
(1) Residential fees assume avg. 900 sq.ft./unit.
(2) All impact fees are as of January 2017.
(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; lllinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee.

Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units.
(4) Childcare fee wili not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site.
(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace.
(6) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016, analysis assumes all development pays 100% of TSF.

Arts, Light Industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for < 100,000 sq.ft.
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 8/31/17

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Tabie A-3a
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate

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

Arts,

item Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL
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) $0
Total $58,427,100 $62,552,256 $3,321,837 $2,527,745 $126,828,938
20th/lllinois Street (2)
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 248,615 0 6,600 0
New Residential Units 239
Condos 239
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2)
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $156,948
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $17,998,803
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $477,341
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $2,414,220
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0
Total $20,758,430 $0 $288,882 $0 $21,047,312
Hoedown Yard (2)
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 349,353 0 0
New Residential Units 330
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2)
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $0
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $24,851,904
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $670,758
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $3,207,061
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0
Total $28,729,722 $0 $0 $0 $28,729,722

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Notes to Table A-3a:

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 943 sq.ft./unit.

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

(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; lllinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an.in-lieu fee.
Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units.

(4) Childcare fee will not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site.

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

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

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 8/31/17
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Table A-4
Assessed Value Estimate

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

Item Development Cost Assessed Value
Infrastructure $260,535,000 none assumed
Arts, Light Industrial $29,647,000 $14,391,000
Office $636,626,000 $728,073,000
Residential $1,149,031,000 $1,526,853,000

Total $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000
Table A-4a

Assessed Value Estimate

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

Item Development Cost

Assessed Value

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Infrastructure $260,535,000
Arts, Light Industrial (1) $29,647,000
Office (1) $636,626,000
Residential $768,753,000
Total $1,695,561,000
20th/lllinois
Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs
Residential $159,730,000
Total $159,730,000

Hoedown Yard

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

Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs  inc. in bldg.value
Residential $220,548.000 $311,146,000
Total $220,548,000 $311,146,000
TOTAL $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000
(1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses.
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value.
Sources: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 8/31/17

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

Item Assumptions Total
Gross Property Tax/Possessory Interest Tax 1.0% of new AV $22,693,000
Allocation of Tax (2)
Net New General Fund (1) 65.00% $14,750,450
ERAF 25.33% $5,748,000
SF Unified School District 7.70% $1,747,000
Other 1.97% $447.000
100.00% $22,692,450
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-6
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate

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

Item

Assumptions Total

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/lllinois Street
Project Assessed Value
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project
Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3)

Hoedown Yard
Project Assessed Value

$212,173,326,106
$211,724,000

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

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

$311,146,000

Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 0.15%
Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) $310,000
1.07%
TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF $2,264,000
(1) Based on the CCSF FY2015-16 total taxable assessed value recorded by Controfler's Office, City and County of San Francisco.
Annual Report 2016, Office of the Assessor-Recorder (pg. 22).
(2) City and County of San Francisco Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017, page 126.
(3) Equals the increase in Citywide AV due to the Project multiplied by the current Citywide Property Tax In Lieu of VLF.
No assumptions included about inflation and appreciation of Pier 70 or Citywide assessed values beyond 2016.
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 8/31/17

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

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

Item Assumptions Total
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales

Residential Value (2)

Residential Assessed Value (AV) $990,362,000 (avg. sale once/15 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $66,024,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mili. sale) $1,275,000
Commercial Value (2)

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

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

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

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

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

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $0
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 30
Annual Average Transfer Tax $204,000
Hoedown Yard
Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales
Residential Value (2)

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

Avg. Sales Value (1) 14.3% annual turnover $44,449,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) $6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) $282,000
Commercial Value (2)

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

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $0
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) $0
Annual Average Transfer Tax 282000
TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX $2,717,000
(1) Waterfront Site assumes all residential buildings are rental units, and sales of all buildings average once every 15 years.

lllinois Street Parcels assumed to be condos and sell once every 7 years.
Commercial buildings assume sale once every 15 years.
(2) Calculated estimate assumes rate on $1 million average for condos, $20 million for apartments and commercial buildings.
Rates range from $5/$1,000 on first $250,000 to $25/$1,000 on amounts above $10 million.
8/14/17

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-8a
Sales Tax Estimates
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

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

One-Time Sales Taxes on 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

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

(1) Assumed average share of income aflocated towards rent or mortgage.
(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the

San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.

(3) Only a portion of the tenants of innovation space will generate sales taxes (50% assumed).
Innovation space will be distributed between shared office work environment, shared manufacturing, arts and
culture, and food stall and kiosk retail uses. With the exception of food stall and kiosk retail, innovative retail uses are not assumed to

generate substantial retail sales.

(4) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above).
(5) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built.
(6) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office.

Source: Berkson Associates

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-8b
Sales Tax Estimates
20th/lilinois Street

Item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $45,000
New Households 239
Total New Retail Sales from Households $10,755,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $8,604,000
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $86,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft. 6,600
Retail Taxable Sales $300 per sq.ft. $1,980,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% ($5.000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $96,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $96,000
Other Sales Taxes
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $24,000
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost $159,730,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 55.00% $87,852,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $52,711,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $26,356,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $264,000
(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage.
(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above).
(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built.
(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office.
Source: Berkson Associates 8/14/17

Berkson Assaciates 8/31/17

Pier70Fiscal_2017-08-30_aug30pf.xisx



Table A-8c
Sales Tax Estimates
Hoedown Yard

item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $45,000
New Households 330
Total New Retail Sales from Households $14,850,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $11,880,000
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $119,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sqg.Ft. 6,600
Retail Taxable Sales $300 per sq.ft. $1,980,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% ($5.000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $129,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $129,000
Other Sales Taxes
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $65,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $65,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $32,000
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost $220,548,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 55.00% $121,301,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $72,781,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $36,391,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $364,000

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage.

(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.

(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above).

(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built.

(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office.

Source: Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-9
Parking Tax

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

Item Assumption Total
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Total Spaces 1,569
Residential Spaces 1,569
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 0
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per year $0
San Francisco Parking Tax (3) 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
20th/lltinois Street
Non-Residential Spaces (1)
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per day $0
San Francisco Parking Tax 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
Hoedown Yard
Non-Residential Spaces (1)
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per day $0
San Francisco Parking Tax 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
(1) This analysis assumes that all non-residential Project parking will generate parking tax; includes parking in
commercial buildings.
(2) Including parking tax on monthly and daily rentals.
(3) 80 percent is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit
as mandated by Charter Section 16.110.
Source: Berkson Associates 8/31/17

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

Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier (2) Gross
Item Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up to $1m $1m-$2.5m $2.5m - $25m $25m+ Receipts Tax
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Business Income ;
Retail (net of shift) (4) $11,384,000 $10,246,000 0.075% 0.100%] 0.135% 0.160% $10,246
Arts, Light Industrial (3) $15,441,000 $1,544,000] 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,158
Office (4) $1,431,376,000 $1,288,238,000 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $6,570,014
Parking $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $1,458,201,000 $1,300,028,000 $6,581,418
Rental income (5)
Retail $3,076,000 $3,076,000
Arts, Light Industrial $4,150,000 $4,150,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $12,450
Office $88,736,000 $88,736,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $266,208
Parking $8,836,000 $8,836,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $26,508
Residential $40,027,000 $40,027,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $120,081
Subtotal $144,825,000 $144,825,000 $425,247
Total Gross Receipts $1,603,026,000 $1,444,853,000 $7,006,665
Project Construction
Total Development Value (6) $1,695,561,000 $1,695,561,000
Direct Construction Cost (7) $932,558,550 $932,558,550 0.300% 0.350%[ _____ 0.400%] 0.450% $3,730,234
20th/lllinois Street
Business Income ‘
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%| 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $891
Office (4) $0 30 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $0
Parking (4) $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $990,000 $891,000 $891
Rental Income (5)
Retail $267,000 $267,486 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $802
Office 30 30 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Parking $0 30 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Residential $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Subtotal $267,000 $267,486 $802
Total Gross Receipts $1,257,000 $1,158,486 $1,693

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-10
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars)

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

Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier (2) Gross
Item Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up to $1m $1m-$2.5m $2.5m - $25m $25m+ Receipts Tax
Project Construction
Total Development Value (6) $159,730,000 $160,000,000
Direct Construction Cost (7) $87,852,000 $87,852,000 0.300% 0.350% 0.400% 0.450% $351,408
Hoedown Yard
Business Income ‘
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%)| 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,411
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $41,076
Parking (4) $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $1,568,000 $9,465,300 $42,487
Rental Income (5)
Retail $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $1,234
Office $0 30 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Parking $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Residential $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Subtotal $411,000 $411,184 $1,234
Total Gross Receipts $1,979,000 $9,876,484 $43,721
Project Construction
Total Development Value (6) $220,548,000 $220,548,000
Direct Construction Cost (7) $121,301,000 $121,301,000 0.300% 0.350% 0.400% 0.450% $456,000

*Note: reflects tax implementation after the payroll tax is phased out.

(1) Rounded; gross receipts for retail, office, and manufacturing uses are based on direct output of onsite uses, from IMPLAN.
(2) Given uncertainty about business size among various categories, this analysis applies highlighted tax rate in tier for each use.

to $25 million per business. The actual gross receipts will depend on the size of business in each category and their gross receipts generated within the City.
(3) 10% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt. Rate based on retail; manufacturing w
(4) 90% of office gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt.

Gross receipts based on output per employee of $284,800 (IMPLAN). Tax rate based on Financial, Insurance, Professional, Scientific and Technical Services.

Parking business income based on gross revenues (net of parking tax) from garages and commercial spaces (see parking tax estimates). Parking rent for residential parking incl
(5) Pier 70 office and residential rents include rent from retail and non-structured parking components. Estimates are based on the Pier 70 Financial Plan.

(6) Based on vertical development cost plus infrastructure cost.

(7) As a planning estimate, approximately 55% is assumed to represent direct construction costs.

Sources: City of San Francisco; IMPLAN 2014, Berkson Associates.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Attachment 4:

Phasing Plan and Phase 1 Submittal Exhibits
(See Attached)
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“"PORT:

WA FRA NGO

August 16, 2018

City and County of San Francisco

Attn: Mayor London Breed '9
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place g’). “\
City Hall, Room 200 - ‘Vé 0
San Francisco, CA 94102 C%@O o’ “)

| 2 o &
Board of Supervisors %%7, 2 @
City and County of San Francisco 3«33’%’)_ -] 0
Attn: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 20
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place «’};\'“m
City Hall, Room 244 <\

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:

Re:  City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing
District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)

On Tuesday, July 24, 2018, a resolution entitled, "Resolution of Intention to establish City and
County of San Francisco Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown
Yard, Pier 70) on land within the City and County of San Francisco commonly known as the
Hoedown Yard to finance the construction of affordable housing within Pier 70 and Parcel K
South; to provide for future annexation; to call a public hearing on September 11, 2018, on the
formation of the district and to provide public notice thereof; determining other matters in
connection therewith; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination, and making
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act” (“Resolution of Intention”) was adopted
at the meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”).
Under the Resolution of Intention, the Board of Supervisors states its intention to form the “City
and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2
(Hoedown Yard)” (the “IRFD”) pursuant to Government Code Section 53369 et seq. (the “IRFD
Law”).

The City is proposing formation of the IRFD for the purpose of financing construction of
affordable housing within Pier 70 and Parcel K South.

As part of the formation process, the City must prepare a draft Infrastructure Financing
Plan for the IRFD. 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

PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO
TEL 415 274 0400 TTY 415 274 0587 ADDRESS Pier 1

FAX 415 274 0528 WEB sfpart.com i San: Francisco, CA 94111



August 16, 2018
City and County of San Francisco IRFD No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)

proposed public facilities to be funded by the IRFD and the proposed private development
projects within the boundaries of the IRFD, to each governmental taxing agency that levied or
had levied on its behalf a property tax on the property in the proposed IRFD in the fiscal year
prior to the designation of the IRFD.

The adopted Resolution of Intention and the draft Infrastructure Financing Plan are
enclosed with this letter. The environmental reports required by CEQA (“Relevant EIRs”) for the
project and any associated private development projects, which Relevant EIRs are described in
the remaining 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 Final Environmental Impact Report for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District
Project (the “Project”), and approved other entitlement and transaction documents relating to the
Project, including 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
“EEIR”).

Formation of the proposed IRFD will require, among other actions, approval of an
Infrastructure Financing Plan 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 to the IRFD. It is possible that changes to the draft Infrastructure
Financing Plan 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
Infrastructure Financing Plan by the Board of Supervisors. Although subject to change, adoption
by the Board of Supervisors of the Infrastructure Financing Plan is currently anticipated to occur
on Tuesday, October 16, 2018.

In addition, as part of the process of forming the IRFD, a public hearing and a landowner
election 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. The
landowner election is anticipated to occur after the conclusion of the hearing on October 16,
2018.

| am sending you this letter in order to comply with the requirements of the IRFD
Law. By this letter, | am also requesting the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to make
the Infrastructure Financing Plan and the Relevant EIRs available for public inspection,
as required by Section 53369.15 of the IRFD Law.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the number below.
Very truly yours,

Koo e

Michael J. Martin
Deputy Director, Real Estate & Development
Tel: 415-274-0544

Enclosures



D o B oW N

~I

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
FILE NO. 170880 7/12/18 RESOLUTION NO. 234-18

[Resolution of Intention to Establish Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2
(Hoedown Yard, Pier 70)]

Resolution of Intention to establish City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure
and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard, Pier 70) on land within the
City and County of San Francisco commonly known as the Hoedown Yard to finance
the construction of affordable housing within Pier 70 and Parcel K South; to provide for
future annexation; to call a public hearing on September 11, 2018, on the formation of
the district and to provide public notice thereof; determining other matters in
connection therewith; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination, and

making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act.

NOTE: Additions are single- Lmderlme zmlzcv szes New Roman;
deletions are =i '
Board amendment addmons are double underlmed

Board amendment deletions are s#ﬂee%hfeughﬂe{meﬂ

WHEREAS, FC Pier 70, LLC (Forest City) and the City and County of San Francisco
(the City), acting by and through the San Francisco Port Commission, anticipate entering into
a Disposition and Development Agreement (the DDA), which will govern the disposition and i
development of approximately 28 acres of land in the waterfront area of the City known as 1
Pier 70 (the Project Site); and |

WHEREAS, In the general election held 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; and l

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Proposition F, the voters in the City approved a policy of the
City, that the City encourage the timely development of the Project Site with a development

project that includes certain major uses, including without limitation, new below market-rate

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen |
3CARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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homes affordable to middie- and low-income families and individuals, representing 30 percent |

of all new housing units (Affordable Housing); and

WHEREAS, Forest City and the City anticipate that Forest City will undertake pursuant
to the DDA an obligation to construct Affordable Housing on the Project Site and an area of
land in the vicinity of the Project Site and within Pier 70 commonly known as Parcel K South
(Parcel K South) to satisfy the requirements for Affordable Housing under Proposition F; and

| WHEREAS, At its hearing on August 24, 2017, and prior to recommending the
proposed Planning Code amendments for approval, by Motion No. 19976, the Planning |
Commission certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use ;
| District Project (Project) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
' (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal.
it Code Reg. Section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. A copy of said ;
Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170930, and, is ;
incorporated herein by reference. In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this 3
. Board of Supervisors has reviewed the FEIR, concurs with its conclusions, affirms the |
Planning Commission’s certification of the FEIR, and finds that the actions contemplated
. herein are within the scope of the Project described and analyzed in the FEIR; and

WHEREAS, In recommending the proposed Planning Code Amendments for approval
by this Board of Supervisors at its hearing on August 24, 2017, by Motion No. 19977, the |
Planning Commission also adopted findings under CEQA, including a statement of overriding
consideration, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). A copy of said

| Motion and MMRP are on'file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170930,
and is incorporated herein by reference. This Board of Supervisors hereby adopts and |
incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the Planning Commission’s CEQA

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

{| Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen
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Supervisors also adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the
Project's MMRP; and

WHEREAS, Under Chapter 2.6 of Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 of the California
Government Code, commencing with Section 53369 (the IRFD Law), this Board of
Supervisors is authorized to establish an infrastructure and revitalization financing district and
to act as the legislative body for an infrastructure and revitalization financing district; and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the Financing Plan and the IRFD Law, the Board of

Supervisors wishes to establish an infrastructure and revitalization financing district on a
portion of land within the City commonly known as the Hoedown Yard to finance the
construction of Affordable Housing on the Project Site and Parcel K South to satisfy the
requirements for Affordable Housing under Proposition F; and

WHEREAS, The IRFD Law provides that the legislative body of an infrastructure and
revitalization financing district may, at any time, add territory to a district or amend the
infrastructure financing plan for the district by conducting the same procedures for the
formation of a district or approval of bonds as provided in the IRFD Law, and the Board of
Supervisors wishes to establish the procedure for future annexation of certain additional land |
within the City, specifically certain land that is currently owned by the City that is used as a
public; and

WHEREAS, IRFD Law Section 53369.14(d)(5) provides that the legislative body of a
proposed infrastructure and revitalization financing district may specify, by ordinance, the date i
on which the allocation of tax increment will begin, and the Board of Supervisors accordingly
wishes to specify the date on which the allocation of tax increment will begin for the proposed

infrastructure district; now, therefore, be it

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen
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RESOLVED, That this Board of Supervisors proposes to conduct proceedings to
establish an infrastructure and revitalization financing district pursuant to the IRFD Law: and,
be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the name proposed for the infrastructure and
revitalization financing district is “City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and
Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)” (the IRFD); and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the proposed boundaries of the IRFD are as shown on
the map of the IRFD on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170880,
which boundaries are hereby preliminarily approved and to which map reference is hereby

made for further particulars; and, be it

H
i

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the type of facilities proposed to be financed by the IRFD *

pursuant to the IRFD Law shall consist of Affordable Housing and related facilities to be

located within the Project Site and Parcel K South, as more particularly described on Exhibit A |

hereto and hereby incorporated herein (the Facilities), and the Facilities are authorized to be
financed by the IRFD by IRFD Law Sections 53369.2 and 53369.3, and the Board of
Supervisors hereby finds each of the following: that the Facilities (i) are of communitywide
significance, (ii) will not supplant facilities already available within the proposed boundaries of
the IRFD, except for those that are essentially nonfunctional, obsolete, hazardous, or in need
of upgrading or rehabilitation, and (iii) will supplement existing facilities as needed to serve
new developments; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby declares that, pursuant

to the IRFD Law, incremental property tax revenue from the City to finance the Facilities, but

| no tax increment revenues from the other affected taxing entities (as defined in the IRFD Law)

within the IRFD, if any, will be used by the IRFD to finance the Facilities, and the incremental

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen
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property tax financing will be described in an infrastructure financing plan (the Infrastructure
Financing Plan) to be prepared for this Board of Supervisors under the IRFD Law; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That in accordance with IRFD Law Sections 53369.5(b) and

53369.14(d)(5), the Board of Supervisors shall establish, by ordinance, the date on which the

allocation of tax increment shall begin for the IRFD (the Commencement Date), with the

Commencement Date being the first day of the fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the

IRFD has generated and the City has received at least $100,000 of tax increment; and, be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, That future annexations of property into the IRFD may occur

at any time after formation of the IRFD, but only if the Board of Supervisors has completed the

procedures set forth in the Infrastructure Financing Plan, which shall be based on the
following: (i) this Board of Supervisors adopts a resolution of intention to annex property (the
“annexation territory”) into the IRFD and describes the annexation territory to be included in
the IRFD, (ii) the resolution of intention is mailed to each owner of land in the annexation
territory and each affected taxing entity in the annexation territory, if any, in substantial
compliance with Sections 53369.11 and 53369.12 of the IRFD Law, (iii) this Board of
Supervisors directs the Executive Director of the Port to prepare an amendment to the

Infrastructure Financing Plan, if necessary, and the Executive Director of the Port prepares

any such amendment, in substantial compliance with Sections §3369.13 and 53369.14 of the

IRFD Law, (iv) any amendment to the Infrastructure Financing Plan is sent to each owner of
land and each affected taxing entity (if any) within the annexation territory, in substantial
compliance with Sections 53369.15 and 53369.16 of the IRFD Law, (v) this Board of
Supervisors notices and holds a public hearing on the proposed annexation, in substantial
compliance with Sections 53369.17 and 53369.18 of the IRFD Law, (vi) this Board of
Supervisors adopts a resolution proposing the adoption of any amendment to the

Infrastructure Financing Plan and annexation of the annexation territory to the IRFD, and

Mayer Breed, Superviscr Cohen
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submits the proposed annexation to the qualified electors in the annexation territory, in

substantial compliance with Sections 53369.20-53369.22 of the IRFD Law, with the ballot ;

measure to include the questions of the proposed annexation of the annexation territory into

the IRFD, approval of the appropriations limit for the annexation territory and approval of the

issuance of bonds for the annexation territory, and (vii) after canvass of returns of any

election, and if two-thirds of the votes cast upon the question are in favor of the ballot

measure, this Board may, by ordinance, adopt the amendment to the Infrastructure Financing |

Plan, if any, and approve the annexation of the annexation territory to the IRFD, in substantial

compliance with Section 53369.23 of the IRFD Law; and, be it {
FURTHER RESOLVED, That Tuesday, September 11, 2018 at 3:00 p.m. or as soon as

possible thereafter, in the Board of Supervisors Chamber, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
City Hall, San Francisco, California, be, and the same are hereby appointed and fixed as the
time and place when and where this Board of Supervisors, as legislative body for the IRFD,
will conduct a public hearing on the proposed establishment of the IRFD and the proposed
future annexation of territory to the IRFD; and, be it |
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby directed
. to mail a copy of this Resolution to each owner of land (as defined in the IRFD Law) within the ;
IRFD (but not to any affected taxing entities because there are none as of the date of this
Resolution), and in addition, in accordance with IRFD Law Section 53369.17, 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 of general circulation ;
published in the City, and the notice shall state that the IRFD will be used to finance
affordable housing within in the City, briefly describe such affordable housing and the other
Facilities, briefly describe the proposed financial arrangements, including the proposed

commitment of incremental tax revenue, describe the boundaries of the proposed IRFD,

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen i
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reference the process for future annexation 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 for the IRFD or
process for future annexation to the IRFD by the Board of Supervisors; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Resolution shall in no way obligate the Board of
Supervisors to establish the IRFD, and the establishment of the IRFD shall be subject to the
approval of this Board of Supervisors by resolution following the holding of the public hearing
referred to above and a vote of the qualified electors in the IRFD; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That if any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or
word of this resolution, or any application thereof to any person or circumstance, is held to be
invalid or unconstitutional by a decision of a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision
shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions or applications of this resolution, this
Board of Supervisors hereby declaring that it would have passed this resolution and each and
every section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and word not declared invalid or
unconstitutional without regard to whether any other portion of this resolution or application
thereof would be subsequently declared invalid or unconstitutional; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Mayor, the Controller, the Director of the Office of
Public Finance, the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, the Executive Director of the Port of
San Francisco and any and all other officers of the City are hereby authorized, for and in the
name of and on behalf of the City, to do any and all things and take any and all actions,
including execution and delivery of any and all documents, assignments, certificates,
requisitions, agreements, notices, consents, instruments of conveyance, warrants and
documents, which they, or any of them, may deem necessary or advisable in order to

effectuate the purposes of this Resolution; provided however that any such actions be solely

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen
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intended to further the purposes of this Resolution, and are subject in all respects to the terms
2 of the Resolution; and, be it
3 FURTHER RESOLVED, That all actions authorized and directed by this Resolution, ‘
4 consistent with any documents presented herein, and heretofore taken are hereby ratified,
5 approved and confirmed by this Board of Supervisors; and, be it
6 FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Resolution shall take effect upon its enactment. |
7 Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the resolution, the Mayor returns the resolution
8 unsigned or does not sign the resolution within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of i
9 Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the resolution.
10 ;
11 APPROVED AS TO FORM: |
DENNIS J. HERRERA/ ‘
12 City Attorney f .
13 \| | |
| “WMARK D. BLAKE ’
4 Deputy City Attorney ]
16 n:\port\as2018\1100292101290495.docx g
17 i
18 |
19
20
21
22
23
24 | 5
25 |

!
| *
|

Mayor Breed, Supervisor Cohen
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EXHIBIT A
DESCRIPTION OF FACILITIES

It is intended that the IRFD (including any annexation territory annexed therein by future
annexations) will be authorized to finance all or a portion of the costs of the acquisition,
construction and improvement of any facilities authorized by Section 53369.3 of the IRFD
Law, including, but not limited to, affordable housing projects and supporting infrastructure

and amenities.

Maycr Breed, Supervisor Cchen
BOARD CF SUPERVISORS EXHIBIT A




City and County of San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Tails San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Resolution

File Number: 170880 Date Passed: July 24, 2018

Resolution of Intention to establish City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and
Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard, Pier 70) on land within the City and County of
San Francisco commonly known as the Hoedown Yard to finance the construction of affordable
housing within Pier 70 and Parcel K South; to provide for future annexation; to call a public hearing
on September 11, 2018, on the formation of the district and to provide public notice thereof:
determining other matters in connection therewith; and affirming the Planning Department's
determination, and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act.

November 09, 2017 Budget and Finance Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF
THE WHOLE BEARING NEW TITLE

November 09, 2017 Budget and Finance Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED

November 28, 2017 Board of Supervisors - CONTINUED

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy,
Tang and Yee

December 05, 2017 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

Ayes: 9 - Cohen, Brown, Kim, Mandelman, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Stefani and Yee
Excused: 2 - Fewer and Tang

City and County of San Francisco Page 1 Printed at 1:38 pm on 7/25/18
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London N. Breed

Mayor

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 Francisco.

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)

INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING PLAN

Originally adopted:

Date: , 20 Ordinance No.:



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2
(Hoedown Yard)

IRFD. 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 53369 et seq.
(the “IRFD Law"), and for the public purposes set forth therein, proposes to adopt a Resolution
of Intention (the “Resolution of Intention”), pursuant to which it declares its intention to
conduct proceedings to establish the “City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure and
Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)” (the “IRFD”).

In the Resolution of Intention, the type of facilities proposed to be financed by the IRFD
pursuant to the IRFD Law consists of hew buildings, along with supporting infrastructure and
amenities, in which 100% of the residential units (with the exception of a manager’s unit) would
be below-market-rate units to be located within the approximately 28 acres of land in the
waterfront area of the City known as Pier 70 (the “Project Site”) and an area of land in the
vicinity of the Project Site and within Pier 70 commonly known as “Parcel K South” as more
particularly described in Attachment 1 hereto and hereby incorporated herein (the “Facilities”).
The Facilities are authorized to be financed by the IRFD by IRFD Law Sections 53369.2 and
53369.3.

Additionally, the Board of Supervisors proposes to adopt a Resolution Authorizing Executive
Director of the Port of San Francisco to Prepare an Infrastructure Financing Plan Related to an
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District, pursuant to which it authorizes and directs
the Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco, or designee, to prepare an infrastructure
financing plan for the IRFD and to determine other matters in connection therewith. Pursuant to
Section 53369.14 of the IRFD Law and the Board of Supervisors’ proposed resolution, the
infrastructure financing plan must be consistent with the general plan of the City and include the
following:

a) A map and legal description of the proposed IRFD.

b) A description of the facilities required to serve the development proposed in the area of the
IRFD including those to be provided by the private sector, the facilities to be provided by
governmental entities without assistance under the IRFD Law, the facilities to be financed
with assistance from the proposed IRFD, and the facilities to be provided jointly. The
description shall include the proposed location, timing, and costs of the facilities.

c) A finding that the facilities are of communitywide significance.
d) A financing section, which shall contain all of the following information:

1) A specification of the maximum portion of the incremental tax revenue of the City and of
each affected taxing entity (as defined in the IRFD Law) proposed to be committed to the
IRFD for each year during which the IRFD will receive incremental tax revenue; provided
however such portion of incremental tax revenue need not be the same for all affected
taxing entities, and such portion may change over time.

2) A projection of the amount of tax revenues expected to be received by the IRFD in each
year during which the IRFD will receive tax revenues, including an estimate of the
amount of tax revenues attributable to each affected taxing entity proposed to be



4)

9)

6)

8)

9)

committed to the IRFD for each year. If applicable, the plan shall also include a
specification of the maximum portion of the net available revenue of the City proposed to
be committed to the IRFD for each year during which the IRFD will receive revenue,
which portion may vary over time.

A plan for financing the facilities, including a detailed description of any intention to incur
debt.

A limit on the total number of dollars of taxes that may be allocated to the IRFD pursuant
to the plan.

A date on which the IRFD will cease to exist, by which time all tax allocation to the IRFD
will end. The date shall not be more than 40 years from the date on which the ordinance
forming the IRFD is adopted, or a later date, if specified by the ordinance, on which the
allocation of tax increment will begin.

An analysis of the costs to the City of providing facilities and services to the IRFD while
the area within the IRFD is being developed and after the area within the IRFD is
developed. The plan shall also include an analysis of the tax, fee, charge, and other
revenues expected to be received by the City as a result of expected development in the
area of the IRFD.

An analysis of the projected fiscal impact of the IRFD and the associated development
upon each affected taxing entity that is proposed to participate in financing the IRFD.

A plan for financing any potential costs that may be incurred by reimbursing a developer
of a project that is both located entirely within the boundaries of the IRFD and qualifies
for the Transit Priority Project Program, pursuant to Government Code Section 65470,
including any permit and affordable housing expenses related to the project.

If any dwelling units occupied by persons or families of low or moderate income are
proposed to be removed or destroyed in the course of private development or facilities
construction within the area of the IRFD, a plan providing for replacement of those units
and relocation of those persons or families consistent with the requirements of Section
53369.6 of the IRFD Law.

This Infrastructure Financing Plan for the IRFD, including all exhibits and attachments (the
“IFP”), is intended to comply with the requirements of the IRFD Law. The Board of Supervisors
may, at various times, amend or supplement this IFP by ordinance to address the unique details
of the Hoedown Yard, Facilities, Project Site, or Parcel K South and for other purposes
permitted by the IRFD Law.

A. Boundaries of Proposed IRFD

The boundaries of the proposed IRFD are described in the map attached to this IFP as
Attachment 2. The legal description of the IRFD is also attached to this IFP as Attachment

2,

As of the date of adoption of this IFP, certain property that is intended to be included in the
IRFD is owned by the City and cannot initially be included in the IRFD under the IRFD Law
(“Annexation Property”). The Annexation Property is marked as the diagonally hatched



portion of “Existing Michigan Street” on the map included as Attachment 2. The City intends
to sell the Annexation Property for private development in the future. After formation of the
IRFD and sale of the Annexation Property for private development, the City will provide for
annexation of the Annexation Property to the IRFD in the manner set forth below. Because
the map and legal description included as Attachment 2 include the Annexation Property
and the remainder of this IFP assumes that the Annexation Property is included in the IRFD,
no amendment of this IFP will be required in connection with the annexation of the
Annexation Property to the IRFD.

In the Resolution of Intention, the Board of Supervisors establishes the following procedures
for annexation of the Annexation Property to the IRFD:

1. The Board of Supervisors adopts a resolution of intention to annex the Annexation
Property into the IRFD;

2. The resolution of intention is mailed to the owner of the Annexation Property and each
affected taxing entity in the annexation territory, if any, in substantial compliance with
Sections 53369.11 and 53369.12 of the IRFD Law;

3. The Board of Supervisors directs the Executive Director of the Port to prepare an
amendment to the IFP, if necessary, and the Executive Director of the Port prepares any
such amendment, in substantial compliance with Sections 53369.13 and 53369.14 of the
IRFD Law;

4. Any amendment to the IFP is sent to each owner of the Annexation Property and each
affected taxing entity (if any) within the Annexation Property, in substantial compliance
with Sections 53369.15 and 53369.16 of the IRFD Law;

5. The Board of Supervisors notices and holds a public hearing on the proposed
annexation in substantial compliance with Sections 53369.17 and 53369.18 of the IRFD
Law;

6. The Board of Supervisors adopts a resolution proposing the adoption of any amendment
to the IFP and annexation of the Annexation Property to the IRFD, and submits the
proposed annexation to the qualified electors in the Annexation Property, in substantial
compliance with Sections 53369.20-53369.22 of the IRFD Law, with the ballot measure
to include the questions of the proposed annexation of the Annexation Property into the
IRFD, approval of the appropriations limit for the Annexation Property and approval of
the issuance of bonds for the Annexation Property; and

7. After canvass of returns of any election, and if two-thirds of the votes cast upon the.
question are in favor of the ballot measure, the Board of Supervisors may, by ordinance,
adopt the amendment to the Infrastructure Financing Plan, if any, and approve the
annexation of the Annexation Property to the IRFD, in substantial compliance with
Section 53369.23 of the IRFD Law.

. Description of Facilities

The IRFD Law requires an infrastructure financing plan to contain the following information
with respect to the IRFD.



1. Facilities to be provided by the private sector.

Developers of Hoedown Yard parcels will be responsible for public improvements and
facilities serving the parcels including but not limited to, parks, streets, and utilities.
These costs will not be financed with tax increment generated in the IRFD.

2. Facilities to be provided by governmental entities without assistance under the IRFD
Law.

There are no facilities in the IRFD that will be provided only by governmental entities.
3. Facilities to be financed with assistance from the IRFD.

The Facilities that will be funded with Allocated Tax Increment (as defined below) that is
allocated to the IRFD consist of the affordable housing projects and supporting
infrastructure and amenities described above and more particularly described in
Attachment 1.

4. Facilities to be provided jointly by the private sector and governmental entities
The Facilities will be jointly provided by the private sector and governmental entities.
C. Finding of Communitywide Significance

The construction of the Facilities will serve a significant communitywide benefit in helping to
alleviate the regional housing crisis, particularly the significant need for affordable housing
located near job centers. The proposed Resolution of Intention includes a finding by the
Board of Supervisors that the Facilities are of communitywide significance.

D. Base Year; Commencement of Tax Increment Allocation

The “Base Year” for the IRFD is the fiscal year in which the assessed value of taxable
property in the IRFD was last equalized prior to the effective date of the ordinance adopted
to create the IRFD or a subsequent fiscal year. The Base Year for the IRFD is FY 2017-
2018.

Tax increment may begin to be allocated to the IRFD beginning in the fiscal year in which at
least $100,000 of Gross Tax Increment (as defined below) is generated in the IRFD and
received by the City.

E. Allocation of Tax Increment
1. The annual allocation of tax increment generated in the IRFD for purposes of Section
53369 of the IRFD Law will be the amount appropriated in each fiscal year by the Board
of Supervisors for deposit in the special fund established for the IRFD.
2. The Board of Supervisors will appropriate 100 percent of the Allocated Tax Increment
(as defined below) for allocation to the IRFD until the final day of the 40th fiscal year
after the fiscal year in which Allocated Tax Increment is first allocated to the IRFD.

3. For purposes cf this IFP, capitalized 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 the IRFD;

“Incremental Assessed Property Value” is, in any year, the difference between the assessed
value of the property within the IRFD for that fiscal year and the assessed value of the
property within the IRFD in the Base Year, to the extent that the difference is a positive
number;

“Allocated Tax increment” is 64.588206% of Gross Tax Increment.

. Maximum Portion of Tax Increment Revenue of San Francisco and Affected Taxing
Agencies to be Committed to the IRFD

100% of Allocated Tax Increment shall be allocated to the IRFD. Tax Increment from no
other taxing agency is allocated to the IRFD.

. Projection of Allocated Tax Increment Received by the IRFD

The financing section must include a projection of the amount of tax increment expected to
be allocated to the IRFD.

The projection of Allocated Tax Increment that will be generated in the IRFD and allocated
to the IRFD is attached as Rider #1 to this IFP.

. Plan for Financing Facilities

The financing section must include the projected sources of financing for the Facilities,
including debt to be repaid with Allocated Tax Increment.

The plan for financing the Facilities is presented in Table 1 of this IFP. As summarized in
Exhibit A below, it is anticipated that the Facilities will be financed with a combination of
Allocated Tax Increment from the IRFD used on a pay-go basis and bond proceeds secured
and payable from Allocated Tax Increment. Table 1 and Exhibit A 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.

Assessed values and property tax amounts are projected in Table 2 of this IFP.



Exhibit A
Anticipated Sources and Uses of Funds

2017/18 Dollars Nominal Dollars

Anticipated Sources of Funds

Annual Tax Increment $70,170,000 $157,922,000

Bond Proceeds $18,263,000 ~$22,210,000
Total Sources $88,433,000 $180,132,000
Anticipated Uses of Funds

Bond Debt Service $33,158,000 $61,718,000

Affordable Housing $18,969,000 $23,091,000

General Fund [1] $36,306,000 $95,323,000
|Total Uses $88,433,000 $180,132,000
Notes

[1] Excess tax increment is allocated to the General Fund.

This IFP does not project the anticipated costs of administering the IRFD, but the Port of
San Francisco, as agent of the IRFD, expects to pay the costs of administering the IRFD
with Allocated Tax Increment from the IRFD.

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 IRFD pursuant to the IFP, subject to amendment of the IFP.

The tax increment limit for the IRFD is initially established at $315.8 million. This limit
reflects the projected total Allocated Tax Increment of $157.9 miillion plus a contingency
factor of 100% to account for variables such as higher assessed values of taxable property
due to resales.

. Time Limits
The financing section must include the following time limits:

A date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan and all tax increment
allocations to the IRFD will end not to exceed 40 years from the date the ordinance forming
the IRFD is adopted or a later date specified in the ordinance on which the tax increment
allocation will begin.

For the IRFD, the following is the applicable time limit:

e Date on which the effectiveness of the infrastructure financing plan with respect to
the IRFD and all tax increment allocations to IRFD will end: the final day of the 40th
fiscal year after the fiscal year in which Allocated Tax Increment is first
allocated to the IRFD.



K. Cost, Revenue, and Fiscal Impact Analysis

The financing section must include an analysis of: (a) the costs to the City’s General Fund
for providing facilities and services to the IRFD while the IRFD 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 the IRFD.

1. Costs to the City’s General Fund for providing facilities and services to the IRFD while it
is being developed and after the IRFD is developed.

Estimates of costs to the City’s General Fund for providing facilities and services to the
IRFD, while it is being developed and after it is developed are detailed in Attachment 3:
“Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Update — Pier 70 Mixed Use Development
Project” and summarized in the following Exhibit B and Exhibit C, which are sourced
from Attachment 3. As shown, the annual cost to the City’'s General Fund to provide
services to the IRFD is estimated to approximate $138,000 in 2017 dollars. Service
costs during the construction period are also estimated at $138,000 annually in 2017
dollars. General Fund costs are comprised of costs to provide police, fire, and
emergency medical services to the project. The cost of maintaining and operating parks,
open spaces, and roads will not be funded by the General Fund. These costs will be
funded by a CFD services tax.

2. Taxes, fees, charges and other revenues expected to be received by the City’s General
Fund as a result of expected development in the IRFD.

Taxes, fees, charges and other revenues expected to be received by the City’s General
Fund as a result of expected development in the IRFD are detailed in Attachment 3:
“Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Update — Pier 70 Mixed Use Development
Project” and summarized in the following Exhibit C. As shown, upon stabilization, the
IRFD is anticipated to generate annually $386,400 of revenue to the City’s General
Fund.

As shown in Exhibit C, it is estimated that the IRFD will annually generate a net fiscal
surplus to the City’s General Fund of $248,400 per year expressed in 2017 dollars.

L. Plan for Financing Potential Costs for Projects Located in IRFD and Qualified for
Transit Priority Project Program

Currently, the projects to be developed within the boundaries of the IRFD have not been
qualified for the Transit Priority Project Program. However, to the extent that, in the future,
one or more of these projects is qualified for the Transit Priority Project Program, a plan for
financing any potential costs that may be incurred by reimbursing a developer of a project
may be established at that point in time.

M. Plan for Providing Replacement of Removed or Destroyed Low- or Moderate-Income
Dwelling Units and Relocation of Low- or Moderate-Income Persons or Families

There are no existing dwelling units within the area of the IRFD. Accordingly, inclusion of a
plan for providing replacement of dwelling units and relocation of persons or families is not
applicable to this IFP.



Exhibit B: Annual Service Costs During Development (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) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) (377,175) (466,786)  (532,781)  (699,767)  (744,419)  (849,000)
Fire/EMS (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000)
Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) (1,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781) (1,552,767) (1,597,419) (1,702,000)
20th/lllinois

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (52,000)  (52,000)  (52,000) (52,000)  (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000)
Fire/EMS {52,000) {52,000) (52,000) {52,000} {52,000) (52,000} (52,000) (52,000} (52,000) (52,000) {(52,000)
Total, 20th/lllinois (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) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000)
IRFD

Hoedown Yard

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (69,000)  (69,000)  (69,000)  (69,000)  (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000)
Fire/EMS {69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000} (69,000} (69,000} {69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000}
Total, 20th/lllinois (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000)  (138,000) (138,000)  (138,000)  (138,000)
TOTAL IRFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) {138,000) (138,000) {138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000)
TOTAL, SERVICE COSTS (1,128,364) (1,212,608) (1,295,072) (1,323,817) (1,323,817) (1,472,175) (1,561,786) (1,627,781) (1,794,767) (1,839,419) (1,944,000)
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Exhibit C: Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $)

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SuD
Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total
Annual General Revenue
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44.000 7,053,000
Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline (82,347,800 ($105,400) ($2,453,200) ($96,600) ($2.549 800)
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10,199,200
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments
Roads Funded by Project Assessments
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000)
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000)
Subtotal, Services ($1,702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000)
NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 $8,256,200
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000
SF Cnty Transportation Auth’y Sales Tax $386,000 $48.000 434,000 $65,000 499,000
Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000
Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $19,581,000 $3,111,000 $22,692,000
TOTAL, Net General + Other Revenues $25,789,200 $2,666,600 $28,455,800 $3,489,400 $31,946,200

(1) Until project infrastructure costs are fuily 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.
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Rider #1
PROJECTION OF ALLOCATED TAX INCREMENT, IRFD (HOEDOWN YARD)

FY 2017/18 Base Year - $0
FY 2024/25' $1,830,000
FY 2025/26 $1,867,000
FY 2026/27 $2,748,000
FY 2027/28 $2,803,000
FY 2028/29 $2,859,000
FY 2029/30 $2,917,000
FY 2030/31 $2,975,000
FY 2031/32 $3,034,000
FY 2032/33 $3,095,000
FY 2033/34 $3,157,000
FY 2034/35 $3,220,000
FY 2035/36 $3,285,000
FY 2036/37 $3,350,000
FY 2037/38 $3,417,000
FY 2038/39 $3,486,000
FY 2039/40 $3,555,000
FY 2040/41 $3,626,000
FY 2041/42 $3,699,000
FY 2042/43 $3,773,000
FY 2043/44 $3,848,000
FY 2044/45 $3,925,000
FY 2045/46 $4,004,000
FY 2046/47 $4,084,000
FY 2047/48 $4,166,000
FY 2048/49 $4,249,000
FY 2049/50 $4,334,000

' For purposes of illustration only. The actual commencement date for Allocated Tax Increment to the
IRFD will be the date the ordinance forming the IRFD is adopted or a later date specified in the ordinance
on which the tax increment allocation will begin.
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Rider #1 Continued

FY 2050/51 $4,421,000
FY 2061/52 $4,509,000
FY 2052/53 $4,599,000
FY 2053/54 $4,691,000
FY 2054/55 $4,785,000
FY 2055/56 $4,881,000
FY 2056/57 $4,978,000
FY 2057/58 $5,078,000
FY 2058/59 $5,179,000
FY 2059/60 $5,283,000
FY 2060/61 $5,389,000
FY 2081/62 $5,496,000
FY 2062/63 $5,606,000
FY 2063/64 $5,718,000

Cumulative Total, Rounded

$157,919,000
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Table 1

Sources and Uses of Funds

Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)
Port of San Francisco

Total 2017/18 Total Nominal Base Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7
Dollars Dollars FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25

Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IRFD
General Fund 100% $70,169,875 $157,921,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,830,400
Annual Total $70,169,875 $157,921,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,830,400
IRFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $70,169,875 $157,921,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,830,400
Bond Proceeds $18,263,334 $22,209,740 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,200,399 _$0
Total Sources of Funds $88,433,209 $180,131,340 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,200,399 $1,830,400
IRFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $33,158,008 $61,717,349 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,407,983
Affordable Housing $18,969,149 $23,091,174 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,200,399 $422 417
General Fund [1] $36,306,052 $95,322,818 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Uses of Funds $88,433,209 $180,131,340 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,200,399 $1,830,400
Net IRFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Notes

[1] Excess tax increment is allocated to the General Fund.
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Table 1

Sources and Uses of Funds

infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)
Port of San Francisco

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17

FY 25/26 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
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IRFD
General Fund 100% $1,867,000 $2,748,400 $2,803,300 $2,859,400 $2,916,600 $2,974,900 $3,034,400 $3,095100 $3,157,000 $3,220,100
Annual Total $1,867,000 $2,748,400 $2,803,300 $2,859,400 $2,916,600 $2,974,900 $3,034,400 $3,095,100 $3,157,000 $3,220,100
IRFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $1,867,000 $2,748,400 $2,803,300 $2,859,400 $2,916,600 $2,974,900 $3,034,400 $3,095,100 $3,157,000 $3,220,100
Bond Proceeds $7,009,342 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $8,876,342 $2,748,400 $2,803,300 $2,859,400 $2,916,600 $2,974,900 $3,034,400 $3,095100 $3,157,000 $3,220,100
IRFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $1,407,983 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245
Affordable Housing $7,468,359 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
General Fund [1] $0 $691,155 $746,055 $802,155 $859,355 $917,655 $977,155 $1,037,855 $1,099,755 $1,162,855
Total Uses of Funds $8,876,342 $2,748,400 $2,803,300 $2,859,400 $2,916,600 $2,974,900 $3,034,400 $3,095,100 $3,157,000 $3,220,100
Net IRFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0
Notes

[1] Excess tax increment is allocated to the General Fund.
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Table 1

Sources and Uses of Funds

Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)
Port of San Francisco

Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 Year 21 Year 22 Year 23 Year 24 Year 25 Year 26 Year 27

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
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IRFD
General Fund 100% $3,284,600 $3,350,200 $3,417,200 $3,485,600 $3,555,300 $3,626,400 $3,698,900 $3,772,900 $3,848,400 $3,925,300
Annual Total $3,284,600 $3,350,200 $3,417,200 $3,485,600 $3,555,300 $3,626,400 $3,698,900 $3,772,900 $3,848,400 $3,925,300
IRFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $3,284,600 $3,350,200 $3,417,200 $3,485,600 $3,555,300 $3,626,400 $3,698,900 $3,772,900 $3,848,400 $3,925,300
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $3,284,600 $3,350,200 $3,417,200 $3,485,600 $3,555,300 $3,626,400 $3,698,900 $3,772,900 $3,848,400 $3,925,300
IRFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245
Affordable Housing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
General Fund [1] $1,227,355 $1,292,955 $1,359,955 $1,428355 $1,498,055 $1,569,155 $1,641,655 $1,715655 $1,791,155 $1,868,055
Total Uses of Funds $3,284,600 $3,350,200 $3,417,200 $3,485,600 $3,555,300 $3,626,400 $3,698,900 $3,772,900 $3,848,400 $3,925,300
Net IRFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Notes

[1] Excess tax increment is allocated to the General Fund.
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Table 1

Sources and Uses of Funds

Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)
Port of San Francisco

Year 28 Year 29 Year 30 Year 31 Year 32 Year 33 Year 34 Year 35 Year 36 Year 37

FY 45/46 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
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IRFD
General Fund 100% $4 003,800 $4,083,900 $4,165600 $4,248900 $4,333,900 $4,420,600 $4,509,000 $4,599,200 $4,691,100 $4,785,000
Annual Total $4,003,800 $4,083,900 $4,165,600 $4,248,900 $4,333,900 $4,420,600 $4,509,000 $4,599,200 $4,691,100 $4,785,000
IRFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $4,003,800 $4,083,900 $4,165600 $4,248,900 $4,333,900 $4,420,600 $4,509,000 $4,599,200 $4,691,100 $4,785,000
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $4,003,800 $4,083,900 $4,165,600 $4,248,900 $4,333,900 $4,420,600 $4,509,000 $4,599,200 $4,691,100 $4,785,000
IRFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $2,057,245 $649,262
Affordable Housing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
General Fund [1] $1,946,555 $2,026,655 $2,108,355 $2,191,655 $2,276,655 $2,363,355 $2,451,755 $2,541,955 $2,633,855 $4,135,738
Total Uses of Funds $4,003,800 $4,083,900 $4,165,600 $4,248,900 $4,333,900 $4,420,600 $4,509,000 $4,599,200 $4,691,100 $4,785,000
Net IRFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Notes

[1] Excess tax increment is allocated to the General Fund.
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Table 1

Sources and Uses of Funds

Infrastructure Financing Plan

Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)
Port of San Francisco

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

FY 55156 FY 56/57 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60  FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63 FY 63/64
Available Property /Possessory Interest Tax Increment Revenue to IRFD
General Fund 100% $4,880,700 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 $5,179,400 $5,283,000 $5,388,700 $5,496,400 $5,606,400 $5,718,500
Annual Total $4,880,700 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 $5,179,400 $5,283,000 $5,388,700 $5496,400 $5606,400 $5,718,500
IRFD Sources of Funds
Annual Tax Increment $4,880,700 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 $5,179,400 $5,283,000 $5,388,700 $5,496,400 $5,606,400 $5,718,500
Bond Proceeds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Sources of Funds $4,880,700 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 $5,179,400 $5,283,000 $5,388,700 $5,496,400 $5,606,400 $5,718,500
IRFD Uses of Funds
Bond Debt Service $649,262 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Affordable Housing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
General Fund [1] $4,231,438 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 $5,179,400 $5283,000 $5,388,700 $5,496,400 $5,606,400 $5,718,500
Total Uses of Funds $4,880,700 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 $5,179,400 $5,283,000 $5,388,700 $5,496,400 $5,606,400 $5,718,500
Net IRFD Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Notes

[1] Excess tax increment is allocated to the General Fund.
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Table 2
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection

infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)

Port of San Francisco

FY 26/27

Property Tax Projection NPV FY 24725
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $283,388
Property Tax Increment at 1% 10% $108,638,914 $2,833,875
Property Tax Distributed to IRFD
General Fund 84.59% $70,169,875 $1,830,400
Total 64.59% $70,169,875 $1,830,400

$425,515
$4,255,148

$2,748,400

$2,748,400
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Table 2
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection

Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)

Port of San Francisco

Property Tax Projection NPV FY 34/35

FY 36/37 FY 40/41 FY 41/42 FY 42/43 FY 43/44
Incremental AV on Tax Roli ($1,000s) $498,545 $518,687 $561,449 $572,674 $584,131 $595,820
Property Tax increment at 1% 1.0% $108,638,914 $4,985,447 $5,186,871 $5,614,491 $5726,738 $5,841,307 $5,958,198
Property Tax Distributed to IRFD
General Fund 84.59% $70,169,875 $3,220,100 $3,350,200 $3,626,400 $3,698,900 $3,772,900 $3,848,400
Total 64.59% $70,169,875 $3,220,100 $3,350,200 $3,626,400 $3,698,900 $3,772,900 $3,848,400
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Table 2
Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection

Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)

Port of San Francisco

Property Tax Projection NPV FY 44/45 FY 46/47 FY 51/52 FY 52/53 FY 53/54
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $607,726 $632,281 $698,096 $712,061 $726,289
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1,0% $108,638,914 $6,077,257 $6,322,805 $6,980,957 $7,120,607 $7,262,889
Property Tax Distributed to IRFD
General Fund 64.59% $70,169,875 $3,925,300 $4,083,900 $4,5609,000 $4,599,200 $4,691,100
Total 64.59% $70,169,875 $3,925,300 $4,083,900 $4,509,000 $4,599,200 $4,691,100
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Tabie 2

Assessed Value and Property Tax Projection
Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District No. 2 (Hoedown Yard)

Port of San Francisco

Property Tax Projection

NPV

FY 54/55 FY 55/56

FY 56/57 FY 57/58 FY 58/59 FY 59/60 FY 60/61 FY 61/62 FY 62/63 FY 63/64
Incremental AV on Tax Roll ($1,000s) $740,827 $755,643 $770,754 $786,159 $801,889 $817,928 $834,293 $850,968 $867,998 $885,354
Property Tax Increment at 1% 1.0% $108,638,914 $7,408,268 $7,556,433 $7,707,540 $7,861,588 $8,018,888 $8,179,285 $8,342,932 $8,509,676 $8,679,981 $8,853,538
Property Tax Distributed to IRFD
General Fund B4.59 $70,169,875 $4,785,000 $4,880,700 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 $5179,400 $5,283,000 $5388,700 $5496,400 $5606,400 $5,718,500
Total 64.59% $70,169,875 $4,785,000 $4,880,700 $4,978,300 $5,077,800 §$5,179,400 $5,283,000 $5,388,700 $5496,400 $5606,400 $5,718,500
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Attachment 1:

Facilities Map and Description

Facilities Map

Under the Disposition and Development Agreement between the City and County of San
Francisco and FC Pier 70, LLC (“Developer”), the Developer must deliver three completed
affordable housing parcels suitable to accommodate new residential buildings, and supporting
infrastructure and amenities, that will accommodate not less than 321 below-market-rate
(“BMR”) residential units. The Developer has preliminarily selected, and the Port and the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (‘MOHCD?”) have approved Parcel
C1B, Parcel C2A, and Parcel K South as the affordable housing parcels. If the Port and
MOHCD subsequently approve other parcels as the affordable housing parcels, then
Attachment 1 shall be deemed to have been amended to reflect such alternative parcels.

Pier 70 Parcelization Plan
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Affordable Housing Facilities

Description of Facilities

Parcel C2A:
¢ New residential building with supporting infrastructure and amenities designed to
accommodate 105 BMR residential units and to support typical affordable housing unit



sizes, an appropriate mix of bedrooms, and requirements for additional supportive space
at the ground floor.

Projected Affordability Level: Units will be affordable to households at 60% of area
median income or below

Delivery Term: Phase | of Pier 70 mixed-use project (estimated 2018-2019)

Estimated Cost: $32-$33 million (in 2017 $)

Parcel K South (PKS):

New residential building with supporting infrastructure and amenities designed to
accommodate 80 BMR residential units and to support typical affordable housing unit
sizes, an appropriate mix of bedrooms, and requirements for additional supportive space
at the ground floor.

Projected Affordability Level: Units will be affordable to households at 60% of area
median income or below

Delivery Term: Phase Il of Pier 70 mixed-use project (estimated 2022-2024)

Estimated Cost: $25 million (in 2017 $)

Parcel C1B:

New residential building with supporting infrastructure and amenities designed to
accommodate 138 BMR residential units and to support typical affordable housing unit
sizes, an appropriate mix of bedrooms, and requirements for additional supportive space
at the ground floor.

Projected Affordability Level: Units will be affordable to households at 60% of area
median income or below

Delivery Term: Phase Il of Pier 70 mixed-use project (estimated 2026-2028)

Estimated Cost: $43 million (in 2017 $)

The timing, affordability levels, costs, and unit counts described are preliminary and may
change; no amendment of this IFP shall be required to reflect any such changes as long as the
Facilities meet the requirements of Section 53369.3(c) of the IRFD Law.
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION
FOR
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, INFRASTRUCTURE AND REVITALIZATION FINANCING
DISTRICT NO. 2 (HOEDOWN YARD)

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

BEING ALL THOSE PARCELS OF LAND AS SHOWN ON THAT CERTAIN MAP ENTITLED, “RECORD OF SURVEY NO.
6938, OF THE LANDS DESCRIBED IN DEEDS 819 O.R. 494, 820 O.R. 473, 1174 O.R. 371, 1205 O.R. 140 AND
B458 O.R. 150, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA”, RECORDED FEBRUARY 27, 2012 IN
BOOK DD OF MAPS, PAGES 198 AND 199, OFFICIAL RECORDS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PG&E PARCEL- APN: 4110-008A

BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET (80 FEET WIDE), AND THE
NORTHERLY LINE OF 22™° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID LINE OF ILLINOIS
STREET, 329.00 FEET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE EASTERLY 200.00 FEET TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF
MICHIGAN STREET (80 FEET WIDE); THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID LINE OF MICHIGAN
STREET 329.00 FEET TO SAID NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE WESTERLY
ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET, 200.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY LINE OF ILLINOIS STREET AND SAID POINT
OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 65,800 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PG&E PARCEL- APN: 4120-002

BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF MICHIGAN STREET (80 FEET WIDE), AND THE
NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET (66 FEET WIDE); THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID LINE OF MICHIGAN
STREET, 270.00 FEET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE EASTERLY 240.00 FEET TO CENTER LINE OF FORMER
GEORGIA STREET (80 FEET WIDE), CLOSED PER RESOLUTION NOS. 1376 AND 10787; THENCE AT A RIGHT
ANGLE SOUTHERLY, 270.00 FEET TO SAID NORTHERLY LINE OF 22"° STREET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE
WESTERLY ALONG SAID LINE OF 22"° STREET, 240.00 FEET TO SAID EASTERLY LINE OF MICHIGAN STREET AND
SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 64,800 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

IRFD PCLS_HOEDOWN AREA.docx
09-13-17
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Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis Update — Pier 70 Mixed Use Development Project
(See Attached)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report updates a 2013 evaluation of the fiscal feasibility of proposed development at Pier
70. The Project consists of three areas evaluated in this report: 1) the Pier 70 28-Acre
Waterfront Site (the “Waterfront Site”); 2) the Port-owned property at 20" Street and Illinois
Street (20"/1llinois); and 3) the PG&E-owned parcel further south known as the Hoedown Yard.
The entire Project area encompasses the 69-acre Pier 70 Special Use District (“SUD”).

The Project’s Finance Plan includes the creation of two Mello-Roos financing districts, the
designation of additional sub-project areas to an existing Infrastructure Financing District (“IFD”)
that includes the Waterfront Site and ZOth/IIIinois parcels; and an Infrastructure Revitalization
Financing District (IRFD) covering the Hoedown Yard. The districts will utilize portions of Project-
generated property tax to fund Project infrastructure and affordable housing. To establish an
IFD and IRFD, Port policies require the preparation of analysis to demonstrate that “the project

area will result in a net economic benefit to the City.”*

This update reports the number of jobs
and direct and indirect financial benefits to the City, construction costs, available funding to pay
project costs, ongoing operating and maintenance costs and public revenues, and debt service.
The estimates are based on one possible development scenario; actual results will depend on
future market conditions and the timing, mix and value of new development and the costs for

infrastructure and facilities.

The Port of San Francisco (“Port”) owns the Waterfront Site, which it plans to develop in
partnership with FC Pier 70, LLC (“Forest City”). The Port also owns the 20"/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.

' 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}
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FISCAL BENEFITS

The Pier 70 Waterfront Site, 20"/illinois Street parcel and the Hoedown Yard will create
approximately $8.3 million in new, annual ongoing general tax revenues to the City net of tax
increment, after deducting direct service costs, as described in Chapter 3. Additional one-time
revenues, including construction-related sales tax and gross receipts tax, total $7.5 million. A
portion of Project-generated property taxes will help to pay for Project infrastructure and

facilities. Special taxes paid by the Project will help fund public services.

Development impact fees to fund infrastructure improvements Citywide and to serve the
Project total an estimated $184.1 million. Certain development fees, including Jobs Housing
Linkage fees and Affordable Housing In-lieu fees, will help to fund affordable housing at the

Project.

The new general revenues will fund direct services needed by the Project, including police and
fire/EMS services. Other services, including maintenance and security of parks, open space, road
maintenance, and transit shuttle services will be funded directly by tenants of new Project
vertical development. The estimated $8.3 million in net City general revenues, after deducting
service costs and Charter-mandated baseline allocations of general revenues, will be available to
the City to fund improved or expanded Citywide infrastructure and services. Chapter 3 further

describes fiscal revenue and expenditures estimates.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS
The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect economic benefits to the City and the

Port. These benefits include a range of economic benefits such as new jobs, economic activity,

and increased public and private expenditures as described in Chapter 5 and summarized below:

* 6,100 new jobs, plus another 5,300 additional indirect and induced jobs, for a total of

11,400 jobs in San Francisco resulting from new businesses and employees.

e $2.1 billion of construction activity over a period of 15 to 20 years (including
infrastructure and building development), resulting in 16,800 direct, indirect and

induced construction-related job-years during construction.

* QOver 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.
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DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT

The Port of San Francisco, as property owner, will participate in and benefit financially from
development and ongoing leasing activities at the Project. Direct benefits totaling an estimated
$178 million in net present value (NPV, 2017 $$) are described in Chapter 5 and include
participation in financial returns, tax increment and special taxes generated by new

development.

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES

The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access and open space, and a network of
landscaped pedestrian connections and bicycle networks. These facilities will benefit San
Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and attraction of businesses,

employees, and residents.

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS

Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of
the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support
business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant
and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of
historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the
Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization,
employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic maritime facilities and structures,
improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improvements to Port
property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City-

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

The Project will be constructed over a period of 10 to 15 years (including infrastructure and
building development), depending on future economic conditions and market demand. The
Project and its development costs total an estimated $2.1 billion, as described below. The
Developer will be responsible for development of the Project; Chapter 2 further describes

sources of development funding.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project proposes a mixed-use development, with the ability for certain parcels to be
constructed as either residential or commercial uses. For purposes of this analysis, a “midpoint”
scenario is analyzed, which assumes a roughly equivalent distribution of residential and
commercial uses. Taken together, the Pier 70 28-Acre Site and the 20"/lllinois Street Parcels are
in the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD) and comprise the Pier 70 Infrastructure Financing
District (IFD). The Pier 70 SUD also includes the PG&E “Hoedown Yard”, which constitutes a

separate Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD).

The scenario evaluated in the fiscal and economic analysis includes the following uses for the

total Project:

Office —For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes construction of 1.4 million gross square

feet of office.

Retail, Arts and Light Industrial — For the purpose of analysis, this report assumes that 281,800
gross square feet of Retail, Arts and Light Industrial uses are constructed within the SUD. The

uses are divided between traditional retail, and arts, culture and light industrial uses.

The traditional retail space includes restaurants and cafes, businesses and financial services,

convenience items, and personal services.

The Arts and Light Industrial space will be oriented towards small-scale local production, arts
and cultural uses, small business incubator uses, and other publically accessible and activating
uses. The space will provide low-cost 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.
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Affordable Housing— The Pier 70 Waterfront Site will provide 20% of rental units as inclusionary
affordable units, producing about 177 affordable units. As noted above, additional sites will be

dedicated to affordable housing and accommodate an additional 322 affordable units.

All condominiums, including those on the lllinois Street parcels, are assumed to pay in-lieu fees

representing 28% of total condo units. These fees will help fund onsite affordable housing.

Parking — The number of parking spaces will be depend on the actual mix of uses constructed.

The fiscal and economic analysis assumes approximately 1,900 parking spaces.

CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND ASSESSED VALUE

Table 1 summarizes development costs totaling approximately $2.1 billion,” which will occur
over 15 to 20 years of buildout (infrastructure and buildings) depending on future market
conditions. These values provide the basis for estimates of various revenues and economic

impacts.

Table 1 Summary of Construction Costs and Assessed Value (2017 $5)

Item Development Cost Assessed Value

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Infrastructure $260,535,000 inc. in bldg.value
Arts, Light Industrial (1) $29,647,000 $14,391,000
Office (1) $636,626,000 $728,073,000
Residential $768,753,000 $990,362,000
Total $1,695,561,000 $1,732,826,000
20th/lllinois
Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs  inc. in bldg.value
Residential $159,730,000 $225,345,000
Total $159,730,000 $225,345,000

Hoedown Yard

infrastructure see Pier 70 costs  inc. in bldg.value
Residential $220,548,000 $311,146,000
Total $220,548,000 $311,146,000
TOTAL $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000
(1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses.
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value.
Sources: Forest City, Port of San Francisco, Berkson Associates 8/31/17

2 g -
Hard and soft development costs; land value included in assessed value.
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2. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT

As described in the prior chapter, development costs are anticipated to total $2.1 billion over
the course of Project buildout. Several financing mechanisms and funding sources will assure

development of the Project as summarized in this section.

HORIZONTAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE &
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT

Under the Development and Disposition Agreement (“DDA”), Forest City will be responsible for
horizontal development of the Waterfront Site, consisting of construction of infrastructure and
other public facilities and site preparation for vertical development. The Port will reimburse
Forest City for these infrastructure, public facility, and site preparation costs, including design
and planning expenditures related to these improvements. Vertical construction of buildings will

be the responsibility of the Developer.
Project-based sources of funding and/or reimbursement include the following:

* Prepaid ground rent that vertical developers pay to Forest City for improved and
entitled land;

e Net sales proceeds of the Port’s public offering of a portion of the 20"/Illinois Street

parcels adjacent to the Waterfront Site;

* Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) bond proceeds secured by CFD special
taxes and tax increment — CFD bonds are expected to be the primary public financing

mechanism for the funding of infrastructure costs.

* CFD special taxes not required for debt service may be used to fund Horizontal
Development Costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis. Special taxes could also fund a reserve
for unanticipated increases in horizontal development costs or to fund planning and

studies to develop plans for Shoreline Protection Facilities.

¢ Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) — The Board of Supervisors has previously formed
a Port-wide IFD and a sub-project area over the Historic Core leasehold. The IFD would
be authorized to pledge tax increment from the sub-project area to secure bonds issued
by the CFD and to issue bonds secured by tax increment from the sub-project area for
the purpose of infrastructure and public facilities construction. Tax increment includes

the local and State portions of the tax increment from taxable parcels in the Waterfront
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Site. Tax increment from the sub-project area not required for debt service may be used

to fund horizontal development Costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis.

* Infrastructure Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) -- The IRFD will allow the capture
of property tax increment for affordable housing and to reimburse the Developer for
eligible public infrastructure expenses. The tax increment only includes the local share
of property taxes. Under the IRFD, the district will collect pay-go taxes up until the final
bond is issued, and tax increment necessary to service bond debt, debt service coverage
and bond reserves. Subsequently, any tax increment in excess of amounts required to

service debt and fulfill requirements of bond covenants will flow to the General Fund.

¢ Condominium Facility Tax -- This is a CFD special tax that will be assessed on
condominium units to initially provide an additional source of funding to pay for

infrastructure and later available to the City to fund shoreline protection facilities.

¢ Shoreline Tax — A CFD special tax that will be assessed on all leased properties to fund

shoreline improvements by the Port.

In addition to the CFD funding for infrastructure and public facilities, as noted in the Chapter 3
fiscal analysis, CFD special taxes will be paid by new vertical development to fund a range of
public services including parks and open space, street cleaning and street/sidewalk

maintenance.

VERTICAL DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT SITE & SPECIAL
USE DISTRICT

Building developers will be responsible for all costs and funding of vertical construction of
buildings.

One exception is Building E4. An arts special tax will be assessed to help the fund construction of
the E4 building, which is designated for arts/innovation/maker uses. The building would not be

financially feasible without the additional funding.
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS:
FUNDING OF INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE
& PUBLIC SERVICES

Development of the Project will create new public infrastructure, including streets, parks and
open space that will require ongoing maintenance. As described below, service costs will be
funded through special taxes paid by new development. Other required public services,
inciuding additional police, fire and emergency medical services (EMS), will be funded by

increased General Fund revenues from new development supplemented by charges for services.

Table 2 summarizes total annual general revenues created by the Project Project, excluding tax
increment allocated to the IFD and IRFD. After deducting service costs, $8.3 million is generated

annually to the General Fund. Additional restricted revenues will be generated.

Table 2 Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures (2017 $$)

— IFD_ . S
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SubD
Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total
Annual General Revenue
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7,053,000
Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline ($2,347.800) ($105.400) ($2.453,200) ($96.600) ($2,549.800)
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10,199,200
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments
Roads Funded by Project Assessments
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000)
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000)
Subtotal, Services ($1,702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000)
NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 $8,256,200
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 $48.000 434,000 $65.000 499,000
Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000
Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $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 inciude the State's share that currently is
distributed to ERAF. The IRFD (Hoedown Yard parcels) will only receive the General Fund share to pay for Project costs.

8/31/17
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Table 3 summarizes one-time fees and revenues. The impact fee revenue will be dedicated and
legally required to fund infrastructure and facilities targeted by each respective fee. In the case
of Transit Impact Development Fees, the revenue will offset facility costs (i.e., additional buses)
directly attributable to Project. Jobs-Housing and Affordable Housing Fees paid by the Pier 70
development 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
BT iy T o &

Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact Fees (1)
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000
Affordable Housing-- §415 (1) $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000 5,798,000
TSF - §411A and TIDF-§411.3 (3) $40,530,000 $2.414,000 42,944,000 $3,207,000 46,151,000

Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000
Other One-Time Revenues
Construction Sales Tax (1% Gen'l Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 $351,000 4,081,000 $0 4,081,000

Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000

Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184,113,000

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017.
(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses.
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF.

MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE COSTS

SERVICE COSTS DURING DEVELOPMENT

During development, the construction of new infrastructure will trigger a need for public
services. Table 4 estimates service costs by area during development, based on:
* No service costs will be incurred by the City prior to occupancy of buildings; the

Developer will be responsible for facility maintenance prior to acceptance by the City.
* Parks and open space will be funded by assessments paid by building owners.
*  Fire/EMS costs will be incurred prior to initial occupancy to provide ambulance services.

* Roads will require minor and major maintenance over time; these costs will be funded

by special taxes paid by building owners.
* Police costs are phased as new development and occupancy occurs.

Actual costs will depend on the level of future service demands, and Citywide needs by City

departments at the time of development and occupancy.

8/31/17
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Area/Service 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

IFD

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

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

Fire/EMS (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000 (853,000) (853,000) (853,000} (853,000) (853,000) (853,000) (853,000)
Total, Pier 70 (886,364) (970,608) (1,053,072) (1,081,817) (1,081,817) (1,230,175) (1,319,786) (1,385,781) (1,552,767) (1,597,419) (1,702,000)

20th/lllinois

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) {52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000)

Fire/EMS (52,000) (52,000} {52,000} (52,000) (52,000) (52,000) (52,000} {(52,000) (52,000} (52,000) (52,000}
Total, 20th/lllinois (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) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000)

IRFD

Hoedown Yard

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000)

Fire/EMS (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000} {69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000} (69,000} (69,000) (69,000)
Total, 20th/lllinois (138,000} (138,000) (138,000) (138,000} (138,000) (138,000) (138,000} (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000}
TOTAL IRFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000} (138,000}

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

8/31/17



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
August 31, 2017

Public Open Space

The Pier 70 SUD will include approximately 9 acres of public parks and open spaces.’ All of the
Waterfront Site’s at-grade parks and open spaces will be owned by, and will remain under the
jurisdiction of, the Port and subject to conditions of the BCDC major permit applicable to

portions of the Waterfront Site.

Maintenance of the parks and open spaces will be funded by special taxes imposed on Vertical
Developers by a maintenance CFD upon issuance of Certificates of Occupancy. Preliminary
estimates of annual maintenance costs to be funded by the special taxes total approximately
$2.9 million. The costs include administration, maintenance, and utility costs required for parks,
open space and hardscape improvements, and roads.* The costs include long-term, “life-cycle”

replacement of facilities, including major surface reconstruction of roads.

Police

The SFPD will respond to police needs and calls for service generated by the Project. The Project
area is located within the Bayview District of San Francisco Police Department (SFPD). The Port
currently contracts with the SFPD to provide two officers that respond to calls for service on
Port property. It is assumed that this current level of service by the contracted officers will

continue.

The draft EIR states that the addition of Project residents and employees would require an
additional patrol unit, which typically consist of up to five officers on staggered shifts.’ Police
staffing increases are expected to occur over the next several years to meet the City Charter
mandate for the number of sworn police officers; this increase will help to address needs
created during development and at buildout of the Project.

Based on five officers at an average cost of $189,000 per officer, the additional annual cost at
buildout would total approximately $968,700. This cost includes employee taxes and benefits,
overtime and backfill during vacation, equipment, and the annual capitalized acquisition and

maintenance cost of vehicles.®

Increased police costs will be offset by increases in General Fund revenues generated during
Project development and at buildout.

* Notice of Preparation, May 6, 2015, pg. 4
* Maintenance Cost Projections 7/21/17, correspondence from Port of SF, 8/30/17.
DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-1, Dec. 21, 2016.

® Email correspondence from Carolyn Welch, Budget Manager San Francisco Police Dept., to Sarah
Dennis-Phillips, San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Sept. 21, 2016.
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Fire and EMS

The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) deploys services from the closest station with
available resources, supplemented by additional resources based on the nature of the call. The
Project Site is within the first response area for Fire Station No. 37 in Battalion 10 located in the
Potrero Hill neighborhood, about 0.75 miles west of the project site. Other stations within
Battalion that would respond include Stations 4, 9, 17, 25 and 42; additional stations would
respond if needed. Ambulances are “dynamically” deployed around the City depending on

forecasts of need at any given time.

According to the draft EIR, the addition of Project residents and employees would require an
additional ambulance, under both a Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenario.’
Ambulances are staffed with an EMT and a paramedic who provide pre-hospital advanced
medical and trauma care.B For coverage 24/7, a fully staffed ambulance would require a total of
3.5 EMTs and 3.5 paramedics, at a total cost of $1,248,300 including taxes and benefits, and

including the annualized capital and maintenance cost for an ambulance.’

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

SFMTA

The Pier 70 SUD Transportation Plan provides a comprehensive transportation program to guide
design, development, and eventual operation of transportation elements of the Project. The
transportation plan presents goals, principles, and strategies to meet the travel demand needs
of the site with an array of transportation options that meets the City’s future mobility and

sustainability goals.™

A shuttle service is a key component of the Project. The shuttle would connect the Pier 70 SUD
to regional transit hubs, like the Transbay Transit Center and 16" Street / Mission Street BART

station. The service would be operated and maintained by a Pier 70 Transportation

d DEIR, Section 4.L., Impact PS-2, Dec. 21, 2016.
P DEIR, Section 4.L., pg. 4.L.7, Dec. 21, 2016.

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

1% pier 70 Transportation Plan Draft, 1/9/16.
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Management Agency (TMA).!! The TMA is likely to contract with a third-party shuttle operator.
Fees collected from tenants of the Project would fund the shuttle service, which would be free
to riders. Preliminary estimates indicate annual costs of approximately $700,000 annually for

operation of seven vehicles, a transportation coordinator, marketing and other costs.*

No changes to Muni system routes are proposed as a part of the project. Muni capital needs and
operations would be funded through a combination of local, State and Federal sources as well as
from fee revenues. Specific service increases and related funding have not been determined at

this point in time.

DPW

The Project will create new roadway connections, and improve existing streets. All streets will
have sidewalks, streetscape and street trees. Signalization improvements will be required.
Special taxes imposed on Vertical Developers by a maintenance CFD will fund maintenance of
streetscape improvements, landscaping and road maintenance. The CFD services budget
includes both ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic “life cycle” costs for repair

AT £ 13
and replacement of facilities over time.

Public Health

Depending on the outcome of ongoing debates regarding the Affordable Care Act, it is possible
that current revenues to the Dept. of Public Health could be reduced. The new residents added
by the Project could increase demands on public health facilities, including San Francisco
General, and incur additional costs not estimated in the current analysis. Funding for these costs

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

PUBLIC REVENUES

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

assumptions and methodologies employed to estimate each revenue.

"' DEIR, pg. 4.€.44, Dec. 21, 2016.
2R Berkson correspondence with Kelly Pretzer, Forest City, 10/18/16.

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

The City Charter requires that a certain share of various General Fund revenues be allocated to
specific programs. An estimated 20 percent of revenue is shown deducted from General Fund
discretionary revenues generated by the Project (in addition to the share of parking revenues
dedicated to MTA, shown separately).* While these baseline amounts are shown as a
deduction, they represent an increase in revenue as a result of the Project to various City
programs whose costs aren’t necessarily directly affected by the Project, resulting in a benefit to

these services.

Possessory Interest and Property Taxes

Possessory interest tax or property tax at a rate of 1 percent of value will be collected from the
land and improvements associated with the Project.”” The development on parcels transferred
in fee will be charged property taxes, while the development on parcels under ground lease will
be charged a “possessory interest tax” in an amount equivalent to property tax. Parcels on the
Waterfront Site may be sold for residential condominium development. The 20"/lllinois Street

Parcel is assumed sold for condominium development.

The City receives up to $0.65 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected. The
State’s Education Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) receives $0.25 of every property or
possessory interest tax dollar collected, although the State of California has authorized the
capture of this tax increment through an IFD for purposes of furthering state interests at Pier 70,
pursuant to AB 1199." The DDA proposes to use IFD tax increment revenues, including the
ERAF share of tax increment, to fund predevelopment, horizontal development (site
preparation, infrastructure, and site-wide amenities), and the development of parks and open

space at the Waterfront Site. The IRFD on the Hoedown Yard will retain only the $0.65 portion.

The remaining $0.10 of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected, beyond the
City’s $0.65 share and the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing
entities, including the San Francisco Unified School District, City College of San Francisco, the
Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

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

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

> Ad valorem property taxes supporting general obligation bond debt in excess of this 1 percent amount
are excluded for purposes of this analysis. Such taxes require separate voter approval and proceeds are
payable only for uses approved by the voters.

= Assembly member Ammiano, Chapter 664 of the statutes of 2010.
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The DDA will provide that an 8 percent share of IFD taxes, not otherwise required for debt
services or other Project costs, may be utilized for Port capital improvements elsewhere within
Pier 70.

For the Waterfront Site and the 20™/lllinois Street Parcel, land (and the possessory interest in
the land), buildings, and other improvements will be assessed and taxed. In the event of the
sale of a parcel, the land will be assessed at the new transaction price; following development of
buildings (and their sale, if applicable) the property will be re-assessed. The County Assessor will
determine the assessed values; the estimates shown in this analysis are preliminary and may
increase depending on future economic conditions and the type, amount and future value of

development

The assessed value is assumed to grow at a 2 percent annual rate {(or at CPl, whichever is less) as
permitted by State law, unless a transaction occurs which would reset the assessed value to the
transaction price, or unless depreciation or adverse economic conditions negatively affect
assessed value. The analysis assumes that the overall growth in value, including increased

assessed value due to resales, will keep pace with inflation.

it is likely that taxes will also accrue during construction of infrastructure and individual

buildings, depending on the timing and method of assessment and tax levy.

Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees

The State budget converts a significant portion of former Motor Vehicle License Fee (VLF)
subventions, previously distributed by the State using a per-capita formula, into property tax
distributions. These distributions increase over time based on assessed value growth within
each jurisdiction. These revenues to the City are projected to increase proportionately to the

increase in the assessed value added by new development.

Sales Taxes
The City General Fund receives 1 percent of taxable sales. Sales taxes will be generated from

several Project-related sources:
* Sales at new retail and restaurant uses

* Taxable sales by other businesses, including those in the Arts and Industrial space. Sales
tax can also be generated by sales of businesses in the office space, but this has not

been estimated

* Taxable expenditures by new residents and commercial tenants at the Project which are

partially captured by retail and businesses at the Project
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In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in California, voter-
approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two special districts,
the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Public Financing
Authority (related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a portion of sales taxes
(0.50 and 0.25 percent, respectively) in addition to the 1 percent local portion. The City also
receives revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose of funding public safety-

related expenditures.

Sales Taxes from Construction
During the construction phases of the Project, one-time revenues will be generated by sales
taxes on construction materials and fixtures. Sales tax will be allocated directly to the City and

County of San Francisco in the same manner as described in the prior paragraph.

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

Hotel Room Tax (also known as Transient Occupancy Tax or TOT) will be generated when hotel
occupancies are enhanced by the commercial and residential uses envisioned for the Project.
The City currently collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However, given that no hotels are
envisioned for the Project (out-of-town visitors to the site will likely stay at hotels elsewhere in

the City), the impact will not be direct and is excluded from this analysis.

Parking Tax

The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parking spaces open to the public or
dedicated to commercial users. The tax is 25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The
revenue may be deposited to the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter
of City policy the SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax revenue; the other 20 percent is
available to the General Fund for allocation to special programs or purposes. This analysis
assumes that all new commercial parking spaces envisioned for the Project will generate parking
tax. This analysis does not include any off-site 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 15 years. For estimating purposes, it is assumed that sales are spread



Pier 70 Fiscal and Economic Analysis Update
August 31, 2017

evenly over every year, although it is more likely that sales will be sporadic. An average tax rate
has been applied to the average sales transactions to estimate the potential annual transfer tax
to the City. Actual amounts will vary depending on economic factors and the applicability of the

tax to specific transactions.

The residential units on the 20"/lllinois 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. Itis likely that the
majority of businesses in the retail, arts and light industrial (RALI) space will be small businesses

and therefore exempt from the gross receipts tax.

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The Project will generate a number of one-time City impact fees as a result of new development.

Reuse of existing buildings is assumed to be exempt from the impact fees. Fees include:

* Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Planning Code Sec. 413) — A fee per each new square foot of
commercial development to fund housing programs to meet affordable housing needs
generated by new employment by the Project’s commercial uses. These fees will help fund

affordable housing at the Project.

* Affordable Housing (Planning Code Sec. 415) —Condominiums on the site will meet
affordable housing requirements by paying the affordable housing fee representing 28%
percent of the market rate units. 20 percent of new rental developments will provide onsite
inclusionary affordable units

¢  Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414, 414A) — A fee per square foot will be paid by the office
and residential uses, applicable to the extent that childcare facilities are not provided on-

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

development pays 100 percent of the TSF fees.

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be
collected based on utility consumption and other factors. Other fees will include school impact
fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. The Project will also pay various

permit and inspection fees to cover City costs typically associated with new development
projects.
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4. DEBT LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CFD, IFD
AND IRFD

The Pier 70 Waterfront Site proposes to use a portion of newly created property tax funds from
the Project, collected through an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) on the Pier 70
Waterfront Site, and an Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District (IRFD) on Hoedown
Yard properties to help pay for the horizontal development costs required by the Project. The
IFD and IRFD obligations will be secured by property taxes (and possessory interest taxes) paid
by the Project lessees and property owners, and will not obligate the City's General Fund or the
Port's Harbor Fund. In the IFD, the property tax increment will be used to fund Project
infrastructure and/or to repay IFD bonds, or to pay debt service on CFD bonds, as described
below. In the IRFD, the property tax increment will be used to finance affordable housing and/or

to repay IRFD Bonds.

Although specific financing vehicles will be refined as the financial planning continues and
market conditions change, it is expected that the annual IFD revenues will fund debt service on
$397 million of net proceeds from bonds (nominal dollars). IRFD bond proceeds are estimated to
be approximately $45.9 million (nominal dollars). The actual amount of bonds issued could be
greater depending on the amount of tax increment generated in future years. For the purpose
of specifying debt issuance limits, a contingency has been added to the anticipated required

amounts and the amounts issued could be greater than the estimates noted above.

Although CFD bonds (paid by IFD revenues) currently are anticipated to be the primary source of
debt proceeds, the specific mix of CFD and IFD bonds will be determined based on future market

conditions, and on the appropriate mix necessary to minimize financing costs.

The formation documents for the (FD, IRFD and CFD, which are subject to approval by the Board
of Supervisors, clarify that the debt incurred under these districts are obligations of the districts,
and are not an obligation, responsibility or risk to the Port’s Harbor Fund and the City’s General

Fund.
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5. BENEFITS TO THE CITY AND PORT

The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect benefits to the City and the Port. These
benefits include tax revenues that exceed service costs, as well as a range of other economic

benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, and increased public and private expenditures.

FISCAL BENEFITS

As described in Chapter 3, the Project is anticipated to generate a net $8.3 million annual
general City tax revenues in excess of its estimated public service costs. These revenues would

be available for expansion of local and/or Citywide services and public facilities.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY

The construction of the Project on the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and lllinois Street Parcel and
future economic activity of businesses and households that will occupy the Project will create
short-term construction spending and jobs, as well as longer-term, permanent jobs and
economic activity in San Francisco. The economic analysis provides estimates of these benefits,
including the “multiplier” effects from expenditures by new businesses and households that in
turn generate more business to suppliers and other industries supporting the new businesses at
the Project.

Table 5 summarizes the potential economic benefits of the Project. The following analysis

provides a description of the types of benefits and an “order of magnitude” of benefits.
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Table 5 Summary of Economic Impacts (2017 $5)

IFD IRFD
Pier 70 28-acre

Impact Category Waterfront Site  20th/lllinois Hoedown Yard TOTAL
Ongoing Project Employment
Direct 6,050 30 10 6,090
Indirect 1,850 10 0 1,860
Induced 3,380 20 10 3,410

Total Employment 11,280 60 20 11,360
Annual Economic Qutput
Direct $1,722,251,000 $8,095,000 $3,501,000 $1,733,847,000
Indirect 516,451,000 2,427,000 1,050,000 519,928,000
Induced 616,257,000 2,897,000 1,253,000 620,407,000

Total Annual Economic Output $2,854,959,000 $13,419,000 $5,804,000 $2,874,182,000
Construction-Related Employment (Job-Years)
Direct 8,350 790 1,090 10,230
Indirect 2,450 230 320 3,000
Induced 2,950 280 380 3,610

Total Construction Employment (Job-Years) 13,750 1,300 1,790 16,840

Economic Qutput from Construction

Direct
Indirect
Induced

Total Economic Output from Construction

$1,695,561,000

$159,730,000

$220,548,000

$2,075,839,000

482,990,000 45,500,000 62,824,000 591,314,000
525,899,000 49,542,000 68,406,000 643,847,000

$2,704,450,000

$254,772,000

$351,778,000

$3,311,000,000

Source: IMPLAN 2014; and Berkson Associates.

Employment

8/31/17

New permanent full and part-time jobs will be created by the Project. The number of jobs to San

Francisco residents will depend on the ability of local residents to compete for Project

employment opportunities and implementation of local hire policies.

The number and type of Arts and Light Industrial jobs depend on the potential mix of businesses

and uses, and may include shared office and manufacturing work environments, arts and

culture, and food-related uses. For purposes of analysis, this report assumes average job

densities similar to office uses, consistent with the environmental analysis of the Project."’

" DEIR, Table 4.C.5, pg. 4.C.27, Dec. 21, 2016.
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Total Output

“Direct” output refers to the total income from all sources to the businesses located at the
Project; these sources of income in turn are spent by the businesses on supplies, labor, and
profit required to produce the goods and services provided by the businesses. In addition,
Project businesses will spend money on goods, supplies, and services in San Francisco, which will

|ll

generate additional “indirect” economic activity and support additional jobs at those suppliers.
The San Francisco households holding those direct and indirect jobs will spend a portion of their
income in the City, which is an additional source of “induced” output. Total output is the sum of

direct, indirect, and induced business income in the City as a result of the Project.

New Households and Affordable Housing

Development of residential units at the Pier 70 Waterfront Site and 20"/Illinois Street Parcel will
generate a small number of new jobs directly serving the residential buildings and occupants, for
example building maintenance, janitorial and repair services, waste collection, domestic
services, and childcare. Expenditures by the residents of the new units are not included in the
economic impact numbers because the analysis projects economic activity generated by the
Project due to onsite jobs, and the indirect and induced expenditures associated with those
onsite jobs. However, the addition of a significant supply of residential units will help to ensure
that induced expenditures are captured in San Francisco, and that expenditures by residents re-
locating from other communities are also spent in the City. These effects will be a substantial
benefit to San Francisco business revenues. These potential taxable sales are included in the

fiscal analysis of direct tax revenues created, but are not shown in the economic analysis.

As noted in Chapter 1, the Waterfront Site will provide 20 percent inclusionary affordable units
on all rental projects. Condos are assumed to pay in-lieu fees per unit for 28 percent of total
condo units. The availability of affordable housing will help San Francisco businesses retain
employees critical to their ongoing operations in the City. Additional sites will be dedicated to
development dedicated entirely to affordable housing. Fees paid by new Project development
(e.g., the affordable housing in-lieu fees, and jobs-housing linkage fees) will help to fund the

affordable housing.

Construction Impacts

$2.1 billion of direct construction expenditures for site development and vertical construction
will create a range of economic benefits to the City. In addition to generating “direct”
construction activity and jobs on site, the construction expenditures will also generate new
business and jobs “indirectly” for San Francisco firms serving the construction industry.
Expenditures in San Francisco by the households of employees of companies benefiting from
these direct and indirect expenditures will create additional “induced” benefits to the City.

These benefits will occur over time during construction and through buildout of the Project.
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As described in Chapter 3, construction activity will generate additional general revenues to the

City, including sales tax on construction materials and gross receipts tax.

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE PORT

The Port will receive various revenues over the 99-year lease period and in conjunction with

land sales; the estimates below provide the Port with approximately $178 million in net present

value (NPV, 2017 SS) of revenues that are projected to be generated to the Port over time,

based on current financial projections based on the program assumptions described in Chapter

1 of this report. Actual revenues will vary depending on the mix of land uses, Project costs and

revenues, and future economic conditions, and will be generated over the life of the Project.

Profit participation in land value, calculated as 55 percent of all horizontal cash flow
after Forest City achieves an 18 percent return on its predevelopment and infrastructure
investments, estimated at $23.7 million (NPV, 2017 $§).

Participation in modified gross rent from buildings, starting at 1.5 percent 30 years after
construction and increasing to 2.5 percent 60 years after construction, estimated at
$22.8 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

1.5 percent of all net proceeds from sale or refinancing of properties, estimated at $5.9
million (NPV, 2017 $3).

A share of property tax increment, designated for capital improvements at Pier 70
including the release of reserves, estimated at $38.9 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

A $0.08 share of each dollar of property tax increment from the amount collected
annually, estimated at $23.6 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

Condominium Transfer Fee — paid upon every sale of a condominium unit, estimated at
$36.8 million (NPV, 2017 $3).

Condominium Facility Tax — This tax will fund capital improvements and Pier 70 public
services; the portion available after debts are paid will be applied to shoreline
improvements, and is estimated at $1.5 million (NPV, 2017 $$).

Shoreline Tax — A portion of the CFD special tax not required for Project costs and
reserves will be available to the Port after the Developer’s required returns are paid;
this is estimated at $16.1 million (NPV, 2017 $S).

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 $5).
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The Port will publicly offer the 20™/Illinois Street parcel for sale or 99-year ground lease at fair
market value through a proprietary public offering as soon as practicable after project approval.
The Port’s net proceeds, or an amount equal to the parcel’s appraised fair market value, will be

used by the Port to reduce or pay off predevelopment costs and accrued return.

NEW PUBLIC ACCESS FACILITIES

The Project will provide a range of public parks, public access, and open space, consisting of
approximately 9 acres of public parks, including a 4.5-acre Waterfront Park. A network of
landscaped pedestrian connections and multiple classes of bicycle networks, from commuting
lanes to recreational pathways, throughout the Project site will enhance accessibility. These
facilities will benefit San Francisco residents, and provide amenities to encourage retention and

attraction of businesses, employees, and residents.

As previously noted, maintenance of these facilities will be funded by a CFD. Maintenance
special taxes levied against each taxable development parcel, separate from special taxes levied
to pay for infrastructure, will provide pay-as-you-go funds for operating and maintenance costs

of public access, roads, parks and open space areas.

OTHER PUBLIC BENEFITS

Development of the Project represents an opportunity to complete an important component of
the revitalization of the San Francisco waterfront, bringing a vital mix of uses that will support
business, residential, retail, and recreational activities to an area now characterized by vacant
and underutilized land and intermittent buildings. The Project will result in the rehabilitation of
historic buildings, to be maintained by the building owners/tenants. The redevelopment of the
Project will generate benefits for the City and community in the form of urban revitalization,
employment and living opportunities, preservation of historic maritime facilities and structures,
improved public waterfront access, delivery of affordable housing, improvements to Port
property including sea level rise protections, new outdoor recreation opportunities, and City-

wide fiscal and economic benefits as described in other sections of this report.
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Table 1
Fiscal Results Summary, Ongoing Revenues and Expenditures
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SUD
litem Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Annual Total Hoedown Yard Annual Total
Annual General Revenue
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,729,000 $225,000 1,954,000 $310,000 2,264,000
Property Transfer Tax 2,231,000 $204,000 2,435,000 $0 2,435,000
Sales Tax 772,000 $96,000 868,000 $129,000 997,000
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 0 $0 0 $0 0
Gross Receipts Tax 7,007,000 $2,000 7,009,000 $44,000 7.053,000
Subtotal, General Revenue $11,739,000 $527,000 $12,266,000 $483,000 $12,749,000
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline ($2,347,800) ($105.400) ($2,453,200) ($96.600) ($2,549,800)
Net to General Fund $9,391,200 $421,600 $9,812,800 $386,400 $10,199,200
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space Funded by Project Assessments
Roads Funded by Project Assessments
Police (849,000) (52,000) (901,000) (69,000) (969,000)
Fire/EMS (net of fees and charges) (853,000) (52,000) (905,000) (69,000) (974,000)
Subtotal, Services ($1,702,000) ($104,000) ($1,806,000) ($138,000) ($1,943,000)
NET General Revenues $7,689,200 $317,600 $8,006,800 $248,400 | $8,256,200 |
Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Public Safety Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax $386,000 $48,000 434,000 $65,000 499,000
Subtotal $772,000 $96,000 $868,000 $130,000 $998,000
Possessory Interest/Property Taxes (1) $17,328,000 $2,253,000 $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.

8/31/17
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Table 1a

Annual Service Costs During Development
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

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

IFD

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (33,364) (117,608) (200,072) (228,817) (228,817) (377,175) (466,786) (532,781) (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/1tlinois

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/lilinois (104,000) {104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000) (104,000} (104,000) (104,000) (104,000)
TOTALIFD (990,364) (1,074,608) (1,157,072) (1,185,817) (1,185,817) (1,334,175) (1,423,786) (1,489,781) (1,656,767) (1,701,419) (1,806,000)

IRFD

Hoedown Yard

Parks and Open Space  Funded by Project Assessments

Roads Funded by Project Assessments

Police (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000)

Fire/EMS {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000) {69,000) (69,000) (69,000) (69,000)
Total, 20th/lllinois (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000} (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000)
TOTALIRFD (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) (138,000) {(138,000)

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

8/31/17



Table 2

Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

IFD
Pier 70 28-acre IFD IRFD SUD

Item Waterfront Site 20th/lllinois St. Total Hoedown Yard Total
Development Impact Fees (1)
Jobs Housing Linkage - §413 $37,443,000 $157,000 37,600,000 $0 37,600,000
Affordable Housing-- §415 (1) $44,206,000 $17,999,000 62,205,000 $24,852,000 87,057,000
Child Care (2) $4,650,000 $477,000 5,127,000 $671,000 5,798,000
TSF - §411A and TIDF-§411.3 (3) $40,530,000 $2.414,000 42,944,000 $3,207.000 46,151,000

Total Development Impact Fees $126,829,000 $21,047,000 $147,876,000 $28,730,000 $176,606,000
Other One-Time Revenues
Construction Sales Tax (1% Gen'l Fund) $2,798,000 $264,000 3,062,000 $364,000 3,426,000
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $3,730,000 $351,000 4,081,000 $0 4,081,000

Total: Other One-Time Revenues $6,528,000 $615,000 $7,143,000 $364,000 $7,507,000

Total One-Time Revenues $133,357,000 $21,662,000 $155,019,000 $29,094,000 $184,113,000

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2017.

(2) Childcare fees only apply to office and residential uses.
(3) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; assumes entire Project pays TSF.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A1
Project Description Summary (1)

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

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

(1) From Financing Plan Base Case scenario (Updates 8/30/17).
Additional 100% affordable units can be constructed on dedicated sites.
Source: Forest City; Port of San Francisco; Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-2
Population and Employment
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Item Assumptions Total

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 3,344
Employment (FTEs)
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 217
Arts, Light Industrial 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 746
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 5,026
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 53
Parking (2) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 6
Total 6,048
Total Service Population 9391
lllinois Street Parcels (2)
Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 543
Employment (FTEs)
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 19
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 9
Parking (2) 270 spaces per FTE (3) A,
Total 28
Total Service Population 571
Hoedown Yard
Population (1) 2.27 persons per unit 749
Employment (FTEs)
Retail 350 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Office 276 sq.ft. per FTE (2) 0
Residential (4) 27.9 units per FTE (3) 12
Parking (3) 270 spaces per FTE (3) 0
Total 12
Total Service Population 761
TOTAL
Residents 4 635
Employees 6,088
Service Population 10,724
CITYWIDE
Residents (5) 866,583
Employees (6) 709,496
Service Population 1,576,079

(1) Based on DEIR.
(2) DEIR, Table 4.C.5.
(3) DEIR, Table 4.C.5.

(4) Includes building management, janitorial, cleaning and repair, childcare, and other domestic services.

(5) Cal. Dept. of Finance, Rpt. E-1, 2016

(61 BLS QCEW State and County Map, 2016Q3.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-3
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate

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

Arts,

Item Residential Office Retail Light Industrial TOTAL
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 1,986,740 1,387,228 82,493 205,880
New Residential Units 2,042
Adaptive Reuse (Buildings 2, 12, 21)

Units 107,736

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

Net of Adaptive Reuse 1,629,771 1,327,228 82,493 90,180
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2)
Jobs Housing Linkage -§413 (5) $33,831,042 $1,961,684 $1,807,207 $37,599,932
Affordabie Housing-§415 (3) $87,056,973 $87,056,973
Child Care-§414 (4) $3,607,919 $2,189,926 $0 $0 $5,797,845
Transportation Sustainability Fee §411A (6) $17,250,361 $26,531,288 $1,649,035 $720,538 $46,151,222
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0 $0 %0 $0
Totai $107,915,252 $62,552,256 $3,610,719 $2,527,745 $176,605,972

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 900 sq.ft./unit.
(2) Ali impact fees are as of January 2017,

(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; lllinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee.
Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units.

(4) Childcare fee will not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site.

(5) Jobs-Housing fee for Arts/Light Industrial assumes rate for Integrated PDR and Small Enterprise Workspace.
(6) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) replaced TIDF in 2016; analysis assumes all development pays 100% of TSF.

Arts, Light industrial assumes PDR fee; retail fee for < 100,000 sq.ft.

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates.

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-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) $0
Total $58,427,100 $62,552,256 $3,321,837 $2,527,745 $126,828,938
20th/lllinois Street (2)
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 248,615 0 6,600 0
New Residential Units 239
Condos 239
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2)
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $156,948
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $17,998,803
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $477,341
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $2,414,220
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0
Total $20,758,430 $0 $288,882 $0 $21,047,312
Hoedown Yard (2)
New Development (sq.ft.) (1) 349,353 0 0
New Residential Units 330
City Fees (per gross building sq.ft., except for "Affordable housing" (2)
Jobs Housing-§413 (5) $25.49 $23.78 $20.04 $0
Affordable Housing-§415 (3) $268,960 $24,851,904
Child Care-§414 (4) $1.92 $1.65 $670,758
Transportation Sustainability Fee (6) $9.18 $19.99 $19.99 $7.99 $3,207,061
TIDF-§411.3 (6) $0
Total $28,729,722 $0 $0 $0 $28,729,722

Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Notes to Table A-3a:

(1) Residential fees assume avg. 943 sq.ft./unit.

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

(3) Plans anticipate providing inclusionary rental units on Waterfront Site; lllinois Street assumed to be condos and pay an in-lieu fee.
Assumes in-lieu fees of $268,960 (avg. 1-bdrm) times 20% of onsite market-rate units.

(4) Childcare fee will not apply if child care facilities are constructed on site.

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

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

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 8/31/17
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Table A-4
Assessed Value Estimate

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

Item Development Cost Assessed Value
Infrastructure $260,535,000 none assumed
Arts, Light Industrial $29,647,000 $14,391,000
Office $636,626,000 $728,073,000
Residential $1,149,031,000 $1,526,853,000

Total $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000
Table A-4a

Assessed Value Estimate

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

Item Development Cost

Assessed Value

Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Infrastructure $260,535,000 inc. in bldg.value
Arts, Light 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/lllinois
Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs  inc. in bldg.value
Residential $159,730,000 $225,345,000
Total $159,730,000 $225,345,000
Hoedown Yard
Infrastructure see Pier 70 costs  inc. in bldg.value
Residential $220,548,000 $311,146,000
Total $220,548,000 $311,146,000
TOTAL $2,075,839,000 $2,269,317,000
(1) Mixed use retail is included in the values for other uses.
Office buildings include additional Arts, Light Industrial uses and value.
Sources: Forest City; Port of San Francisco, Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-5
Possessory Interest and Property Tax Estimate
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

item Assumptions Total
Gross Property Tax/Possessory Interest Tax 1.0% of new AV $22,693,000
Allocation of Tax (2)
Net New General Fund (1) 65.00% $14,750,450
ERAF 25.33% $5,748,000
SF Unified School District 7.70% $1,747,000
Other 1.97% $447,000
100.00% $22,692,450
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-6
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate

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

Item

Assumptions Total

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/lllinois Street
Project Assessed Value
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project
Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3)

Hoedown Yard
Project Assessed Value

$212,173,326,106
$211,724,000

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

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

$311,146,000

Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 0.15%
Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (3) $310,000
1.07%
TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF $2,264,000
(1) Based on the CCSF FY2015-16 total taxable assessed value recorded by Controller's Office, City and County of San Francisco.
Annual Report 2016, Office of the Assessor-Recorder (pg. 22).
(2) City and County of San Francisco Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017, page 126.
(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 8/31/17
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Table A-7
Property Transfer Tax (2017 dollars)

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

Item Assumptions Total
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Annual Transfer Tax From Building Sales

Residential Value (2)

Residential Assessed Value (AV) $990,362,000 (avg. sale once/15 years)

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $66,024,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) $1,275,000
Commercial Value (2)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Avg. Sales Value (1) 14.3% annual turnover $44,449,000
Transfer Tax From Residential Buildings (2) $6.35 /$1,000 (avg. $1 mill. sale) $282,000
Commercial Value (2)

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

Avg. Sales Value (1) 6.7% annual turnover $0
Transfer Tax From Commercial Buildings (2) $19.32 /$1,000 (avg. $20 mill. sale) 30
Annual Average Transfer Tax 282000
TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX $2,717,000
(1) Waterfront Site assumes all residential buildings are rental units, and sales of all buildings average once every 15 years.

lllinois Street Parcels assumed to be condos and sell once every 7 years.
Commercial buildings assume sale once every 15 years.
(2) Calculated estimate assumes rate on $1 million average for condos, $20 million for apartments and commercial buildings.
Rates range from $5/$1,000 on first $250,000 to $25/$1,000 on amounts above $10 million.
8/14/17
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Table A-8a
Sales Tax Estimates
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site

Item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $47,600 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $158,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $42,800
New Households 1,473
Total New Retail Sales from Households $63,044,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $50,435,200
Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $504,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft.
Innovation (3) 50% 102,940
Retail 75,893
Total 178,833
Retail Taxable Sales
Innovation $300 per sq.ft. $30,882,000
Retall $300 per sq.ft. $22,767,900
Total $53,649,900
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $536,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (4) 25% of commercial sales ($134,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (5) 25% ($134.000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $268,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $772,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund (7) 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $772,000
Other Sales Taxes
Public Safety Sales Tax (6) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $386,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $386,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (6) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $193,000
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost $1,695,561,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 55.00% $932,559,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $559,535,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $279,767,500
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $2,798,000

(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage.
(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(3) Only a portion of the tenants of innovation space will generate sales taxes (50% assumed).
Innovation space will be distributed between shared office work environment, shared manufacturing, arts and
culture, and food stall and kiosk retail uses. With the exception of food stall and kiosk retail, innovative retail uses are not assumed to
generate substantial retail sales.
(4) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above).
(5) 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 8/31/17
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Table A-8b

Sales Tax Estimates
20th/lllinois Street

Item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $45,000
New Households 239
Total New Retail Sales from Households $10,755,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $8,604,000
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $86,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft. 6,600
Retail Taxable Sales $300 per sq.ft. $1,980,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% ($5,000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $96,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $96,000
Other Sales Taxes
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $48,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schoois) (5) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $24,000
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost $159,730,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc.) 55.00% $87,852,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $52,711,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $26,356,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $264,000
(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage.
(2) Based on biended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above).
(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built.
(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office.
Source: Berkson Associates 8/14/17
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Table A-8¢
Sales Tax Estimates
Hoedown Yard

Item Assumptions Total
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Average Annual Housing Payment $50,000 per household
Housing as a % of Average Annual HH Income (1) 30% $166,700
Average HH Retail Expenditure (2) 27% $45,000
New Households 330
Total New Retail Sales from Households $14,850,000
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco 80% of retail expenditures $11,880,000
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Residential Uses 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $119,000
Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail Sq.Ft. 6,600
Retail Taxable Sales $300 per sq.ft. $1,980,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $20,000
(less) New On-Site Residential Sales (3) 25% of commercial sales ($5,000)
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (4) 25% ($5,000)
Net New Sales Tax to GF from Retail Space $10,000
TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) $129,000
Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate x taxable sales $129,000
Other Sales Taxes
Public Safety Sales Tax (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $65,000
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (5) 0.50% tax rate x taxable sales $65,000
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (5) 0.25% tax rate x taxable sales $32,000
One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies (rounded)
Total Development Cost $220,548,000
Construction Costs (exc. Land, profit, soft costs, etc)) 55.00% $121,301,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% $72,781,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $36,391,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate x taxable sales $364,000
(1) Assumed average share of income allocated towards rent or mortgage.
(2) Based on blended assumptions with average household expenditure based on typical household spending as reported for the
San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(3) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents are assumed captured by retail in the Project (calculated above).
(4) Reflects a deduction of retail sales that could be captured elsewhere in San Francisco were the Project not built.
(5) Sales tax proportions for these entities as reported by Controller's Office.
Source: Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-9

Parking Tax
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard
Item Assumption Total
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Total Spaces 1.569
Residential Spaces 1,569
Non-Residential Spaces (1) 0
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per year 30
San Francisco Parking Tax (3) 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
20th/lllinois Street
Non-Residential Spaces (1)
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per day $0
San Francisco Parking Tax 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds 30
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
Hoedown Yard
Non-Residential Spaces (1)
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2) $5,928 per day $0
San Francisco Parking Tax 25% of revenue $0
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $0
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $0
(1) This analysis assumes that all non-residential Project parking will generate parking tax; includes parking in
commercial buildings.
(2) including parking tax on monthly and daily rentals.
(3) 80 percent is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit
as mandated by Charter Section 16.110.
Source: Berkson Associates 8/31/17
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Table A-10
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars)
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site, 20th/lllinois and Hoedown Yard

Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier (2) Gross
Item Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up to $1m $1m - $2.5m $2.5m - $25m $25m+ Receipts Tax
Pier 70 28-acre Waterfront Site
Business Income
Retail (net of shift) (4) $11,384,000 $10,246,000 0.075% 0.100%) 0.135% 0.160% $10,246
Arts, Light Industrial (3) $15,441,000 $1,544,000| 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,158
Office (4) $1,431,376,000 $1,288,238,000 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $6,570,014
Parking $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $1,458,201,000 $1,300,028,000 $6,581,418
Rental Income (5)
Retail $3,076,000 $3,076,000
Arts, Light Industrial $4,150,000 $4,150,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $12,450
Office $88,736,000 $88,736,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $266,208
Parking $8,836,000 $8,836,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $26,508
Residential $40,027,000 $40,027,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $120.081
Subtotal $144,825,000 $144,825,000 $425,247
Total Gross Receipts $1,603,026,000 $1,444,853,000 $7,006,665
Project Construction
Total Development Value (6) $1,695,561,000 $1,695,561,000
Direct Construction Cost (7) $932,558,550 $932,558,550 0.300% 0.350%_____0.400%| 0.450% $3,730,234
20th/lllinois Street
Business Income
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $891
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $0
Parking (4) $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $990,000 $891,000 $891
Rental Income (5)
Retail $267,000 $267,486 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $802
Office $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Parking 30 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Residential $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Subtotal $267,000 $267,486 $802
Total Gross Receipts $1,257,000 $1,158,486 $1,693
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Table A-10
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates (2017 dollars)

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

Total Gross GR Allocated to Gross Revenue Tier (2) Gross
Iltem Receipts (GR) SF for GR Tax (1) up to $1m $1m - $2.5m  $2.5m - $25m $25m+ Receipts Tax
Project Construction
Total Development Value (6) $159,730,000 $160,000,000
Direct Construction Cost (7) $87,852,000 $87,852,000 0.300% 0.350% 0.400% 0.450% $351,408
Hoedown Yard
Business Income
Retail (net of shift) (4) $990,000 $891,000 0.075%| 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $1,411
Office (4) $0 $0 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $41,076
Parking (4) $0 $0 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $0
Subtotal $1,568,000 $9,465,300 $42,487
Rental Income (5)
Retail $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $1,234
Office $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Parking $0 30 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% 30
Residential $0 $0 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $0
Subtotal $411,000 $411,184 $1,234
Total Gross Receipts $1,979,000 $9,876,484 $43,721
Project Construction
Total Development Value (6) $220,548,000 $220,548,000
Direct Construction Cost (7) $121,301,000 $121,301,000 0.300% 0.350% 0.400% 0.450% $456,000

*Note: reflects tax implementation after the payroll tax is phased out.

(1) Rounded; gross receipts for retail, office, and manufacturing uses are based on direct output of onsite uses, from IMPLAN.
(2) Given uncertainty about business size among various categories, this analysis applies highlighted tax rate in tier for each use.
to $25 million per business. The actual gross receipts will depend on the size of business in each category and their gross receipts generated within the City.
(3) 10% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt. Rate based on retail, manufacturing w
(4) 90% of office gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as small businesses and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt.
Gross receipts based on output per employee of $284,800 (IMPLAN). Tax rate based on Financial, Insurance, Professional, Scientific and Technical Services.
Parking business income based on gross revenues (net of parking tax) from garages and commercial spaces (see parking tax estimates). Parking rent for residential parking incl
(5) Pier 70 office and residential rents include rent from retail and non-structured parking components. Estimates are based on the Pier 70 Financial Plan.

(6) Based on vertical development cost plus infrastructure cost.

(7) As a planning estimate, approximately 55% is assumed to represent direct construction costs.

Sources: City of San Francisco; IMPLAN 2014; Berkson Associates.
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