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A community bank will be established whose primary interest
will be the development of the waterfront site south of Mission
Street. The bank's main responsibility will be to finance all
visions approved by the community board. After the fifteen
year development period, the bank will assume responsibility for
coordinating loan and bond payments, and for_findihg continued
resources to keep the community in good repair. In addition to
its development responsibilities, the bank will also serve the
residents: and businesses of the community as the central financial

institution.

Initially, the bank will be operated as an extention of
the city. The city of San Francisco will lease the land to
the bank for a 99 year period. The land leases will provide
security for the bank and will act as a symbolic gesture of con-.
fidence on the part of the city. Although the city will be
responsible for the intial organization, the community will
cradually assume responsibility for the bank's operation as it
becomes increasingly self-reliant and defined.

The cost for any urban renewal development is enormous,

To determine the financing system and source of resources for

the community bank, the amount of capital necessary for incremen-
tal development over 15 years first had to be calculated, (See
Chart 1). These figures were developed by using the recommmended
distributions of building functions and a total buildable ground
area of 700,000 ft.z. Afterwards, the total costs for each
building type were divided by 15 to arrive at yearly cogts.

A distiction was made between projects which will be funded
from private vs. public sources to determine the resonable

contribution of government grants and loans. As evidenced by



CHART 1-NEEDED CAPITAL FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
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by Chart 1, it was assumed that government finanacing sources,

at federal, city and community levels, will be responsible for
funding the infrastructure, community projects, parking, and

15% of the housing. Expenses in Chart 1 were estimated at
$6O/ft.2 for typical building construction and $2O/ft.2 for
parking construction. Yearly inflation rates of 12% for expenses
were included later in Chart 2.

Once the magnitude of financing was determined exploration
of resources for project loans followed. Several sources of
financing were examined for their feasibility. (See Chart 2).
These sources included: government grants; community bonds;
downpayments from private projects; returns-from loans for
private projects; parking; returns from land leases; and
savings from community residents and businesses.





















