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1.0 Executive Summary

This document represents the  rst of a two-part report detailing the ndings and recommendations of Next Wave Rhode
Island Partners LLC (“NWRIP”) in its capacity as counterparty to the Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (‘RIPTA”) under the
Preliminary Services Agreement for the Transit Center Joint Development Project (“PSA"). NWRIP's scope of work in Task 2 of
the PSA focused on the following key activities:

» Working in close coordination with RIPTA, engaging the public, key stakeholders and elected o cials about the Project
objectives and PSA process as well as soliciting input on critical early-stage issues, most notably potential locations for
the new transit center.

» ldentify and evaluate potential sites for the Project using criteria and data developed in partnership with the RIPTA
project team and their advisors.

» Conduct technical due diligence on one or more sites deemed most viable through the evaluation process and
provide a recommendation to RIPTA on sites for further study and advancement to the Basis of Design activities
required under Task 3 of the PSA.

» Develop conceptual-level designs, preliminary construction cost estimates and nancial options for the Transit Center
and TOD project components.

Part | of the Task 2 report focuses on site selection, commercial feasibility of the TOD and potential approaches to fund
and nance both components of the project. Part Il of the Task 2 report will provide a more detailed study on the sites
recommended for further exploration, including existing site conditions analysis, conceptual-level design, preliminary
cost estimates and As further described herein, RIPTA and NWRIP’s comprehensive and collaborative work in Task 2 of the
PSA has yielded signi cant progress toward identifying a path to delivery of a state-of-the-art transit center capable of
supporting RIPTA's immediate and long-term needs in a general location supported by riders, the community, and other
key stakeholders.

Site Evaluations and Recommendation

RIPTA and NWRIP established a screening
framework through which each prospective
site would be assessed for its viability as both a
standalone transit center and a transit-oriented
development (“TOD"). A total of ten evaluation
criteria were developed within the categories of
“Transit Center Viability“TOD Viability," and “Site
Acquisition Feasibility,“Project Costs,“Financing
and Funding,"and “Community Support”

Public outreach was a critical component in the
site evaluation process and most of NWRIP and
RIPTAs e ortsin this area during Task 2 centered
on gathering and analyzing feedback on
potential sites for the new transit center. NWRIP
hosted a total of seven (7) public engagement events in addition to managing a state-wide survey open to the public for
more than 45 days. Sites closest to Providence Train Station received overwhelmingly positive feedback across a host of
engagement activities conducted in Task 2. The preferences expressed by stakeholders led the NWRIP and RIPTA project
teams to further explore all possibilities around the train station. These e orts resulted in the identi cation of a new site

Figure 1. Aerial View of Train Station Adjacent Sites
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comprising parts of 1 Finance Way, 150 Francis Street and Station Park (collectively, “Francis Street”) as meriting additional
study. Out of the sites originally identi ed, NWRIP recommends the land immediately adjacent to Providence Train
Station—identi ed as Park Row West (also known as Capital Properties Site 6C) in Section 2 of this report—as the other site
for further consideration in the next phase of the PSA.

+¢+-114 Acres

% "\
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"

Figure 2: Aerial View of Francis Street and Park Row West

Initial Financing Options — Transit Center

NWRIP and its nancial advisory team conducted a comprehensive analysis of potential sources of funding and nancing
programs available for the Transit Center component of the Project. As described in detail within Section 3.2 of the report,
the analysis identi ed the following programs as warranting further exploration and pursuit by RIPTA and NWRIP in Task 3:

» FTA Buses and Bus Facilities Program (Section 5339) - The Section 5339 Bus and Bus Facilities program, which is
a compliment to the Section 5339(a) formula program, provides funding through a competitive process to replace,
rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment and to construct bus-related facilities. This program is
designed to provide funding for major improvements to bus transit systems that would not be achievable through
formula allocations.

» USDOT Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) Grants - The program
provides for investment in road, rail, transit and port projects that promise to achieve national objectives. Previously
known as the Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) and Transportation Investment
Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grants, Congress has dedicated nearly $14.3 billion for fteen
rounds of National Infrastructure Investments to fund projects that have a signi cant local or regional impact.

» FTA Community Project Funding/ Congressionally Directed Spending - CPF is appropriated and allocated from
the General Fund for Transit Infrastructure Grants only on an annual basis and at the discretion of Congress. The
total funding amounts are speci ed in the Consolidated Appropriations Act corresponding with each scal year, if
applicable.
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Initial Financing Options — Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)

Section 3.3 describes the various transaction structures considered by the NWRIP team for the residential TOD component
of the Project. NWRIP's analysis identi es three essential items needed across all scenarios considered to make the TOD
feasible:

» Property tax relief from the City of Providence in the form of a Tax Stabilization Agreement (“TSA") or Payment-in-Lieu-
of-Taxes (“PILOT”); both arrangements are subject to approval by Providence City Council

» Utilization of the Railroad Rehabilitation & Improvement Financing (RRIF) program for the debt component of the
Project capital stack.

» “Soft money” (tax credits, grants, interest free loans or other forms of subsidy) contributions from non-Federal sources
such as Rhode Island Housing (“RIH"), Rhode Island Commerce, the Providence Redevelopment Agency or similar

organizations.

NWRIP considered residential projects with units exclusively designated for deeply a ordable (LIHTC) households, units
targeting individuals at the attainable/workforce income levels and units marketed exclusively at market rates. While the
Commercial & Financial Working Group will continue to vet a purely market rate scenario in Task 3, NWRIP believes a mixed-
income housing project consisting of 70% market rate units and 30% traditional a ordable (LIHTC) presents the best path
to nancial viability for the TOD. The following is a summary of the key assumptions across all nancing scenarios under
consideration for the TOD:

Standard TOD Assumptions Across All Scenarios

Construction Period 24 months

Total Units 175-215

Unit Types Studios, 1BRs, 2BRs, 3BRs
Average Unit Size 695 GSF

fﬂ\ger:?r?e Market Rate Rent Per $2.806

Retail Space 5,000 GSF - 10,000 GSF
Controllable OpEx Per Unit $6,421

Target Annual Payment to RIPTA-$  $250,000 escalating at 3% annually

20-year Tax Stabilization Agreement per terms made public by

FUSRENTL) b SmIpLoNE City of Providence Tax Assessor

Table 1: Standard TOD Assumptions Across All Scenarios
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Conclusions

Completion of Task 2 is a major milestone for the Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project. The collaborative
work of RIPTA and NWRIP has advanced e ortsto nd a central transit hub alternative to Kennedy Plaza further than any of
the previous attempts over the last decade. The following key conclusions and ndings from Task 2 activities must be front
of mind for RIPTA, NWRIP and all other Project stakeholders moving forward:

» The recommendation for further study of the Park Row West and newly identi ed Francis Street sites as the home
of the new Transit Center should be viewed as evidence that the PSA process has worked as intended. Community
input weighed heavily in the evaluation as did the sites’ merits as viable standalone bus hub and residential projects.
Additional due diligence work remains to make a nal site selection and to obtain site control in accordance with the
acquisition guidelines provided by the FTA; Failing to carefully adhere to FTA regulations could jeopardize Federal grant
eligibility.

> NWRIP and RIPTA's work in Task 3 must intensely focus on further vetting of and application for Federal grants and
nancing to support both components of the Project. The substantial amount of money available for the Transit Center
through FTA programs represents a tremendous opportunity to signi cantly reduce the overall capital cost of the
facility to the State.

» The TOD's viability is heavily reliant on factors highly subject to political factors that may be outside of the Project’s
control, namely the successful negotiation of a property tax deal with the City of Providence; obtaining committed
nancing under the USDOT’s RRIF program, which up to this point has not yet been authorized to nance a residential
project; additional nancial support through “soft money”such as tax credit, grants and low-interest loans available at
the state and local levels.
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Figure 4: Proposed Sites for Exploration Including Francis Street
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RIPTA and NWRIP established a screening framework through which each prospective site would be assessed for its viability
as both a standalone transit center and a transit-oriented development (“TOD"). A total of ten evaluation criteria were
developed within the categories of “Transit Center Viability“TOD Viability,’ and “Site Acquisition Feasibility,“Project Costs,’
“Financing and Funding,”and “Community Engagement’

For each criterion, a site under consideration was assigned one of three possible ratings.

e | T | N

Transit Center Viability
|  MaximizeAccess | DirectService [  Transfer Convenience |

Site is far from most core Few RIPTA routes could directly 400 daily transfers or less
downtown destinations service the site forecasted at the site

o At least half but not the majority of |Forecasted transfers at the site
Site is close to some core

N RIPTA routes could directly totalling more than 400 but less
downtown destinations - .
service the site than 4,000
Site is close to the majority of the |70% or more of RIPTA routes 4,000 daily transfers or more
core downtown destinations could directly service the site forecasted at the site

TOD Viability
|  HousingViabiity |  RIPTAOffset [ |

Location and/or site characteristics |Forecasted TOD project
are not likely to yield a financially |economics will allow for little or no
viable housing project RIPTA value capture

Location and/or site characteristics |Forecasted TOD project
may yield a financially viable economics will allow for some
housing project RIPTA value capture

Location and/or site characteristics |Forecasted TOD project
highly-likely to yield a financially ~ |economics will allow for
viable housing project substantial RIPTA value capture

Site Acquisition Feasibility

] Acquisition Cost

Legal/regulatory hurdles, seller
preferences and external coditions
expected to make acquisition
highly challenging
Legal/regulatory factors, seller
preferences and external
conditions are typical for the
contemplated project
Legal/regulatory factors, seller
Anticipated acquisitions costs preferences and other external
below market value conditions more likely to result in
successful acquisition

Substantial costs associated with
acquiring the rights to develop a
project on the site

Costs associated with acquisition
not expected to overly burden the
contemplated project

Project Costs Financing & Funding Community Support

] Capital Costs Federal Programs Stakeholder Feedback

Site is not eligible for most Majority of feedback received from
advantageous Federal funding and|public and key project
financing programs stakeholders not supportive

Site attributes are highly likely to
result in higher construction costs

Site attributes not expected to
Fair negatively impact design and
construction costs

Majority of feedback received from
public and key project
stakeholders neutral

Site is eligible for some Federal
funding and financing programs

Site attributes expected to
Good positively affect design and
construction costs

Majority of feedback received from
public and key project
stakeholders positive

Site is eligible for all Federal
funding and financing programs

Table 2: Ratings Criteria Summary
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Sites were evaluated on a standalone basis (i.e. not relative to one another or the current Central Hub). These ratings were
then aggregated and used to rank the sites from most to least preferable. The property ranked as most preferable is the site
that NWRIP is formally recommending to RIPTA for a more comprehensive study, which if con rmed viable, would be the
subject of further design and pre-development work.

Transit Center Viability

The appropriateness of a site to serve as a transit hub is the most crucial factor in selecting the Project location; as a result, this
evaluation category held the greatest overall weight in the assessment. “Viability” of the transit center focuses on a given sites’
ability to facilitate transit service improvements. The assessment of each site in this category focuses on the sub-criteria

identi ed below. Additional background information on the development of these criteria can be found in Appendix 1B.

Maximize
Access

Location’s ability to
improve access to

residents, jobs &
major activity
centers

Key Measure: Number of rider
destinations within % mile of
each site under consideration

More RIPTA riders travel to the
core of downtown than to
other locations

Facilities within or closest to
the core would serve as a
terminal for more riders than
those farther out

Figure 5: Transit Center Viability Criteria

Direct Service
How a site better
enables RIPTA’s
services to take
people directly to
desired
destinations

Key Measure: Number of
routes that could directly serve

a site under consideration

Service should operate as
directly as possible — because
direct routes attract more
riders than circuitous routes

Sites closest to core of

downtown could be directly
served by more routes than
those farther from the core

Transfer

Effectiveness
Site’s transfer
capacity improves
travel times for
riders; proximity to
rail stations
increases
optionality

Key Measure: Number of
possible daily transfers and
proximity to rail transportation

Most transit riders will transfer
at the location that provides
the fastest travel time

Number of transfers reflects
convenience of site as a
transfer location

Sites near Providence Station
would facilitate intermodal
connections
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Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Viability

Each prospective site was evaluated on a standalone basis residential/mixed-use TOD feasibility using commercially
reasonable underwriting standards that would be applied to any other real estate development opportunity in the City of
Providence. The TOD's ability to generate value for RIPTA in the form of a nancial o set to the annual availability payment
tied to the Transit Center’s nancing and operations is an equally critical factor in the evaluation. The NWRIP and RIPTA

evaluation criteria for the TOD can be broken down as follows;

Housing & Mixed-Use
Site’s suitability for
development of a vibrant,

financially feasible mixed-use
residential project

RIPTA Offset
Degree to which site attributes
allow TOD to maximize value

capture for RIPTA

= Physically and functionally = Value capture strategies to
integrated with Transit Center offset a portion of the annual

= Dense, walkable mixed-use payment tied to the Transit
space with residential Center capital and operational
component inclusive of costs
workforce and affordable = Site considerations related to
housing optimizing long-term

= Market supply & demand, maintenance planning and
rental rates, future outlook associated expenses

indicate path to financial
feasibility

Figure 6: Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Viability Criteria

Community Support

Input received from the public — especially users of RIPTA's transit
network — is a critically important aspect of the site evaluation
process. Two in-person public workshops, two virtual (online)
workshops, several pop-up events, a widely distributed survey,
meetings with community stakeholders, and engagement activities
hosted on the project website together provided a wealth of
information to the RIPTA and NWRIP team. This feedback received
from RIPTA riders, residents or Providence and communities across
Rhode Island, and the business and non-pro t communities has
been heavily weighted in the evaluation process. A summary of the
community outreach e orts, input gathered, and key ndings has
been provided at the end of Section 2. An aggregation of all raw data
and additional materials from the community engagement events
can be found in Appendix 1C.

Community Support
Direct feedback from project

stakeholders and community
members at public events

= Aggregation of data and comments
from surveys, in-person and virtual
workshops, social media and other
public engagement activities

= Discussions with RIPTA riders, city
leaders, neighborhood associations
and members of the non-profitand
business community

Figure 7: Community Support Criteria

Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report
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Site Acquisition

The di culty level in acquiring an identi ed site requires careful consideration. In establishing these Site Acquisition
criteria, RIPTA and NWRIP notes that a given site may receive outstanding ratings under the transit evaluation framework
and indicate viability as it relates to the TOD, but ultimately prove highly unlikely or even impossible to acquire (whether
through fee simple or long-term ground lease). Additionally, some sites may be better positioned than others in terms of
meeting State and Federal requirements for grant and/or low interest funding programs that are essential to the overall

nancial viability of the project.

Acquisition Cost
Effect on project economics

due to cost to acquire a site
(fee simple or ground lease)

= Parcels with lowest upfront cost
provide most benefit to underlying
project economics

= Ground lease arrangements cost-
benefit analysis based on terms

Figure 8: Site Acquisition Criteria

Acquisition Difficulty
Evaluation of the ease in which a
site can be brought under control

for anticipated use

Regulatory and legal hurdles, and
the time required to address such
issues may differ from site to site

Private owners’ willingness or
conditions tied to selling or leasing
the site may vary

Compliance with Federal and State
guidelines, including FTA
requirements related to site
acquisition

Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report
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Project Costs, Financing & Funding

Capital costs and access to Federal and State programs to help fund and nance those costs, is an important
consideration for the RIPTA and NWRIP team. Known environmental conditions, design limitations due to parcel sizes and
shapes or other physical site characteristics will allow the NWRIP and RIPTA teams to identify anticipated construction cost
implications. Assessment of a site location's impact on eligibility for nancial support at the Federal, State and Local levels
is another critical consideration. The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (“llJA”) has made available an unprecedented
amount of Federal funding and nancing. Some of the most advantageous programs have eligibility requirements tied

to proximity to other modes of transportation, which may result in more favorable ratings for certain sites. Any known
existing site conditions that would impede the Project’s ability to meet regulatory requirements under these programs

must also be evaluated.

Project Cost
Anticipated capital cost
implications for site under

consideration

= Size and shape of parcels may limit
design and construction options,
resulting in less efficient build

= Known conditions may require
more extensive site work that
drives up overall cost of the project

=  Permitting and planning
requirements for some sites may
require more expensive
construction methodsand
materials

Figure 9: Project Costs, Financing & Funding Criteria

Financing & Funding
Evaluation of a site location’s
ability to make the Transit Center
and TOD more competitive for
Federal and State financial
assistance

Certain Federal DOT grants and
low-cost financing programs limit
eligibility to sites at or near
passenger rail facilities

Compliance with Federal
requirements (technical,
environmental and others) may be
more difficult at certain site
locations

Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report
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2.1 Kennedy Plaza

SITE

Kennedy Plaza (Current Transit Center)

a.Zoning
I. BaseZoning: Open Space
District
i. Downcity Overlay District: DD
b. Land Area
I. ~310,0005F (~7.12 Acres)
c. Heightallowance
i. Maximum Bullding Height of

50 Feet

d. Neighbors

I. US District Court

. Federal Bullding

ili. Providence City Hall
Iv. Financial District

Since 1990, Kennedy Plaza has served as the central transfer point of RIPTA's statewide bus network for RIPTA of Providence.
Kennedy Plaza is a public park owned by RIPTA's Downtown Providence Parks Conservancy. Every year, approximately 3
million passengers utilize Kennedy Plaza. Overcrowding at KP is common, especially at peak travel times. Passengers
waiting for buses on the outer berths are squeezed onto narrow and unsheltered islands. High passenger volumes mean
that buses must linger longer in berths to allow for boarding and fare payment, often falling behind schedule. Long
distance buses also serve Kennedy Plaza, further increasing congestion.

Crowd management has continued to be a challenge at KP. While some problems are caused by transit riders and crowded
conditions, many are caused by non-transit riders who are attracted by the large number of people at this location, creating
security challenges for RIPTA and city personnel.

Over the last 13 years, there have been six di erente orts involving 10 di erent sites with e orts focused on identifying
a new signi cant hub outside of KP. The map below and subsequent timeline graphic outline each of these previously
unsuccessful e orts.

Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report @
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2014 Redesigning Downtown Transit and : ]
2017 Providence Intermodal Transportation Centeff. ' 1.

=i
|

- A .
n Circulation Study

1}

2019 Providence Metro Transit Study and
2014 Redesigning Downtown Transit
\

Figure 10: Map of Previous E orts
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13 YEARS, 6 PREVIOUS EFFORTS, 10 SITES

2009: Providence Metro Transit StudyPeripheral Hub concept designed to eliminate bus layovers at KP.

2013: Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COARecommended recon gurations of KP to reduce
transit footprint, which were implementedin 2014 and 2015.

2014: Redesigning Downtown Transit.Recommended three-hub recon guration to provide better
service to downtown and further reduce transit footprint at KP.

2014: Bond Referendum.$35 million statewide bond referendum to invest in mass transit infrastructure

2017-2018: Providence Intermodal Transportation CenteRroposed redesign of Providence Station to
improve rail facilities and incorporate a bus hub.

@ 2021: Providence MultiHub Bus System.RIDOT proposal for a three-hub system with a new transit hub
on Dyer Street.

@ 2022: Downtown Circulation Study RIPTA proposal for a new transit center on Dorrance Street.

Figure 11: Timeline lllustrating Previous E orts to Relocate Central Bus Hub

RIPTA and NWRIP acknowledge there are stakeholders that believe keeping KP as the central bus hub should be among
the options considered by the P3. Given the purpose of RIPTA's RFP issued in early 2023 was to partner with a private
development team to nd an alternative to KP as the central hub, however, the RIPTA-NWRIP's e orts have focused on
identifying the future state of KP with the new hub located elsewhere. It is important to note that service to the KP area
will continue in any potential scenario explored by RIPTA and NWRIP as a possible location for a new central hub.

Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report @
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2.2 Individual Site Evaluations

Clifford Street

recent as July 2023 for a temporary downtown hub.

Site Description: This approximately 1.5-acre site was previously under
consideration as part of a RIPTA multi-hub solution before construction I
of the Garrahy Parking Garage. The garage itself was considered as

a. Zoning

Base Zoning: Downtown District
D-1-120

il. Healthcare Institutional Overlay
District: I-3H

ill. Educational Institutional Overfay

District: -3
) b. Land Area
Advantages Disadvantages I 650205F(1.49 Acres)
* Relatively close to existing * Clifford Street circulation c. Heightallowance
RIPTA service and narrowness present i.  Maximum Bullding Helght of 120 Feet
 Currently vacant garage significant operating d. Neighbors
. I.  Johnson & Wales Downcity Campus
retail space around challenges Il. Garrahy Judicial Complex
Richmond St could be * Existing garage presents no iil. Jewelry District
) ; Iv. ProvidenceInnovation & D
retrofitted for passenger opportunity fora TOD Distrrereetnnova shon
area

Site Screening Results: The Clifford Street location does
not present a viable opportunity to locate the bus hub.
While the site rates somewhat favorably in the areas of
maximizing access, increasing direct service and transfer
convenience, operational challenges previously identified
by RIPTA do not merit further exploration of this location.
Even if the garage were to be retrofitted to house some
number of berths on the ground level, a substantial
number of passenger loading areas would be required on
Clifford Street, creating similar congestion and
overcrowding issues currently experienced at Kennedy
Plaza. Lastly, TOD is not possible at the Clifford Street
site, eliminating any financial upside that could be shared
RIPTA to help offset the costs of the new transit center.

Transit Center Viability
Maximize Access

Direct Service
Transfer Convenience

Poor

TOD Viability
Housing Viability
RIPTA Offset

Site Acquisition Feasibility
Acquisition Cost
Acquisition Difficulty
Project Costs

Capital Costs

Financing & Funding
Federal Programs

Community Engagement
Stakeholder Support

g B VYT W

'OLNEY'ST

1\ Transit Demand
“|

‘ Frequency of transit service
supported by population and
employment density

\ Il 5 min or better
Providence
Station M 510min
\n B 1015 min
[ 1530 min

30-60 min
60 min or less

Low demand

Transit
= RIPTA R-Line
— RIPTA Bus Routes

RIPTA Downtown
© Transit Connector
Bus Stops

Next Wave
Rhode Island Partners

Map created in April 2024
Data Sources: US DOT; US Gensus;

RIPTA; RIDOT:; RIGIS; Gity of
Providence; Microsoft

|
2 ®

0 Miles.
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Dorrance Street ~ o

T Transit Demand

Frequency of transit service
supported by population and

Site Description: The original site under consideration in connection

. . . . . a. Zoning employment density
with the Public-Private Partnership RFP released by RIPTA in 2023, the . Base Zoning: Downtown District S s
less than 1.5-acre site traded in March of 2024 as part of the sale of the D-1-120 B somn

. S ii. Healthcare Institutional Overl
Amica Building at 10 Weybosset Street. istrieee sy netitutional Overlay B! oy s
iii. Educational Institutional Overlay B[ 1530 min
District: I-3E 30-60 min
60 min or less
Advantages Disadvantages b. Land Area Low demand

i. ~62,0005F(1.42 Acres)

. Clos? to eX|st.|ng RIPTA e Change .|n ownership with ¢. Heightallowance et
service and situated in uncertain plans for future i.  Maximum Building Height of — RPTARne
heart of burgeoning use of site 120 Feet — RIPTA Bus Routes
Jewelry District * Significant estimated d. Neighbors . PTA Dowroun

. Previ | | db C i. Johnson & Wales Downcity Campus Bus Stops

reviously evaluated by acquisition cost i, Garrahy Judicial Complex
RIPTA as viable transit iii. Financial District
f iv. Providence Innovation & Design
center site District

Next Wave

Rhode Island Partners

Map created in April 2024
Data Sources: US DOT; US Gensus:

RIPTA; RIDOT: RIGIS; City of
Providence; Microsoft

e
0 Miles. 025

]

Site Screening Results: A change in ownership of Transit Center Viability

Dorrance Street as of Spring 2024 complicates the Maximize Access
viability of the site for the new bus hub. While the new Direct Service
ownership group has made the site available for RIPTA Transfer Convenience
and NWRIP consideration, the adjacent office building TOD Viability
tenants utilize Dorrance Street for parking, making the Housing Viability :

likely cost to obtain control of the location a substantial RIPTA Offset

deterrent. Site Acquisition Feasibility

WOIO!

i!iﬂ

Acquisition Cost
Acquisition Difficulty

Project Costs
Capital Costs

Financing & Funding
Federal Programs

Community Engagement
Stakeholder Support
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Eddy Street N

Y
“ Transit Demand
-

Frequency of transit service
supported by population and
employment density

I 5 min or better
Il 50min

Site Description: This approximately eight-acre site is located just north || a. Zening
of the I-95 / 1-195 interchange, near Rl Hospital. The site current b fﬁﬁmﬁgm_m

consists of vacant buildings and surface parking. It is the former home 2. Downtown District 0-1-200
fi. Healthcare Institutional Overlay

of Victory Polishing and Plating Company and currently owned by District:-3H I ot min
Lifespan / Brown University Health 1 oatueationalinstitsional Overlay I t5c0min
strict:1-3E 30-60 min
. b' Lﬂnd Area 60 min or less
Advantages Disadvantages 1.~342,000 SF (~7.85 Acres) o
* Large site ¢ Far from center of ¢ Heightallowance
. i i.5plit Helght Allowance: Transit
* Good highway access activity downtown 1. Maximum Bullding Helght of 100 Feetin D-1-100 — RPTARLIne
* Located on DTC * Not a convenient 2 Maximum Bullding Helght of 200 Feet in D-1-200 —— RIPTA Bus Routes
. : d.Neighbors
alignment end-of-line for bus I Eddy Street 25 S Comr
routes Il Jewelry District Bus Stops

» Substantial estimated M. g:;zfc”m““mm"m

acquisition cost iv. Lifespan Campus

= Next Wavi
Site Screening Results: The Eddy Street site scores low  Transit Center Viability _ \ i "a e
overall, and is particularly challenged in the Transit Maximize Access | .
Center Viability category. The size of the site and likely Direct Service ' 5 el
on-site ease of bus operations are positives, but the site’s Transfer Convenience )\ 9 ee s @

distance from the downtown core is a significant negative = TOD Viability

in assessing the projects ability to maximize access to key =~ Housing Viability
destinations. The site is also the further from current = RIPTA Offset
RIPTA’s existing service and would only allow for relatively

. Site Acquisition Feasibility
few transfers at the location.

Acquisition Cost

The estimated cost to acquire a site of this size from Acquisition Difficulty

Lifespan / Brown University Health is another deterrent.  project Costs
According to published reports, the site was last sold for  capital Costs
$7.75MM back in 2015. The upfront acquisition price
burdens the viability of the housing component and
potential for RIPTA offset.

Financing & Funding
Federal Programs

Community Engagement
Stakeholder Support
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Exchange Street :
Site Description: Comprising a total of approximately 1.85 acres, Capital || 2- Zoning L% ’

s
“

-
; ) 2 \ -
. . . ) i. Parcel 3W W ‘ =%_; \
Properties owned sites 3W and 4W are two of the most highly desirable 1.Base Zoning: Downtown District D-1-200 ‘ 4 .‘l_ S
. . ) S\
parcels left in the City of Providence. Walking distance to both 2.Capital Center Special Development . RO i\

District: €C
Providence Train Station and the downtown core, these two sites are ii. Parcel AW
1.Base Zoning: Downtown District D-1-75

ideal for development of a new central bus hub and residential 2.Capital Center Special Development
development when excluding issues of site control and potential District: CC
b. Land Area

acquisition costs. . Parcel 3W = 34,967 SF (0.80 Acres)

ii. Parcel 4W = 46,329 SF (1.06 Acres)

Advantages Disadvantages jil. Total =81,296 SF (1.86 Acres)
*  Proximity to PVD Train * Current economic c. Heightallowance
Station and downtown core environment does not b Parcel3W
« Close to existing RIPTA support desired high-rise Py iy
service residential use ' 1. Maximum Building Height of 75 Feet
e Substantial estimated d. Neighbors

I Providence Station
ii. Financial District Adjacent
iii.  Riverwalk

required ground rent

Site Screening Results: As evidenced by the ratings  Transit Center Viabilit
accompanying this analysis, Exchange Street is one of the  Maximize Access Cood

most desirable sites when viewed primarily through the Direct Service
Transit Center Viability criteria. As one of the few Transfer Convenience
developable parcels left for large-scale development in TOD Viability

the Capital Center Special Development District, previous Housing Viability
plans envisioned a new office tower occupying some or RIPTA Offset Poor

all portions of Capital Properties Parcels 3 & 4. With the Site Acquisition Feasibility

COVID-19 pandemic massively shifting the office Acquisition Cost Poor
dynamic, such a use at the site is unlikely anytime soon. Acquisition Difficulty

The landowner’s desire for a dense, high-rise building on Project Costs

this site remains, however, and the estimated required Capital Costs
ground rent would be a large burden on both the new  Financing & Funding

Transit Center and TOD residential project. These Federal Programs

financial considerations are the primary reason Exchange Community Engagement
Street is not considered a viable option at this time. Stakeholder Support

Transit Demand

Frequency of transit service
supported by population and
employment density
I 5 min or better
Il 50min
B 1015 min
[ 1590 min
30-60 min
60 min or less

Low demand

Transit
= RIPTAR-Line
~—— RIPTA Bus Routes

RIPTA Downtown
©  Transit Connector
Bus Stops

Next Wave
Rhode Island Partners

Map created in April 2024
Data Sources: US DOT; US Gensus:

RIPTA; RIDOT: RIGIS; City of
Providence; Microsoft

e
0 Miles. 025
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Friendship Street f_‘

— Frequency of transit service

Site Description: Located at the southwestern end of Downtown | Zoning  mmertdoy
Providence, Friendship Street (also known as 195 Parcel 35) is adjacent | ;. 195 pistrict Development Pian :Z_‘m“]"f“’m'
to the 1-95 feeder road system (East Franklin Street), which was || b. Land Area =
extended from Point Street south through Broad Street and to the I- I. 93,748 5F(2.15 Acres) B 150mn
195/1-95 interchange ramps. The site is bounded by East Franklin Street || ¢. Height allowance 050
to the south, Friendship Street to the west, Claverick Street to the || * ;':“5";:”"-:"’3“""*"9 Height of sommoriess
Low demand
north, and Clifford Street to the east. The parcel is about 565-feet by ) ee
d. Neighbors Tiani
165-feet, for 93,225 square feet, or about 2.15-acres. . Johnson & Wales University S
il. Jewelry District —— RIPTA Bus Routes
Advantages Disadvantages lil. 195 District Parcels 34 & 37 PTG
.« ey @ Transit Connector
¢ Low acquisition costs *  Strong opposition from iv. Interstate 95 Bus Stops
. . . . v. Clifford Street Bridge
Prevpusly cond.Lfcted ridership and other vi. Chestnut Commons residential
technical due diligence stakeholders development
completed by RIDOT * Creates challenges for RIPTA e
ope ratio n S Rhode Island Partners
Map created in April 2024
Site Screening Results: The 195 District has made Transit Center Viability —= T Gt
Friendship Street available for RIPTA and NWRIP Maximize Access == —— @
— =1 0 Mies 025

consideration as a potential site for the new transit hup  Direct Service

through October 2024. While the site’s size, shape, low Transfer Convenience

acquisition cost and known conditions make it appealing = TOD Viability

from an economics standpoint, there are several Housing Viability
important considerations adversely affecting Friendship RIPTA Offset
Street’s viability as a home for the new hub. RIPTA and Site Acquisition Feasibility

NWRIP’s analysis identified a host of challenges related to  Acquisition Cost

RIPTA service operations, resulting in poor ratings within Acquisition Difficulty

the Transit Center Viability category. Furthermore, there Project Costs

has been strong opposition from ridership, neighborhood ~ Capital Costs

groups and members of the business community. RIPTA  Financing & Funding

and NWRIP due diligence has also identified potential Federal Programs

statutory obstacles that may hinder the site’s ability to Community Engagement

qualify for Federal financial assistance. Stakeholder Support
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Gaspee Street : g e

T‘ Transit Demand
. . . . Frequency of transit service
Site Description: The Gaspee Street site represents one of the :Z%zyni%%mm
. o . . . . . . . a. Zoning
previously-failed iterations of this project in the City of Providence. Led . Base Zoning: Downtown District D-1-100 I 5 i or et
by RIDOT between 2017-2018, the project goals was to create a larger ii. Capital Center Special Development I 50min
Intermodal Transportation Center near the Providence Train Station that || f“";“;cr ’ : e
. . . an rea -30 min
would serve as RIPTA’s primary hub, with KP as a secondary hub. i. North of Smith Street: ~60,000SF 3060 min
I'"'IJEAC{ES} 60 min or less
; ii. South of Smith Street: ~120,000 SF
Advantages Dlsadv.antages (2.75 Actes) Low domand
* Large site * Unlikely to garner support iii. Total: ~180,000 SF (~4.13 Acres) it
+ Assumed low acquisition from public officials (i.e. c. Heightallowance — APTARLe
cost (if made available) previous effort) i.  Maximum Building Height of 100 Feet ~—— RIPTA Bus Routes
: i i d. Neighbors RIPTA Downtoun
L] . if
* Favorable reception from SUbStantlél estimated i. Rhodelsland State House ;Lasnét‘oignnmm
public stakeholders construction cost ii. Providence Station
* No TOD (Statehouse lawn) iii. State Offices
iv. Providence Place Mall
Bt

Map created in April 2024

|

fli
QX

Data Sources: US DOT; US Census;
RIPTA; RIDOT; RIGIS; City of
Providence; Microsoft

e )
0 Miles. 0.25

Site Screening Results: An array of key factors make the Transit Center Viability
Gaspee Street site untenable for further consideration as ~Maximize Access

the home of the central hub. Most notably, the required  Direct Service
the Transfer Convenience

concept—an  underground facility beneath S
Statehouse lawn) previously failed to gain support from 1OD Viability
members of the General Assembly. Furthermore, the Housing Viability

construction costs associated with an underground E‘ItPTﬁ Off.sc?;c' ——
o : : . q y
facility of this nature would drive the long-term capital S

cost burden for RIPTA far beyond the target affordability Acquisition Cost =

: o . Acquisition Difficulty Poor

range. The site would all but eliminate any potential for .
o : : Project Costs
an affiliated TOD project as the idea of a development on : .
: o Capital & Operating Costs Poor

the Statehouse lawn would undoubtedly drive opposition
from community members beyond the public officials Financing & Funding
occupying Rhode Island’s Capital Building. Federal Programs

Community Engagement
Stakeholder Support
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Park Row West

consideration.

Site Screening Results: Park Row West achieves the
highest overall rating in RIPTA and NWRIP’s collective site
evaluation. A new RIPTA facility immediately next to
Providence Station represents the best opportunity to
deliver the intermodal solution that Rhode Island
taxpayers approved by voter referendum in 2014. In
addition to meeting Project goals on the Transit Center
Viability front, the location has been received favorably
by the public and the Providence business community.

The intermodal nature of the currently contemplated
concept and proximity to Providence Train Station places
RIPTA and NWRIP in a strong position to receive potential
Federal support in the form of capital grant funding and
below market long-term financing for the TOD residential
mixed-use project.

Site Description: Previously part of a larger assemblage ground leased
to the developer of Station Row, Park Row West (also known as Capital I Base: Downtown District D-1-75
Properties Parcel 6C) has been floated as a potential site for the new M. Capital Center Special

hub for several years. The approximately 1.5-acre site’s unique shape
and proximity to existing residential properties comes with challenges,
but the immediate adjacency to Providence Train Station would offer
users a true intermodal solution that also qualifies for potential Federal i. Maximum Building Height
financial assistance otherwise unavailable at the other sites under of 75 Feet

(B2 55T =

-
|
Il
%

a. Zoning

Development District: CC
b. LandArea
I. 64,561SF(1.48 Acres)

c. Heightallowance

d. Neighbors
I.  Providence Station

Advan.tages . . Dlsadyantages I Park Row West

* Train station adjacency * Unique parcel shape iil. Station Row
creates true intermodal limits layout possibilities
solution e Ground rent payment to ‘¢“--

* Favorable reception from landowner diminishes TOD _‘_-= \
public stakeholders economics ‘=--

-

ll

Transit Center Viability

Maximize Access
Direct Service Good
Transfer Convenience

TOD Viability

Housing Viability

RIPTA Offset

Site Acquisition Feasibility

Acquisition Cost
Acquisition Difficulty

Project Costs
Capital & Operating Costs

Financing & Funding
Federal Programs

Community Engagement
Stakeholder Support

~=ayg,
olou !g

Transit Demand

Frequency of transit service
supported by population and
employment density
- 5 min or better
W 5-10min
B 10-15min
[ 1530 min
30-60 min
60 min or less

Low demand

Transit
=== RIPTA R-Line
— RIPTA Bus Routes

RIPTA Downtown
©  Transit Connector
Bus Stops

Next Wave
Rhode Island Partners

Map created in April 2024
Data Sources: US DOT; US Census;

RIPTA; RIDOT; RIGIS; City of
Providence; Microsoft

e )
0 Miles. 0.25
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PROVIDENCE TRANSIT CENTER - SITE FEASIBILITY MATRIX

Evaluation Criteria & Scoring:
All categories are ranked as "Poor" "Fair" "Good"

Transit Center Viability TOD Viability Site Acquisition Feasibility Project Costs Financing & Funding Community Support
#  Site Name
1)  Park Row West Fair | Good | Good Good | Fair Fair | Good Fair Good Good
2.) Exchange Street Good Good
3.) Gaspee Street Good Good
4.) Dorrance Street Fair Fair
5.) Clifford Street Fair Fair
6.)  Friendship Street Fair Poor
]
7.) Eddy Street Fair Poor
Table 3: Site Feasibility Matrix
Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report @
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2.3 Summary of Recommendation

As evidenced by the individual site evaluations within this report and the Site Feasibility Matrix on the previous page,

sites closest to the Providence Train Station received the highest overall ratings by the RIPTA and NWRIP team. The Park
Row West, Exchange Street and Gaspee Street sites are all viable locations for a new standalone Transit Center, and their
proximity to AMTRAK and MBTA rail options would make the Project eligible for the most advantageous Federal nancing
programs. These sites also received the most favorable feedback from community members and project stakeholders
engaged by RIPTA and NWRIP during PSA Task 1 & Task 2. The unlikelihood of General Assembly approval coupled with the
substantial estimated cost of construction to build the new transit center underground makes Gaspee Street unworthy of
further consideration. The Exchange Street site ownership’s expressed desire for a dense, high-rise building under a ground
lease arrangement does not align with the project scope under consideration by NWRIP and RIPTA given current market
conditions. As a result, NWRIP is formally recommending Park Row West (in conjunction with further exploration of

Francis Street) for advancement to conceptual design and further feasibility analysis as part of Task 2.
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2.4 Summary of Stakeholder Feedback on Site Selection

Providence Transit
Center Joint
Development Project

Survey and Public
Meeting Responses
Summary

'——
Next Wave R‘pm
RhOde ‘Sland Partners R:DE ISLAND PUBLIE‘:?“I"’HDRITV

Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report @

24



How frequently do you ride RIPTA buses in
Providence?

= The most common response amongst both English and Spanish respondents was riding RIPTA
buses in Providence three times a week or more.

= A higher percentage of Spanish respondents ride RIPTA only occasionally — once or twice a
month — than English respondents.

Response Totals
English: 3,817
Spanish: 621

How Frequently do you Ride RIPTA Buses in Providence?
60%

1,826 ; 48%

0,
20% 271; 44%
40%

30%

20%

10%

219;35%
617 16% 591:15%  g7;14% 518 ; 14%
: 12;2%

Three times a week or more Once or twice a month Once or twice a week A few times a year Never

0%

B English Responses M Spanish Responses

Figure 12: Survey Responses: RIPTA Rider Frequency in Providence
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What is the main reason you ride RIPTA buses in

Providence? (select all)

= Commute to work was the most selected option amongst both English and Spanish responses

= Dining/shopping, I live in Providence, Transfer to go elsewhere, and entertainment are all within

13% - 18% for both English and Spanish responses.

What is the Main Reason you Ride RIPTA Buses in Providence? (Select All)

259, 1,603 281
21% 22%
1352 222 1.208 225
20% 17% 18% y e 1,192 18%
15%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Commute to work Dining/shopping I live in Providence Transfer to go Entertainment

elsewhere

M English Responses M Spanish Responses

Figure 13: Survey Responses: Reasons to Ride RIPTA in Providence

122
626 10%

8%

Commute to
school

Response Totals
English: 7,917
Spanish: 1,262

319

4%

25 175

2% 2% 13

1%

Other

I am not an active
transit rider

w
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Why don’t you ride RIPTA buses in Providence?

= Most respondents did not answer this question, as far more respondents ride buses in
Providence than don't.

= Only 15 Spanish speaking respondents answered this question.
= Responses are evenly distributed amongst categories for English responses.

= More Spanish respondents said they don't ride due to unfamiliarity with how to use RIPTA bus

Service Response Totals
Why don't you Ride RPITA Buses in Providence? (Select All) English' 396
4 .
35% 33% Spanish: 12
0,
30% 25%
25%
0,
20% 5% 17A) 5% 5% > 49 17% 17%
15% 13/" 12% 10°/ 107
10% 8% - _ 9%
0,
= NN
0%
Need car Bus route is not | don't travel to Unfamiliar with  Schedule does not Bus stop is not near | prefer to walk or  Bus trip would
throughout the day fast enough Providence how to use RIPTA align with my my home or work bike require a transfer
for work bus service schedule

M English Responses B Spanish Responses

Figure 14: Survey Responses: Reasons Not to Ride RIPTA in Providence
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How important do you
think the following
things are for transit
downtown?

= In both English and Spanish responses,
respondents had the highest ratings for
aspects of bus service being important or
very important.

= Spanish respondents ranked aspects of
service as neither important or
unimportant at a higher rate than English

Public Meeting Responses

B Not at all important ~ ® Not important B Neither Important or unimportant W Important M Very Important

100% 30; 86%
32;78% 25; 74%

80%
. 0/
60% 19;51% 18; 53% 20; 56%
15;37%
40%
o o
0% -
Ease of How fast buses How close the How late into the Buses arrive on Feeling safe while Amenities like
transferring get you where buses take you to night buses run schedule you wait for the  benches and

between routes  you're going where you're bus shelters at stops

going

English Responses
B Notsure M Not at all important M Not important B Neither Important or unimportant B Important B Very Important

1813; 52%

. 0
1383;40% 1375; 39% 1431:41%  4314.38% 1523; 44% 1332; 38%

JA 1114

Ease of How fast buses  Buses take you How late bus Buses arrive on  Feeling safe while Amenities like
transferring get you where close to where  service operates schedule waiting for the benches and
between routes you're going you're going bus shelter at bus
stops

O O O © = =

Spanish Responses

B Not sure B Not at all important B Not important B Neither Important or unimportant B Important ® Very Important

291; 52%

respondents.
Response Totals

English: 3,497
Spanish: 560
Public Meeting: 41

Figure 15: Survey Responses: Most Important Reasons for Downtown Transit

1
1 273 49% 247; 44% 244; 44%
H i o 3
241; 43% 223; 40% 221;39% )
0
0
0
0
- — —— ——
Ease of How fast buses  Buses take you How late bus Buses arrive on Feeling safe while Amenities like
transferring get you where close to where  service operates schedule waiting for the benches and
between routes you're going you're going bus shelter at bus
stops

Note that only the top response is labeled on each chart.
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What do you think makes a good transit center?

= Location accounted for over 20% of all selections in each of the English, Spanish, and Public
Meeting surveys.

= Of all responses, safety was selected the most, accounting for 22%. Location and amenities each
accounted for 20%, and transfers and comfort each accounted for 18%.

= None of the five offered options were selected at a significantly lower rate than the others,
showing that respondents want a transit center that is well-balanced.

= Among other responses, keeping Kennedy Plaza was frequently mentioned. Response Totals

What Makes a Good Transit Center? .
o 336 342 Engllgh. 11,413
35% 31% : 31% Spanish: 1,099
30% 2,547 9/ 35 Public Meeti 43
0 6 19% 0 9 o
20% 15% ° 18%  18% 18% 18
15% 12%
10% 294 :
5% 3% 1% )
b 0%
0% [
Safety Location Amenities Transfers Comfort Other

H English Responses B Spanish Responses B Public Meeting Responses

Figure 16: Survey Responses: What Makes a Good Transit Center

Providence Transit Center Joint Development Project | Task 2, Part | Report

29



What is your annual household income?

= Most respondents make less than $100,000
= Among English respondents, most make between $45,000 - $75,000
= Most Spanish respondents make between $15,000 - $45,000

158 What is your Annual Household Income? Response Totals
30% 28% English: 3,497
127 ish:
S50 o . Spanish: 560
21%

20% 91

470 16% 481
15% 13% 408 14%

12%

10%

5%

82 513
15% 16%
300 281 286
27 9% 30 8% 8% 25
2
- I i l 4; l -

< $15,000 $15,000 - $30,000 $30,000 - $45,000 $45,000 - $75,000  $75,000 - $100,000 $100,000 - $125,000 > $125,000 Prefer not to anser

0%

M English Responses M Spanish Responses

Figure 17: Survey Responses: Annual Household Income
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Where do you Regularly Ride the Bus to?

= Question not included on the survey and was asked at the Public Meeting

= Kennedy Plaza and Providence Station are the two most utilized destinations, each having three
times the number of selections as the third highest single destination

Where do you Regularly Ride the Bus to?
35

Total Selections
Public Meeting: 120

30
28
25
21

20

15

10 8

6 6
5
4 4

, B B s E

30

(%]

Kennedy Plaza Providence = Somewhere RI State House Empire St Point St Rl Convention Providence Providence  Broadway St Power St Benefit St
Station Off The Map Center Performing Place Mall
Arts Center 11

Figure 21: Survey Responses: Regular Destinations
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