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City of Providence, R. I.

K Department of City Clerk
- MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 8, 1971
JTO: “* Director Pallozzi
SUBJECT; ~ INDUSTRIAL PARK

CONSIDERED BY: Committee on Urban Redevelopment Renewal and Planning

DISPOSITIDN: Attached is copy of Resolution on above subject.

Q//t/wcmf Zﬂ%%

City Clerk



VINCENT PALLOZZI
DIRECTOR

JOSEPH A, DOORLEY, JR,
MAYOR

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT
CITY HALL, PROVIDENCE. RHODE ISLAND 02903

. April 8, 1971

Mr. Vincent Vespia

City Clerk

City Hall

Providence, Rhode Island

RE: City Council Resolution, dated March 8, 1971
Dear Mr. Vespia:

The City Council by Resolution No. 28, dated
March 8, 1971 directed this department to prepare
a report on the feasibility of creating an industrial
park in South Providence between Eddy Street and
Route 95. Accordingly, five copies of the requested
report are submitted for its review and consideration. .

Si ly vours,

Vincent Pa110221 2%

Director

Attachments (5)
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A spatially heterogeneous mixiure of residential, industrial
and commarcial uses, many obsoclate structureé,vacant landfand vari-
able topography characterizes the sfrip of land in sou;h Providence
bounded by Eddy Street on the wesi, and Interstate Route 95 on the
north, east, and south. .

Studies done both by Department of Planning and Urban DeVelop—
ment staff in 1970, and land utilization and markefability studies
completed for the Federal Hill-South Providence General Neighbor-
hood Renewal Plan in 1965 support the'reéevelopment‘of this strip
as a primarily industrial area. The general criteria for this con-
clusion is based on the existing percehtage of industrial and com—-
mercial uses (111% south of Public Stfeet), vacantlland (33% south
of Public Street), and substandard or deficient structures (78% be-
low Public Street}. The area below Public Street is emphasized for
several reasons. The area north is being cohsidered as part of
planning for a consolidated urban renewal plan under a consultant
contract for the Model Cities Agency and this parf of the Eddy
Street strip, is smaller, already primarily industrial in use, and
also occupied in large part by an interchange ramp for Route 95.
There is also the possibility that development below Public Sfreef
could be phased as part of the Neighborhood Development Program
curreﬁtly undzrway in Lower South Providence.

Theré are positive reasons as well for proposing industrial
'redeveIOpmeni of this area. Transportation is parficularly en-
couraging. Thereare good rail, truck and sea transport connections
in the entire area, and the Thurbers Avenue interchange with Route

95 is the only complete north-south on-off ramp before those for



O | ] O

downtown Providence., However, there are 10 dead-end streets off
Eddy Street in the study area which are an inefficient me&ns of
access to the area. Redevelopment could involve incorporating
somz of these rights-of-way in disposition paréels and adding more
efficient loops through the area. |

Tﬁ% land utilization and marketability study mentioned above,
also pqints out that redevelopment of this project should be car-
ried out in stages, suited to the ability of the Providence area
market to absorb new industrial land. Wﬁat follows is a descrip-
tion of tentative proposals for such a phasing of development, be-
low Public Street. The data includes équare foot cost of acquisi-
tion based on twice the assessed value for industriai andvcom—
mércial properties, and one and one-half ﬁimes the assessed value
for residential p}operty. Building condition is based on DPUD staff
exterior surveys completed in July, 1970, a three level classifica-
tion of standard, deficient, and substandard. A detailed outline
of this survey is included in Appendix A, |

The four geographical portions of the whole 37.9 acre area
which would be suitable for phasing development could be carried
out in a specific order determined by conditions of cost, topo-
graphy, existing uses, and relocation’requiremeﬁts. The first area
propoéed, bounded by Oxford Street on the north and Thurbers Avenue
on the south, is the largest in area, 10.9 acres. It has the high-
est number of residential structures of these sectors, 30, and
families, 45, but the ﬁost vacant land, L.l} acres, and the highest -
proportion of substandard and daficient structures, 83%. This sec-

tor would require acquisition of 8.7 acres, at an estimated cost of

v_g_
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$260,3082, or $.68 per équare foot, the lowest of the four sectors.
About half of this acquis{tion Would be residential andhgalf va-
cant. Two commercial concerns would be relocated.

Sector Two, directly north of the first, frovaxford Street
to the mid-block line between Sherburne Street and Swan Street, a
division related to the topography at that point,.has the third
highest number of families,n25, in lﬁ structures, on>1.9 acres.
Here, T71% of these structures ahedeficient or substandard. Ac-
quisition would be only 7.2 acres, the lowest of the four pro-
posed phases, at the next to lowest square foot cost, $.89, an'
estimated %lgg;§§gﬂtotal for 5.0 acres of which 2.9 acres are va-
cant and 0.2 acres are Iindustrial,.

The tﬁird sector, bounded by Thurbers Avenue on the north,
Eddy Street on tﬁe west and Route 95 on the east and south, has
only 16 residential structures and 22 families. 75% of these
buildingé are deficient or substandard. One acre of the 1.3 acres
in residential use would be acquired;.l.B acres of vacant land
and 1.l acres of commercial and industrial, a total }.2 acres.
Most of the industrial land is a bus company storage lot, basic-
ally dévelopgble vacant land. The acquisition cost is about
$223,325, a higher $1.23 per square foot;

The last priority for redevelopment is the portion of the
area between Public Street and the mid-block line‘south of Sher-
burne Street, and one primarily industrial block west of Eddy

Street and south of Public Street,
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Thefe are L5 families in 29 structures. 79% of the structures
are deficient‘or substandard. The lowest priority of the .four areas
assigned to this section is relétedito its least amount of vacant
land, high residential use and relocation fequirements for existing
industrial and commercial uses, and the most existing, viable in-
dustry of the four sectorsl The.cost per square foot, $1.29, or
an estimated $287,310 for L.6 acres, is also the highést of the
four sectors.
In summary, the proposed acquisition of 22.5 acres would cost

approximately $970,002, an average $.97 per square foot. Eleven

per cent, 2.l acres, would be industrial and commércial land; L 1%,

9.5 acres, residential; and QB%, 10.7 acres, vacant land.
Relocation would involve 137 families, 10 commercial concerns

and two industries. Of these famiiies, IS5 are homzowners and 92

- are renters.

‘The.final development of the area, besides the acquisition
described above, shbuld involve .1 acres of City—owned and 1.1
acres of State—OWnéd land, and 13.1 acres of continued industirial
and Comhercial use, for a total 36.8 acres, There would be gome
variation in the final figure, depending on adjustment of the east-
west dead-end streets and provision of revised road access as
shown in accompanying maps. |

The effectuation of these proposals could be accomplished
through several methods, involving Federally-supported o} City
financed methods. Briefly, these are the Neighborhéod Development

Program, Part I Urban Renewal, or a City-fiamanced industrial park.-

_LL_
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The Neighborhood Deve lopment Program, with its ptovisions for
yearly stages of renewal gctivities} would lend itself ig'the phased
industrial development presented here. The NDP currently underway
in Lower South Providence could in future years inqorporate this
deveiopmant, but at present, Federal funds for major expansion of
NDP acﬁivities is apparently not forthcoming, thoughbthﬁs situa-
tion could change from year to year. |

Urban Renewal, in a Part I clzarance and redevelopment project,
is an alternative method of obtaining Federal support, but the same
fiscal strictures as the NDP program apply here.

A City-sponsored project for this area should be considered
because of the possible financial benefits through sales of the
developed land and increased property tax base. However, a major
cost of this project which could be a burden without Federal aid
is the relocation load. Assiétance to tﬁe 137 or so families pro-
Jected to be displaced would be based on the Federal Relocation Act
of 1970, becaﬁse the project is in the Model Cities area. Moving
expenses, rent supplements for new housing and bonuses to displaced
owner-occupants are part of this iegislation which substéntially ‘
increases benefits from previoﬁs.lavelé. .Since no replacement
housing is béing considered within the industrial redevelépment
- area, incorporation of this area in a housing and relocation plan
covering at least all of the Lower‘South Providence would be indi-

cated.
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The approximate tqtal costs of carrying out this project can
be estimated on tﬁe basis:of acquisition representing‘?S%'of expen-
ses, excluding relocation payments.. This would be $9?0,002 plus
$326,666, or about $1,296,668. Relocation for the 137 families
would involve atrleast $300 moving allowance per family, in addi-
tion toAthé rent supplement and owner-occupant benefits mentioned

above.



®

atlin

APPENDIX A

©

of Building Condition Survey Criteria

The criteria used in classifying_buiidings with
deficigncies in Area (5) wefe those.criteria devel-
oped by the L.P.A, Pertinent data-was gathered’
and analyzed for cach residential structure
in the area. This information identified defic-
iencies in: |
a. The fixed facilities of the structure
b. The maintenance of the structure; and
¢. The environment of the structure.
The first two of these headihgs relate to de-
ficiénciés below the Minimum Housing‘Standards.
The lést related to deficiencieé which make the
structure less marketable, regardless of its
condition. In addition, informationvabout the
structure type was gathered for use in determin-
ing the structures' usefulness and desirability.

The following defines the type of defects which

"were used by the L.P.A. to classify a structure

as sound, standard, or deficient.
a.) Building Defects
1. Slight Defect.Conditions which are normal-

ly correctablz during the course of normal

maintenance.

* This outline refers to the Neighborhcod Development Program
application for 1971-72, which includes this area of South

Providence,
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Typical Slight Defect (Exterior):

a.

b.

g.
h.

Paint: cracked, peeling, blistering, or’missing
Slight damage to porches, loading docks

Slight damage to steps or stairs

Cracked or broken doors and windéws

Slight wearing away of mortar between bricks and
masonry

Wear on doors, sills and frames

Wear on windows, sills and frames

Broken or missing gutters or downspouts

2. Intermediate Dzfects: Conditions in more than 20%

but less than 50% of the defective unit indicating

the need feor repairs if the unit is to continue to

serve adesguatzly the use which it is intended. More

serious thzm those correctable by routine maintenance.

Typical Intersmediate Defects (Exterior)

a.

Holes, sagging, bowing, open cracks, rotted base
or missing materials in: Foundations, Bearing
Walls, Roofing, Flooring.

Cracke<, warped or rotted; Beams, Rafters, Girders,
Columns, .

Extensive Damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence. '

Sagging, Bucklzsd or bent out of plumb indicative'
of a dzterioration in load bearing capacity in:
Foundailions, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

3. Critical Dzfects: Serious damage in over 50% of the

defective unii correctable only by extensive repairs.

Typical Critical Defects (Exterior)
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a. Holes, open cracké, rotted or miésing materials
in: Founcation, Bearing Walls, Roof ing, Flooring

b. Crackesq, Warped or -Rotted: Beams, Raftérs, Gir-
ders, Zolumns

5. Extensive damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence

d. Sagging, bDuckled or bent out‘of blumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in
Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Rocofs.

Construction Cefects: Due to makeshift materials or

inadequate corversions

a. Shack or hut serving as principal structure for
all involved |

b. Structures with makeshift walls or roof, or built
of -scrap iumber or other scrap material, or
materizls not commonly used for permanent con-
struction.

c. Inadequately converted sheds, barns, garages or
residences not compatible with its intendéd use

d. Structures with inadequate foundations

e. Inability of non-residential structures to con-

tain neoise vibrations, or odors resulting from
curren’ use
f. Obsoleie Building-layout for present use
Remarks Section If in the survey, there was doubt

concerning a particular defect, it was explained

_3_

-~



O

O

briefly in the "Remarks" section. Also blighting

environmental influences affecting the property

being surceyed were noted but not included in the

scoring.

The commonly recognized blighting influ-

elfices are:

1.

Overcrowding or Improper location of structures
on the land.

Excessive dwelling unit density.

Obsolete building tyées which, through lack

of use or maintenance, lessen the value of
surrounding properties.

Detrimental land uses or conditions such as
incompatible use, structures in mixed use or
adverse influence from noise, smoke, or fumes.
Unsafe, congested, poorly designed or other-
wise deficient steeetls.

Conversion to incompatible types of uses.
Inadequate public utilities or community facil-

ities, the lack of which contribute to un-

"satisfactory living conditions or economic

decline.

ther equally significant deficiencies.
These included the following yard cdnditions
a. Accumulation of garbage and debris.

b. Storage of junked cars or boats.

C. Deteriorating or dilapidated fences.

d. Deteriorating or dilapidated acceésqry use

(garags, barn, shed, etc.).

-l -
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Upon completion of the survey, the number of slight,

intermediate, and critical deficiencies were totaled

b

. . . ’ o
for each structure. The structure was then scored

m

s either sound, standard, deficient, or substandard.
The following is a description of the criteria used
to classify structures with deficiencies.

Ba

F=ae

lding Deficiencies Warranting Rehabilitation

[

;

Buildings that contain a combination of defects
that are not serious enough to justify clearance
would warrant conservation or fehabilitatgon.
{(This category includes structures classified

as standard as well as thoseAclassified as

deficient).

iy}

uilding Conditions Warranting Classification

as Scund.

8]

uildings of such condition that no interior or

exterior defects or deficiencies are noted, and

-in which the construction and building facilities

are adequatle, warrént classification as sound.
To be classifizd as standard a structure must
contain no more than three slight defécts nor
more than one Intermediate Defect which‘can be
economically corrected. )
To be classified as defiéient a structure must

contain one of the following defects or a com-

pination of them.

-

hree or more Intermediate defects in the

basic structural elements of the building
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that are not correctable by normal mainten—
ance,

2. A combination of one or more intermediate
defects plus three or more slight defects
which, taken collectively, are causing the
‘building to. have a deteriorating effeéﬁ.on
the surrounding area,

3., One construction defect which could be
economically corrected,. \

4, One or two Building Facility Defects which
could be economically corrected,

Criteria used in classifying buildings as structurally
substandard to a degree requiring clearance
The method for classifying buildings with structural

deficiencies requiring clearance was developed by

Athe L.P,A. The method evaluates both the structure

and the environment., The data was prepared for in-
terpretation in the following manner:

1. In addition to the categéries of sound, standard
and deficient in the field survey conducted by

the L.P.A. to classify deficient structures

(See Paft I - Section E (%), an additional

category (substandard) was included in the sur-

vey to classify those structures requiring
clearance, To be classified as substandard a
structure had to contain one of the following

defectg or a combination of them,

-6



O | O
Two or more crifical defects,
One critical defect plus one or more intermed-
iate defects, -
A combination of intermediate defects in the
bagic structure wallél foundation, roof, etc.
(4 or 5 or more), |
Inadequate facilities or one or more construc-
tion defects {claarance would be warranted
if the inadeguate Facilities or c&nstruction
defects could not economically be replaced,
repaired, rebuilt or added to the.building).

Inadequate original construction,
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A épatially heterogeneous mixture of residentiél, indﬁstrial
and commercial uses, many obsolete structures,vacant land”and vari-
able topography characterizes the sfrip of land in South Providenée
bounded by Eddy Street on the west, and Interstate Route 95 on the
. north, east, and south. ‘ |

Studies done both by Departmentvof Planning and Urban DeVelop;
ment staff in 1970, and land utilization and marketability studies
completed for the Federal Hill-South Providence Gzneral Neighbor-
hood Renewal Plan in 1965 support the redevelopment of this sirip
as a primarily industrial area. The general criteria for this con-
clusion is based on the existing pércentage of industrial and com-
- mercial uses (l1% south of Public Street), vazcant land (33% south
of Public Street), and substandard or deficient structures (78% be-
low Public Street). The area below Public Street is emphasized for
several reasons. The area north is being éonsidered as part of
planning for a consolidated urban renewal plan under a consultant
contract for the Model Cities Agency and this part of the Eddy
Street strip, is smaller, already primarily industrial in use, and
also occupied in large part by an interchange ramp for Route 95,
There is also the possibility that development below Public Street
could be phased as part of the Neighborhood Devélopment Pfogram'
curreﬁtly underway in Lower South Providence.

Theré are positive reasons as well for proposing igdustrial
redevelopment of this area. Transportation is parficularly en-
couraging. Thereare gdod rail, tfuck and sea transport connections
in the entire area, and the Thurbers Avenue interchange with Route

95 is the only complete north-south on-off ramp before those for
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downtown Providence. However, there are 10 dead-end streets off

Eddy Street in the study area which are an inefficient means of

access' to the area. Redevelopment could involve incorporating

somez of these rights-of-way in disposition parcels and adding more

~efficient loops through the area.

THe land utilization and marketability study mentioned above;
also péints out that fedevelopment of this project should be car-
ried out in stagés, suited to the ability of the Providence area
market to absorb new industrial land. Wﬁat follows is a descrip-
tion of tentative proposals for such a phasing of development, be-

low Public Street. The data includes square foot cost of acquisi-

. tion based on twice the assessed value for industriai and com-

mercial properties, and one and one-half times the assessed value
for residential property. Building condition is based on DPUD staff
exterior surveys completed in July,1970, a three level classifica-
tion oflstandard, deficient, and substandard. A detailed outline
of this survey is included in Appendix A.. |

The four geographical portions of the whole 37.9 acre area
which would be suitable for phasing development could be carried
out in a specific order determined by conditions of cost, topo-
graphy, existiﬁg uses, and relocation requirements. The first area
propoéed, bounded by Oxford Street on the north and Thurbers Avenue

on the south, is the largest in area, 10.9 acres. It has the high-

‘est number of residential structures of these sectors, 30, and

families, l}5, but the most vacant land, li.li acres, and the highest
proportion of substandard and deficient structures, 83%. This sec-

tor would require acquiéition of 8.7 acres, at an estimated cost of

,—2_
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- $260,382, or $.68 per équare foot, the lowest of the four sectors.
About half of this acquis;tion would be residentiallandfﬁalf va-
cant. Two commercial concerns WOuld be relocated.

Sector Two, directly north of the first, from Oxford Street
to fhe_ﬁid-block-line‘betWeen Sﬁefburne Street and Swan Street, a
division related to the topography at that point, has the third
highést number of families,.ZS,rin 1& structures, on‘l.g acres.
Heré, 71% of these structures atedeficient or substandard. Ac-
quisition would be only 7.2 acres, the lowest of the four pro-
posed phases, at the next to lowest square foot cost, $.89, an
estimatéd $191,850 total for 5.0 acres of which 2.9 acres are va-
cant and 0.2 acres are industrial.
The tﬁird sector, bounded by Thurbers Avenue on the north,
Eddy Stretét on the west and Route 95 on the east and south, has
only 16 residential structures and 22 families. 75% of these
buildings are deficient or substandard. One acre of the 1.3 acres
in residential use would be acquired; 1.8 acres of vacénﬁ land
~and 1.l acres of commefcial and indﬁstrial, a total lj.2 acres.
Most of the industrial land is a bus company storage lot, basic-
ally developgble vacant land. The acquisition cost is about
$223,325, a higher $1.23 per square foot.
The last priority for redevelopment is the portion of the
area between Public Street and the mid-block line south’ of Sher -
burne Street, and one primarily industrial block west of Eddy

Street and south of Public Street.
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There are L5 families in 29 structures. 79%.of the structures
are deficient or substahdagd. The lowest priority of the .four areas
assignéd to this section is relétedito its least amount of vacant
land, high residential use and relocation requirements‘forAexisting
industrial ana commercfﬁl uses, and the most existing, viable in-

'dustry of the four seciors; The.cost per- square foot, $1.29, or
an estimated $287,310 Tor L.6 acres, is also the highest of the
four sectors. |

In summary, the proposed acquisition of 22.5 acres would cost

approximately $970,002, an average $.97 per square foot. Eleven
per cent, 2.4 acrés, would be industrial and Commércial land; L1%,
9.5 acres, residential; and 8%, 10.7 acres, vacant land.

‘Relocation -would involve 137 families, 10 commercial concerns
and two industries. OF these famiiies, 5 are homzowners and 92
are renters.

'Theifinal development of the area, besides the acquisition
described above, should involve .1 acres of City-owned and 1.1
acres of State-owned land, and 13.1 acres of continued industrial
and COmharcial use, fer a total 36.8 acres. There would be some
variation in the final figu?é,'depending on adjustment of the east-
west dead-end streets and provision of revised road access-as
shown in accompanying maps. |

‘The effectuation of these proposals could be accomplished
through several methods, involving Federally-supported o} City
financed methods. 3ricfly, these are the Neighborhéod Development

Program, Part I Urtan Renewal, or a City-fimanced industrial park. -

_‘l_;___
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The Neighborhood Developmént Prdgram, with its provisions for
yearly stages of rencwal éctivities, would lend itself tg'the phased
industrial development presented here. The NDP currently underway
iﬁ Lower South Providence could in future years incorporate this
deveiopment,‘but at present, Fedéral funds for Major expansion of
NDP acfivities is apparently not forthcoming, thbugh.thfs situa-
tion could change from year to year.

Urban Renewal, in a Part I clearance and redevelopment project,
is an alternative method of obtaining Federal support, but the same
fiscal strictures as the NDP program apply here.

A City-sponsored project for this area should be considered
" because of the possible financial benefits through sales of the
developed land and increased property tax base. However, a major
cost of this project which could be a burden without Federal aid
is the relocation load. Assisiance to the 137 or so families pro-
Jected to be displaced would be based on the Federal Relocation Act
of 1970, becaﬁsa the project is in the Model Cities area. Moving
expenses, rent supplements for new housing and bonuses to displaced
owner-occupants are part of this legislation which substantially
increases benefits from previous levels. Since no replacement
housing is béing considered within the industrial redevelopment
. area, incorporation of this area in a housing and relocation plan
‘covering at least all of the Lower South Providence would be indi-

cated.



e _ O

Thé appfoximate total costs of carrying out this project can
be estimated on the basis :of acquisition_representing 75% of expen-
ses, excluding relocation payments;' This would be $970,002 plus
$326,666, or about $1,296,668. Relocation for the 137 families
would involve at least $300 moving éllowance per family, in addi-

tion to the rent supplement and owner-occupant benefits mentioned

above.



APPENDIX A

Qutline of Building Condition Survey Criteria

¥ This outline refe

The critgria used in classifying buildings with
defﬁciencies in Area (5) were those criteria devel-
oped by the L.P.A. Pertinent data was gathered
and analyzed for cach residential strucfure
in the area. This information identified defic-
iencies in:

a. The fixed facilities of the structure

b. The maintenance of the structure; and

. The environment of the structure.

The first two of these headings relate to de-

ficiencies below the Minimum Housing Standards.

The last related to deficiencies which make the

structure less marketable, regardless of. its

~condition. In addition, information about the

structure type was gathered for use in determin-
ing the structures' usefulness and desirability.

The following defines the type'of defects which

"were used by the L.P.A. to classify a structure

as sound, standard, or deficient.
a.) Building Defects
1. Slight Defect Conditions which are‘normal—
1& correctable during the course of normal

maintenance.

to the Neighborhood Development Program

rs
application for 1971-72, which includes this area of South
Providence,
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Typical Slight Defect (Exterior):

|
! _ a.

b.

g.
h.

Paint: cracked, peeling, blistering, ér/missing
Slight damage to pércheé, loading docks |
Slight démage to steps or stairs

Cracked or broken doors and windows

Slight wearing away of mortar between bricks and
masonry

Wear on doors, sills and frames

Wear on windows, sills and frames

Broken or missing gutters or downspouts

2. Intermediate Defgcts: 'Conditions in more than 20%

but less than 50% of the defective unit indicating

the need for repairs if the unit is to continue to

serve adequately the use which it is intended. More

serious tham those correctable by routine maintenance.

Typical Intermediate Defects (Exterior)

a.

Holes, sagging, bowing, open cracks, rotted base
or missing materials in: Foundations, Bearing
Walls, Roofing, Flooring.

Cracked, warped or rotted; Beams, Rafters, Girders,
Columns.

Extensive Damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence. :

Sagging, Bucklzd or bent out of plumb indicative

~of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in:

Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

3. Critical Defects: Serious damage in over 50% of the

defective unit correctable only by extensive repairs.

Typical Critical Defects (Exterior) )

5
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Holes, open crack§, rotted or miésing materials
in: Foun@ation, Beafing Walls, Roofing{,Flooring
Cracked, Warped or -Rotted: Beams, Rafters, Gir-
ders, Columns

Extensive damage by storms), fires, floods, or
earth subsidence

Sagging, buckled or bent out of plumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in

Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

Construction Defects: Due to makeshift materials or

inadequate conversions

a.

f.

Shack or hut serving as principai structure for
all involved

Structures with makeshift walls or roof, or built
of scrap lumber or other scrap material, or
materials not commonly used for pérmanenﬁ con-
struction.

Inadequately converted sheds, barns, darages or
resideﬁces not compatible with its intended use
_Struc}gres with inadequate foundations

Inability of non-residential structures to con-

. tain noise vibrations, or odors resulting from

current use

Obsolete Building layout for present use

Remarks Section If in the survey, tﬁere was doubt

concerning a particular defect, it was explained
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briefly in the "Remarks" section. Also blighting

environmental influences affecting the property

being surceyed were noted but not included in the

scoring.

The commonly recognized blighting influ-

ences are.

1.

" Overcrowding or improper lacation of structures

on the land.

Excessive dwelling unit density.

Obsclete building tybes which, through lack

of use or maintenance, lessen the value éf

surrounding préperties.

Detrimental land uses or conditions such as

incompatible use, structures in mixed use or

adverse influence from noise, smoke, or fumes.

Unsafe, congested, poorly designed or other-

wise deficient streets.

Conversion to incompatible types of uses.

Inadequate public utilities or community facil-

ities, the lack of which contribute to un-

satisfactory living conditions or economic

decline.

Other equally significant deficiencies.

These included the fpllowing yard conditions

a. Accumulation of garbage and debris.

b, Storage of junked cars or boats,

C. Deteriorating or-dilapidated fences.

d. 'Deterioraiing or dilapidated acceésory use
(garage, barn, shed, etc.).

-y -
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Upon completion of the survey, the number of slight,

intermediate, and critical deficiencies were totaled
for each structure. The structure was then scored

~as either sound, standard, deficient, or substandard.

The_following is a description of the criteria used
to classify structures wifh deficiencies.

a. Building Deficiencies Warranting Rehabilitation
Buildings that contain a éombination of defects
that are not serious ehough to Jjustify clearance
would warrant conservation or rehabilitation.

(This category includes structures classified

as standard as well as tﬁose classifiedvas

deficient).

Building Conditions Warranting Classification

as Sound.

Buildings of such condition that no interior or
exterior defects or deficiencies are noted, and

in which the construétion and building facilities .
are adequate, warrant classification as sound.

fo be classified as standard a structure nmust

contain no more than three slight defects nor

‘more than one Intermediate Defect which can be

economically corrected.
To be classified as deficient a structure must
contain one of the folldwing defects or a com-
bination of them.
1. Three or more Intermediate defects in the

~ basic structural elements of the building

_5_
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that are not correctable by normal mainten—
ance,

2, A combination of one or more intermediate
defects plus three or more slight defects
which, taken collectively, are causing the
building to have a deteriorating effect on
the surrounding area.

3, One construction defect which could be

N

economically corrected,
4, One or two Building Facility Defects which
could be economically corrected,
Criteria used in claésifying buildings as structurally
substandard to a degree reguiring clearance

The method for classifying buildings with structural

deficiencies reguiring clearance was developed by

-the L.P.A. The method evaluates both the structure

and the environment., The data was prepared for in-
terpretation in the following manner:

1. In addition to the categbries of sound, standard
and deficient in the field survey conducted by

the L.P.A, to classify deficient structures.

(See Part I =- Section E (&), an additional
categéry-(substandard) was included in the sur-

vey to classify thoge structures requiring
clearance, To be classified as substandard a
structure had to contain one of the following

defects or a combinagtion of themnm,

b
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Two or more critical defects.

One critical defect pius one or more intefmed—
jate defects, ’
A combination of intermediate defects in the
basic structure walls, foundation, roof, etc.
(4 or 5 or more). ~
Inadequate facilities or one or more construc-
tion defects (clearance would be warranted

if the inadequate facilities or Qanstruction
defects could not economically be replaced,

repaired, rebuilt or added to the building).

‘Inadeguate original construction,
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A spatially héterogeneous mixture of residential, ‘hdubtrlal
and commercial uses, many -obsolete structureé,vacant land” and vari-
able topography characterizes the sfrip of land in South|Providence
bounded by Eddy Street on the west, and Interstate Route (95 on the

north, east, and south.

Studies doné both by Department‘of Planning and Urban DeVelop—
ment. staff in 1970, and land utilization and marketabiliqy studies
completed for the Federal Hill-South Providence Ggzneral Neighbol—
hood Renewal Plan in 1965 support the redevelopment‘of tqis strip
as a primarily industrial area.. The general criteria for this con-
clusion .is based on the existing pércentage of industrial and com-
mercial uses (l11% south of Public Street), vacant land (33% south
of Public Street), and substandard or deficient structures (78% be-
low Public Street). The area below Public Street is emphasizéd for
several reasons. The area north is being considered as part of
plannlng for a consolidated urban renewal plan under a consultant
contract for the Model Cities Agency and thls part of the Eddy
Street strip, is smaller, already primarily industrial in use, and
also occupied in large part by an interchange ramp for Route 95.
There is also the possibility that development below Public Street
could be phased as part of the Neighborhood Development Program
currehtly underway in Léwer South Providence.

Theré are positive reasons as well for proposing industrial
redevelopment of this area. Transportation is parficularly en-
couraging. Thereare good rail, truck and sea transport connections
in the entire aréa, anq the Thurbers Avenue interchénge with Route

95 is the only complete north-south on-off ramp before those for
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downtown Providence. However, there are 10 dead-end streets off
Eddy Stfeet in the study area which are an inefficient means of
access to the aréa. Redevelopment could involve incorporatihg
sbme of these rights-of-way in disposition parcels and adding more
efficient loops through the area. . .

Tﬁ% land utilization and marketability study mentioned above,
also.pqinté out that redevelopment of this project should be car-
ried out in stagés, suited to the ability of the Providencé area
market to absorb new industrial land. What followé is a descrip-
tion of tentative proposals for .such a phasing of development, be-
low Public Street. The data‘includes'square foot cost of acquisi-

tion based on twice the assessed value for industrial and com-

. mercial properties, and one and one-half times the assessed value

for residential property. Building condition is based on DPUD staff
exterior surﬁeys completed in July,1970, a three level classifica-
tion of standard, deficient, and substandard. A detailed outline

of this survey is included in Appendix A,

The four geographical portions of the whole 37.9 acre area

"which would be suitable for phasing development could be carried

out in a specific order determined by conditions of cost, topo-
graphy, existing uses, and relocation requirements. The first area
proposed, bounded by Oxford Street on the north and Thurbers Avenue

on the south, is the largest in area, 10.9 acres. It has the high-

‘est number of residential structures of these sectors, 30, and

families, L5, but the most vacant land, L.l acres, and the highest
proportion of substandard and deficient structures, 83%. This sec-

tor would require acquisition of 8.7 acres, at an estimated cost of

2=
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$260,382, or $.68 per gquare foot, the lowest of the four sectors.
About half of this acquisition would be residential and half va-
cant. Two commercial concerns would be relocated.

Sector Two, directly north of the first, from Oxford Street
to the mid-block line between Sherburne Street and Swan Street, a
division related to the topography at that point, has the third

highest number of families, 25, in 14 structures, on 1.9 acres.

'Here, 71% of these structures aredeficient or substandard. Ac-

quisition would be only 7.2 acres, the lowest of the four pro-
posed phases, at the next to lowest square foot cost, $.89, an
estimated $19l,850 total for 5.0 acres of which 2.9 acres are va-
cant and 0.2 acres are industrial, |

The third sector, bounded by Thurbers Avenue on the north,
Eddy Strett on the west and Route 95 on the east and south, has
only 16 residential structures and 22 families. 75%»Qf these
buildingé are deficient or substandard.. One acre of the 1.3 acres
in residential use would be acquired; 1.8 acres of vacanf land
and 1.4 acres of commercial and industrial, a total .2 acfes.
Most of the industrial land is a bus company storage lot; basic-
ally developgble vacant land. The écquisition cost is about
$223,325, a higher $1.23 per square foot.

The last priority for redevelopment is the portion of the
area between Public Street and the mid-block 1ine'south'of Sher -
burne Street, and one primarily industrial block west of Eddy

Street and south of Public Stireect.
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There are 5 families in 29 structures. 79%.of the structures
are deficient or substandard. The lowest priority of thggfour areas
assignéd to this secticn is relétedito its least amount of wvacant
land, high residential use and relocation requirements for existing
industrial and commercial uses, and the most existing, viable in-
dustry of the four Seétorsl The.cost per-square foot, $1.29, or
an e$timated $287,310 for li.6 acres, is also the highest of the
four sectors.

In summary, the proposed acquisition of 22.5 acres would cost

approximately $970,002, an average $.97 per square foot. Eleven

per cent, 2.l acres, would be industrial and commérciai land; L1%,
9.5 acres, residential; and \8%, 10.7 acres, vacant land.

‘Relocation wbuld involve 137 families, 10 commercial concerns
and two industries. Of these famiiies, LS are homezowners and 92
' ére renters.

.The_final development of the area, besides the acquisition
described above, Shéuld involve .1 acres of City-owned and 1.1
acres of State-owned land, and 13.1 acres of continued industrial
.and'Comﬁercial use, for a total 36.8 acres. There would be some
variation in the final figqre,_@gpquing on -ad justment of the east-
west dead-end streets and provision of revised road access as
shown in accompanying méps.

.The effectuation of these proposals could be accomplished
through several methods, involving Federally-supported o} City
financed methods. DBriefly, these are the Neighborhéod Development

Program, Part I Urban Renewal, or a City-fimanced industrial park. -

'Ll."
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The Neighborhood Development Program, with its provisions for
yearly stages of renewal gctivities} would lend itself tg'the phased
industrial develophent presented here. The NDP currently underway
in Lower South Previdence could in future years'incorporate this
deveiopment, but at present, Federal funds for hajor expansion of
NDP acfivities is apparently not forthcoming, though.thﬁs siﬁua—
tion could change from year to year. -

Urban Renewél, in a Part 1 clearance and redevelopment project,
is an alternative method of obtaining Federal support,vbut the same
‘fiscal strictures as the NDP program apply here. |

A City-sponsored project for this area should be considered
because of the possible financial benefits through sales of the
developed land and increased property tax base. Howe&er, a major
cost of this project which could be a burden without Federal aid
is the relocation load. Assisﬁance to the 137 or so families pro-
jected to be displaced would be based on the Federal Relocation Act
of 1970, because the project is in the Model Cities area. Moving
expenses, rent supplements for new housing and bonuses to displaced
owner-occupants are part of this legislation which substantially
increases benefits from previous levels. Since no replacement
housing is being considered within the industrial redevelopmenf
area, incorporation of this area in a housing and relocation plaﬁ
covering at least all of the Lower South Providence would be indi-

cated,
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The approximate total costs of carrying out this project can
be estimated on the basis -of acquisition representing ?S%‘of expen-
ses, excluding relocation paymentsll This would be $970,002 plus
$326,666, or about $1,296,668. Relocation for the 137 families
would involve at least $300 moving allowanée per family, in addi-
tion to the rént.supplement and owner-occupant benefits mentioned

above.
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Outlins of Building Condition Surveyv -Criteria
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Providen

o
R

"W

L

The criteria used in classifying buildings with

ok

deficiencies ih Area (?2) were those criteria deyel—
opzd by the L.P.A, Pertinent data was gathered
and analyzed for eéch residential structure
in the area. This information identified defic-
iencies in:
a. The fixed facilities of ﬁhe structure
b. The maintenance of the stiructure; and
c.. The environment of the structure.
The first two of these headiﬁgs relate to.de—
ficiéncies below the Minimum Houblng Standards.
The last related to deficiencies which make the
structure less marketable, regardless of its
condition. In addition, information about the

structure type was gathered for use in determin-

the structures! usefulness and desirability.

e

T
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following defines the type of defects which

[4V]

re used by the L.P.A. to classify a structure

a

[

sound, standard, or deficient.
a.) Building Defects
1. Slight Defect Conditions which are normal-

ly correctablz during the course of normal

maintenance.

3

Ters to the Neighborhcod Development Program
1971-72, which 1nh11das this area of South
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Typical Slight Defect (Exterior):
a. Paint: cracked, peeling, blistering, or missing
b. Slight damage to pbrches, loading docks
c. Slight damage to steps or stairs
d. Cracked or broken doors aﬁd windows
e. 'Sligﬁt wearing away of mortar between bricks and
masonry
f. Wear on doors, sills and frames
-g. Wear on windows, sills and frames
h. Broken or missing gutters or downspouts
Intermediate Defects: Conditions in more fhan 20%
but less than 50% of the defective unit indicating
the heed for repairs if the unit is to cohtinue to
serve adequately the use which it is intended. More
serious than those correctable by routine maintenance.
Typical Intermediate Defects (Exterior)
a. Holes, sagging, bowing, open cracks, rotted base
or missing materials in: TFoundations, Bearing

Walls, Roofing, Flooring.

b. Cracked, warped or rotted; Beams, Rafters, Girders,
Columns.

c. Extensive Damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence.

d. Sagging, Bucklzd or bent out of plumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in:
Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

3. Critical Defects: Serious damage in over 50% of the

defective unit correctable only by extensive repairs.

Typical Critical Defects (Exterior) ' b
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a. Holes, open cracké,irotted or miésing materials
int Founqation, Bearing Walls, Roofing, Flooring

b. Cracked, Warpea or Rotted: Beams, Rafters, Gir-
ders, Columns

c. Extensive damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence

d. Sagging, buckled or bent out of plumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in
Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

Construction Defects: Due to makeshift materials or

inadequate conversions

a. Shack or huﬁ serving as principal structure for
all involved

b. Structures with makeshift walls or roof, or built
of scrap lumber or other scrap material, or
materials not commonly used for permanent con-
struction.

c. Inadequately converted sheds, barns, garages or
residences not compatible with its intended.use

d. Structures with inadequate foundations

e. lInability of non-residential structures to con-

tain noise vibrations,ror odors resulting from
current use
f. Obsolete Building layout for presentAuéé
Remarks Section If in the survey, tﬁere was doubt

N

concerning a particular defect, it was explained

_3_’
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briefly in the "Remarks" section. Also blighting

environmental influences affecting the property

being

plar}

scoring.

surceyed were noted but not included in the

The commonly recognized blighting influ-

ences are:

l.

Overcrowding or improper location of structures
on the land,

Excessive dwelling unit density.

Obsolete building tyﬁes which, fhrough lack

of use or maintenance, lessen the value of
surrounding properties.

Detrimental land uses or conditions such as
incompatible use, strﬁctures in mixed use or
adverse influence from noise, smoke, or fumes.
Unsafe, congested, poorly designed or other-
wise deficient steeets.

Conversion to incompatible types of uses.
Inadequate public utilities or community facil-
ities, the lack of which contribute to un-
satisfactory living conditions or'economié
decline.

Other equally signifigant deficiencies.

These included the following yard cgnditions

a. Accumulation of garbage and debris.,

b. Storage of junked cars or boats.

C. Deteriorating or dilapidated fences.

d. Deteriorating or dilapidated acceésory-use;

(garage, barn, shed, etc.).

_Ll-_
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Upon coﬁpletion of the survey, the number of slight,
intermediate, and critical deficiencies were totaled
for each structure. The structure was then scofed
ias'eithef sound, standard; deficient, or substandard.
The_following is a description of the criteria used
to classify structures with deficiencies.

.a.’ Building Deficiencies Warranting Rehabilitation
Buildings that contain a éombination of defects

that are not serious enough to justify clearance
would warrant conservation or fehabilitation.

(This category includes structures classified

as standard as well as those classified as

deficient).

Building Conditions Warranting Classification
as Sound.
Buildings of such condition that no interior ér
exterior defects or defiéiencies are noted, and
in which the construction and building facilities
are adeqguate, warrantvclassification as sound.
To be classified as standard a structure must
contain no more than three slight defécts nor
‘more than one Intermediate Defect which can be
economically corrected.
To be classified as deficient a structure must
contain one of the following defects or a com-
binationvof them.
1. Three or more Intermediate defects in the
basic structural elements of the building

_5_'
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that are not correctable by normal mainten-

ance,

2, 'A combination of one or more intermediate
defects plus three or more slight defects
which, taken collectively, are causing the
building to have z deteriorating effeéf on
the surrbunding area,

3., One construction defect’which could be
economically corrected. \

L, One or two Building Facility Defects which
could be economically corfeéted.

Criteria used in classifying buildings as structurally
substandard to a degree requiring clearance
The method for classifying buildings ﬁith structural

deficiencles requiring clearance was developed by

'the L.P,A. The method evaluates both the structure

and thé environment, The data was prepared for in-
terpretation in the following manner:

1. In addition to the categéries of sound, standard
and deficient in the field survey conducted by

tﬁe L.P.A., to classify deficient structures

(See Part I - Section E (L), an addifional

category (substandard) was included in the sur-

vey to classify those structures requiring
clearance, To be classified as substandard a
st;ucture had to contain one of the following

defects or a combination of them,

¥

—6-.
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"Two or more critical defects,
One- critical defect plus one or more intermed-

iate defects,

A combination of intermediate defects in the

~basic structure walls, foundation, roof, etc,

(4 or 5 or more),

Inadequate‘facilities or one or more construc-
tion defects (clearance would be warranted

if the inadequate facilities cr construction
defects sould not economically be replaced,
repaired, rebuilt or added %o the'building).

Inadequate original construction.
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A spatially heterogeneous mixture of residential, industrial
and commercial uses, many obsolete structureé,vacant tand” and vari-
able topography characterizes the Sfrip of land in §ouﬁh Providence
bounded by Eddy Street on the west, and Interstate Route 95 on the
north, east, and south. -

Studies done both by Department of Planning and Urban DeVelop—
ment staff in 1970, and land utilization and markefability studies

completed for the Federal Hill-South Providence General Neighbor-

~hood Renewal Plan in 1965 support the'redevelopment of this strip

as a primarily industrial area. The general criteria for this con-
clusion is based on the existing percehtage of industrial and com—-
mercial uses (1% south of Public Street), vacant land (33% south
of Public Street), and substandard or deficient structures (78% be-
low Public Street}. The area below Public Street is emphasized for
several reasons. The area north is being Cohsidered as part of
planning for a consolidated urban renewal plan under a consultant
contract for the Model Cities Agency and fhis parf of the Eddy
Street strip, is smaller, already primarily industrial in use, and
also occupied in large part'by an interchange ramp for Route 95,
There is also the possibility tﬁat development below Public Street
could be phased as part of the Neighborhood Development Program
currently underway in Lowzsr South Providence.

There are positive reasons as well for proposing industrial
redevelopment of this area. Transportation is parficulquy en-
couraging. Thereare good rail, truck and sea transport connections

in the entire area, and the Thurbers Avenue interchange with Route

95 is the only complete north-south on-off ramp before those for
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downtown Providence, HQwever, there are 10 dead-end streets off
Eddy Street.in the study area which are an inefficient me&ns of
access to the area. Redevelopment could involve incorporating
somz of these rights-of-way in dispositicn parcels and adding more
efficient loops through the area.

Tﬁ% land utilization and marketability study mentioned above,
also pqints out that fedevelopment of this project should be car-
ried out in stagés, suited to the ability of the Providence area
market to absorb new industrial land. Wﬁat followé is a descrip-
tion of tentative proposals for such a phasing of development, be-
low Public Street. The data includes équare foot cost of acquisi-
tion based on twice the éssessed value for industrial and.com—
mercial properties, and one and one-half ﬁimes the assessed value
for residential p%operty. Building condition is based on DPUD staff
exterior surveys completed in July,1970, a tﬁree level classifica-
tion of standard, deficient, and substandard. A detailed outline
of this survey is included in Appzndix A.‘ |

The four geographical portions of the whole 37.9 acre area
which would be suitable for phasing deve lopment could be carried
out in a specific order determined by conditions of cost, topo-
graohy, éxistiﬁg uses, and relocation requifements. The first area
propoéed, bounded by Oxford Street on the north and Thurbers Avenue
on the soﬁth, is the largest in area, 10.9 acres. It has the high-
est number of residential structures of these sectors, 30, and
families, L5, but the @ost vacant land, L.l acres, and the highest
proportion of substandard and dsficient structures, 83%. This sec-

tor would require acquisition of 8.7 acres, at an estimated cost of

.—2_
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$260,382, or $.68 per ;quare foot, the lowest of the four sectors.
About half of this acquis;tion Would be residential and.galf va-
‘cant. Two commercial concerns would be relocated.

Sector Two, directly north of the first, from Oxford Street
to theAﬁid—block line befween Sherburne Street and Swan Street, a
division related to the topography at that point, has the third
highest number of families,.25,.in lu structures, on i.9 acres.
Here, 71% of these structures apedeficient or substandard. Ac-
quisition would be only 7.2 acres, the lowest of the four pro-
posed phases, at the next to lowest square foot cost, $.89, an
estimated $19!,850 total for 5.0 acres of which 2.9 acres are va-
. cant and 0.2 acres are industrial,.

The tﬁird sector, bounded by Thurbers Avenue on the north,
Eddy Strett on tﬁe west and Route 95 on the east and south, has
, only 16 residential structures and 22 families. 75% Qf these
buildingé are deficient or substandard. One acre of the 1.3 acres
in residential use would be acquired; 1.8 acres of vacant land'
and 1.ly acres of commercial and industrial, a total l.2 acres.
Most bf the industrial land is a bus company storage lot, basic-
ally dévelopgble vacant land. The acquisition cost is about
$223,325, a higher $1.23 per square foot;

The last priority for redevelopment is the portion of the
.area between Public Street and the mid-block line‘sguth'of Sher-
burne Street, and one primarily industrial block west of Eddy

Street.and south of Public Street.
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Thgfe'are 1S famiyiesvin 2§ strﬁctures. 79%-of the structures
are deficient.or substandard. The lowest priority of the ,[four areas
assigned to this section is related ‘to its least amount of vacant
land, high residential use and relocation requirements for existing
industrial and commercial uses, and the most existing, viable in-
~dustry of the four Sectors: The cost per- square foot, $1.29, or
an estimated $§§212i9 for 1.6 acres, is also the highest of the
four sectors.

In summary, the proposed acquisition of 22.5 acres Would cost

approximately $970,002, an average $.97 per square foot. Eleven

per cent, 2.4 acres, would be industrial and commércial land; L 1%,

9.5 acres; residential;_and QB%, 10.7 acres, vacant land.
Relocation would involve 137 families, 10 commercial concerns

and two industries. Of these families, !5 are homezowners and 92

' afe renters.

'The-final development of the area, besides the acquisition
déscribed above, shbuld involve .1 acres of City—owned and 1.1
acres of State-owned land, and 13.1 acres of continued industrial
and Comﬁercial use, for a total 36.8 acres. There would be ;ome
variation in the final figure, depending on adjustment of the east-
west dead-end streets and provision of revised road access as
shown iﬁ accompanying maps.

The effectuation of these proposals could be accomplished
through several methods, involving Federally-supported o} City
financed methods. Briefly, these are the Neighborhéod Deve lopment

Program, Part I Urban Renewal, or a City-fimanced industrial park. -

._h__
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The Neighborhood Development.Program, with its provisions for
yearly stages of reneWal éctivities} would lend itself fg'the phased
industrial‘development presented here. The NDP currently underway
in Lower South Providence could in future years incorporate this
deveiop¢2ni, but at present, Federal funds for major expansioq of
'NDP activities is apparently not forthcoming, though this situa-
tion could change from year to year. |

Urban Renewal, in a Part I clearance and redevelopment project,
is an alternative method of obtaining Federal support, but the same
fiscal strictures as the NDP program apply here..

A City-spcnsored project for this area should be considered
because of the possible financial benefits through sales of the
developed iand and increased property tax baée. However, a major
cost of this project which could be a burden without Federal aid
is the relccation load. Assi;tance to the 137 or so families pro-
Jjected to be displaced would be based on the Federal Relocation Act
of 1970, beczusz the project is in the Model Cities area. Moving
expenses, rent supplements for new housing and bonuses to displaced
owner-occupants are part of this legislation which substéntially
increases bencfits from previous levelé. Since no replacement
housing is béing considered within the industrial redevelopment
- area, incorporalion of this area in a housing and relocation plan
Covering at least all of the Lower_South Providznce would be indi-

cated.



9 0O

The approximate total costs of carrying out this project can
be estimated on tﬁe basis of acquisition representing'75%iof expen-
ses, excluding reloccation payments:’ This would be $97Q,OO2 plus
$326,666, or about $1,296,668, ﬁelocation for the 137 families
would involve at least $300 moving allowance per iamily, in addi-
tion to the rent supplement and owner-occupant benefits mentioned

above.



APPENDIX A

Qutline of Building Condition Survey Criteria

1. The criteria used in ciassifying buildings with
deficiencies in Area (5) were those criteria devel-
oped by the L.P.A. Pertinent data was gathered
and analyzed for each residential structure
in the area. This information identified defic-
iencies in:

a. The fixed faéilities of the structure
b. The maintenance of the structure; and
c. The environment of the structure.
The first two of these headings relate to de-
ficiencies below the Minimum Housing Standards.
The last related to deficiencies which make the
structure less marketable, regardless of_its
.condition. In addition, information about the
structure type was gathered for use in determin-
ing the structures' usefulness and desirability.
. -—2,~—The following defines the type of defects which
"were used by the L.P.A. to classify a structure
as sound, standard, or deficient.
a.) Building Defects
1. Slight Defect Conditions which are normal-
ly correctablz during the course of normal
maintenance.
#* This outline refers %o the Nelghborhood Development Program

application for 1971-72, which includss this area of South
Providence,
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Typical Slight Defect (Exterior):

va. Paint: cracked, pzeling, blistering, or’missing
b. Slight damage to pbrcheé, loading docks

c. Slight damage to steps or stairs

d, Cracked or broken doors and windows

e. Slight wearing away of mortar between bricks and

masonry

f. Wear on doors, sills and frames

g. Wear on windows, sills and frames

h. Broken or missing gutters or downspouts
Intermediate Defects: Conditions in more than 20%
but less than 50% of the defective unit indicating

the unit is to continue to

Fay

the need for repairs if
serve adequately the use which it is intended. More
serious tham those correctable by routine maintenance.
Typical Intermediate Defects (Exterior)
a. Holes, sagging, bowing, open cracks; rotted base
or missing materials in: Foundations, Bearing

Walls, Roofing, Flooring.

b. Cracked, warped or rotted; Beams, Rafters, Girders,
Columns.

c. Extensive Damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence.

d. Sagging, Buckled or bent out of plumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in:
Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

Critical Defects: Serious damage in over 50% of the

defective unit correctable only by extensive repairs.

Typical Critical Defects (Exterior)
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a. Holes, open cracké, rotted or miésing materials
in: Foundation, Bearing Walls, Roofing{;Flooring

b. Cracked, Warped or -Rotted: Beams, Rafters, Gir-
ders, Columns

c. Extensive damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence

d. Sagging, buckled or bent out of plumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in
Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

Construction Defects: Due to makeshift materials or

inadequate conversions

a. Shack or huﬁ serving as principal structure for
all involved |

b. Structures with makeshift Walls or roof, or built
of scrap lumber or other scrap material, or
materials not commonly used for permanent con-
struction.

¢c. Inadequately converted sheds, barns, garages or
residences not compatible with its intended.use

d. Structures with inadequate foundations

e. Inability of non-residential structures to con-

tain noise vibrations,.or odors resulting from
cutrent use
f. Obsolete Building layout for present-usé
Reﬁarks Section If in the éurvey, there was doubt

concerning a particular defect, it was explained -

._3..'
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briefly in the "Remarks'" section. Also blighting

environmental influences affecting the property

being surceyed were noted but not included in the

scoring.

The commonly recognized blighting influ-

ences are:

1.

" Overcrowding or improper location of structures

on the land.

Excessive dwelling unit density.

Obsolete building types which, through lack

of use or maintenance, lessen the value of

surrounding properties.

Detrimental land uses or conditions such as

incompatible use, structures in mixed use or

adverse influence from noise, smoKe, or fumes.

Unsafe, congested, poorly designed or other-

wise deficient streets.

Conversion to incompatible types of uses.

Inadequate public utilities or community facil-

ities, the lack of which contribute to un-

satisfactory living conditions or economic

decline.

Other equally significant deficiencies.

These included the foliowing yard conditions

a.

b.

Accumulation of garbage and debris.

Storage of junked cars or boats.

. Deteriorating or-dilapidated fences.

Deteriorating or dilapidated accessory use

(garage, barn, shed, etc.).

_LL—
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Upon completion of the survey, the number of slight,
intermediate, and critical deficiencies were totaled
for each structure. The strucﬁure was then scored
as either sound,'standard; deficient, or ;ubstandard.
Thevfollowing is a description of the criteria used
to classify structures with deficiencies.

a. Building Deficiencies Warranting Rehabilitation
Buildings that contain a éombination of defects

that are not serious enough to justify clearance
would warrant conservation or fehabilitation.

(This category includes structures classified

as standard as well as tﬁose classified as

deficient).

Building Conditions Warranting Classification

as Sound.

Buildings of such condition that no interior or
exterior defects or deficiencies are noted, and

in which the construction and building facilities .
are adequate, warrant classification as sound.

To be classified as standard a structure must

contain no more than three slight defects nor

‘more than one Intermediate Defect which can be

economically corrected.

To be classified as deficient a structure.must
contain one of the folléwing defeclts or a com-
bination of them.

1. Three or more Intermediate defects in the

basic structural elements of the building

_5_
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that are not correctable by normél mainten-
ance, |
2, A combination of one or more intermediate
defects plus three or more slight defects
which, taken collectively, are causing the
building to have a deteriorating effect on
the surrounding area.
3, One construction defect which could be
economically corrected, \
L, One or two Building Facility Defects which
could be economically corrected,
Criteria used in classifying buildings as structurally
substandard to a degree requiring clearance

The method for classifying buildings with structural

deficiencies requiring clearance was developed by

'the L.P.A., The method evaluates both the structure

and the envircnment, The data was prepared for in-
terpretation in the following manner:

1. In addition to the categéries of sound, standard
and deficient in the field survey conducted by

the L.P.A. to classify’deficient structures

(See Paft I - Section E (4), an additional

categéry (substandard) was included in the sur-

vey to classify those structures requiring
clearance, To be classified as substandard a
strﬁcture had to contain one of the following

defects or a combination of them,

-6-.
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c. A combination of %w+ermed§éfe defects in the
basic structure walls, foundation, roof, etc:
(4 or 5 or more), |

d. Inadequate‘facilities or one or more construc-
tion defects (clearance would be warranted
if the inadequate facilities or construction
defects could not economically be replaced,
repaired, rebuilt or added to the building).

e, Inadeguate original construction,
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A spatially heterégeneous mixture of residential, industrial
and éommercial uses, many -obsolete structureg,vacant land’ and vari-
able topography characterizes the sirip of land in South Providence
bounded by Eddy Street on the west, and Interstate Route 95 on the
north, east, and south. | |

Studies done both by Department of Planning and Urban Develop-
ment staff in 1970, and land utilization and marketability studies
~completed for the Federal Hill-South Providence General Neighbor-
hood Renewal Plan in 1965 support the redevelopment of this strip
as a primarily industrial area.. The general criteria for this con-
clusion .is based on the existing percentage of industrial and com-
mercial uses (1% south of Public Street), vacant>1and (33% south

of Public Street), and substandard or deficient structures (78% be-
low Public Street). The area below Public Street is emphasized for
several reasons., The area north is being considered as part of
planning for a consolidated urban renewal plan undsr a consultant
contréct for the Model Cities Agency and this part of the Eddy
Street strip, is smaller, already primarily industrial in use, and
“also occupied in large part by an interchange ramp for Route 95.
There is also the possibility that development below Public Street
could be phased as part of the Neighborhood Development Program
curreﬂtly underway in Léwer South Providence.

Theré are positive reasons as well for proposing iqdustrial
redevelopment of this area. Transportation is parficularly en-
couraging. Thereare good rail, truck and sea transport connections
in the entire area, anq the Thurbers Avenue interchénge with Route

95 is the only complete north-south on-off ramp before those for
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downtown Providence. However, thefe are 10 dead-end streets off
Eddy Street in the study area which are an inefficient meéans of
access to the aréa. Redevelopment could involve incorporating
some of these rights-of-way in disposition parcels and adding more
efficient loops through the‘area. | "

Tﬁ% land utilization and markétability study mentioned above,
also.péints out that fedevelopment of this project should be car-
ried out in stagés, suited to the ability of the Providence area
market to absorb new industrial land. Wﬁat follows is a descrip-
tion of tentative proposals for such a phasing of development, be-
low Public Street. The data includesvsquare foot cost of acquisi-
tion based on twice the assessed value for industriai and'com—

mercial properties, and one and one-half times the assessed value

for residential property. Building condition is based on DPUD staff

exterior surveys completed in July,1970, a three level classifica-
tion of standard, deficient, and substandard. A detailed outline
of this survey is included in Appendix A.

The four geographical portions of the whole 37.9 acre area

"which would be suitable for phasing development could be carried

out in a specific order determined by conditions of cost, topo-
graphy, existiﬂg.uses{ and relocation requirements. The first area
propoéed, bounded by Oxford Street on the north and Thurbers Avenue
on the soﬁth, is the largest in area, 10.9 acres. It has the high-
est number of residential structures of these sectors, 30, and
families, L5, but the ﬁost vacant land, l.lp acres, and the highest
proportion of substandard and deficient structures, 83%. This sec-

tor would require acquisition of 8.7 acres, at an estimated cost of

..2__
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- $260,382, or $.68 per sduare foot, the lowest of the four sectors.

About half of this acquisition Would be residential and half va-
cant. Two commercial concerns would be relocated.

Sector Two, directly north df,the first,_from Oxford Street.

to the mid-block line between Sherburne Street and Swan Street, a-

division related to the topograephy at that point, has the third
highest number of families;l25, in lu structures, on-1.9 acres.
Here, 71% of these structures aredeficient or substandard. Ac-
quisition\wduld be only 7.2 acres, the lowest of the four pro-

posed phases, at the next to lowest square foot cost, $.89, an

estimated $194,850 total for 5.0 acres of which 2.9 acres are va-

cant and 0.2 acres are industrial,

The tﬁird sector, bounded by Thurbers Avenue on the north,
Eddy Stregt on tﬁe west and Route 95 on the east and south, has
only 16 residential structures and 22 families. 75% Qf these
buildingé are deficient or substandard. One acre of the 1.3 acres
in residential use would be acquired; 1.8 acres of vacani land
and 1.l acres of commercial and industrial, a total .2 acres.
Most of the industrial land is a bus company storage lot, basic-
ally developeble vacant land. The acquisition cost is about
$223,325, a higher $1.23 per square foot;

The last priority for redevelopment is the portion of the
area between Public Street and the mid-block line‘south'of Sher -
burne Street, and one primarily industrial block west of Eddy

Street and south of Public Street.
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There are U5 families in 29 structures. 79% of the structures

are deficient or substandard. The lowest priority of thgxfour areas
assigned to this section is relétedito its leas( amount of vacant
land, high residential use and réiocation requizéments for.existing
industrial and commercial uses, aﬁd the mostvexisting5 viable in-
dustry of the four sectors; Thercost per- square foot, $1.29, or
an estimated $287,310 for L.6 acres, is also the highest of the
four sectors. |

In summary, the proposed acquisition of 22.5 acres would cost

approximately $970,002, an average $.97 per square foot. Eleven

per cent, 2.4 acres, would be industrial and commércial land; L1%,
9.5 acres, residential; and_ﬁB%, 10.7 acres, vacant land.

'Relocation would involve 137 families, 10 commercial concerns
and two industries. Of these families, 45 are homeowners and 92
' afe'renters.

4The_final development of the area, besides the acquisition.
described above, shbuld involve .1 acres of City—owned and 1.1
acres of State-owned land, and 13.1 acres of continued industrial
and Comﬁercial use, for a total 36.8 acres. There would be éome
variation in the final figure, depending on adjustment of the east-
west dead-end streets and provision of revised road access as
shown in accompanying maps. |

The effectuation of these proposals could be accomplished
through several methods, involving Federélly—supported o} bity
financed methods. Briefly, these are the Neighborhéod Development

Program, Part I Urban Renewal, or a City-fimanced industrial park.-

_]_l_._
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The Neighborhood DeVelopment Program, with its provisions for

’

yearly stages of renewal éctivitieS} would lend itself to the phased

industrial development presented here. The NDP currently underwayv

in Lower South Providence could in future vears incorporate this
: y P

develbpment, but at present, Fedéral funds for major expansion of
NDP acﬁivities is apparently not forthcoming, though this situa-
tion could change from year to year.

Urban Renewal, in a Part I clearance and redevelopment project,
is an alternative method of obtaining Federél support, but the same
fiscal strictures as the NDP program apply here. |

A City-sponsored project for.this area should be considered
because of‘the possible financial benefits through sales of the
developed land and increased property tax base. However, a major
cost of this project which could be a burden without Federal aid
is the relocation load. Assistance to the 137 or so families pro-
Jected to be displaced wouid be based on the Federal Relocation Act
of 1970, becaﬁse the project is in the Model Cities area. Moving
expenses, rent supplements for new housing and bonuses to displaced
owner-occupants are part of this legislation which substantially
increases benefits from previous lzvels. Since no replacement

housing is being considered within the industrial redevelopment

- area, incorporation of this area in a housing and relocation plan

covering at least all of the Lower South Providence would be indi-

cated.
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The approximate total costs of carrying out this project can
be estimated on tﬁe basis -of acquisition’representing 75% of expen-
ses, excluding relocation payments;‘ This would be $970,002 plus
$326,666, or about $1,296,568. Relocation for the 137 families
would involve at least $300 moving allowanée per family, in addi-
tion to the rent.supplement and 0wner—occupaﬁt benefits mentioned

above.



APPENDIX A

B

Qutline of Building Condition Survey Criteria

1. The critgria used in classifying buiidings with
_defﬁciencies in Area (2) were thoseicriteria devel-
oped by the L.P.A. Pertinent data was gathered
and analyzed for each residential structure
in the area. This information identified defic-
iencies in:

a. The fixed facilities of the structure
b. The maintenance of the structure; and
~¢. The environment of the structure.
The first two of these headings relate to de-
ficiencies below the Minimum Housing Standards.
The last related to deficiencies which make the
structure less marketable, regardless of its
~condition. In addition, information about thé
structure type was gathered for use in determin-
ing the structures' usefulness and desirability.
2. The following defines the type of defects which
"were used by the L.P.A. to classify a structure
_aé sound, standard, or deficient.
a.) Building Defects
1. Slight Defect Conditions which are.normal—
1& correctable during the course of normal
.mqintenance.
* This ocutline refers to the Neighborhood Development Program

application for 1971-72, which includes this area of South
Providence,
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Typical Slight Defect (Exterior):

a, Paint: cracked, peeling, blistering, or’missing
b. Slight damage to pbrches, loading docks

c. Slight damage to steps or stairs

d. Cracked or broken doors and windéws

e. Slight wearing away of mortar between bricks and

masonry

-

+h

Wear on doors, sills and frames

Wear on windows, sills and frames

«©Q

h. Broken or missing gutters or downspouts
2. Intzrmediate Defects: Conditions in more than 20%

but less than 50% of the defective unit indicating

the need for repairs if the unit is to continué to

serve adzquately the use which it is intended. More

serious tham those correctable by routine maintenance.

Typical Intermediate Defects (Exterior)

a. Holes, sagging, bowing, open craéks, rotted base

or missing materials in: Foundations, Bearing

Walls, Roofing, Flooring.

b. Cracked, wafped or rotted; Beams, Rafters, Girders,
Columns.

c. Extensive Damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence.

d. Sagging, Buckled or bent out of plumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in:
Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs.

3. Critical Defects: Serious damage in over 50% of the

defective unit correctable only by extensive repairs.

Typical Critical Defects (Exterior)
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a. Holes, open cracké, rotied or miésing materials
in: Fbun?ation, Bearing Walls, Roofing, Flooring

b. Cracked, Warped or-Rotted: Beams, Raftérs, Gir-
ders, Columns

é. Extensive damage by storms, fires, floods, or
earth subsidence

d. Sagging, buckled or bent out of plumb indicative
of a deterioration in load bearing capacity in
Foundations, Floors, Bearing Walls or Roofs,

b) Construction Defects: Due to makeshift materials or

inadequate conversions

a. Shack or hut serving as principal structure for
all involved | |

b. Structures with makeshift walls or roof, or built
of scrap lumper or other scrap material, or
materials not commonly used for permanent con-
struction.

c. lnadequatelyvconverted sheds, barns, garages or
residences not compatible with its intendéd use

d. Structures with inadequate foundations

e. Inability of non-residential structures to con-
tain noise vibrations, or odors resulting from
current use

f. Obsolete Building layout for present>u§e

c) Remarks Section If in the survey, tﬁere was doubt

concerning a particular defect, it was explained

..3._



O

O

briefly in the "Remarks" section. Also blighting

environmental influences affecting the property

being surceyed were noted but not included in the

scoring.

The commonly recognized blighting influ-

ences are:

1.

QOvercrowding or improper location of structures
on the land.

Excessive dwelling unit density.

Obsolete building tyﬁes which, through lack

of use or maintenance, lessen the value of
surrounding properties.

Detrimental land uses or conditions such as
incompatible use, structures in mixed use or
adverse influence from noise; smoke, or fumes,
Unsafe, congested, poorly designed or other-
wise deficient steeets.

Conversion to incompatible types of uses.
Inadequate public utilities or community facil-
ities, the lack of which contribute to un-
satisfactory living conditions or economic
decline.

Other equally significant deficiencies.

These included the following yard cgnditions
a. Accumulation of garbage and debris.
b..vStorage of junked cars or bhoats.

c. Deteriorating or dilapidated fences.

d. Deteriorating or dilapidated acceésory use

(garage, barn, shed, etc.).

—Ll——
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Upon completion of the survey, the number of slight,
intermediate; and critical deficiencies were totaled

for each structure. The structure was then scored

‘as either sound, standard, deficient, or substandard.

The_folloWing is a description of the criteria used
to classify structures with deficiencies.

a. Building Deficiencies Warranting Rehabilitation
Buildings that contain a éombination of defects
that are not serious enough to justify clearance
would warrant conservation or fehabilitation.

(This category includes structures classified

as standard as well as those.classified as

deficient).

Buildiné Conditions Warranting Classification

as Sound.A |

Buildings of such condition that no interior ér
exterior defects or deficiencies are noted, and:
in which the construction and building facilities
are adequate, warrént classification as sound.’
To be classified as standard a structure mﬁst

contain no more than three slight defects nor

‘more than one Intermediate Defect which can be

economically correctéd. )
To be classified as defibient a structure must
contain one of the following defects or a com-
bination of them.

1. Three or more Intermediate defects‘in the

basic structural elements of the building

_5_



that are not correctable by normal mainten-

ance,

[\

A combination of one or more intermediate
defects plus three or more slight defects
which, taken collectively, are causing the
building to have a deteriorating effect on
the surrounding area.

3. One construction defect which could be
economically corrected. \

4, One or two Building Facility Defects which
could be economically corrected,

Criteria used in classifying buildings as structurally
substandard to a degree requiring clearance
The method for classifying buildings With structural
deficiencies requiring clearance was developed by
the L.P.A. The method evaluates both the structure
and the envircnment, The data was prepared for in-
terpretation in the following manner:

1, In addition to the ca%egdries of sound, standard

and deficient in the field survey conducted by

th

[¢o]

L.P.A, to classify deficient structures
(See Part I - Section E (4), an additional
categbry (substandard) was included in the sur-
vey to classify those structures requiring
clearance, To be classified as substandard a
structure had to contain'one of the following

defects or a combination of then,

—6-.
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Two or more critical defects,

One critical defect plus one or more intermedf
iate defects.

A combination of intermediate defects in the
bagic structure walls, foundation, roof, etc.
(4 or 5 or more),

Inadequate facilities or one or more construc-
tion defects (clearance would be warranted

if the inadegquate Tfacilities or o&nstruction
defects could not economically be replaced,
repaired, rebuilt or added to the builaing).

Inadegquate original construction,
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