
 
 

November 3, 2015 

 

SENT VIA EMAIL (MTABoard@sfmta.com) 

 

Tom Nolan, Chairman 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency  

Board of Directors 

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
 

RE: Comments on November 3, 2015 Agenda Item No. 13 re:  Warriors 

Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Mission Bay 

Blocks 29-32 

   

Dear Chairman Nolan and Members of the Board: 

 

This firm represents the Mission Bay Alliance (the “Alliance”) with respect to the 

Warriors Event Center Project (“Project”).  These comments address the Final 

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Event Center and Mixed Use 

Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 (“FSEIR”) as well as the SFMTA’s 

consideration and approval of the Project itself. 

 

The Project’s FSEIR is defective as an informational document with respect to the 

analysis and public disclosure of impacts and mitigation measures regarding 

transportation.  Impermissibly buried within the “project description” are de facto 

mitigation measures for the Project’s transportation impacts.  These mitigation measures 

include both one-time capital improvements and ongoing expenditures as set forth in the 

Transportation Management Plan (“TMP”) and Transit Service Plan (“TSP”).  The City’s 

strategy of conflating analysis of the Project’s design features and mitigation measures 

violates CEQA.  (See, e.g., Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 

Cal.App.4th 645.)  The prejudice associated with the City’s strategy, other than simply 

obscuring the City’s massive public subsidy for the Project, is that the EIR “fail[s] to 

consider whether other possible mitigation measures would be more effective.”  (Id. at 

657.) 

 

The City also appears to rely on the incorporation of these plans into the project 

description in order to conceal from the public the City’s failure to require full mitigation 

of the Project’s impacts from the applicant.  It is a bedrock principle of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), 21002; 

see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4) that development projects should mitigate their 
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environmental impacts to the extent feasible.  With respect to the Project’s transportation 

impacts, however, the City deviates from this principle and instead adopts an odd, ad hoc 

“fair share” fee program to supposedly mitigate project-level impacts.  (Anderson First 

Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173 (Anderson First).)  As a 

threshold matter, the SEIR never clearly discloses to the public that it essentially relies 

upon “fair share” payments from the Project in order to mitigate its project-level 

transportation impacts, which renders the SEIR defective as an informational document.  

Had the SEIR done so, it would have been apparent that the SEIR failed to disclose 

necessary information about this fair share program.   

 

The payment of a “fair share” impact fees may constitute adequate mitigation if 

they “are part of a reasonable plan of actual mitigation that the relevant agency commits 

itself to implementing.”  (Id. at 1188-89.)  The Anderson First decision identified the 

information that is required in an EIR to establish the adequacy of a “fair share” 

mitigation measure, which includes the following: 

 

(i) An identification of the required improvement; 

(ii) An estimate of the cost of the required improvement; 

(iii) Sufficient information to determine how much the project would pay 

towards the improvement; and 

(iv) The fees must be part of a reasonable, enforceable plan or program 

sufficiently tied to the actual mitigation of the impacts at issue. 

 

(Ibid.) 

 

The SEIR fails to provide this necessary information.  While the SEIR mentions 

the TMP and TSP as addressing the Project’s transportation impacts, the SEIR fails to 

identify the total costs of the improvements, the Project’s allocated contribution, and the 

enforceable plan or program to contribute the Project’s “fair share.”   

 

Although not included in the Project’s CEQA documentation, some of this 

necessary information is contained in the Event Center Expenditure Plan, which the 

SFMTA is scheduled to review and approve on November 3, 2015 (“Expenditure Plan”).  

(See Enclosure 3 to Staff Report.)  The Expenditure Plan reveals the legal deficiencies in 

the City’s mitigation strategy for the Project’s transportation impacts.  Considering only 

one-time “capital uses” and “capital uses allocation to project,” (i.e., excluding ongoing 

costs to mitigate the Project’s transportation impacts), it reveals that the total cost of these 

improvements is $64,663,474, and the Project’s fair share allocation is $61,898,909.  Of 

the amount “allocated” to the Project, however, only $27,390,335 will actually be paid by 

the project applicant, over the course of several years with the City fronting the funds for 

the improvements from the General Fund.  Thus, the Project is contributing less than 50 
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percent of its allocated fair share contribution that is necessary to mitigate the Project’s 

transportation impacts.  To make matters worse, only $19,434,536 is coming from an 

existing and enforceable impact fee program.  The balance of the project applicant’s 

contribution, approximately $7,955,799, is the result of the City’s planned redirection of 

General Fund revenues.   

 

In other words, rather than simply require the project applicant to be responsible 

for the capital improvements needed to mitigate its project-level impacts, the City 

establishes a fair share fee program and then does not even require the applicant to pay 

the fair share fee – instead voluntarily giving up General Fund revenues that are intended 

to support other Citywide programs and services.  By cloaking this deficient mitigation 

strategy as a design feature of the Project, the City never engages in a meaningful 

analysis of potentially feasible mitigation measures involving the project applicant 

actually mitigating these project-level impacts. 

 

A similar deficiency applies to the Project’s ongoing costs to mitigate its project-

level transportation impacts.  Total ongoing annual costs to mitigate the Project’s 

transportation impacts are estimated at $8,209,318 in FY18-18.  Of this amount, 

$2,773,110 in revenue is not paid from an enforceable impact fee program but rather re-

directed from the General Fund.  What more, significant additional City revenues, which 

are not even generated by the Project but rather “allocated” to the Project from sources 

such as off-site parking and hotel tax, will be re-allocated to pay for the Project’s ongoing 

mitigation for project-level transportation impacts.  These reallocations of General Fund 

revenues cannot constitute an enforceable plan that is subject to future discretionary 

actions by the Board of Supervisors.  Even the anticipated future adoption of the Mission 

Bay Transportation Improvement Fund ordinance is inadequate to ensure future 

reallocations of General Fund revenues because action by ordinance is cannot bind future 

Boards.  (McMahan v. City and County of San Francisco (2005) 127 Cal.App.4th 1368.) 

 

In short, the City fails without explanation to require the applicant to bear 

responsibility for fully mitigating its own project-level impacts.  Instead, the City is 

setting up a flawed de facto fair share fee program to pay for this project-level mitigation, 

and redirecting revenues generated by the Project and elsewhere to cover the funding gap 

for these mitigation measures.  This deficiency is nowhere disclosed to the public in the 

SEIR.  The City may not rely on the preparation of various “plans” as a smokescreen to 

conceal from the public the Project’s failure to mitigate its own project-level impacts and 

massive public subsidy needed to make up for that deficiency.  The SEIR is misleading, 

and fails as an informational document with respect to mitigation for transportation 

impacts.  

The City’s action to mitigate the Project’s transportation impacts is also an 

undisclosed public subsidy that triggers substantive and procedural mandates by the City 
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before committing to such subsidy.  The attached report by Dr. Jon Haveman explains 

that the redirection of General Fund and other revenues to mitigate the Project’s impacts 

represents a loss of revenue to the City (see Exhibit 1), which in turn constitutes a public 

subsidy under California law.  More specifically, these subsidies include committing to 

direct General Fund revenues to pay for light rail cars, construction of transportation 

improvements, public safety and traffic officers, etc., “allocating” parking/hotel tax 

revenues from other properties to pay these expenses.   

 

Because the TMP and TSP are built into the project description, the City’s 

approval of the Project commits the City to the subsidy as set forth in these plans, which 

is further reinforced by the City’s approval of the Expenditure Plan.  California law 

requires that the City must provide public notice and a public hearing, as well as detailed 

information about the purpose, nature, extent and effect of such subsidy, prior to making 

such a commitment.  The City has failed to comply with these substantive and procedural 

mandates prior to approving this public subsidy for the Project. 

 

*     *     * 

 

Please feel free to contact my office with any questions. 

 

 Very truly yours,  

 

 SOLURI MESERVE 

 A Law Corporation 

 

 

 By:   

  Patrick M. Soluri 

 

PS/mre 

 

Attachment:  Exhibit 1, Report from Dr. Jon Haveman dated November 2, 2015 

 

cc Board Members (via email):  

 

 Cheryl Brinkman, Vice-Chairman 

 Gwyneth Borden 

 Malcolm A. Heinicke 

 Joél Ramos 

 Cristina Rubke 
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Executive Summary

In order for the Golden State Warriors (GSW) to move to San Francisco, the City must make signif-

icant infrastructure investments in transit and commit to providing over $6 million in support each

year that the new arena operates. Although estimates of the costs to the City and estimates of City

revenues exist, a cash flow analysis of this project has not been produced. Nor has the project been

subject to a comparison with plausible alternatives. With a project of this magnitude and with the

significant external costs imposed on San Francisco, it is deserving of such an analysis.

This report provides both a cash flow analysis of the arena development and a comparison with a

plausible alternative. It also provides a discussion of some of the assumed revenues associated with

the project. In particular, the assumptions regarding hotel/motel tax revenues and parking taxes are

optimistic. The reality could be millions of dollars less than expected.

Although the cash flow analysis suggests that the project will turn a surplus of revenue in the fourth

year of arena operations, a comparison with an alternative development suggests that from a finan-

cial perspective the City could do much better. If a biotech facility were constructed in place of the

arena, it is possible that City revenues over the course of 22 years (two years of construction and 20

years of operation) could be more than $39.9 million higher in net present discounted value terms,

or $1.8 million per year over 22 years. This comparison is with a conservative investment. With

a more aggressive development option, the net present discounted value of revenues could be as

much as $150 million higher, or nearly $7 million per year.

It is worth noting that the effective subsidy provided by the City of San Francisco to provide tran-

sit infrastructure and traffic mediation amounts to roughly $150 million over the same 22 years,

again in present discounted value terms. Were this subsidy not necessary, the Warriors develop-

ment project would have a revenue impact to the City comparable to that of the more aggressive

development option. Unfortunately, the Warriors development project requires the extensive sub-

sidy while a biotechnology center would not. The biotechnology center, whether using conservative

or aggressive assumptions, provides greater net revenues to the City of San Francisco than does the

development including the Arena, by between $1.8 and $7 million per year.

These figures can be thought of as the amount that San Franciscans are paying to bring the Warriors

to town. It is the amount of revenues that the City would forgo with the GSW project, relative to a

plausible alternative. This is not to say that the project is a bad idea, but merely to point out what is

being given up in order to accommodate the Warriors' move.
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Key Findings

1. A cash flow analysis of the arena through the first twenty years of operation suggests net

revenues for San Francisco of $96 million. This is net of City expenses of approximately

$150 million during this time for transit and traffic mitigation.

2. This $150 million of City spending in support of the Arena represents an implicit sub-

sidy to the project. The City is funding transit infrastructure and the mitigation of traffic

and transportation issues related to the functioning of the arena.

3. Although the Arena generates significant revenues for San Francisco, the City's costs

will exceed its revenues from the development for at least the first three years of Arena

operation, putting the taxpayers on the hook for the difference.

4. There are elements of the estimates of City revenues that are filled with uncertainty. In

particular, the hotel/motel and parking revenues are highly speculative. This uncertainty

may imply a broader burden for City taxpayers.

5. If hotel/motel revenues are overstated by half, which is possible, that would reduce City

revenues by $13.2 million in the first 20 years of Arena operation.

6. If an alternative development, one suited to biotechnology, were pursued, the City's net

revenues would be nearly $40 million higher and possibly as much as $150 million

higher over 22 years, or $7 million per year.

7. An alternative development would have considerably larger economic impacts for the

rest of the San Francisco Economy than would an arena, and would generate signifi-

cantly more jobs, more than 2,000 on-site. Oracle Arena currently generates just 494

jobs.

8. An alternative development would generate as much as $1 billion in direct economic

activity on-site and perhaps as much as an additional $1 billion in ancillary benefits to

the broader San Francisco economy.

9. Forgoing the biotechnology development and pursuing the Arena reduces net revenues

to the City of San Francisco by $2 to $7 million per year.
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1: Introduction

In 2017, the Golden State Warriors are expected to begin playing in San Francisco. Although this

is an exciting development for the City of San Francisco, the economics of the Warriors presence

in the City are unclear. There are likely to be significant revenue benefits for the City, but welcom-

ing the Warriors will also involve significant infrastructure investments and ongoing expenses for

the City and County of San Francisco. The net effects of these revenues and costs have not been

adequately addressed.1

It is not clear whether San Francisco is importing a lucrative asset or a financial burden; that is,

it is not clear whether the revenues associated with the Warriors play in San Francisco exceed the

considerable upfront investments that the City must make. It is also an open question as to what

exactly the City might be giving up in order to host the Warriors. The 12-acre parcel on which the

arena is to be built is a valuable piece of real estate. In 2010, Salesforce paid $278 million for a

14-acre site that includes the property in question. The property, located as it is across the street

from UCSF and near a variety of biotech companies, seems a likely candidate for a biotech friendly

building.2 Were this to happen, it would yield significant benefits for the City. Whether or not these

financial benefits exceed those associated with the Warriors is the subject of this report.

The report proceeds to review the costs and benefits associated with the Warriors, as they have

been made public. This is followed by an estimate of the likely benefits of a biotech development

occupying the same space. The benefits of the GSW plan are then examined from a perspective of

robustness, whether or not they are likely to come to pass.

This report provides a cash flow analysis of the GSW project and compares that analysis with an

alternative development that includes a biotechnology-oriented commercial structure in place of

the arena. The GSW project is cash flow positive, but not until at least the fourth year of opera-

tions. Relative to the alternative development, even after 20 years of operating, the GSW project

falls short in terms of net government revenues by approximately $39.9 million, or $1.8 million

per year over 22 years. Alternative developments, with more aggressive assumptions, though still

plausible, suggest that City revenues could increase by as much as $151.6 million after 22 years, or

$6.9 million per year, without the need for heavy subsidization on the part of the City in the early

years. From a purely financial perspective, the GSW project is a significant drain on City revenues

relative to what alternative developments might yield.3

1Accepting the team also results in a significant revenue hole for the City of Oakland in that most events that currently

take place at Oracle Arena are projected to move to the new arena.
2Its neighbors would include UCSF, Celgene Corporation, National Multiple Sclerosis Society, venBio, Nurix, Clovis

Oncology, FibroGen, and Illumina, among others.
3The methodology used in this report is comparable to the methods and assumptions used by EPS in producing its

fiscal impact analysis of the GSW arena. The Appendix provides a set of tables that indicate where common assumptions

are used.
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2: Benefits and Costs of Hosting the Warriors

− Benefits/Revenues

As with any economic activity, there are certainly financial benefits for the City of San Francisco

associated with hosting the Warriors. A report has been produced for the City of San Francisco

that provides a fiscal analysis of the GSW project.4 These benefits are derived from one-time rev-

enues from the purchase of the land and arena construction and ongoing benefits associated with

the events that the stadium hosts. The ongoing benefits also include revenues from commercial and

retail activity built into the project, as well as parking revenues both on-site and off-site and off-

site hotel and motel taxes. Table 1 provides a summary of an estimate of those benefits. Annually,

stadium, retail, and office operations associated with the development are estimated to provide just

over $14.1 million in revenues to the City of San Francisco.

Table 1. Summary of San Francisco Revenues from Ongoing Stadium Operations

(Thousands of 2014 dollars)

Annual Project- General Fund Dedicated and All Accounts

Generated Revenues Revenues Restricted Accounts

Revenues From on-Site Businesses $9, 626 (84%) $1, 883 (73%) $11, 509 (82%)

Revenues From off-Site Hotels and Parking $1, 887 (16%) $714 (27%) $2, 601 (18%)

Total Annual Project-Generated Revenues $11, 513 (100%) $2, 597 (100%) $14, 110 (100%)

Source: EPS and Keyser Marston Associates

Of these $14.1 million in revenues, $11.5 million are associated with the arena and on-site busi-

nesses. Although the majority of these revenues accrue to the general fund ($9.6 million), nearly

$2 million goes directly to dedicated and restricted accounts. At the same time, nearly $2.6 million

are estimated to be from off-site sources, $714 thousand of which are destined for dedicated and

restricted accounts.

Table 2 provides estimates of detailed categories of revenues associated with ongoing economic

activity once the development is completed. The largest categories of revenue include the stadium

admission tax ($4.3 million), gross receipts taxes ($2.5 million) property taxes ($2.5 million, includ-

ing both general fund and MTA revenues), hotel/motel or transient occupancy taxes ($1.7 million),

and parking taxes ($2.4 million). These five categories account for the vast majority of revenues

associated with the development.

As mentioned, there will also be one-time revenues associated with the construction of the arena and

the accompanying office and retail space (Table 3). These benefits amount to just over $27.6 mil-

lion, the vast majority of which is associated with the TIDF, or Transportation Impact Development

4Economic Planning Systems, San Francisco Multi-Purpose Venue Project - Fiscal Impact Analysis: Revenues,

9/25/15. (EPS)
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Table 2. Details of San Francisco Revenues from Ongoing Stadium Operations

(2014 dollars)

Item Amount

Annual General Revenue

Property Tax (General Fund) $912, 000

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $868, 000

Sales Tax $521, 000

Hotel/Motel Tax (General Fund) $1, 667, 000

Parking Tax $482, 000

Stadium Admission Tax $4, 336, 000

Gross Receipts Tax

On-site $2, 431, 000

Off-site $42, 000

Utility User Tax $254, 000

Subtotal $11, 513, 000

Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue

Special Fund Property Taxes (Children's, Library, and Open Space) $148, 000

Public Safety Sales Tax $260, 000

San Francisco County Transportation Authority Sales Tax $260, 000

MTA Parking Tax $1, 929, 000

Subtotal $2, 597, 000

Total Ongoing Revenues $14, 110, 000

Source: EPS, 9/25/15, Table 1

Fee.5 Another significant source of one-time revenue comes in the form of a Property Transfer Tax,

$4.2 million. Sales taxes and gross receipts taxes collected during construction add another $5.4

million.

5http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/legislative_changes/new_code_summaries/120523_
TIDF_Transportation_Impact_Development_Fee_Update.pdf Medical  and  Health  Services,  and  Re-

tail/Entertainment  economic  activity  categories  was  increased  to  $13.30  per  square  foot,  except  that  the  rate  for

museums, a subcategory of CIE, are $11.05 per square foot, a reduction from the current amount. The rate for the

Management, Information and Professional Services (MIPS) and Visitor Services economic activity categories was

increased to $12.64 per square foot, and the rate for the Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR) category was reduced to

$6.80 per square foot.
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Table 3. Summary of One-Time Revenues from Stadium Construction

(2014 dollars)

Item Difference

City Fees (per gross building sq. ft.)

Child Care $662, 000

Transit Impact Development Fee $17, 436, 000

Other One-Time Revenues

Sales Taxes During Construction $2, 355, 000

Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $2, 953, 000

Property Transfer Tax from Initial Land Sale $4, 200, 000

Total One-Time Revenues $27, 605, 000

Source: EPS, 9/25/15, Table 2. Revised by Marin Economic Consulting

to reflect changes in Table A-6 of the EPS report.

− Costs

As with the benefits, there are also one-time and ongoing costs. The one-time costs are primarily

those associated with enhancing transportation infrastructure and amount to $55.3 million.6 These

costs include Transit Investments (the purchase of light rail vehicles), the installation of crossovers,

the construction of a new center boarding platform, power augments to idling event trains, traf-

fic/signals engineering investments, and a Mariposa Street restriping study.

These expenses are spread out over a four-year period, with the vast majority of expenses occur-

ring in the 2016-17 MTA fiscal year. A major expenditure on light rail vehicles is slated to take

place in the 2017-18 FY, when the Event Center begins operating. The costs to MTA are heavily

loaded in the early years of the project, before ongoing revenues have begun. Estimated one-time

revenues will be available during this time to cover expenses, but they will fall short of the total

by approximately $30.2 million.7 This difference will be covered by contributions from San Fran-

cisco's General Fund, whether all at once or through the financing of these expenditures that are net

of revenues.

Table 4 provides the details of the City's estimates of ongoing expenses related to the operation of

the Event Center. As of early October, estimated annual net ongoing costs associated with opera-

tions at the Event Center amount to $6.2 million.8 The vast majority, $5.1 million, are associated

transit costs. It is worth noting that this estimate has decreased by $0.4 million between May and

6One-time costs are from SFMTA, Capital and Operating Cost Estimates for the Event Center and Mixed Use

Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, 10/6/2015. Estimates are in 2014 dollars.
7This figure is the difference between $57.8 million, the total estimated capital uses estimate (not just that allocated

to the project), and the total one-time revenues from Table 3.
8Ibid. The word "net" is included because the City has estimated revenues from fares and parking from riders going to

events at the arena. These revenues amount to approximately $1.8 million, split roughly evenly between the two sources.
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October of this year. Other expenses are reported as they were presented in May, including nearly

$1 million in additional policing, and $200 thousand in expenses incurred by DPW.

Table 4. Ongoing Costs of the Arena (millions of 2014 dollars)

Agency May 18 Estimates October 6 Revisions

SFMTA $5.5 $5.1

SFPD $0.9

DPW $0.2

Total $6.6 $6.2

Source: Golden State Warriors Arena: Event Management

OCII Commission Presentation, May 18, 2015,

and MTA, October 6, 2015.

− Net Benefits

The project comes with considerable costs and benefits. Both upfront net costs and ongoing net rev-

enues are considerable. It is our view that the original EPS report was incomplete in not considering

the implications of the project over time. It failed to provide a comparison of overall costs and ben-

efits associated with the GSW project. The reviewer, Keyser Marston Associates, appeared to agree

with the EPS approach, saying that a "cash flow approach is appropriate to evaluate a multi-phase

project, which does not apply to this project." We respectfully disagree. There are two stages to

this project: first, the one-time infrastructure investments and revenue implications of construction

and parcel purchase, and second, the ongoing costs and revenues. The project's benefits to the City

come inherently in two stages. If both stages yielded a net benefit, the need for a cash flow approach

would not be nearly as acute. As the first stage is significantly negative, the overall net benefits must

be evaluated over time in order to properly evaluate the project.

This has not been publicly done. Here, we consider a 20-year period following the construction of

the Event Center. Given that many of these revenues accrue many years in the future, it is necessary

to discount them to today's dollars. The bottom line is the present discounted value of the net stream

of revenues to the City of San Francisco.

Assumptions crucial to the present value discount calculation:

1. Discount Rate: 4.0%

2. Rate of inflation: 2.5% (2% for property taxes, as per Proposition 13)

Table 5 provides an estimate of the present discounted value of net revenues to the City of San

Francisco, using estimates from the EPS report of September 25, 2015 and from documents from

the City of San Francisco. Once the facility has been operating for 20 years, net revenues are ex-
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pected to be on the order of $95.7 million, or approximately $4.3 million per year over a 22-year

period including two years of construction and 20 years of operation. This estimate includes the

upfront expenses incurred by the City as well as the ongoing expenses associated with event traffic

mitigation.

Table 5. Net Benefits of GSW Event Center Project over

22 years (Millions of Present Discounted 2014 dollars)

Benefits Costs Net Benefits

One-Time $27.6 $55.3 −$27.7

Ongoing $221.4 $98.0 $123.4

Total $249.1 $153.3 $95.7

Source: Calculations by Marin Economic Consulting.

The project pencils out as estimated. This calculus, however, begs two important questions:

1. This is a 12-acre plot of land in the middle of a biotechnology hub. Are there better uses for

this land from a revenue perspective?

2. Estimating the costs associated with event management is a more certain endeavor than esti-

mating the benefits. How certain is it that the benefits will materialize?

For a project of this magnitude, it is vitally important to evaluate the potential for plausible alterna-

tives to provide more benefits than the project in question. It is also important to consider robustness

tests for the revenues in question. Neither of these issues has been publicly addressed. This report

will present plausible revenues associated with an alternative development, a space designed with

biotech in mind, and will discuss weak points in the revenue estimates presented above.

3: On the Economics of Biotech as an Alternative

When evaluating the benefits of an economic endeavor, an exploration of alternatives is vital to

understanding the full implications of an investment. Suppose that instead of building a 750,000-

square-foot arena, the amount of commercial space on the property were doubled. In this section,

we consider such an investment. In this exercise, we follow as closely as possible the assumptions

contained in the EPS estimate of revenues associated with the GSW project.

Important assumptions associated with this analysis include:

1. Instead of a 750,000-square-foot arena, a commercial facility is constructed that provides

522,000 square feet of space. This constitutes an exact doubling of the commercial space in

the GSW plan. This alternative development is otherwise comparable to the Warriors plan,

including the original commercial, retail, and parking structures.
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2. The space is designed with biotechnology in mind, which brings with it significant laboratory

space. As such, it has a relatively high amount of space per worker associated with it: 250

square feet per employee.9

3. The transaction price for the land is unchanged at $172.5 million.10

4. It is assumed that just two-thirds of the biotech revenues generated onsite are subject to gross

receipts taxation in San Francisco.11

5. It is also assumed that a commercial facility would have ancillary benefits in terms of indirect

and induced economic activity in San Francisco. Consistent with the EPS report, it is assumed

that 90% of the ancillary output generated is subject to the Gross Receipts Tax.12

With the addition of these assumptions, an exercise analogous to that undertaken by EPS is per-

formed for the new development. The new development includes the same retail revenues and

costs, the same parking revenues, and essentially double the revenues associated with commercial

development. Doubling the office space and maintaining other assets leads to an assessed value of

at least $605.5 million. This is considerably less than the project's assessed value with an arena.

Support for the notion that this construction is feasible comes not only from the 750,000-square-

foot arena that the buildings will be replacing, but also from a similar planned development. UCSF

was planning to build 500,000 square feet on four acres of blocks 33-34, right next to the site.13 A

new building of the size being considered is clearly feasible on the space currently to be occupied

by the arena.

Table 5 presents a comparison of the one-time revenues and expenditures associated with the Event

Center versus doubling the commercial space on the 12-acre property. While the Event Center

brings with it a need for considerable infrastructure to accommodate the development, it is not

clear that a doubling of the commercial space does. Accordingly, the Event Center brings with it a

net upfront cost of $37.5 million, relative to a commercial facility in place of the Center.

9This is an extremely conservative assumption. Some estimates suggest that a ratio of 150 to 11 is possible. This would

considerably increase employment and hence output at the site, increasing the resulting income to both City residents

and City coffers.
10The actual transaction price has been announced as $150 million. San Francisco Times, Warriors buy Mission

Bay arena site from Salesforce, 10/13/2015. In this analysis, the transaction price is kept at $172.5 million to maintain

comparability with the original EPS study. The change in sales price does have an effect on revenue estimates, but the

effect is the same for both the Warriors plan and for the alternative, so it does not affect comparisons between the two.
11There are several avenues through which revenues may be exempt from gross receipts taxes in San Francisco. This

analysis is extremely conservative in assuming that this is more likely the case for biotechnology firms (perhaps because

of significant revenues accruing through pass-through companies) than for firms in other industries.
12Estimates of these benefits are derived from the 2013 San Francisco County model of IMPLAN. It should be noted

that the EPS report does not provide estimates of the ancillary effects of the commercial aspect of the current project. This

report similarly omits those benefits for the existing commercial development, but does include them for the commercial

property that could be built in place of the stadium. These ancillary benefits are also reduced by one-half to provide a

conservative estimate of the development's contribution to net revenues.
13UCSF, Salesforce in talks for S.F. Mission Bay land deal, SFGate, March 15, 2014.
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Table 5. Summary of One-Time Revenues from Development

(Thousands of 2014 Dollars)

Category Biotech GSW Arena Difference

Property Transfer Tax 4, 200 4, 200 0

City Fees - TIDF 10, 902 17, 436 -6, 534

- Child Care 1, 263 662 601

Construction

- Sales Taxes 1, 617 2, 354 -737

- Gross Receipts Taxes 2, 028 2, 953 -925

Total 20, 010 27, 605 -7, 595

One-Time Expenses Associated with Development

Infrastructure Improvements 10, 901 55, 308 -44, 407

Net One-Time Revenues Associated with Development

Immediate Net Revenue Impact 9, 108 -28, 410 37, 518

Source: EPS Report (9/25/15) and calculations by Marin Economic Consulting.

Although capital expenditures related to the Event Center are significantly higher than the revenues

brought in through the TIDF, such is not expected to be the case for additional commercial space.

The TIDF was put in place with developments such as this alternative in mind. Therefore, the tran-

sit costs associated with the development are better approximated using the TIDF taxation formula.

The TIDF collected from the hypothetical alternative development (including the commercial, retail

and parking in the GSW project) will serve as our estimate of related transit costs, $10,901.

In the analysis above, the sales price for the property on which the event center and accompany-

ing commercial and retail structures will be built is the same as in the EPS report: $172,546,000.

Property transfer tax would result regardless of the purchaser and the end use, but conceivably at

a higher price. Salesforce originally paid $278 million dollars for 14 acres (including the space in

question) in 2010. The current sales price is $172.5 million for 12 acres (actual is $150 million).

The plot of land in question represents the majority of the plot originally purchased by Salesforce,

and is the largest single contiguous piece. Property values have also increased substantially since

the original purchase by Salesforce.14 It seems likely then that the value of the land would have

increased significantly over the last five years as San Francisco is currently starved for commer-

cial real estate. In the end, the price that the Warriors have paid for the land is surprisingly low. It

represents the bulk of a property that was valued at $278 million in 2010 and market values have

only increased in the intervening years. Therefore, the actual market value of the land may well be

higher than the price the Warriors have been offered and have paid, with correspondingly higher

transfer taxes resulting from some alternative development.

14Salesforce.com Is Said to Plan Sale of San Francisco Land, Bloomberg Business, March 11, 2014.
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Table 6 provides an analysis of the annual City revenues and expenses that can be attributed to each

of the projects.15 The first column is for the alternative development which targets the biotechnol-

ogy industry. The second column reflects estimates regarding the current Golden State Warriors

project, and the final column presents the difference in expected revenue between the two.

Table 6. Summary of Annual Revenues and Expenses (in Thousands of 2014 Dollars)

Category Biotech GSW Arena Difference

Annual Direct General Revenue

Property Tax (General Fund) $603 $912 -$309

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $570 $868 -$298

Sales Tax $253 $521 -$268

Hotel/Motel Tax (General Fund) $0 $1, 667 -$1, 667

Parking Tax $243 $482 -$239

Stadium Admission Tax $0 $4, 336 -$4, 336

Gross Receipts Tax

On-site $4, 078 $2, 431 $1, 647

Off-site $0 $42 -$42

Utility User Tax $249 $254 -$5

Subtotal $5, 996 $11, 513 -$5, 517

Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Direct Revenue

Special Fund Property Taxes (Children's, Library, and Open Space) $98 $148 -$50

Public Safety Sales Tax $127 $260 -$133

San Francisco County Transportation Authority Sales Tax $127 $260 -$133

MTA Parking Tax $971 $1, 929 -$958

Subtotal $1, 322 $2, 597 -$1, 275

Total Revenues $7, 318 $14, 110 -$6, 792

Annual Development-Related Expenses

SFMTA $0 $5, 100 -$5, 100

SFPD $0 $900 -$900

DPW $0 $200 -$200

Total Expenses $0 $6, 200 -$6, 200

Net Annual Revenues $7, 318 $7, 910 −$592

Ancillary Benefits Associated with Each Project

Gross Receipts Tax $754 $0 $754

Total Annual Net Revenue Expectation $8, 071 $7, 910 $162

Source: EPS Report and calculations by Marin Economic Consulting.

In most categories, the annual revenues are greater for the Event Center than for a development

with additional commercial space. The exception is in the Gross Receipts Taxes, where a biotech

firm occupies the additional commercial space. Taken as a whole, annual revenues from a purely

15This alternative is chosen because it will allow the use of most of the EPS parameters and assumptions in producing

annual revenues for the alternative project. See the Appendix for a comparison of calculations between this project and

the EPS report.
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commercial development are $6.8 million less than for the project under consideration. Once the

expenses related to the activities at the Event Center are taken into consideration, annual net rev-

enues are nearly identical. However, expanding the commercial element of the development has

considerable ancillary benefits. Most economic functions both make purchases from the broader

economy and also compensate workers, who then in turn make purchases from the broader econ-

omy. The gross receipts taxes associated with output in the San Francisco economy that is related

to activities in the additional commercial space are estimated to be $754,000 per year.16 Once these

benefits have been considered, the commercial development results in $162,000 more in revenues

annually than would the arena (last line of Table 6). From a net revenue perspective, a commercial

development dominates the Event Center.

As discussed above, merely calculating the one-time costs and an estimate of the ongoing revenue is

insufficient. Were it sufficient, a commercial project focused on biotech would clearly dominate the

current project. Table 7 provides an evaluation of the 22-year net benefits of an alternative devel-

opment with space devoted to biotechnology comparable to the evaluation for the current project.

Table 7. Net Benefits of Alternative Developments after 22 Years

(Millions of Present Discounted 2014 Dollars)

Biotechnology Net Benefits

Benefits Costs Biotech GSW Difference

One-Time $20.0 $10.9 $9.1 −$27.7 $36.8

Ongoing $126.5 $0.0 $126.5 $123.4 $3.1

Total $146.5 $10.9 $135.6 $95.7 $39.9

Source: Calculations by Marin Economic Consulting

According to these calculations, an alternative development would provide an extra $39.9 million

in revenues for the City of San Francisco (as in Table 7). Net present discounted revenues for the

project with an Event Center are $95.7 million, while a project with commercial space devoted to

attracting biotechnology firms has a discounted value of net revenues expected to be $135.6 million,

a difference of $39.9 million dollars, or an additional $1.8 million each year on average over the 22

years.

From a cash flow perspective, there is a deep hole early on with the Event Center. The first three

columns of Table 8 present annual present discounted flows of revenues into San Francisco City

coffers. The final three columns provide a cash flow, or cumulative contribution to City coffers.

Several things are immediately apparent from the table:

1. The Event Center puts an enormous hole in the City's budget in the first year (row 1, column

4).

16This is half of what is implied by IMPLAN in order to maintain the conservative nature of these estimates.
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2. Substituting a commercial development is cash flow positive in the first year (row 3, column

5).

3. It will take four years of operation of the Event Center to dig the City out of the hole (column

6).

4. Although the gap in annual discounted net revenue closes over time, it remains significant

even in year 20 (last row, column 4).

5. In year 20 of Event Center operations, there remains a surplus of revenue in the amount of

$39.9 million for the biotechnology development (last row, last column), which continues to

grow in subsequent years.

A final issue that differentiates a biotechnology-centric development over an arena is one of eco-

nomic impact. It is clear from the economics literature that sports stadiums and arenas provide

little economic boost to the local economy. At the same time, it is clear that these facilities are re-

sponsible for generating some local economic activity. The failure to add to a region's economy is

because they tend to displace other entertainment purchases from the broader economy rather than

to stimulate new spending. An individual may go to a basketball game instead of to a play, opera,

symphony, or rock concert. These facilities are therefore not additive to the economy.

Nonetheless, it has been estimated that economic activity associated with Oracle Arena accounts

for $44.9 million in economic Activity and 494 jobs in Alameda County.17 It seems likely that the

impact of the new arena will be of a similar magnitude.

By comparison, a 522,000 square foot biotechnology facility, with a ratio of space to employee

of 250 to 1 can accommodate more than 2,000 employees. That represents four times more em-

ployment for biotechnology than for the Arena. It is also consistent with an estimate of economic

output on the order of $1 billion, an order of magnitude higher than for the Arena. Accordingly, the

biotechnology development can serve as a much more significant engine of economic growth for

the region than can the new event center. Ancillary (indirect and induced) economic benefits for the

City of San Francisco are estimated to similarly be in excess of $1 billion. The gross receipts tax

implications for the City of San Francisco are conservatively estimated to be $754,000 per year.18

17Memo to Patrick Soluri, Attorney at Law, from Philip King, Ph.D., regarding Urban Decay Analysis of Proposed

Relocation of Golden State Warriors from Oakland to San Francisco, page 9.
18These estimates are from the 2013 San Francisco County model of IMPLAN and have been scaled to 2014 dollars.

The actual estimates of ancillary output generated were divided by two in order to keep the estimates conservative. The

actual revenues could be significantly greater.
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Table 8. Stream of Net Revenues over Time

(Thousands of 2014 Discounted Dollars)

Annual Cumulative

Year Biotech GSW Difference Biotech GSW Difference

One-Time Net Revenues:

2016 $9, 108 -$27, 704 $36, 812 $9, 108 -$27, 704 $36, 812

Start of Ongoing Revenues:

2017 $7, 600 $7, 440 $160 $16, 708 -$20, 264 $36, 972

2018 $7, 450 $7, 290 $160 $24, 158 -$12, 974 $37, 132

2019 $7, 302 $7, 142 $160 $31, 460 -$5, 831 $37, 292

2020 $7, 157 $6, 998 $159 $38, 618 $1, 167 $37, 451

2021 $7, 016 $6, 857 $159 $45, 633 $8, 024 $37, 609

2022 $6, 877 $6, 718 $158 $52, 510 $14, 742 $37, 768

2023 $6, 740 $6, 583 $157 $59, 250 $21, 325 $37, 925

2024 $6, 607 $6, 450 $157 $65, 857 $27, 775 $38, 082

2025 $6, 476 $6, 320 $156 $72, 333 $34, 095 $38, 238

2026 $6, 348 $6, 192 $155 $78, 681 $40, 288 $38, 393

2027 $6, 222 $6, 068 $154 $84, 903 $46, 355 $38, 547

2028 $6, 099 $5, 945 $154 $91, 001 $52, 300 $38, 701

2029 $5, 978 $5, 825 $153 $96, 979 $58, 126 $38, 854

2030 $5, 860 $5, 708 $152 $102, 839 $63, 834 $39, 006

2031 $5, 744 $5, 593 $151 $108, 583 $69, 427 $39, 157

2032 $5, 630 $5, 480 $150 $114, 213 $74, 907 $39, 307

2033 $5, 519 $5, 370 $149 $119, 732 $80, 277 $39, 456

2034 $5, 410 $5, 262 $148 $125, 142 $85, 538 $39, 603

2035 $5, 303 $5, 156 $147 $130, 444 $90, 694 $39, 750

Year 20 of Event Center operation:

2036 $5, 198 $5, 052 $146 $135, 642 $95, 746 $39, 896

Source: Marin Economic Consulting

4: Questioning the Benefits and Costs of the GSW Project

There are few guarantees with economic endeavors. Assuming that the conditions that exist today

will exist tomorrow, the day after that, or 20 years from now is of dubious merit. Conditions change.

The level of success of a basketball team ebbs and flows (though hopefully not for the Warriors),

the economy grows and shrinks, modes of transportation change, and the availability of hotel rooms

may decline as demand grows but supply does not.

This certainly holds true for the construction of an arena. While it is quite likely that the Warriors

will play at the arena for the foreseeable future and experience a high level of success for some

time, it is not certain that the estimated revenues will materialize. As a case in point, the EPS study

assumes a sales price for the land of $172,546,000. It has just been announced that the sales price

was $150,000,000. That represents a reduction in sales price of 13%, with a corresponding reduc-
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tion in revenues that are tied to the sales price: transfer taxes and ongoing property taxes. Although

the long-term implications of a decline in ongoing property taxes is likely small, the transfer tax is

reduced from $4.2 million to $3.65 million, a reduction in one-time revenues of $549,000. Granted,

this is just one percent of the one-time transit costs associated with the project, but it is more than

half a million dollars no longer available for other city needs.

Two categories of revenue are particularly suspect: hotels and parking. With regard to hotels, it is

not immediately clear that moving the venue from Oakland to San Francisco will necessarily lead

to a significant increase in demand for hotel rooms in San Francisco. With regard to parking, the

demand for parking ebbs and flows with the economy. It is also likely that demand for parking will

decline significantly in the coming years. Estimates included in the EPS report are therefore likely

biased upward and those revenues will not fully materialize.

− Hotel/Motel Occupancy Tax

There are primarily two concerns related to forecasts of increased demand for hotel rooms in San

Francisco resulting from the construction of the Event Center. First, San Francisco hotel occupancy

rates for much of the year are very high, implying little excess capacity to be filled by basket-

ball fans. During times of high demand for hotel rooms in San Francisco, many of those staying

overnight for an event at the arena may choose to stay outside of the City. Alternatively, the demand

resulting from arena events may well divert others to hotel rooms outside of the City. Second, it

is also likely that many overnight visitors for the Warriors games currently stay in San Francisco,

despite attending a game played in Oakland. Despite the change of venue to San Francisco, it is not

clear that this shift will result in a significant net increase in demand for San Francisco hotel rooms.

The EPS estimates of revenues associated with the GSW project indicate an increase in hotel room

occupancy. However, San Francisco is generally regarded as having a significant shortage of hotel

rooms and to be operating near full capacity. Indeed, occupancy rates for San Francisco are high

by any standard. San Francisco ranks third nationally in occupancy rates; New York is ranked #1.

The EPS report assumes that 10% of Event Center attendees are potential overnight visitors but that

only half of them will constitute new demand for hotel rooms in San Francisco. This assumption

represents an increase in demand for hotel rooms of approximately 50,000. However, it is likely that

many current overnight visitors to Oracle Arena stay in San Francisco. It is entirely possible that a

new arena will have a much smaller net impact on the demand for hotel rooms in San Francisco.

This puts some $1.7 million in expected additional revenues in question. If half of this demand does

not materialize, or is displacement of other demand for hotel rooms in the City, this could reduce

overall revenues by half, or by $800,000 to $900,000 in each year of operation, amounting to more

than $13 million in present discounted terms over 20 years of arena operation.

17



− Parking

Going forward, the use of personal vehicles and hence the demand for parking, as well as transit ser-

vices, is going to be subject to significant disruption. In particular, ride-sharing services continue to

grow, especially in San Francisco. With the use of these vehicles, the demand for parking at an event

site will likely decline. There is also growing evidence that autonomous vehicles will be available

in the near future. Several automobile and tech companies have announced a target date of 2020 for

making these cars, or cars with this capacity, available to the general public. The growth of ride-

sharing and the development of autonomous vehicles will likely reduce the demand for parking,

particularly the demand related to attending events. The advent of autonomous cars being used in

car-sharing will significantly increase the rate at which parking demand declines. Current estimates

are that the Event Center will result in the demand for parking spaces on the order of 422,000 per

year. Some of this demand for parking is likely to evaporate over time.

There could also be a significant decline in the demand for public transportation resulting from

increased car-sharing. This has several implications. First, planned investments in infrastructure

designed to expand transit availability to serve events may be rendered to some extent obsolete

as people move away from transit and toward the use of autonomous vehicles, whether shared or

privately owned. This represents a move away from transit toward private vehicles. Despite the

projected decline in parking demand, this represents increased need for traffic mitigation of some

sort. There will likely be an increase in vehicular traffic to and from the Event Center that could

have implications for the arena's neighbors.

With the advent of autonomous vehicles and greater use of ride-sharing services, it is possible that

demand for parking could decline significantly over the coming years. If we assume that it declines

at a rate of 1% each year, that would reduce revenues associated with parking by $3.8 million over

the 20-year time horizon. It will also reduce parking demand for a biotechnology development, but

by less, just $1.9 million over 20 years. Should parking demand decline more quickly (5%/year),

revenues could decline by as much as $15 million

− Net Benefits

The point of this discussion is that estimated revenues are suspect, while estimated costs are much

more likely accurate. Fixed investments, in particular, are known and not subject to market whims.

However in this case, there are unknowns lurking in the cost estimates. It is likely that the revenue

implications are biased high, resulting in uncertainty over their future stream with more downside

risk than upside. It is already the case that actual one-time revenues have turned out to be less than

anticipated (such as the transfer tax, which was lower by $549,000) and that the City has revised its
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estimates of one-time costs upward (by nearly $16 million) and its estimates of ongoing expenses

upward (by $1.4 million in each year). Clearly, there is great uncertainty in almost all of these

estimates.

5: Some Sensitivity Analysis

In each case, the revenue estimates relating to the GSW project and the revenue estimates relating

to a biotechnology center are uncertain. It is therefore worthwhile to experiment with basic assump-

tions to better understand the implications for City revenues. Table 9 offers some evidence for the

implications of particular assumptions. We provide four separate alternatives that relax in different

ways the assumptions inherent in the baseline analysis. The top line of the table presents the base-

line results of the analysis, the estimates of present discounted net revenues accruing to the City

(corresponding to the last row in Table 7). In the case of the biotechnology development net present

discounted revenues are $135.6 million whereas they are just $95.7 million for the GSW project, a

difference of $39.9 million.

Table 9. Summary of Net Present Discounted Value Associated with Alternatives (22 Years, 2015-2036)

Comparing the Multi-Purpose Venue with a Biotechnology Center (Millions)

Difference

Item Biotech GSW Over 22 Years Per Year

Baseline $135.6 $95.7 $39.9 $1.8

Alternative 1 $135.6 $82.6 $53.1 $2.4

- Hotel/Motel Revenues are overstated by 50% in EPS report OverBaseline : $13.2

Alternative 2 $147.0 $95.7 $51.2 $2.3

- Area to employee ratio for Biotech of 200/1 OverBaseline : $11.3

Alternative 3 $154.5 $95.7 $58.7 $2.7

- Add 200,000 sq ft to New Commercial Space (722,000 total) OverBaseline : $18.0

Alternative 4 (Extreme) $234.2 $82.6 $151.6 $6.9

- Area to employee ratio for Biotech of 150/1 OverBaseline : $111.7

- 100% of Biotech revenues are subject to GRT

- Hotel/Motel Revenues are overstated by 50%

- Add 200,000 sq ft to New Commercial Space (722,000 total)

Source: Marin Economic Consulting

The first alternative scenario assumes that one-half of the demand for hotel rooms in San Francisco

fails to materialize with the GSW project. This results in a reduction of approximately $13.2 million
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in net present discounted revenues. The revenues associated with the biotechnology development

are unchanged because there are no transient occupancy tax revenues assumed to occur.

The second alternative assumes a greater density of employment in the new commercial facility,

leaving the existing commercial plans constant. If there are 200 square feet per employee, rather

than 250, revenues associated with the new facility increase by more than $11.3 million relative to

the baseline. This increase in revenue stems largely from an increase in the output produced by the

building's occupants, resulting in increased gross receipts tax revenues. It also increases the occu-

pants interactions with the broader San Francisco economy, having a positive impact on ancillary

benefits. Further reducing the space per employee will have correspondingly larger increases in

revenues.

A third alternative assumes a larger facility is constructed, with 722,000 square feet of space rather

than 522,000 square feet of space. This increases the number of employees working in the space

by nearly 40%, holding the assumption that 250 square feet per employee is required. With greater

space comes increased employment and increased output and increased demand for the output of

the rest of the San Francisco economy. Accordingly, revenues are estimated to increase by nearly

$18.0 million with an expanded space. Under this scenario, the net discounted value of City rev-

enues increases by $58.7 million relative to the GSW project. Even larger spaces would have a

correspondingly larger impact on City revenues.

Finally, an extreme alternative is offered. Alternative 4 allows for a 150 to 1 ratio of square feet

to employees, assumes that all of the revenues accruing to the biotech occupants are subject to the

GRT, reduces by one-half assumed hotel/motel TOT revenues associated with the Event Center,

and involves a building with 722,000 square feet. Under this alternative, City revenues increase by

$111.7 million relative to the baseline, with biotechnology revenues exceeding GSW revenues by

nearly $151.6 million over 22 years and $6.9 million per year.

These alternatives are not put forward to suggest that there is $151.6 million being left on the table

(though there may be), but rather to illustrate the range of differences that underlying assumptions

can make. At the same time, even the extreme alternative is plausible.

6: Re-Evaluating the Net Benefits of Hosting the Warriors

There are two fundamental points made in this report:

1. Estimates of costs and revenues are highly speculative, and the evidence suggests that there

is more downside risk to the GSW project than upside.

2. There is significant revenue that is forgone by the City in order to bring the Warriors to town.
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Both of these points raise significant questions about the Warriors arena project from a financial

perspective. First, how comfortable are taxpayers in their understanding of the implications of this

development? Second, is this the right development?

The respective answers are "not very" and "quite possibly no." There is uncertainty in the informa-

tion available and replacing the Event Center in the project with additional commercial space has

the potential to increase City revenues significantly.

Another way of thinking about the differences in revenues between the GSW project and a biotech-

nology development is that these differences reflect the price the City is paying in order to bring

the Warriors to town. There are certainly other more tangible costs, but these costs are also real.

The above analysis indicates that even with relatively conservative assumptions, in particular those

surrounding employment in the new development and the size of the new development, a biotech-

nology center would increase City revenues significantly relative to the Event Center. Under the

baseline scenario, the difference is $39.9 million over 22 years. Under the most extreme, yet plau-

sible, scenario presented, an additional $151.6 million could be raised over the 22-year period. This

analysis presents a range of increases of between $1.8 and $6.9 million per year. It should be noted

that the extreme alternative does not include the possibility of a larger facility. Were it to do so,

the forgone annual revenues would be significantly higher. This suggests that the City of San Fran-

cisco is likely paying more than $1.8 million and possibly upwards of $7 million per year in forgone

revenues in each of the next 22 years to accommodate the Warriors.

Every economic development represents a choice. That choice is between the proposed develop-

ment and plausible alternatives. The City has chosen to pursue a basketball team without exploring

or disclosing the relative merits of the project compared with plausible alternatives. This report is

not designed to condemn the choice, but rather to better inform the debate on the implications of

this choice.
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APPENDIX: Details of Annual Revenue Calculations for Biotech
in Comparison with the Warriors Project

This appendix provides tables illustrating key differences in the assumptions and results between

the analysis presented in the EPS report of 9/25/15 and the biotechnology project discussed in the

text. The tables very closely mirror those in the EPS report and reproduce assumptions and results

from that report. Some tables are not applicable to the biotechnology project and are omitted. In

particular, Tables A-9 through A-11 are omitted. It should also be noted that these tables have not

been updated to reflect the actual purchase price paid by the Warriors. It does, however, include

updates to the City's estimates of one-time and ongoing costs.

Table A-1. San Francisco Revenue Summary (Thousands of 2014 dollars)

Comparing the Multi-Purpose Venue with a Biotechnology Center

Item GSW Biotech Difference

Annual General Revenue

Property Tax (General Fund) $912 $603 -$309

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $868 $570 -$298

Sales Tax $521 $253 -$268

Hotel/Motel Tax (General Fund) $1, 667 $0 -$1, 667

Parking Tax $482 $243 -$239

Stadium Admission Tax $4, 336 $0 -$4, 336

Gross Receipts Tax

On-site $2, 431 $4, 078 $1, 647

Off-site $42 $0 -$42

Utility User Tax $254 $249 -$5

Subtotal $11, 513 $5, 996 -$5, 517

Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue

Special Fund Property Taxes (Children's, Library, and Open Space) $148 $98 -$50

Public Safety Sales Tax $260 $127 -$133

San Francisco County Transportation Authority Sales Tax $260 $127 -$133

MTA Parking Tax $1, 929 $971 -$958

Subtotal $2, 597 $1, 322 -$1, 275

TOTAL REVENUES $14, 110 $7, 318 -$6, 792

Source: EPS and Marin Economic Consulting
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Table A-2. San Francisco City One-Time Fee Revenue Summary (2014 dollars)

Comparing the Multi-Purpose Venue with a Biotechnology Center

Item GSW Biotech Difference

New Gross Building Area (sq.ft.) 1, 156, 500

City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.)

Child Care $661, 870 $1, 263, 240 $601, 370

Transit Impact Development Fee $17, 435, 765 $10, 901, 655 −$6, 534, 110

Total Development Impact Fee $18, 097, 635 $12, 164, 895 −$5, 932, 740

Other In-Lieu Impact Fees

Other One-Time Revenues

Sales Taxes During Construction $2, 354, 634 $1, 617, 159 −$737, 475

Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $2, 953, 050 $2, 027, 835 −$925, 215

Property Transfer Tax from Initial Land Sale $4, 200, 000 $4, 200, 000 $0

Source: EPS and Marin Economic Consulting

Note: The gross building area for the biotechnology development includes four commercial buildings with

1,044,000 square feet and retail of 112,500 square feet.

23



T
a

b
le

 A
-3

. 
S

a
n

 F
r
a

n
c
is

c
o

 P
ro

p
e
r
ty

 T
a

x
 E

st
im

a
te

s 
(2

0
1

4
 d

o
ll

a
r
s)

C
o

m
p

a
r
in

g
 t

h
e
 M

u
lt

i-
P

u
r
p

o
se

 V
e
n

u
e
 w

it
h

 a
 B

io
te

c
h

n
o

lo
g

y
 C

e
n

te
r

It
e
m

A
ss

u
m

p
ti

o
n

s
G

S
W

B
io

te
c
h

D
if

fe
re

n
c
e

S
e
c
u

re
d

 A
ss

e
ss

e
d

 V
a

lu
e

M
u

lt
i-

P
u

rp
o

se
 V

e
n

u
e

$
5
50
,0
00

,0
00

$
0

$
55

0
,0
00
,0
0
0

O
th

e
r 

D
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t

E
v

e
n

t 
M

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t/
T

e
a
m

 O
p

e
ra

ti
o

n
s 

S
p

a
c
e

$
14
,5
0
0
,0
0
0

$
0

$1
4,
50

0,
0
00

R
e
ta

il
$4

1,
3
43

,7
50

$
4
1
,3
43
,7
50

$0

O
ffi

c
e

$3
02
,7
60

,0
00

$
6
05

,5
2
0,
0
00

−
$3

02
,7
6
0,
00

0

P
a
rk

in
g

$3
3,
25

0
,0
0
0

$3
3
,2
5
0,
00

0
$
0

S
u

b
to

ta
l

$9
41
,8
53

,7
50

$
6
80

,1
1
3,
75

0
$2

6
1
,7
40
,0
00

N
e
w

 T
a

x
a

b
le

 V
a

lu
e

G
ro

ss
 S

e
c
u

re
d

 P
o

ss
e
ss

o
ry

 I
n

te
re

st
/P

ro
p

e
rt

y
 T

a
x

1
.0

%
 o

f 
n

e
w

 A
V

$
9
,4
18

,5
38

$
6
,8
0
1,
13

8
$2

,6
17
,4
0
0

U
n

se
c
u

re
d

 T
a
x

 f
ro

m
 t

h
e
 W

a
rr

io
rs

$
18

3
,3
3
3

$
0

$1
83
,3
3
3

U
n

se
c
u

re
d

 T
a
x

 f
ro

m
 O

th
e
r 

U
se

s
$
39

1
,8
5
4

$
0

$3
91
,8
5
4

S
u

b
to

ta
l

$9
,9
9
3
,7
2
5

$
6
,8
01
,1
38

$3
,1
92
,5
87

(l
e
ss

) 
E

x
is

ti
n

g
 T

a
x

e
s

−
$
1
,7
95

,1
69

−
$
1
,7
9
5,
16

9
$
0

T
o

ta
l

$
8
,1
98

,5
56

$
5
,0
0
5,
96

9
$3

,1
92
,5
8
7

P
ro

p
e
r
ty

 T
a

x

T
ie

r 
1

 P
ro

p
e
rt

y
 T

a
x

 P
a
ss

 T
h

ro
u

g
h

2
0

.0
0

%
$
1
,6
39

,7
11

$
1
,0
0
1,
19

4
$6

38
,5
1
7

T
ie

r 
2

 P
ro

p
e
rt

y
 T

a
x

 P
a
ss

 T
h

ro
u

g
h

1
6

.8
%

$1
,3
7
7
,3
5
7

$
8
41

,0
03

$5
36
,3
55

T
ie

r 
1

 a
n

d
 2

 P
ro

p
e
rt

y
 T

a
x

 P
a
ss

 T
h

ro
u

g
h

s
3

6
.8

0
%

$
3
,0
17

,0
68

$
1
,8
4
2,
1
96

$1
,1
7
4,
8
72

N
e
t 

N
e
w

 G
e
n

e
ra

l 
F

u
n

d
 S

h
a
re

 (
a
ft

e
r 

E
R

A
F

)
5

5
.5

9
%

 p
ro

p
e
rt

y
 t

a
x

 t
ie

r 
1

 p
a
ss

 t
h

ro
u

g
h

$9
11

,5
15

$
5
56

,5
6
4

$3
54
,9
5
2

S
p

e
c
ia

l 
F

u
n

d
s

9
.0

0
%

 p
ro

p
e
rt

y
 t

a
x

 t
ie

r 
1

 p
a
ss

 t
h

ro
u

g
h

$
14

7
,5
7
4

$
90
,1
0
7

$
57
,4
6
7

S
F

U
n

ifi
e
d

 S
c
h

o
o

l 
D

is
tr

ic
t

7
.7

0
%

 p
ro

p
e
rt

y
 t

a
x

 p
a
ss

 t
h

ro
u

g
h

$
23

2
,3
1
4

$
1
41

,8
49

$9
0,
4
65

A
ff

o
rd

a
b

le
 H

o
u

si
n

g
 S

e
t 
A

si
d

e
$
1
,6
3
9
,7
1
1

$
1
,0
01
,1
94

$
63

8,
5
17

S
o

u
rc

e
: 

E
P

S
a
n

d
 M

a
ri

n
 E

c
o

n
o

m
ic

 C
o

n
su

lt
in

g

24



Table A-4. Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimates (2014 dollars)

Comparing the Multi-Purpose Venue with a Biotechnology Center

Item GSW Biotech Difference

Citywide Total Assessed Value (millions $) $172, 489 $172, 489

Total Assessed Value of Project (millions of $) $941.85 $680.11 $261.74

(less) Existing Value −$179.52 −$179.52

Net Increase in Project Assessed Value (millions $) $762.34 $500.59 $261.75

Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 0.442% 0.290%

Total Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (FY2014-15) $196, 480, 000 $196, 480, 000

New Propety Tax in Lieu of VLF $868, 372 $570, 220 $298, 152

Source: EPS and Marin Economic Consulting

Table A-5. Property Transfer Tax (2014 dollars)

Comparing the Multi-Purpose Venue with a Biotechnology Center

Item Assumptions GSW Biotech

One-Time Transfer Tax

Estimated Land Sale $172, 546, 000 $172, 546, 000

One-Time Transfer Tax $24.34 per $1,000 value $4, 199, 770 $4, 199, 770

Source: EPS and Marin Economic Consulting

Note: The actual transaction price for the property is $150 million.
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Table A-6. Sales Tax Estimate (thousands of 2014 dollars)

Comparing the Multi-Purpose Venue with a Biotechnology Center

Item Assumptions GSW Biotech Difference

Taxable Sales from Multi-Purpose Venue

Warriors Game Concessions and Merchandise $21.60 per attendee $15, 768

Other Event Concessions $11.00 per attendee $12, 859

Total $28, 627

Sales Tax to General Fund 1.0% of taxable sales $286

(less) Existing Sales Shift −$18

Net New Sales Tax $267

Taxable Sales From Commercial Space

Retail $450 per sq ft $50, 625 $50, 625 $0

Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% of taxable sales $506 $506 $0

(less) Shift From Existing Sales −$253 −$253 $0

Net New Sales Tax $253 $253 $0

Annual Sales Tax after Shift of Existing Sales

Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% $521 $253 −$268

Public Safety Sales Tax 0.50% of taxable sales $260 $126 −$133

San Francisco County Transportation Authority 0.50% of taxable sales $260 $127 −$134

SF Public Fnancing Authority (Schools) 0.25% of taxable sales $130 $63 −$67

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies

New Taxable Value $941, 854 $680, 114 −$261, 740

Supply/Materials Portion of Development Value 50.00% $470, 927 $340, 057 −$130, 870

San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $235, 463 $170, 028 −$65, 435

Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% of taxable sales $2, 355 $1, 700 −$654

Source: EPS and Marin Economic Consulting

Table A-7. Transient Occupancy Tax Estimates Estimate (2014 dollars)

The implications of over-estimating hotel and motel occupancy.

Item Assumptions GSW 50% of GSW Difference

Overnight Attendees in San Francisco for Multi-Purpose Venue Events

Events per Year 205 205 0

Total Turnstile Attendance 1, 899, 000 1, 899, 000 0

Potential Overnight Visitors 189, 900 189, 900 0

Net New Overnight Visitors 50% (25%) 94, 950 47, 475 −47, 475

Hotel Room Demand 1.90 people per room 49, 974 24, 987 −24, 987

Off-Site Hotel/Motel Room Proceeds $238 per-room night $11, 907, 203 $5, 946, 868 −$5, 960, 335

Total Hotel/Motel Tax Revenue 14% of room revenue $1, 667, 012 $832, 562 −$834, 450

Source: EPS and Marin Economic Consulting
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Table A-12. Parking Tax Estimates (2014 dollars)

Comparing the Multi-Purpose Venue with a Biotechnology Center

Item Assumptions GSW Biotech Difference

Arena Utility Cost $1, 490, 000 $0 −$1, 490, 000

Other Uses

Retail $2.87 per sq.ft. $322, 875 $322, 875 $0

Office (Including Event Management and $2.87 per sq.ft. $1, 569, 890 $2, 996, 280 $1, 426, 390

Team Operations)

Total Annual Commercial Utility Cost $3, 382, 765 $3, 319, 155 −$63, 610

Utility User Tax 7.5% of commercial utility cost $253, 707 $248, 937 −$4, 771

Source: EPS and Marin Economic Consulting
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