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Revenue to the Coliseum Redevelopment Area 
As shown in Figure 5.9, below, the new development in the Plan Area does not generate a significant tax 
increment to the RDA for the first 10 years of the plan.  However, from 2019 onward, however, the 
revenue to the RDA increases dramatically, with the tax increment reaching a peak of $4,075,000 in 
2024.  From that point forward, the revenues to the RDA diminish, partly due to inflation and partly due 
to a growing pass-through to the General Purpose Fund. 

Figure 5.9: Revenue Generated for the RDA, Alternative 2, 2009-2035 (2009 Constant Dollars) 

 

Source: Strategic Economics, 2009. 
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Alternative 3: Development Assumptions and Findings 
Note: this analysis was conducted with the assumption that the PG&E site would be redeveloped into light industrial and 
incubator space. At the outset of the planning process and after initial discussions with PG&E representatives, it appeared that 
this large site could become available for partial redevelopment within the Plan's 25-year planning horizon. However, in a letter 
to staff and testimony at the December 2009 Planning Commission hearing on the preferred alternative, a PG&E representative 
indicated that redevelopment or more intensive use of the site was not compatible with PG&E's goals. With the elimination of 
this change and the movement of the incubator to elsewhere in the Plan Area, there is a net loss of 300,000 sq. ft. of industrial 
land and associated job implications.  As a consequence, there will be a slight reduction in real estate transfer and property 
taxes. However, the contribution of industrial space to these taxes is typically minor, so it is not perceived to substantially change 
the conclusions of this analysis.  

Phasing 
Alternative 3 includes the most intensive development of the three alternatives.  Under this plan, both the 
Con-Agra and Owens-Brockway sites, as well as the Warehouse Triangle, are redeveloped as large-scale 
residential/mixed-use projects. In addition, in the East Subarea, the area south of Tidewater is transformed 
into an area with residential towers and high-density office buildings, while Pacific Gas and Electric site 
to the north was originally contemplated to be developed into an R&D incubator complex. Subsequent to 
indications from PG&E that they were less amenable to redevelopment than originally perceived, 
redevelopment of the PG&E site was removed from the land use and employment calculations.  Finally, 
the Central-West area has more new housing than in any of the other alternatives. However, even as these 
developments are transforming most of the Plan Area, portions of the industrial West Subarea are 
preserved in their current use. 

2009-2014: 
The development market is recovering from the current downturn and new development is being planned, 
but other than small in-fill housing in the West Subareas, nothing new is completed. 

2015-2019: 
The first area where housing will become feasible will be the Central-West Subarea- three new housing 
developments are constructed in this area.  In addition, a portion of the residential development on the 
Owens-Brockway site will be completed and absorbed by the market.  As this is happening, the park 
surrounding the extension of the Bay Trail and Embarcadero will be implemented through the Central-
West Subarea and new Retail will be developed in the Warehouse Triangle. In-fill housing continues to 
be developed. 

2020-2024: 
Facing increasing pressure from the adjacent residential development, ConAgra will be redeveloped as a 
large residential project.  The remainder of the Owens-Brockway site and Warehouse Triangle will also 
be developed as residential.  The Park Street Triangle is converted from retail use to park land. In-fill 
housing continues to be developed.19 

                                                        
19 Initially, this Alternative included redevelopment of the existing PG&E owned site as an R&D incubator complex 
during this period.  However, due to recent indications by PG&E that this redevelopment would be unlikely, this has 
been eliminated from this Alternative, which assumes that the PG&E site will remain with its current use.   
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2025-2029: 
A portion of the new high-rise residential and the office development in the East Subarea is completed.   
In-fill housing continues to be developed. 

2030-2035: 
The remainder of the high-rise residential development in the East Subarea is completed, along with the 
parkland associated with continuation of the Embarcadero and Bay Trail.  In-fill housing continues to be 
developed. 

Figure 5.10: Alternative 3, Phasing  

 
Source:  Community Design and Architecture 2009, Strategic Economics 2009 

Net Fiscal Impact to General Purpose Fund 
As shown in Table 5.14 below, at build-out, Alternative 3 would generate a net increase of $1,047,000 in 
revenue to the General Purpose Fund. This is because, although the projected increase of expenditures at 
build out are more than double those of either Alternatives 1 or 2, it would also generate by far the most 
additional revenue. 
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Table 5.14: Alternative 3: Net Fiscal Impact to the City General Fund at Build-Out (in 2009 dollars) 

Revenues $ 

Property Tax $2,075,000 

Real Estate Transfer Tax $5,454,000 

Sales Tax $543,000 

Vehicle License Fee $344,000 

Per Capita Revenue $1,167,000 

Subtotal $9,583,000 

Expenditures  $ 

Per Capita Cost Items $2,218,000 

Public Works $218,000 

Libraries $186,000 

Fire $1,859,000 

Police Cost $4,055,000 

Total $8,536,000 

Net Impact on General Fund $1,047,000 

Source: Strategic Economics, 2009 

Of the three Alternatives, this one is the most dependent upon the Real Estate Transfer Tax (Figure 5.11).  
However, compared to the more fiscally positive Alternative 1, Alternative 3 generates more revenue in 
each of the five sources of revenue, with the exception of sales tax. 
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Figure 5.11: Alternative 3, Distribution of Additional Revenue Sources and Expenses at Build Out   

Source: Strategic Economics, 2009 

As shown in Figure 5.12, below, under Alternative 3, the Plan Area begins to generate a positive net 
revenue almost immediately after development begins in 2015.  Both revenues and costs grow quickly for 
the entire period, though both begin to plateau approaching build-out.  However, because the growth rates 
are similar for both costs and revenue, net revenue is fairly flat from 2015-2035.  

Figure 5.12: Fiscal Impact of the Alternative 3, 2009-2035 (2009 Constant Dollars)  

Source: Strategic Economics, 2009.  
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Revenue to the Coliseum Redevelopment Area 
As shown in Figure 5.13, below, the new development in the Plan Area generates a significant and 
rapidly growing tax increment to the RDA for the duration of the period.  At its peak in 2034, the RDA 
will capture $9,432,000 from the Plan Area- this is roughly $4,000,000 more than Alternative 1 at its peak 
and more than $5,000,000 more than Alternative 2 at its peak.  It is likely that this would diminish in 
subsequent years, given the increasing pass-throughs as the RDA reaches its termination of its collection 
period in 2042-2043. 

 

Figure 5.13: Revenue Generated for the RDA, Alternative 3, 2009-2035 (2009 Constant Dollars) 

 

Source: Strategic Economics, 2009. 




