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ABSTRACT

Tempe political and business leaders implementatias of strategies,
composed of interconnected economic, political, @ntural factors that contributed to
the city's growth over time. Influenced by a newrsmmic opportunities and challenges,
changing ideas about redevelopment and the radalmirbs, and Tempe's own growth
issues after 1960, Tempe leaders and citizens fbentkstinct vision for downtown
redevelopment. Modified over time, the redevelopnsérategy depended on effective
planning and financing, public-private collaboratiaitizen participation, and a revised
perception of growth. After 1980, the strategyngai momentum enabling leaders to
expand their ambitions for downtown. Redevelopnmeanifested through riverfront
redevelopment, art and culture, and historic pregeEm redirecting the city's growth,
creating economic development, and revitalizing wimwn as Tempe began flourishing
as a mature supersuburb. The strategy showed evabld economic success by 2012
and the completion of the Rio Salado Project, thmpe Center for the Arts, and the
preservation of the Hayden Flour Mill made downtaamattractive and diverse urban

destination.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Tempe, Arizona developed from a series of straseigilemented by business, political,
and civic leaders and citizens throughout its Injstd'hese strategies were formed from a
mixture of economic, political, and cultural facdhat depended on public and private action,
and promoted physical and population growth throughhe Salt River Valley. Over time each
strategy built upon the previous ones, guiding piiag and development in Tempe.

The 1870s-1940: Making an Agricultural Town

The first strategy shaped Tempe’s economic, palit@nd cultural development from its
inception in the 1870s until the beginning of WoWtr 1l. Leaders and citizens, guided by
social and cultural values brought from other ptaset attainable goals for Tempe’s modest
growth throughout this period. They focused th#forés on transforming the natural
environment making Tempe into a productive agrigaltarea, an agricultural service center,
and commercial corriddt.

For the first seventy years, leaders and citizemked to develop the Salt River Valley’'s
economic base to include initially agriculture amimerce, and later tourism. Early settlers
created Hayden'’s Ferry in 1871 on the south bahksedSalt River with this intention. The
residents of this new settlement, later renamedpBenvere eager to use the fertile Valley soil
and favorable climate, and recognizing the anaantls of the Hohokam civilization as

showing them the way, they created an intricatgdtion system that supported agricultural

! Philip VanderMeerDesert Visions and the Making of Phoenix, 1860-2009
(Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2)H)

2 \VanderMeerDesert Visions6, 9, 361-362.
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activity. One resident, Tucson freighter Charlegribell Hayden, realized the area’s potential
as a commercial center, and in part because thedledver crossing allowed for horses and
wagons to ford the river. While Phoenix was si@dlightly earlier, was more centrally located,
and grew more rapidly, Tempe benefited from bemthe hinterland of its larger neighbor, and
from the promotion of the Valley by Phoenician leos. The expansion of the canal system
and further settlement enabled Tempe to becomeduptive agricultural area, with farmers
growing wheat, barley, alfalfa, fruit, and raisiigestock?

Tempe leaders realized improved transportationregnal water supply were
necessary in order for the local economy to expand,by employing their strategy, seized
opportunities that would provide such growth. ety over the Salt River in Tempe facilitated
commodity distribution until the arrival of two haads, the Maricopa and Phoenix line in and
the Southern Pacific line, providing a faster ahdaper way to transport goods. The 1911
construction of the Roosevelt Dam provided hydrctele power, flood control, and eased the
challenges of drought, while accelerating agricaltdevelopment and encouraging efficiency.
The more reliable water source allowed for the ghosf cotton by the 1910s, in addition to the
initial crops raised in the area. By the 1910snpe emerged as an agricultural service center
providing goods and services to both town and masidents. Similar to the railroad, the advent
of the automobile generated infrastructure improsets and facilitated distribution of
agricultural commodities. Warm weather, Phoenitiaasterism, and the automobile

contributed to the gradual rise of tourism andeation in and around Tempe. Despite frequent

3 Victoria D. Vargas et alHayden Flour Mill: Landscape, Economy, and Comrtyuni
Diversity in Tempe, Arizon&,olume 1: Introduction, Historical Research, and Historical
Research, (Tempe, AZ: Archaeological Consulting Servic23)8), 44, 59-61, 81-82;
VanderMeerDesert Visions12-18.



economic crises such as the Great Depression dfaB@s, agriculture, commerce, and tourism
supported the slow and steady growth of Tempethed 940$.

Local government expansion between the 1870s @4@ assisted in making Tempe into
an agricultural service center and commercial dorti Responding to economic and population
growth, Tempe incorporated in 1894 and municipadlézs created a town council to support
their larger vision of development. Municipal leasladopted a city charter in 1929 allowing for
more municipal authority and regulation to cre&t ¢community and facilitate further growth.
These changes enabled the local government todndéccommodate the demand for
municipal services, utilities, and improvements addition, emulating Phoenix, Tempe exerted
authority over planning and development in the camity by passing the first zoning ordinance
in 1938. The rationale for this ordinance “wastoid overcrowding, and facilitate the adequate
provision of transportation, sewers, schools, aitgy while also regulating land u3e.

The pursuit of the initial development strategy &melsubsequent growth of agriculture,
commerce, and tourism between the 1870s and 184Gelawas Tempe’s transportation

connectivity shaped the community’s built enviromtae Prior to 1920, commercial and

* Scott Solliday, Tempe Historic Preservation Consinis, and National Park Service,
Post World War Il Subdivisions, Tempe, Arizona43:9960 Neighborhood and House-Type
Context DevelopmenfTempe, AZ: Historic Preservation CommissioQ207, 9, 16;
VanderMeerDesert Visions19.

® Susan R. Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrighufban Downtown Revitalizing in
Tempe, Arizona,” (Dissertation, Arizona State Usity, 2002), 102; Solliday, Tempe Historic
Preservation Commission, and National Park SertAost World War Il Subdivision$;
VanderMeerDesert Visions 27, 71-72; Vargas et aHayden Flour Mill: Landscape,
Economy, and Community Diversity in Tempe, Arizdftdume 1, 89-95; Robert Fishman, “The
American Planning Tradition: An Introduction amddrpretation,” in Robert Fishman, edhe
American Planning Tradition: Culture and Policj\Washington, DC: The Woodrow Wilson
Center Press, 2000), 15.



industrial development in Tempe was concentratedgaMill Avenue or near the two existing
railroad lines. Beginning in the 1920s new magartes ran through Tempe and in the decades
that followed U.S. Highways 60, 70, 80, and 89 @yged to cross the Salt River at the Tempe
Bridge crystalizing the town’s function as a cutitransportation corridor in the Valley. By
1940, a central business district formed along Wilenue between3and &' streets. It was
composed of businesses in support of agricultwtality and those providing basic goods and
services for local town and rural residents. By(Q, banks, automobile repair shops and service
stations, drug stores, grocery stores, home am@iatores, city hall, agricultural service
businesses, restaurants, and one movie theategrarfill populated the CBD making Tempe a
self-sufficient farm town. Additionally, resideal development, including Tempe’s earliest
subdivisions, appeared adjacent to or south oféméral business distriét.

The development of social and cultural activitieg empe between the 1870s and 1940
reflected the initial vision of growth. The estabhment and growth of agriculture and
transportation allowed for development of new sicamal cultural institutions, and some
entertainment and tourism. Though Phoenix acquaeduperior institutions and entertainment,
Tempeans lobbied for and gained the TerritorialmdrSchool in 1885. The growth of the

Territorial Normal School supported the developnudriairge social institutions in Tempe, and it

® VanderMeerPesert Visions20, 173; Solliday, Tempe Historic Preservation
Commission, and National Park ServiBest World War Il Subdivision9; Vargas et. al,
Hayden Flour Mill: Landscape, Economy, and Comryubiversity in Tempe, Arizona
Volume 1, 95; Gerald Stricklin, “Transition in TempArizona Central Business District: A
Result of Changing Spatial and Socio-Economic Fa¢t@Master's Thesis, Arizona State
University, 1975), 25-26Telephone Directory, Phoenix Vicinity, 1939-1940enver, CO: The
Mountain States Telephone Company, 1939), 82-8dll&Ge (Valley Art) Theater,City of
Tempe, Arizonaaccessed August 942013, http://www.tempe.gov/index.aspx?page=1678
Robert M FogelsorDowntown: Its Rise and Fall, 1880-195(New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2001), 188.
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remained an important generator of cultural agtiitthe postwar decades. Tempe also
experienced cultural growth in the form of civiogps, bands, organizations and smaller
institutions such as churches and schools as wallldrary in the first seventy yedrs.

1940-1960: Tempe in Transition

The second development strategy, modeled afterrf®tiselecisions, influenced
Tempe’s economic, political, physical and cultugadwth between 1940 and 1960. Public and
private leaders and citizens formed this stratggtaking advantage of new relationships and
harnessing new opportunities created by federaldipg during and after World War 1.

Guided by a new set of goals and expectations, €amgpworked to attract new industries and
an educated workforce, offer desirable housing,tarmleate efficient city government and
services that would facilitate further developmeBt, implementing the strategy, leaders and
citizens hoped Tempe would begin the transitiomfagricultural town and commercial corridor
to high-tech suburb and educational cefiter.

Over the next twenty years, the second developsteategy began to take shape as
leaders and citizens worked to diversify Tempe@emy. During and immediately after the
war Tempe’s economy still relied largely on agriawg. Lettuce, grape, cantaloupe, and citrus
packing as well as flour milling flourished in tipsriod before giving way to the growth of
tourism, retail, and manufacturing. Valley leadembraced the pro-growth strategy in which

economic planning became more aggressive and iotaht The establishment of public-private

’Solliday, Tempe Historic Preservation Commissiaor hational Park Servic®ost
World War 1l Subdivision®; VanderMeerDesert Visions29, 64;Telephone Directory,
Phoenix Vicinity, 1939-194@2-84.

8 VanderMeerDesert Visions6, 93-95, 181, 363.
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partnerships forged by political and business lesagtethe Valley during the war encouraged the
growth of several industries in the years thaofold. At the same time, Valley business and
political leaders worked to attract new industaesl skilled workers. Tempe gained metal,
garment, lumber, block, chemical, and electroniesufiacturing companies in this period and in
the decades that followed. In addition, favorakéather supported population increases and the
expansion of tourism and retail after the war, enéidg more opportunities for growth and
development.

The expansion of local government and the efficteitvery of services was another
essential component of the second developmenegtraised to accelerate growth. Political
leaders responded to population increases andtdéeid development by creating new city
departments, using zoning to control land use, @ngdand to generate tax revenue, forming
improvement districts, raising bond issues to furidhstructure, and providing services and
utilities to new residents. Political leaders aiggan to take physical planning more seriously
by embracing new federal subsidies and economicipslset forth by the Federal Housing and
Federal Highway Administrations. Thus, the fedg@lernment encouraged suburbanization

and had a larger role in city planning in the pestyears=

® Solliday, Tempe Historic Preservation Commissamg National Park ServicBpst
World War 1l Subdivisionsl1, 49-59; VanderMeeBesert Visions100-101, 115-117, 153-164,
222, 363.

19 1bid, 94, 141, 181,188-190; Solliday, Tempe Histdreservation Commission,
National Park Servic&ost World War Il Subdivision25-27; Carol Heim, “Border Wars: Tax
Revenues, Annexation, and Urban Growth in Phoethiternational Journal of Urban Regional
Researcl86, no. 4 (July 2012): 831-833, 837-839; Fishni@he American Planning Tradition:
An Introduction and Interpretation,” 15; KennethJacksonCrabgrass Frontier: The
Suburbanization of the United Stat@eew York: Oxford University Press, 1985), 3-190-
218, 241-245, 266-271, 284-303.
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Reflecting the success of the second strateg\ygriweth of the economy and population,
as well as transportation routes generated chandgemmpe’s built environment between 1940
and 1960. Tempe began transitioning from an alju@al service center to a high-tech suburb
and educational center in this period. But thiarde also included negative consequences for
the central business district. This area, positibbetween®land &' Streets along Mill Avenue
and in the nearby neighborhood, flourished in 840k and early 1950s but declined starting in
the late 1950s. Department stores, electronitaapye stores, beauty shops, and new
restaurants and hotels in the CBD started to repacicultural businesses revealing larger shifts
in the local economy. Suburban expansion andeaausomobile ownership fostered commercial
decentralization. By the mid-1950s businessesrbagappear along'8Street or on Apache
Boulevard, eventually reducing the importance Milenue. The development of affordable
single-family housing surged between 1945 and 18@®new low-density neighborhoods such
as Borden Homes and Hudson Manor appearing aloaghpBoulevard, the Roosevelt
Addition west of the CBD, and Cavalier Hills noghthe Salt River, indicating expansion in all
directions. Additionally, Tempe’s population ieased in this period reaching 24,894 by 1960,
as it transitioned from an agricultural serviceteemo a high-tech suburb and educational

center!

1 Mesa, Tempe, Chandler, Gilbert (including Apachecion, Chandler Heights,
Higley and Queen Creek) Arizona Con Survey DirgGtd®6Q Vol. 4, (Phoenix, AZ: Mullin-
Kille Company), 53-184; Solliday, Tempe HistorieBervation Commission, and National Park
Service Post World War Il Subdivision21-25, 41, 46; FogelsoBowntown 247-248, 314,
396; JacksorCrabgrass Frontier3-11, 266-271; U.S. Bureau of the Censlensus of
Population: 1960, Volume 1, Part 4, Characteristaf Population, ArizongWashington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1963); U.S. Bureauls CensusSixteenth Census of the United
States: 1940, Volume I, Characteristics of Pofiala Summary, Alabama-District of
Columbia,(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 394J.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 1.1

Population growth in Tempe, 1940-1960

Year Population
1940 2,906
1950 7,684
1960 24,894

The growth of social and cultural institutiongtiis period reflected the goals of the
second development strategy. At the same timeptiialic and private business leaders started
forming new relationships and taking advantagees npportunities, they began supporting art
and cultural activity as a way to reinforce theremic growth, realizing the importance of
creating a culturally sophisticated city that woatttact new industries and skilled individuals.
Similar to the prewar period, Phoenix enjoyed nwrkural growth than Tempe through the
development of fine arts, performing arts, anddteation of new cultural institutions like the
Phoenix Art Museum. The expansion of Arizona Stiteversity (ASU) became the most
visible example of this in Tempe. The universitgught educated and cultured individuals to
Tempe reinforcing its function as an educationakeeand fostering the development of more
programs and institutions.

1960-1980: Replacing the Postwar Suburban Strategy

Building on many of the key components of the sdcstnategy, Tempeans formed the
third development strategy which depended on dasitaousing and community building,
attracting high-tech industries, high paying jofadfural institutions, effective politics, and the

efficient delivery of city services, but respondiioga new set of circumstances were forced to

Census of Population: 1950, Volume 1, Number lodithitants, Arizona(\Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1952)anderMeerDesert Visions184, 187-190, 221-222.
8



alter the strategy. After 1960, Tempe enteredhitst intense growth period, both in terms of
population increase and physical development. B&mapid suburban growth within the
emerging decentralized multi-nodal metropolis eggaed its distinctiveness in the Valley.
These new circumstances changed how public andtprigaders viewed their suburban
development policies and pushing them to reconsigproaches to downtown. Using their
central location, agricultural past, and their posias an educational center, Tempeans started
pursuing the goal of making a unique downtown. 1Bg80, Tempe began developing its distinct
character and identity, pursuing a discrete pattégrowth, and asserting its semi-independence
as a supersuburb by depending less on Phdénix.

The implementation of the third strategy requiteel $ame economic model that
sustained growth in the early postwar decadest edpanded and slightly diversified Tempe’s
economy outside of downtown during this period. tBg 1970s, this model forged by Phoenix,
indicated some new challenges making Tempe leaxers reluctant about the nature of the
Valley’'s growth. Agriculture disappeared througle 11960s and 1970s, and the manufacturing,
retail, and tourism sectors of Tempe’s economy eapd providing jobs to many residents.
Additionally responding to massive population it and opportunities for new physical
development, the construction industry grew sigatfitly. Economic growth in the southern part

of the city was encouraging, but it had a negdtiveact on business activity in downtowh.

12 |bid, 6, 167-171,183-190, 221-229, 231, 248, 269;279-289, 339, 341; For
complete description of supersuburbs, see Carl ibHow Cities Won the West: Four
Centuries of Urban Change in Western North Amerig¢albuquerque: University of New
Mexico Press, 2008), 225-227; For supersuburbsiaeRix, see VanderMeddgesert Visions
221-229.

13 |bid, 183-184, 196, 224, 228-229, 298-299, 304.
9



Reacting to increased economic and population dgrent public demands between
1960 and 1980, leaders and citizens pursued treedtrategy and created Tempe'’s first General
Plan indicating the expansion of Tempe’s governnaadtincreasing authority over planning
and development. Population increases caused & tgagers to continue annexation to
produce tax revenue and provide efficient serviaesitating suburban growth, but problems
associated with rapid, unrestrained postwar dewedoy forced them to reconsider this
approach. The most prevalent of these concerssiaantown decline, but transportation,
flooding and water supply, leapfrog development pallution were also important issues that
helped to stimulate new notions about urban planaimd the role of suburbs. Tempeans’
request for public action to remedy these growsdhes indicated the appearance of a new
political culture by the 1960s. Prompted by caned citizens, the Tempe City Council,
Planning and Zoning Commission, wanted to creat®ige efficient and rational process to
regulate development and future growth. Introducel967, the firsTempe General Plan
created the Design Review Ordinance, the Subdivi@alinance and amended the zoning
ordinance. A series of objectives, policies, egllations were created to implement the plan.
This set the entire formalized planning processiation and provided a new framework for
future land use, economic and cultural developnant|ic-private partnerships, downtown

redevelopment, and the accomplishment of other camitynprojects and goafé.

14 |bid, 188-189, 276-289; Margaret Weir, “Planniigyvironmentalism, and Urban
Poverty: The Political Failure of National LanddJBlanning Legislation, 1970-1975,” in
Robert Fishman, edThe American Planning Tradition: Culture and Pglid95; Heim,

“Border Wars,” 831-833, 837-839; For political auk:, see VanderMeebesert Visions224-

225, 269; City of Tempe Community Development Dapant,General Plan 2000(Tempe,

AZ: City of Tempe Community Development Departmd@89), 19-20; City of Tempe

Planning and Zoning Commission, Tempe City Coureitj Van Cleve Associate§eneral

Plan, (Tempe: City of Tempe Planning and Zoning Commoissilo967), 7-8, 34; City of Tempe
10



The request for a larger public voice in diregtthe city’s growth reflected shifting
citizen expectations of the government. The Cityempe responded to population growth and
diverse interests by making a deliberate effodrtoourage citizen involvement and addressing
public concerns. This occurred through the usspetial interest groups, boards and
commissions, along with “voter support of policiegislation, tax rates and bond issues for
public projects” as a way to affect planning andelepment decisions.

Addressing downtown decline became a priority asdeans started city planning in the
1960s. Since the mid-1950s automobiles, freewagtcoction, and the emergence of
commercial centers promoted the relocation of trawkl businesses along arterial streets
causing vacancies in downtown. The disappearainioeydocally owned businesses accelerated
degeneration and disinvestment in the central lessinlistrict®

The countercultural business community, later knashe Mill Avenue Merchant’s
Association (MAMA), gradually moved in and filleddse vacancies. These new countercultural

businesses appeared along Mill Avenue and werestbakon unfavorably by city leaders and

Development Services Departme@gneral Plan 2030;,Tempe: City of Tempe Development
Services Department, 2003), 53.

15 vanderMeerPesert Visions184-185, 231, 265-269; City of Tempe Planning and
Zoning Commission, Tempe City Council, and Van @léssociateszeneral Plan 7, 70-73;
Susan S. Fainstein, and Scott Campbell, Beéadings in Planning TheorfMalden, MA:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 2.

16 Fogelsonpowntown 247-248General Plan 38; Sargent, “Main Street Meets
Megastrip,” 112-123; “Tempe—62,907 People, Downtdygtiness and a Major University,”
The Phoenix Gazettéuly 2, 1971.
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residents. These new businesses and their dketlitdressed city leader and some Tempe
residents motiving them to try and improve downtdwn

The sharp decline of downtown generated a debabagupublic and private interests
about its future inspiring them to reinvest andvia new downtown strategy. Tempe was the
first East Valley city to consider redevelopmentasgable option, but determining an exact
redevelopment strategy became significantly morepdicated. MAMA, or the counter cultural
business community, and the City of Tempe expresseflicting plans for the fate of
downtown. Both groups advocated economic developrred image enhancement. The counter
cultural community promoted cultural activities agstablishing a historic district in downtown,
while political leaders, hoping to emulate Scotls@aFifth Avenue district success, supported
the creation of an upscale shopping distfict.

Despite some opposition, the City of Tempe creat®®development Agency and
introduced the 1978 niversity-Hayden Butte Redevelopment R&anng out the strategy for the
revival of downtown. The redevelopment plan grdiguaplaced the suburban development
strategy and was a very deliberate attempt toeranique downtown. The city embraced this

more systematic redevelopment strategy which ineécaconomic and political interests and

7 |bid; Matthew F. Holochwist, “Changing Perceptiaimut the Role of the Central
Business District. Downtown Tempe, 1968-1997,” éda's Thesis, Arizona State University,
1997), 22-49.

%vanderMeerDesert Visions222, 269; Jerry Eaton, “Major Face-Lifting Urdfed
Tempe Acres,’Arizona RepublicFebruary 2, 1967; Bradford LuckinghaRhoenix: The
History of A Southwestern MetropgliTucson: The University of Arizona Press, 198®)1 ;2
Holochwost, “Changing Perceptions,” iii, 23-28;58; Alison IsenbergDowntown America: A
History of the Place and the People Who MadéQhicago: University of Chicago Press,
2004), 6; Victor Linoff, interview by Ronald McCdgr Mill Avenue Oral History Project, April
27, 1988, transcript, Hayden Arizona CollectionizAna State University Library.
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included specific policies and programs, publicaté cooperation, citizen participation,
effective city planning and public and private ficang, and an altered definition of growth in
order to revitalize downtown. The strategy regdia mixture of new construction and
preservation to maintain an “old town” feel, andulebrecreate downtown into the commercial,
residential, recreational, cultural, and entertantrhub of the Tempe. Three separate but
related approaches for producing economic developmigerfront redevelopment, historic
preservation, and art and culture, aided in transifog downtown'®

When Tempe became landlocked in 1974, it demosestigtifting attitudes about growth
and the manifestation of Tempe’s distinct politicalture. Reflecting larger debates about
downtown decline and suburban development, songetsand citizens remained supportive of
the postwar emphasis as an unquestioned good.rDtimvever, were hesitant about further
annexation of present and future subdivisions ¢ostbuth because it risked competition with
north Tempe and downtown. Annexation critics fdateat continued growth would generate a
loss of community similar to the situation in Sedtlle. These disagreements symbolized a real
departure from the city’s postwar suburban stratagy the hesitation allowed Chandler City

Council to annex six square miles of land betwéentivo cities crystalizing Tempe’s

19Bernard J. Frieden and Lynne B Sagayowntown Inc: How America Rebuilds
Cities (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1989), 137, 156-159g8at, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,”
123-135; VanderMeeDesert Visions245-247; City of TempéJniversity-Hayden Butte Area 1
Redevelopment PlafiTempe, AZ: City of Tempe Community DevelopmBefpartment,
Redevelopment and Housing Division, 1983), 3-8232Par 3 Planning, Architecture, and
Research Studi@ld Town Tempe — Mill Avenue Rehabilitation FedgjbStudy (Tempe: City
of Tempe, 1973), 6, 22; Holochwost, “Changing Pgticas,” 66-68; Michael J. Schmandt,
“Local Government and Landscape Change. Downtoemple, 1972-1991,” (Master’s Thesis,
Arizona State University, 1991), 15-19; Larry Fornerica’s New Downtowns: Revitalization
or Reinventio? (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 2003, 58-59.
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boundaries at forty square miles. This transfarmempe’s character, and shaped planning and
development for future decadés.

The implementation of the third strategy fosteresidential, commercial, and industrial
development outside of downtown by 1980. Tempeicoad to grow at an extraordinarily
rapid rate reaching population of 106,743 by 19B@ecame a centrally-located growth node in
the metropolitan area or a semi-independent superBibecause of its size. Tempe’s political
independence, or its ability to provide municipaivices and implement a distinct
redevelopment agenda also earned it the titleth&gopulation increased, it facilitated the
growth of schools, parks, and civic facilities ahdse new amenities reinforced its status as a
supersuburb as wétt.

Table 1.2

Population growth in Tempe, 1980-2010

Year Population
1980 106,743
1990 141,865
2010 161,719

20 vanderMeerDesert Visions 222, 265-293; Robert E. Lang and Jennifer B.urg¥,
Boomburbs: The Rise of America’s Accidental Citfégashington, DC: Brookings Institute
Press, 2007), 157-159; “Land Between 2 Cities, GlerAnnexation Angers Tempe Officials,”
Arizona RepublicOctober 23, 1974; “Tempe to Probe Land AnnexdtiBhoenix Gazette,
October 23, 1974.

21 Abbott, How Cities Won the Weg25-227; VanderMeeBesert Visions189, 221-
225, 228-229; U.S. Bureau of the Censtisnsus of Population: 1980, Characteristics of
Population, Number of Inhabitants, Arizqr{&/ashington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1982);U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Popnlad&eneral Population
Characteristics, ArizongWashington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 23%Arizona
Department of Administration, “Arizona Counties andorporated Places, Population Change
between 2000 and 2010(&ccessed August 15, 2013),
http://www.workforce.az.gov/pubs/demography/AZ TinplTablel CountiesAndPlaces.pdf
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The pursuit of the redevelopment vision allowedrfardest growth of culture in Tempe
between 1960 and 1980. Arizona State Universitgenieempe unigue and began reinforcing its
identity in this period. ASU was the main catalfgstculture in Tempe, and the construction of
the Grady Gammage Auditorium in 1964 solidifiedttttde. This was the most impressive
cultural facility in the Valley throughout the 1960In addition, the appearance of some cultural
organizations, cultural facilities outside downtqwand arts festivals were indicative of some
cultural development in Tempe as wWell.

1980-2012: Redevelopment and Revitalization

Over the next thirty years Tempe leaders and ciizeeacting to changing economic
circumstances and new intellectual patterns, caatirto implement and reconfigure the
redevelopment strategy for downtown. Issues cahgedpid postwar growth and the decision
to become landlocked produced new challenges foergéing tax revenues, providing desirable
housing, attract high-tech industries, high payoigs and supplying city services at a reasonable
cost as Tempe’s role in the greater metropolit@a ahanged. Downtown redevelopment
became critical to diversify the local economy aneate economic development, as leaders and
citizens struggled to produce a new definition mfvgth between the 1980s and the 2000s. Not
long after the city created a redevelopment plagy began creating additional redevelopment
areas and providing more municipal support of sgigs for the Salt River bed, art and cultural
activities, and historic properties in downtownhege ideas were small components of the
original 1973 plan and were largely realized in 1880s, 1990s, and 2000s. Using these

strategies to expand the role and function of thigy; Tempeans continued pursing their new

22 \sanderMeerDesert Visions171.
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goal of making Tempe “live-work-play” destinatica,tech oasis,” and educational center
starting in the early 199@<. Through this period, the redevelopment agendaranepe’s
landlocked status influenced its economic, politicaltural development and changes to the
urban form. It caused Tempe to grow in new wagsdforming into a mature supersuburb with
new amenitie$?

Tempe faced new economic challenges after 198@hnshaped decisions about the
direction of growth in downtown. The city’s landked status and the decline of manufacturing
caused Tempeans and other Valley leaders searchachew base for the local economy. By
the late 1980s, economic vitality returned to dawnt, caused in part by the growth of new
sector of Tempe’s economy. Leaders tried to farnew economic plan by expanding the
tourism, retail, high-tech business, and finanasgects of the economy specifically in the
producing new opportunities downtown between 1$8sthe 20008

The growth of municipal support for new plannindigies, and the demand for effective

politics, as well as municipal program and servieelsto the creation of new city departments

Z3City of Tempe Community Development Services Departt,General Plan 2020
(Tempe: City of Tempe Development Services, Comityesign & Development Division,
1997), 7; For more on Tempe as a destination, #ggeofCTempe Development Services
DepartmentGeneral Plan 2030125, 137, 143-144; “Tempe Can Teach Cities Alhdfet After
Build-Out,” Arizona RepublicJuly 20, 2005.

4 vanderMeerDesert Visions185-186, 231, 244-248, 295-298; City of Tempe
Development Services Departme@gneral Plan 2030119-120, 125; City of Tempe
Community Development Services Departm&eneral Plan 202033; City of Tempe,
University-Hayden Butte Area 1 Redevelopment Re, 16-18; City of Tempéd/niversity-
Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment,Rleempe, AZ: Community Development
Department, 1994), 3-18; IsenbeBpwntown America311, 315; AbbottiHow Cities Won the
West,225-227; Jon C. Teafor@he Metropolitan Revolution: The Rise of Post-Urdanerica
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2006), 19242240-262.

25 yyanderMeerDesert Visions185-186; 300-3009.
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and projects, and the expansion of Tempe’s govenhbvetween the 1980s and the 2000s.
While downtown improved, Tempe earned a reputdtonts quality planning and programs and
its ability to deliver services to a growing podida. The city started growing in new ways and
leaders continued to pursue and expand the stratgtiged in thel973 University-Hayden
Butte Redevelopment PlaiResponding to new circumstances, they starteousty considering
programs and projects for cultural and recreatiactilvities by the 1980s and 1990s.
Downtown improvement occurred through the reclaomatif the Salt River bed, art and culture,
and historic preservation with the help of publclgrivate investment. New planning
initiatives in the 198%eneral Plan 200@nd the 199%General Plan 202@uch as preservation,
public art, alternative transportation, recreat@memphasis on mixed-use development and
infill demonstrated the altered vision of growtidditionally new planning initiatives and a
continued effort by the city to address diverselipulbncerns prompted the growth of Tempe’s
government in the form of new boards, commissiorisrest groups, as well as city
department$®

By the late 1990s and 2000s growth became mordypentested. Revealing larger
debates about growth control in the Valley, therapal of Arizona Smart Growth legislation in
1998 influenced Tempe’s redevelopment strategyilapg the city more control over planning

and development. It required leaders and staffeate ten-year plans to address issues with

2% Luckingham Phoenix 260-262; Fishman, “The American Planning TraditidAn
Introduction and Interpretation,” 20; Sargent, “M&treet Meets Megastrip,” 123-133, 149;
Teaford,Metropolitan Revolutionl67, 262; VanderMeeBesert Visions185-186, 265-298,
314-344, 357, 365; City of Tempe Development Sexwibepartment;eneral Plan 203053-
57, 137, 143; City of Tempé&lniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bfa8; City
of Tempe Community Development Departméeneral Plan 200043-45, 49-68, 74-79, 102-
103; City of Tempe Community Development Servicep@&rtmentGeneral Plan 20206-7, 11-
14, 18-27, 38, 41-45, 48-49, 54-56.
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open space, sprawl, the environment, transportadiot other policies that Tempeans were
already using for vertical growth, increased densihd tax revenues. In this regard, Smart
Growth gave the landlocked city something of anaadlage over other municipalities and
supported downtown redevelopment. The new lawragoired more public participation and
impact fees for developefs.

The redevelopment strategy influenced the changasgian form in the 1980s, 1990s
and 2000s. In this period, Tempe’s landlockedfgreatly altered its growth potential, and the
city grew to 161,791 residents by 2010, a much staate of growth than in the 1960s and
1970s. Growth limitations made land re-use andvelbpment for generating tax revenues in
north Tempe a necessary endeavor. New officeesthotels, government facilities, the re-use
of some historic buildings, and mixed use develapnoecupied downtown indicating rising
economic vitality starting in the late 1980s. Bg t1990s and 2000s, the downtown strategy
continued to evolve and leaders and citizens stpgp@nd advanced Tempe'’s riverfront
redevelopment, art and cultural activities, anddhnis preservation efforts. This prompted the
completion of Tempe Town Lake, the developmentarhpe Center for the Arts, the
preservation of the Hayden Flour Mill and sevetako projects in the downtown up until the
economic crisis of 2008. More than simply a conuiadistrict by 2012, downtown became a

centralized urban destination within the growingnmgolis, offering independent cultural, high-

2’ City of Tempe Development Services Departm&neral Plan 203061-54, 56, 125-
126, 137, 143-144, Patricia Biggs, “Planners Tatkiewth Mandate,Arizona Republic
February 28, 2001; Tom Reade, “Tempe A Shining E{arhArizona RepublicNovember 23,
2002; VanderMeemDesert Visions351-352, 357-359; Jon C. Teafofdie American Suburb:
The Basics(New York: Routledge, 2008), 197-216.
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tech industrial, recreational, housing, educatipaadployment, and entertainment opportunities
to both residents and tourisf8.

The development of art and cultural activities,amigations, and venues in Tempe
between the 1980s and the 2000s demonstrated aemooenpassing vision of growth for
downtown. As Arizona State University continuedytow, and as downtown flourished,
Tempe funded more sophisticated cultural instingjarganizations, and events in order to
attract educated professionals and companies tattheAdditionally, the most recent cultural
institution, the Tempe Center for the Arts streegid downtown Tempe’s new role as a cultural
destinatiorf?

Historiography

Urban planning, downtown, Phoenix history, histqgmieservation, and suburban history,
were the four main topics that emerged within ttigotarship shaping this study. Studies in
these areas, written between the 1980s and thes28@@d in contextualizing and understanding
the factors influencing planning and developmentempe, as well as redevelopment in the

downtown area.

28 Arizona Department of Administration, “Arizona Quies and Incorporated Places”;
City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plan 200075; Schmandt, “Local
Government,” 62-76; Sargent, “Main Street Meets dtigp,” 212-225; Teafordvietropolitan
Revolution 167-181, 190-204, 240-262; City of Tempmjversity-Hayden Butte Amended
Redevelopment Plab;6; City of Tempe Development Services Departm@eneral Plan
203Q 125, 137, 143-144; Jan Schaefer, “Tempe Offididsk Downtown Progress, Resisting
the Tide of Sprawl,’Arizona RepublicJune 15, 2003; VanderMe&esert Visions185-186,
221-225, 297, 311, 324-337, 351-352, 365-366; Giffempe Development Services
DepartmentGeneral Plan 20206, 29-32; Vera Feliciano, “Tempe’s Leaders Shadsionh,”
Arizona RepublicApril 24, 2002; FordAmerica’s New Downtowng, 62-63; Lang and
LeFurgy,BoomburbsVii-ix, 1-21, 144-161, 173-174.

29 City of Tempe Development Services Departm&neral Plan 2030137.
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Urban Planning and Downtown

My selection of the redevelopment strategies wapath by the work of three scholars at
Arizona State University focused primarily on tleelevelopment of Mill Avenue and changes to
the urban form in Tempe. Writing in 1991, Mich&shmandt focused on the way political
decision making, technology, and the economy predathanges in land use and building form
during the early redevelopment of downtown. Helerqu the redevelopment process and the
City of Tempe’s attempt to reshape the landscap®wahtown into an architecturally
homogenous commercial area, replenish its tax astenhance the image of downtotn.

In 1997, Matthew Holochwost wrote a thesis on “Ghiag Perceptions about the Role of
the Central Business District: Downtown Tempe,83697.” Primarily focused on the Mill
Avenue Merchants Association and counter cultunt@rests, he examined the disagreements
between planners, politicians, and citizens invéleshaping central business district in Tempe
during redevelopment. This study also illuminatede the changing approaches to historic
preservation in downtown'*

In “Main Street Meets Megastrip: Suburban Dowmd®evitalization in Tempe,
Arizona”, Susan Sargent applied a lifecycle framawo Mill Avenue explaining that the land
use functions and the landscape changed with @agh.s For Sargent, historic preservation,

festival marketplaces and adaptive re-use, magestetailing, and urban entertainment centers

30 Schmandt, “Local Government,” 2, 27, 3.
31 Holochwost, “Changing Perceptions,” iii-iv.
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were the redevelopment strategies that came tagetherm a hybrid commercial landscape and
a neo-traditional suburban downtowh.

Several other scholars wrote seminal works thaided on downtown planning
strategies, revitalization, and the influence é¢iiast groups on these procesdeswntown,
Inc.: How America Rebuilds Citi€$989) by Bernard Frieden and Lynne Sagalyn, was a
earlier interpretation of downtown commercial deypghent and revitalization in the 1960s
through the 1980s in cities across the countrye ditthors explored downtown redevelopment
through the creation of town retail centers, argliad that downtowns became places for
recreation as well as a various educational arirallinstitutions®

Written a decade later, Robert Fogelsddavntown: Its Rise and Fall, 1880-1950
examined the three phases of downtown throughigkeand fall of the central business district,
as well as subsequent commercial decentralizagdhd1950s. It was, thereforecritical
work for discussing this process as it occurrefl@ampe. Like Frieden and Sagalyn, Fogelson
focused on spatial politics and the change in pse@md function of downtown by the laté"20
century. Fogelson argued that public policy amtht@logy were most important in shaping
downtown®*

Larry Ford’'sAmerica’s New Downtowns: Revitalization or Reirii@® Was another
seminal work on downtown planning challenges and@velopment. Ford uncovered some

common myths about downtown, explored its evolytand evaluated the success of his case

32 sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,” 91, 21321
* Frieden and SagalyBowntown, Inc16.
34 FogelsonPowntown 397.

21



studies. For Ford, revitalized downtowns functm@as a destination for tourists, government
officials, business leaders, and culture seekeraddition, downtowns “give identity, meaning,
and character to our increasingly urban regidns.”

The most recent historical study of downtowns wasoh Isenberg’ ®owntown
America: A History of the People Who Madelkenberg contributed to this scholarship by
considering gender, class, and age in downtowmpign She examined the key participants as
well as national economic and political forces théiienced the evolving ideal for downtown
from the 19" century to the 1970s. Influenced by Frieden @adalyn, and Fogelson, she
believed downtown was a manifestation of cultuedlies

Two local studies were essential for this theSsott Solliday’sPost World War i
Subdivisions, Tempe, Arizona: 1945-1960 Neighbmattemd House-Type Context Development
andHayden Flour Mill: Landscape, Economy, and Comrtyubiversity in Tempe, Arizonayy
Victoria D. Vargas, Thomas E. Jones, Scott Sollidengd Don W. Ryden aided in creating the
historical context of planning in pre-war and themediate postwar periods in Tempe. These
studies also provided information on the residéndi@ucational, industrial, and commercial
development of the city.

Another seminal work of this historiograpfiyhe American Planning Tradition: Culture
and Policyedited by Robert Fishman, was an excellent catleaif essays that provided a broad
context for American urban planning. Fishman orgesh American planning into three stages:

the Urban Era between 1830 and 1930, the CridissoAmerican Planning Tradition between

%5 Ford,America’s New Downtown4-3.
% |senbergDowntown America2-3, 314-315.
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1930 and 1970, and the rise of New Urbanism betw8&0 and 2000. He defined American
planning “a collective action for the common gopdisticularly action that concentrates on
building and shaping the shared physical infrastmecfor present needs and future growth.”
He discussed individualism, localism, private calpitvestment and maximum profit,
development through public-private partnerships, @tent challenges to plannitfy.

Phoenix History

The first seminal work in this category of the brsdgraphy was Bradford Luckingham’s
Phoenix: The History of a Southwestern Metroppliblished in 1989. Luckingham wrote a
biography of Phoenix providing a broad synthesisahy topics including suburban growth,
redevelopment, and culture between the 1870s anti380s. He also stressed the importance of
boosterism, the promotion of Phoenix as an “urkasisy” and how each contributed to the
growth of the postwar econoniy.

Desert Visions and the Making of Phoenix, 1860-200®hilip VanderMeer provided
the most useful framework for my study with hisagission of planning strategies in the
metropolitan area, cultural development, econome @olitical changes, and postwar suburban
growth. VanderMeer expanded on Luckingham'’s biplgyaof Phoenix while reframing and
reinterpreting the city’s development. He divided work into three sections while exploring
five major themes: the natural environment, thearform, the economy, social and cultural

values, as well as public leadership. He arghatiRhoenicians had three visions for their city.

37 Fishman, “The American Planning Tradition: Anréwtuction and Interpretation,” 2.
% Ibid, 3-8.
39 Luckingham Phoenix 1-10.
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From the mid-nineteenth century through World WaPhoenicians worked to create “an
American Eden” in the desert. The war industrgraitl the city’s economy and encouraged
Phoenicians to develop a new high-tech suburbaorvtbat lasted between 1940 and 1960.
Between 1960 and 1980, new challenges to the ecpaadhthe urban form compelled leaders
to generate a third modified high-tech visfGn.

Suburban History

Written in 1985, Kenneth JacksorCsabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the
United Statesvas the first of the seminal works on suburbs.eBe)g earlier notions about
suburbs, he used both international and Americamgies while chronicling the formation of
suburbs from the mid-19century through 1985. He demonstrated that #neydiverse,
exclusive, affluent and middle class, foster a pawpulation density, have high rates of
homeownership, and provide function as strictlydestial place which is separated from
worked. For Jackson, suburbs embodied many aspeatserican culture making them unique.
He identified the suburban ideal and populatiomgihcas necessary conditions for suburban
formation, and attributed racial prejudice, Amenigaosperity, cheap land and housing,
advancements in transportation technology, andipléenergy as important causes for this
phenomenon. He stressed federal government sabsidd tax policies that encouraged
suburbanization and increased homeownership thrtheghgencies like the Home Owners’

Loan Corporation and the Federal Housing Adminiigtna In turn, these subsidies and polices

40\anderMeerDesert Visions1-10, 93-94, 183-186, 361-366.
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supported the residential and commercial decensiadin and decline of the urban core
reinforcing racial and socioeconomic inequalifiés.

Responding to Kenneth Jackson two years later, R&hman produced another
seminal workBourgeois Utopias: The Rise and Fall of Suburbitis study traced the suburban
development near five cities in Europe and the éthBtates between 1750 and 1950. Fishman
reinterpreted suburbanization and argued that udowas a “cultural creation, a conscious
choice based on the economic and cultural valuéseofnglo-American bourgeoisié® He
used the examples of London, Manchester, Paritaddtphia, and Los Angeles to demonstrate
how these exclusively white, Protestant suburbgeskeas the physical and spatial manifestations
of the culture and economic structure supportethbyfirst the English and later the American
bourgeois. Most importantly, he saw Los AngelesMeen 1910 and 1950 as the culmination
and fall of suburbia, giving way to what he calis tise of the “new city” or “technoburb”
resulting from technological advancements of the 28" century. Characterized by its
traditionally rural, urban, and suburban componghts new urban form contained residential,
high-tech industrial, and commercial developmenwel as a diverse population. Technoburbs
were independent from the urban core, lacked fbaahdaries, and were connected by
freeways. Fishman concurred with Jackson by gjdhiat federal policies, and financial and

technical systems introduced in the 1930s encodrRgst-World War Il American suburbs.

“1 JacksonCrabgrass Frontier3-11, 190-218, 241-245, 266-271, 284-303.

“2 Robert FishmarBourgeois Utopias: The Rise and Fall of Suburhislew York:
Basic Books, Inc, 1987), 8-9.

3 Fishman, Bourgeois Utopiasx, 4-5, 155-156, 182-207.
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In 1991 journalist Joel Garreau traced the conwaref suburbs into what he calls “edge
cities” in his seminal workizdge City: Life on the New FrontieHe identified Tempe as an
emerging edge city or new urban center. Building~shman’s characterization of technoburbs,
Garreau argued that edge cities are positioneti@edge near freeway intersections and
physically on the periphery, occupied by detachegdls family homes, and lacked urban social
institutions. Mature edge cities functioned astail, entertainment, employment, and
residential destination, and grew rapidly since M/&var 11.*

In 2003 Dolores Hayden introduced her synthBsigding Suburbia: Green Fields and
Urban Growth, 1820-20Q0Writing her work in the wake of the Smart Growtlovement, she
diverged from others scholars critiquing suburbha, real estate industry, the federal policies
that accelerated sprawl, and American consumptiShe traced the evolution of the American
dream while arguing that suburbs are ethnicallgnemically, and physically diverse.
Exploring suburban development patterns, she sgktldn auto dependent edge nodes
characterized by corporate headquarters, residaaiighborhoods, shopping malls.
Additionally, she advocated the use of preservadiot infill to revitalize declining suburban
neighborhood$>

Jon C. Teaford investigated the transformation@rahging functions of both central
cities and suburbs in the decades following Worlar\IVin Metropolitan Revolution: The Rise

of Post-Urban America Charting the metropolitan revolution, Teaforghkexed the political and

 Joel GarrealEdge City: Life on the New FrontigiNew York: Doubleday, 1991),
xiv, 3-15, 425, 434.

> Dolores HayderBuilding Suburbia: Green Fields and Urban Growi820-2000
(New York: Pantheon Books, 2003), xi-18, 155, 17%3-247.
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cultural reactions that result from tremendous d&eézation and fragmentation. Teaford
identified postwar economic prosperity, racial tens, and technological advancements as the
major forces responsible for the revolution. Thiesees enabled affluent Americans to abandon
the central city granting them the freedom and itglido “pursue different lifestyles and carve
spatial niches tailored to their individual prefezes” in suburbid® Some Americans were able
to indulge in the American ideal, while others wirneed to remain in depressed inner city
neighborhoods creating new issues of inequalBy. the 1980s, gentrification fundamentally
transformed the function of the central city, wtsleultaneously, suburbs evolved into edge
cities?’

In 2007, Robert Lang and Jennifer LeFurgy introduttee concept of “boomburbs” in
Boomburbs: The Rise of America’s Accidental CitiEgaluating these new cities on scale, rate
of growth, and their non-centralized location, Lamgl LeFurgy labeled Tempe as a boomburb
arguing that these cities were older, diverse plaseh populations greater than 100,000 that
grew rapidly in recent decades, and embodied adhyioban forn*®

In When Cities Won the West: Four Centuries of UrBaange in Western North
Americaby Carl Abbott presented a strong anti-turneriagguanent. This study was a broad
synthesis of Western urban history with a thorodigleussion of urban form, politics, the global
economy, and suburbs. He maintained that Wesies were centralizing locations, ascending

to the top of regional hierarchies by the mid-neseith century symbolizing their economic

“¢ Teaford, The Metropolitan Revolutior, 241.
*"Ibid, 4, 6, 166-167, 198, 203-204, 240.
“8 | Lang and LeFurgyBoomburbsVii-ix, 1-21, 144-161, 173-174.
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independence from the East. Abbott also arguettidoend of the twentieth century, Western
cities became economic and culturally independ®mh the cities in the East and Midwest.
Abbott gave attention to Tempe, consistently idgmig it as a growth center or “supersuburb”
with its own development agenda, its own leaderd,l@th urban and suburban amenities. For
Abbott, supersuburbs appeared between the 19605980 within larger decentralized
metropolitan areas, had over 100,000 residentrakgal on automobiles, competed with core
business districts, and had industrial and comrakdavelopment for producing tax revenue.

These various scholars perceived Tempe in slighitfgrent ways, emphasizing specific
characteristics. Garreau’s “edge city” notion faai®n the multi-nodal dimension of the
Phoenix metropolitan area. His scope includedndyt distinct communities but also areas of
leasable office and retail space, and number . jdlang and LeFurgy’s “boomburb” concept
stressed the “accidental” rapid growth of Westemmmunities. While all of these were
important ingredients for Tempe’s formation, thegreznot uniquely defining characteristics.
Abbott’s “supersuburb” idea addressed the contiuamportance of the changing relationship
between suburb and the central city, and it wasgefore, the most appropriate term for
understanding the distinct history and developnoéitempe?®

Historic Preservation

Historic Preservation and the Imagind@st: Albuquerque, Denver, and SedbeJudy
Mattivi Morley was a seminal work in the historiagihy of historic preservation in the West.
She examined Albuquerque, Denver, and Seattleristbdy. Successful historic districts

appeared in the late twentieth century as a resultban planning and revitalization strategies.

9 GarreauEdge City 3-15; AbbottHow Cities Won the West-10, 221-228; Lang and
LeFurgy,Boomburbs4.
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These historic districts were closely linked to tise of tourism, mass consumption, and the
formation of a new civic identity. In her discigsof shifting planning policies, she maintained
that historic preservation ended up functioning likban renewal because it stimulated private
investment and fostered commercial activity.

In 2007, lan Patrick Johnson wrote “Bligt Preservation in the Phoenix Metro Area:
History, Current Challenges, and Ongoing Struggl@is comparative study of historic
preservation in Phoenix and Chandler illuminatexldifferent approaches and impediments to
preservation and revitalization in the Valley. dsbn employed many of Morley’s ideas and
argued that rapid development and the populatitiaxies after World War Il contributed to the
start of the preservation movement in the Weshdisiduals felt a sense of regionalism was
slipping away’*

Methodology

Extensive archival research went into the creatiathis study including an investigation
of Tempe general plans, and the specific projeantpfor the Rio Salado Project, art and culture,
and the Hayden Flour Mill. City Council minutegyacommission minutes, oral histories,
census records, city directories, and newspapietesrtvere also critical components to this

study.

* Judy Mattivi Morley Historic Preservation and the Imagined West: Albergue,
Denver, and Seattle(Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas Press, 3008,17,151-152.

*1 Jan Patrick Johnson, “Historic Preservation in B®enix Metro Area: History,
Current Challenges, and Ongoing Struggles,”(Mastehesis, Arizona State University, 2007),
118, 127, 149.
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Organization

This thesis traces the formation and implementatiadistinct redevelopment agenda
used to revitalize downtown Tempe between the 1860s2012. It examines three case
studies, the Rio Salado Project, the Tempe Ceatehé Arts, and the Hayden Flour Mill, to
demonstrate how Tempe political leaders and citizesed riverfront revitalization, art and
culture, and historic preservation to revive dowrio It is not complete history of Tempe’s
growth and development, nor is it meant to be apretrensive history of downtown
redevelopment. Rather, it explores three of theynveays downtown revitalization occurred.

The thesis is separated into five chapters, eagdinared chronologically. The nature of
the source material and the use of case studiesgteticthe chronological organization. Chapter
two includes the development of the Rio Saladodetofirst as a Valley-wide effort, that was
pursued solely by Tempe after 1987. It discussdls the construction the large-scale project
that converted the dry Salt River bed into TempeT dake, and the appearance of new
lakeside development. Chapter three traces hitwrabactivity, which first began as a small
component of the redevelopment strategy, gainedatipnd was given more emphasis after
1980 as a way to expand the function of downtoWwhe use of art and culture in downtown
concluded with creation of the Tempe Center forAhs in 2007. Chapter four analyses the role
historic preservation in the redevelopment strategych broadened after 1980, and the
preservation of the Hayden Flour Mill between 198d 2012. The thesis concludes with a brief

discussion of the nature of development in a sujbend.
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CHAPTER 2
THE RIO SALADO PROJECT

While Tempeans began pursuing a distppath of growth, determining the city's
character, and planning downtown redevelopmentha 1960s and 1970s, they also began
looking to the empty Salt River bed and thinkingoabhow to convert it into something that
would complement downtown. Reconsidering thestpar emphasis on sprawl and responding
to the issues of decline and flooding, Tempe leadad citizens began crafting a development
strategy for linking downtown and the Salt RiveddbeBetween the 1966 and 1980, political,
business, and civic leaders, developers, enginpkmsners, citizens, interest groups, architects
and other professionals created a vision that wohéthge the nature of the city’s development.
These individuals worked to craft a feasible plaat tvould extend downtown redevelopment as
well as transform the riverbed into a recreaticaralenity and area for economic development.
The Rio Salado Project, as it became known, stasea controversial and ambitious idea for a
Valley-wide enterprise at redeveloping and beaungy40 miles of the Salt River bed spanning
from Phoenix to Mesa. Tempe’s downtown, locatevben the other municipalities, served as
a focal point for the larger project. After 198&mpeans carried the project out alone building
the much smaller Tempe Town Lake within the fivel anhalf mile portion of the river. The
riverfront redevelopment strategy reflected new diarse ideas about development, culture,
entertainment, recreation, historic preservatiod #re role of suburbs. By the 2000s, Tempe

Town Lake was becoming an important Valley attactf

®2 Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,” 2,123-188-232; Ford, America’s New
Downtowns 2, 17, 58-63; Daniel et aRio Salado Phase 2 Planning Stud¥?hoenix, AZ: s.n.,
1974), 3; Joshua K. Morris, “Reclaiming the Rivenit: Pittsburgh’s Opportunity to Redefine
Itself,” (Master’s Thesis, Tufts University, 201@)10, 77-81; City of Temp&io Salado
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The 1960s-1980: Early Planning Efforts for a Regiwal Recreational Amenity

From the 1960s to 1980, the Valley continued tcaexiphysically and increase in
population very rapidly, and as this occurred, debabout pollution, sprawl, and other
metropolitan issues emerged motivating leadergW@ldp solutions. Valley political, civic, and
business leaders worked to develop a riverfrorgvelbpment strategy which depended on
public-private collaboration, citizen participatisuccessful planning and financing, and a new
definition of growth to accomplish goals for stiratihg economic and cultural development
within the Rio Salado Project area. Tempe leadere already making a new downtown
strategy, and decided to incorporate it into th&n for improving downtown. Working to
formulate the strategy before 1980, advocates, tetagbconceptual plans and studies,
designated a project implementation agency, anatéocpotential funding opportunities.
Through the 1970s, the Valley Forward AssociatdRA) and the Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) managed the project, setting #os economic, political, and physical

goals for transforming the riverb&d.

Preliminary Master Plan(Tempe, AZ: Planning Division, 1982), i-8, 21-Z&ty of Tempe,
University-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment BId8; City of Tempe Community
Development Service§eneral Plan 20208-11; Feliciano, “Tempe’s Leaders Show Vision”;
VanderMeerDesert Visions6-7, 185-189, 221-225, 269-289, 324-339, 361-Bé6gy and
LeFurgy,BoomburbsVii-ix, 1-21, 144-161; City of Tempe Developmeservices Department,
General Plan 2030125, 137, 143-144.

>3 City of Tempe Community Development Servic6gneral Plan 20208;
VanderMeerDesert Visions265-293, 280, 288; Daniel et aRio Salado Volume 1:
Metropolitan Phoenix Area, Arizona, Phase 1, StDdgign (Phoenix, AZ: Western
Management Consultants, Inc., 1972), 1-3, 7,155 E5MDaniel, et al.Rio Salado Phase 2
Planning Study3; City of TempeRio Salado Preliminary Master Plar10; City of Tempe,
Tempe Rio Salado ProjecTempe, AZ: Community Development, Planning Bien, 1979),
1-4.
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Much like new strategies for downtown Tempe, consa&bout flooding, water
conservation, and leapfrog development inspiredtiggnal plan for the Rio Salado Project.
Since the days of initial settlement, Valley resigehad sought to control the river, to distribute
water and protect against flooding. Completionhef Roosevelt Dam in 1911 had stopped the
flow of the Salt River, and together with additibdams and an extensive canal system, had
channeled water to Valley cities and farms. Beeanighis and relatively dry weather patterns,
the river bed had remained dry since the 1930xotmaged by pro-growth policies in the
immediate postwar years and the unattractive aachisgly undevelopable nature of the flood
plain, development in Mesa, Tempe, and Phoenixroedwon the periphery and ignored the Salt
River. Consequently, it existed as an ugly scevsacthe Valley, with few developments in the
bed or flood plain, except for some sand and grausinesses, sewage treatment plants, electric
lines, landfills, junk yards, and a few homes. B “water control” system was less secure
than people had thought. The newly-establishedd=@ontrol District of Maricopa County
(FCDMC), together with the Army Corps of Enginekesl been working on a plan for removing
obstructions from the channel and planning for‘thrdikely” possibility of a flood, when,
disaster struck. In December 1965 and Januar§ h@ge rainstorms overwhelmed the dam
system and sent damaging floods down the Salt Riedy causing bridge closures, evacuations,
damage to Sky Harbor Airport, harming numerousiessies, businesses, roads, and utilities,

and causing other destructich.

>Andrew M. Honker, “A River Sometimes Runs ThroughA History of Salt River
Flooding and Phoenix,” (Dissertation, Arizona Stdteversity, 2002), 117-118, 121, 125, 129,
137-138, 179; Jackso@rabgrass Frontier3-11, 190-218, 284-303; City of Tempeip Salado
Preliminary Master Planl; Carr et al.Rio Salado Master Plan: Final Draft(Cambridge:
Carr, Lynch Associates, 1985), 78; Earl Zarbin, 6Revelt Dam Spills: Flood Will Top
Previous Week,Arizona RepublicDecember 31, 1965; Earl Zarbin, “Flood Smashdiey.a
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The destructive flooding awakened Valley leadexs rasidents, including those from
Tempe, to the presence of the river, forcing theraxtamine flood control options, encouraging
them to reconsider development patterns and psliaied it also prompted others to imagine
new uses for the Salt River bed. In the fall 08@.9Arizona State University School of
Architecture students studied the regional urban santemplating issues of periodic flooding
and other environmental concerns. Under the sigien of Dean James Elmore, students
developed a plan that united flood control withiemvmental design for 40 miles of the riverbed
from the Granite Reef Dam to the Gila River eveliyuzonnecting the project to the Gulf of
California through a series of locks. The conaaptsisted of a linear park and greenbelt
providing new recreational, cultural, and econoopportunities that would aid in reversing
development patterns and preventing sprawl at #ikey's periphery. Students continued to
develop the plan until 1969 when Elmore, who waevhg involved in the Valley Forward
Association, helped the project get noticed by tesss, civic, and political leadets.

Valley leaders and citizens adopted and producedetttevelopment strategy for the Salt
River bed, and as the Rio Salado idea gained ré&omyuuring the late 1960s, the Valley
Forward Association (VFA) and the Maricopa Assaoiaibf Governments (MAG) shared
responsibility and influenced the early visionh€lVFA was a non-profit association of various

Valley organizations that used social, environmieetdtural, civic, and economic projects like

8,000 Flee Worst Over: Damage to be $1 MillionsPlArizona RepublicJanuary 1, 1966;
VanderMeerDesert Visions265-289.

% College of Architecture et aRio Salado BrochurgPhoenix, AZ: s.n., 19727?);
VanderMeerDesert Visions288; Honker, “A River Sometimes Runs Through 1{78-180;
Daniel et al. Rio Salado Volume, B-7; Daniel et al.Rio Salado Phase 2 Planning Stutly,
City of TempeRio Salado Preliminary Master Pla8,
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Rio Salado to help beautify and enhance the VallBgcognizing the need for regional urban
planning with a project of such tremendous scala@valso showed their support for the idea
and assisted the VFA in the early formation ofgtrategy’®

The growing attractiveness of the Rio Salado Ptafethe early years depended on new
development, effective financing, job creation, amteased tax revenues to revitalize the area.
As the VFA and MAG leaders endorsed a larger visowreconomic development, their plans
reflected the Valley’s new economic challengese Rio Salado Steering Committee, a
subgroup of the VFA, produced the original econogaals to convert the unused river bed.
Partly motivated by the Valley’s changing economyhe 1970s, they hoped to draw
commercial and industrial development to the ptogeea. This would increase the tax base and
aid in creating employment opportunities reinfogeinfill and further growth. A desire to build
on the expansion of tourism in the Valley inspikealders to make the riverbed an amenity as
another source of revenue. Generating fundinggealg for the land acquisition and initial
improvements to the riverbed became other impogaats. With the exception of funding
allocated for further studies and plans, fundingppisals which included a range of federal,
state, local, and private sources remained larg@hgeptual in this early periéd.

When the City of Tempe joined the project in th&®public and private leaders began
supporting these economic goals for the projeceitmaging downtown and revitalize the
riverbed. Faced with downtown decline and a lackial form, and realizing the advantages of

the city’s central location, Tempe municipal, civamd business leaders eager to develop their

%% vanderMeerDesert Visions285-288, 355; College of Architecture et &io Salado
Brochure;Daniel et al.Rio Salado Volume, b.

*"Ibid, 1, 12, 57-61; Daniel et aRio Salado Phase 2 Planning Stuihside cover, 9,
52-53; VanderMeemDesert Visions183-184, 304; Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfroris.
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section of the riverbed, began following a distiredlevelopment agenda. Tempe, like other
Valley cities, had followed a vision of growth thratied on annexation to increase population
and eventually tax revenues. Emulating the stygpggneered by Phoenix, Tempe leaders used
this model in the immediate postwar decades bylhapinnexing land to generate sales tax,
property tax, and other revenues. By the 1970s\pEdleaders began employing this tactic
within the reclaimed floodplain in the hopes of ¢uoing the same result. While some leaders
began changing their attitudes about growth, teesaomic goals brought the city closer to
transforming its only remaining developable laniian economically viable aréa.

The leaders of the VFA and MAG, the original impkartation organizations, relied on
effective planning, public-private collaboratiomeating a formal implementation organization
and facilitating citizen input necessary to make phoject work. The lack of a implementation
agency became a major impediment to the projeetei@l local, county, tribal, state, and
federal governmental agencies had jurisdiction#i@ity within the large project area, thus
requiring an overall implementation agency to cawate the project for several decades.
Through the 1970s, MAG and VFA worked to find aemgy capable of managing such a
complex undertaking’

Prior to 1980, Valley business, political, and cil@aders started to reconsider the

unintended consequences of growth, and reactedefféhtive planning to carry out the Rio

8 Honker, “A River Sometimes Runs Through It,” 180ary A. M. Gindhart and Betty
Beard, “Tempe to Proceed with Riverbed Work Despiéeat,”Arizona RepublicNovember 5,
1987; City of TempeTempe Rio Salado Proje@; City of TempeGeneral Plan 1973(Tempe,
AZ: Planning Department, 1978), 24-25, 38-39; \\aMker,Desert Visions185-186, 265,
276-293; Heim, “Border Wars,” 831-833, 837-8309.

%% Daniel et al.Rio Salado Volume B-7, 39, 63, 65; Daniel et aRjo Salado Phase 2
Planning Study3.

36



Salado Project. During the 1970s, these leadmt&pated together to form the 19Rb
Salado Volume 1: Metropolitan Phoenix Area, ArzoRhase Plan, and the 197Rio Salado
Phase 2 Planning StudyThese plans laid out the early strategy andigealva framework for
the reclamation of the riverb&d.

When the City of Tempe became involved in the mtaje the 1970s, leaders began
creating a vision for city’s riverfront and adoptedny of these same political goals already
essential to Tempe’s General Planning processdimaupublic-private collaboration, effective
planning, and citizen input. The city’s emergingian for redevelopment resulted in no small
part from its possibilities within a rapidly expang multi-nodal metropolitan area. Reflecting
its status as a mature and semi-independent suqpebsuhe city’s early participation in Rio
Salado indicated the Tempeans struggle to carva distinct character and identft.

Although riverbed redevelopment was a regionalrefftempe leaders and citizens
began pursuing a revised development agenda asdoeginated with the Rio Salado Steering
Committee, the VFA and MAG in the early years. pencontinued to expand during its most
intense growth period, and leaders and citizenamegnducting studies and developing the
vision for Tempe’s portion of the project spannfram 48" Street to the Mesa border. In the
1970s, as Tempe leaders leaders started considenmdp fund, build, and maintain the Rio
Salado in order to transform the river bed inte@eational area. The riverbed redevelopment

presented new possibilities for their city evenutjio it was located outside the University-

®0Jeff Dean, “Rio Salado,” (Seminar Paper, Arizorat&tniversity, n.d.), 4-5; Daniel
et al.,Rio Salado Volume, 1-3.

®IMorris, “Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 61; Abbotijow Cities Won the Wes225-227;
VanderMeerDesert Visions221-225, 287-298.
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Hayden Butte Project area at the time, and homreyéntually unite the project areas, the
riverfront gradually became an extension of dowmowReflecting emerging ideas about
environmental conservation, the 1978 Moderate Waéxelopment concept was vital to the
city’s early efforts. It included “200 acres of huse lakes, ponds, and interconnecting streams
fed by existing water sources and delivery systientise Project Area®* Additional water
features coupled with industry, housing, commerd&aielopment, and open space were planned
to occupy Tempe’s reclaimed floodplafh.

Demonstrating Tempe’s new political culture, thiy cesponded to increasing demands
for public input and guaranteed citizen involvemi@nt979 by creating the Rio Salado Advisory
Commission. Composed of public and quasi-publenages, interest groups, and citizens, the
commission provided the public a vehicle for adwystihe Tempe Mayor and City Council on the
project. The RSAC played an important role inRie Salado planning proces.

By 1980, an implementation agency capable of maggifie Rio Salado Project had
emerged. The project required creating an entitly supra-municipal authority. That same
year, state and private interests started supjgotti project and the Arizona State Legislature
created the Valley-wide Rio Salado Developmentri2isRSDD) as political subdivision of the

state equipped with a nine member Board of Diresctmmaintain jurisdiction, develop a master

%2 City of Tempe;Tempe Rio Salado Projed3; VanderMeemesert Visions 281-285;
City of TempeRio Salado Preliminary Master PlaB;10, 21-36.

%3 |bid, 24-36; City of Tempelempe Rio Salado Projedt-3, 15.

% Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 79; City oféfpe Community Development
Services Departmengeneral Plan 20208-10; City of Tempe Community Development
DepartmentRio Salado Development PlafT,empe: City of Tempe Community Development
Department, 1995), 6.
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plan, and negotiate with diverse interest groupsie RSDD stretched for 40 miles covering
parts of Mesa, Tempe, Phoenix, Maricopa County,thadalt River Pima-Maricopa and Gila
River Indian Communitie§®

Additionally, as Valley citizens became more coneerabout the unintended
consequences of growth and expected more représardad influence in public processes,
which pushed the VFA and MAG to guarantee citizeroivement in planning the Rio Salado
Project. The new emphasis on diverse public ppdimn drove the creation of citizen
commissions and committees for riverbed redevelopmeé\ppearing after the creation of the
RSDD in 1980, the governor-appointed State Riod®a@ommission became another conduit
for citizen participatior?®

Employing new ideas about redevelopment, and megaétd growth issues and changing
economic circumstancegalley and Tempe leaders were able to envisiom,@ad create a
model for the physical transformation of the rivexib A series of ten destructive floods
revealed the uncontrollable nature of the Salt Rovesenting new obstacles for Valley residents
between the late 1960s and 1980. These new reatigahifted how residents viewed the river
giving the project momentum, and motivated leatleidevelop a plan to address issues of
flooding and sprawl by converting the riverbed. B380, the idea was to channelize the river

allowing water to flow naturally in a Valley-wideegenbelt through a system of dams, lakes, and

®*Rio Salado Development District Board of Direct@@sncept Description of the Rio
Salado Project: A Statement of Current Pali@ghoenix, AZ: The Rio Salado Development
District, 1982), 1-4; City of Temp®io Salado Preliminary Master Plaf; Carr et al.,Rio
Salado Master Plan: Final Draftl; VanderMeerDesert Visions265, 297; Dean, “Rio Salado”
5; City of Tempe Community Development Departm&id, Salado Development Plai,

®/anderMeerDesert Visions184-185, 265-293; Daniel et dRjo Salado Volume, 2,
10, 29; City of Tempe Community Development ServiDepartmeniGeneral Plan 20209.
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canals providing flood protection, enabling flocgipl reclamation, and designing a regional
recreational system and amenity with new opporiesior mixed-use development. Operating
within the larger design, Tempe produced a conceqateled after the San Antonio Riverwalk
for their section of the project prior to 1980 aalivf’

Thus, by 1980, Tempe became landlocked restridtsngrowth potential and leaders
reacted to this new circumstance by expanding vieeatl downtown redevelopment strategy to
incorporate a strategy for the city’s portion of froject. The strategy would generate
improvements to the natural and built environmébat tvere largely synonymous with those
advocated by VFA, MAG, and the RSDD. Combiningpflacontrol and environmental design
were necessary to reclaim the riverbed and plamfged land use and development.
Downtown Tempe’s central location near Papago Pakpna State University, and downtown
Phoenix made it a focal point within the larger légwide project. Leaders hoped the plan
would turn the urban scar into an amenity and svatiraction®®

The 1980s: State Support and the Demise of the Regal Rio Salado Project

The Rio Salado project emerged from planning anvgld@ment concerns of the 1970s,
and to a large extent it continued to reflect phextspective. Yet rapid growth in the Valley

helped encourage new ideas and concerns aboupdréaison, infill, environmental issues,

®7 Zarbin, “Flood Smashes Valley”; Edna Fleishmanio‘Ralado Plan Answer to
Flood,” Arizona Republic March 14, 1978; VanderMeddgsert Visions281-285; Ford,
America’s New Downtowng, 17, 58-63; Daniel et aRio Salado Volume, 7, 9, 13, 33-35;
Daniel et al.Rio Salado Phase 2 Planning Study; John Dougherty, “Tempe’s Shore Thing:
The City is Dammed Determined to Have Waterfromt@apment,”"PhoenixNews Times
April, 14, 1993.

%8 City of TempeRio Salado Preliminary Master PlaB;6, 12; City of Tempelempe
Rio Salado Proje¢t3-8, 12; FordAmerica’'s New Downtown$8-62, 126; Sargent, “Main
Street Meets Megastrip,” 133.
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increased land and construction costs, floodingem@nservation, rehabilitation of old
neighborhoods, and sprawl — generating a new wisigon. Between 1980 and 1987, Valley
leaders and citizens were motivated by many ok#me aspirations, and responding to a
demand for participation from diverse interest gothat both supported and opposed the Rio
Salado Project, they continued to respond and maldé riverfront redevelopment strategy that
included a new design and financial plan. Asltethe Rio Salado Project gained both support
and opposition. Tempe’s participation was crumahe development of the project, and the
early progress demonstrated by Tempe leaders timeng helped to strengthen Valley and State
interest in the project. After 1987, Tempe leadmirsed the project alone and immediately
began reconceptualizing the plan for their Etty.

Building on the work of other business, civic, graditical leaders after 1980, the RSDD
Board of Directors worked to generate supportlierRio Salado Project, facilitate public input,
and began creating a project master plan with &mefmed set of goals. Adhering to diverse
public demand for a role in the project, the RSD&ail of Directors were tasked with new
responsibilities for maintaining wide public paipiation and producing a workable plan.
Incorporating suggestions and revisions from déffeprivate and public interests as well as the
Tempe Rio Salado Project Advisory Committee, thedPix Ad Hoc Advisory Committee, and
the Mesa Rio Salado Advisory Board, Maricopa Couwffigials, and other planners in the early
1980s the RSDD produced the 1985 Salado Master PlanLike previous plans, the 19%%&0

Salado Master Pladescribed the need for additional upstream flamttrol enabling the

%9 vanderMeerDesert Visions 184-186, 228, 265-297, 324, 344; City of Tempe
Community Development Services Departm&gneral Plan 20208-9; City of Tempe
Community Development Departmefiieneral Plan 200076-79.
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reclamation of a smaller 17 mile stretch of theeriwithin the RSDD. This would require the
relocation of some deteriorating residential neaghbods displacing homeowners, and the
removal of landfills, junk yards, sewage treatm@ants, and sand and gravel companies
operating in the riverbed. If successful, the @agl park would allow for new development and
infill that would redirect growth inward, increasprbperty values, tax revenues, an estimated
74,000 jobs, and opportunities for tourism andeation’®
Continuing to reject postwar development pattewms sprawl, planners formed a

slightly different concept from the 1970s. Mergidgas for the Rio Salado from several other
water-related amenities across the country inclytlie Town Lake in Austin, Texas, the
Riverwalk in San Antonio, and the Mission Bay im3$2iego, the revised and more elaborate
plans featured an island at Central Avenue whichlavbe the heart of the project to promote
revitalization of downtown Phoenix. They also plad to build a hotel and conference center
and other new development in Tempe to help prorapintown revitalization near ASU.
Additionally, revealing larger concerns about watenservation in the desert by the 1980s, the
plan relied on combined use of domestic water, mgaater, surface water, and effluent to
create a system of interconnected lakes, streatasds, parks, and vegetated banks “connected
with drops and brief rapids™

Following the creation of the 1985 plan, Rio Sal@dvelopment District Board of

Directors, continued gathering support for the @ctj Using the plan to promote the project and

OvanderMeerDesert Visions 297, 314; Carr et aRio Salado Master Plan: Final
Draft, preface , 1-10, 55-67, 78-86, 87-96.

pid, 1-10, 36, 45-67, 78-86, 87-96; Dean, “Rioasil,” 8, 10; VanderMeeBDesert
Visions 324-337.
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raise funds, the RSDD’s Board of Directors gaingol®rt from citizens, business leaders, local
and state political leaders, interest groups lileCitizens for Rio Salado, and Tempe and
Phoenix city officials. Some proponents of thejgcbadvocated it for its potential economic
impact through job creation, attracting businesaed,ability to generate millions in public
revenues. Other supporters hoped it would aichproving aesthetic appeal of the river,
removing the landfills and dumps to create an umigmenity’”

However, supporters faced growing resistance toaspgcts of the plan. Through the
1980s, home and business owners, environmentalistispther affected citizens organized in
opposition to project. Reflecting conflicting ideabout the appropriateness of riverfront
redevelopment in the desert and different usethriverbed, those in opposition rejected key
elements of the plan, or the entire project. Soesested residential relocation, or the proposed
new development that would occupy the riverbedfioatiplain. Others felt that the project
lacked sufficient flood control. The Arizona Roekoduct Association (ARPA) and the
Maricopa County Audubon Society (MCAS), the two taswerful interest groups trying to
shape the plan, vehemently opposed the projegbreRenting the sand and gravel operating
companies, the ARPA was eager to avoid displaceonfenining operations in the riverbed to

the Valley’s periphery increasing distribution coas well as land acquisition by developers.

2 Mary A. M. Gindhart, Susan Leonard, and Betty Be4Rio Salado Project Loses by
2-1 Ratio: Voters Reject Tax Bonds: Plan Deadlf@ Decades,Arizona RepublicNovember
4, 1987; “Rio Salado: LeadershiRiverfronts...Pollution...Maintenance&rizona Republic
October 31, 1987; Betty Beard, “County Voters Deah Tax Bond for Rio Salado Today,”
Arizona RepublicNovember 3, 1987; Lois Boyles, “Rio Salado WoGleherate Billions,
Economists Say,Phoenix Gazettelanuary 16, 1987; “Officials Air Views on Beaidétion
Plan,”Phoenix Gazettelanuary 16, 1987; Dean, “Rio Salado,” 13.
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The MCAS challenged the project because of thenpialeescological impact to the natural
environment’

The RSDD attempted to respond to concerns and agpofor the project by
participating in intense negotiations with differ@merest groups, specifically the ARPA and the
MCAS. Attempting to placate these groups, the RSiRitked to modify it plan. By the mid-
1980s, the RSDD was unable to convince either grospipport the projeét.

A solid financial plan was needed for the projecsticceed. This presented another
impediment as the RSDD lacked the legislative aitthto levy taxes forcing leaders to modify
the strategy. With a more realistic idea of costh®ymid-1980s, they decided to use a county-
wide property tax levy and a bond issue in additmland sale and leasing revenues, as well as
other private, state, and federal funding. Consatjyin 1986, the Arizona State Legislature
passed a referendum allowing county voters to @eaidwhether to adopt the county-wide tax

levy and bond issu@.

8 VanderMeerDesert Visions184-186, 297, 304, 314; Dean, “Rio Salado,” 11-18
Mary A. M. Perry, “Businesses, Residents Voice @wnAbout Planned Rio Salado
Relocations,’Arizona RepublicJanuary 25, 1984; Pat Flannery, “Heated BoardtiMg&ignals
Opposition to Rio SaladoPhoenix GazetteAugust 14, 1987Carr et al. Rio Salado Master
Plan: Final Draft,63-67; Beard, “County Voters Decide on Tax Bon&indhart, Leonard, and
Beard, “Rio Salado Project loses by 2-1 Ratio”;d Bbyles, “Rio Salado Foes Question
Motives, Higher Taxes,Arizona RepublicJanuary 16, 1987.
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In November of 1987 the idea was put to a voteMadcopa County residents were
asked to consider the proposed property tax ineraad bond. It was anticipated that the bond
issue and the proposed property tax increase wauabtithe project for twenty five years.
County residents overwhelmingly rejected both peat®on November 3, 1987 ending the Rio
Salado as a Valley-wide effort. This became a mjming point for the project

The Rio Salado Project was defeated in 1987 foerséveasons. The approval of a
freeway expansion the same year deterred Vallegarts from taxing themselves for the Rio
Salado Project. Additionally, residents in comntiesi that located far from the river opposed it
because they failed to see the incentive to redlaerloodplain, while others were leery about
cost, and the benefit the project provided to tixeetbpment industr{/

This electoral defeat ended the effort to creafaléey-wide project which would
combine economic development, recreation, and ftmodrol. But the minority of county
residents who supported the project included a ntgjof Tempeans. They had seen riverbed
development as offering clear benefits to thely,@nd the Tempe City Council with the help of

the Rio Salado Advisory Commission decided to ctreyproject forward. Defeat of the Rio

% “What “Yes,” “No” Means for Rio Salado Projec#tizona RepublicNovember 3,
1987; Gindhart, Leonard, and Beard, “Rio Saladgdetdoses by 2-1 Ratio”; Beard, “County
Voters Decide on Tax Bond”; David Downey, “Voteramp Rio Salado: Measures Rejected by
2-1 Margin,” Tempe Daily NewsNovember 4, 1987.

""Beard, “County Voters Decide on Tax Bond”; John kfand, “Rio Salado Doesn't
Float in Western Part of the County,” November@81; “Rio Salado: Leadership”; Lois
Boyles, “Rio Salado Foes Question Motives”; “Riddsin: The People Spealhoenix
GazetteNovember 4, 1987; Jay Mark, “Time Flies When Yoe @reating a Town Lake,”
Arizona RepublicJuly 10, 2009.
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Salado Project ended one option, but city leadevstmrned to creating a new plan to convert
the city’s portion of the river to revitalize theea’®

After approving the project, municipal leaders wekogether with the Rio Salado
Advisory Committee and other boards and commissiomeconceptualize the plan and produce
a new design for the riverbed. Modeled afterii85 Valley-wide concept, the new 1989 plan
included flood control and the reclamation of 8@€ea of the city’s five and a half mile stretch
of the river for recreation, open space, mixeddmselopment, and an opportunity to generate
sales and property tax revenues. Streams ansl Vakeld fill the channel with one larger, Town
Lake positioned between Hardy Drive and the IndBand Wash. The new design reflected
changing spatial realties, the city’s realizatiémew possibilities as a centrally located
supersuburb, and also the attempt to alter thésaityaracter?

The 1990s: Building the “Sparkling Jewel”

Encouraged by the early success of the Tempe Ranl&®roject, Tempe leaders
continued forming the redevelopment strategy ferrtierbed composed of many of the same
goals from previous decades as well as new ambitigrthe 1990s. Building on more than a
decade of downtown redevelopment and the econajueenation of Mill Avenue, leaders,

architects, planners, developers, and citizensue@ddhe most elaborate of Tempe’s

"8 Gindhart and Beard, “Tempe to Proceed”; HonkerRiter Sometimes Runs Through
It,” 256; Dave Downey, “Small-Scale Rio Salado PlMay Surface,’Arizona Republic
November 5, 1987; City of Tempe Development DepantiyRio Salado Development Plast,
Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 61; “Timeline City of Tempe, Arizonaccessed February
7, 2014 http://www.tempe.gov/index.aspx?page=1734

°City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plan 200076-79; City
of Tempe Community Development Departmétig Salado Development Pla&-11, 54;
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redevelopment plans, the Rio Salado Project whaphesented the expansion of the initial
commercial goals for downtown. Responding toanging economy, local growth issues, and
new ideas about redevelopment, leaders moldedrdtegy to accomplish their goals, revitalize
the riverbed, and create Tempe Town L&ke.

The Tempe Rio Salado Project depended on accorgiskveral economic goals as
Tempe leaders responded to new economic circunedgartly shaped by decisions made in
previous decades. They implemented the riverfredévelopment strategy by creating economic
development through new development, effectivenioirag, public-private cooperation, job
creation, and increased tax revenues to revittigarea. Tempe’s landlocked condition
changed its financial position, since housing aacsion from sprawl had proved valuable
revenues, which the city needed to replace. Thbngeof manufacturing posed another
economic challenge for the city. Tempe’s populaticreased at a much slower rate than other
Valley cities and as its position in the regionigrarchy shifted, the city received less federal
funding and state tax revenues driving leadergtbdlternative sources of income. To restore
this revenue over the next few decades, Tempereadapted and worked to stabilize and
diversify downtown and the city’s overall economydxpanding construction, tourism, retail,

high-tech industrial, and financial to provide ailsdor future growth. In doing so, Tempeans

8 John Dougherty, “Wanna Buy a $70 Million Lake?leS&aTax Backed Bonds Will
Jump-Start Tempe’s Stalled Rio Salado Projebgenix News Timeépril 27, 1995; Amy
Pedotto, “Rio Salado: Tempe’s Rio Salado Progein Example of What Can Happen when
Taxpayers Just Say No&Arizona Business Magazin®pring 1994; City of Tempé&lniversity-
Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment,”&lB.
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produced opportunities, particularly for commeraat industrial development, within the Rio
Salado project are&.

Increasing tax revenues remained an important esmncomponent of the Rio Salado
strategy. Like the use of annexation to increhsecity’s population and tax revenues in the
immediate postwar decades, Tempe leaders andnstised the same tactic to produce sales
tax, property tax, and other income. Attractingvrievelopment and new industries would help
to provide an increased sales and property taxibabe Rio Salado Project arfa.

With the economic goals solidified, Tempe leadet®d on public-public and public-
private partnerships to finance Tempe Town Lakeraale it a reality. The Tempe Rio Salado
Project required substantial investment in thertigrbed and several site improvements in the
early 1990s to accomplish the goal of creatingggorel recreational amenity. The proposed
construction of the Red Mountain Freeway, plannedesthe mid-1980s to run through south
Scottsdale, presented Tempe leaders with a goldeortunity. Tempe leaders persuaded
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) offisidao re-route the freeway along the Salt

River floodplain. To ensure flood protection foetnew freeway, Tempe’s bridges, and Rio

81 vanderMeerDesert Visions183-186, 295, 299-309; City of Tempe Community
Development Departmergeneral Plan 200045, 75-79; Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfront,”
45; City of TempeTempe Town Lake on the Rio Sala@@mpe, AZ: Rio Salado Office,
2000), 2; Lang and LeFurgBoomburbs146; AbbottHow Cities Won the Wes225-227.

82 Heim, “Border Wars,” 831-833, 837-839; City of TeenCommunity Development
DepartmentGeneral Plan 200045, 75.
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Salado Parkway, ADOT and the Flood Control DistoicMaricopa County shared the $30
million cost to channel the river in Tempe. Thiade the entire project more feasibie.

By January of 1995, Tempe leaders, and membeledfeémpe Rio Salado Advisory
Commission collaborated to produce frempe Rio Salado Development PI&rhis plan
updated other Tempe Rio Salado plans and indi¢htedoals, vision, and scope of the project
for moving forward. It articulated the Town Lakencept and potential water sources for the
project. This plan directed commercial, industrzalltural, residential, and mixed-use
development, as well as open space for recreatittirvithe Rio Salado Overlay District to
enhance the aréA.

At the same time that they slowly began transfogntire project area and planning,
Tempe leaders, demonstrating their commitmenteagtbject, continued forming public-private
partnerships and grappled with generating a firepdan for the lake. Like the earlier disputes
over the Rio Salado project, leaders considereddabdted several financial options. Since
property tax funding was not an option, Tempe leadeeded to produce an innovative solution.
Financial debates escalated as leaders contemplattier to pursue lakeside development or
build the lake first. Failure to produce a feasiplan postponed the project into the mid-1990s
until private developers began to showing seriaterest in building on the lake. Motivated by
this interest in 1995, the Tempe City Council aperbthe financial plan that would provide

funding for the lake. Three planned developmePémago Park Center, Hayden Ferry Lakeside,

8 City of Tempe,Tempe Town Lake on the Rio SalaBol1; Dougherty, “Tempe’s
Shore Thing”; Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfron0; Pedotto, “Rio Salado”; City of Tempe
Community Development DepartmeRio Salado Development Plaf2-49.

% |bid, 3-5, 9, 10-18, 42-52.
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and especially the main trigger, the Peabody Hatklxury hotel with two golf course,
restaurants, and shops, gave Tempe leaders thideacg to proceed with Tempe Town L&Re.

Encouraged by the interest from private develogard,demonstrating their commitment
to the Rio Salado vision, Tempe leaders modifiedstinategy and proceeded with funding the
lake. The Tempe City Council approved a $45 millimnd issue to fund the infrastructure
improvements and the lake first. Under Mayor Naiiliano’s vision for Rio Salado, the bond
issue paid for the creation of the lake. Tempeanigipated the $45 million would be paid in
future sales tax reveni.

As Tempe leaders and citizens worked to improveittegbed and finance the lake,
effective planning, public-private collaboratiomdecitizen participation remained essential
political objectives for completing the projecEffective planning reinforced growth and
revitalization. Tempe leaders, city staff, andkzeihs continued pursing new growth initiatives
and responding to increased demand for programsemttes as part of their larger
redevelopment agenda. By the mid-1990s they toam&fd downtown using infill and land

reuse, protecting open space, planning for altermétansportation, and encouraging mixed use

8 Mike Fimea, “Rio Salado Lake Groundbreaking Set&ogust,”Arizona Business
Gazette July 10, 1997; City of Tempe Community Developti@apartmentRio Salado
Development Plar39-52; City of Tempe Rio Salado Divisidborrientes?7, no. 1, Summer
1998, file 398 Tempe Town Lake, Tempe History §;ileempe History Museum; Morris,
“Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 77-78; Pedotto, “Ri@l&@do”; Lou Hirsh and Eileen Brill, “Lake of
Dreams: Tempe Banks on the Future, as Rio Salemjed? Sets Sail,Jewish News of Greater
Phoenix August 29, 1987; Laura Laughlin, “Tempe is All W&io Salado Splashes Down,”
Arizona Business Magazinglay 1997.

8 vanderMeerDesert Visions,311; Elvia Diaz, “Peabody Developer Scrambles for
Time, Tempe Town Lake’s Hotel Still Not Yet Fundedrizona RepublicOctober 12, 1999;
Laughlin, “Tempe is All Wet”; Tempe leaders sufigmriticism for this risky financial decision
in the late 1990s and 2000s as lakeside developwesntelayed following the completion of
the lake.
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development creating new opportunities for recogatart and cultural facilities, and
entertainment. Elaborate redevelopment projekésthe Rio Salado caused new departments to
appear facilitating the expansion of local governteéencouraged by economic revival of
downtown, leaders were able to put into action sEvaore ideas outlined in the 1973
University-Hayden Butte Redevelopment Pian

Citizen participation in the Rio Salado Project vwasemained an important element of
the strategy, as plans for the lake moved forw&dncerns about the city’s nature of growth
motivated citizens to request a larger role indlamning process. Exhibiting Tempe’s unique
political culture, the city responded by continutegnclude citizens in planning the lake. The
Rio Salado Advisory Commission (RSAC) as well d®oboards and commissions advised the
Tempe City Council and were critical in facilitagipublic participation in planning the project.
This gave the Tempe residents, business leadetslemelopers an opportunity to influence
decisions about land use, the conservation of gpane, and the types of amenities and facilities
within the Rio Salado Overlay District. Additiohglthe Friends of the Rio Salado (FRS),
created in the late 1990s, briefly aided with fumsing, public education and outreach before
being replaced by the Rio Salado Foundation. RBAC and FRS had a role in advocating the

project and educating the public. In preparatarthe Tempe’s moment in the national

84\/anderMeerDesert Visions183-186, 295-297, Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverit,”
80; City of Tempe Community Development Servicep@tmentGeneral Plan 202048-49;
City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plan 200035-39, 44-45, 51-52,
57-59, 62-63, 68, 102; City of Temgéniversity-Hayden Butte Area 1 Redevelopment Fan,
6, 16-18; City of TempdJniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bfa8; Dianna
Nanez, “ Reflecting on Town Lake: 10 Years Sineepe Vision Became Reality, Urban
Destination Called Resounding Succegsjzona RepublicNovember 15, 2009.
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spotlight during the 1996 Super Bowl XXX the RSAmoted and marketed Rio Salado,
hoping the project would gain national recognitio attract development in the late 19%0s.
The implementation of the redevelopment strateghen1990s caused many of the
changes in the urban form within the Rio Saladqdetarea and all of downtown. The first
step was to use the $45 million bond issue to lihiédake. A deeper flood channel and special
rubber inflatable dam technology provided floodtpotion allowing the city to construct the
lake within the larger five and a half mile projacea that stretched through Tempe from the
Mesa border to the Phoenix border. Constructead®st 1997 and 1999, the lake was two mile
long, one mile wide. The lake was controlled tgystem of inflatable dams that could be
deflated to release flood water when necessarybed located at various points throughout the
channel. Indicating larger concerns about wateseovation and debates potential water
sources for the lake, it was filled with Centraizana Project water purchased by the city and
replenished with reclaimed water from a recovetay. Promoted as the “sparkling jewel” of

the Rio Salado Project, the lake opened to theipiroNovember 199§°

8City of Tempe Community Development Services Departt General Plan 202011;
City of Tempe Community Development Departm@&ig Salado Development Pla29, 54;
Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 64-64, 79; “Bielents Discuss Rio Salado Plamgmpe
Daily News TribungApril 20, 1995; VanderMeeDesert Visions221-225, 269, 314; Victor
Linoff, “Rio Salado: Visionary Risk Worth TakingEast Valley TribungJuly 25, 1997; City of
Tempe Rio Salado DivisioGorrientes?7, no. 1, Summer 1998, file 398 Tempe Town Lake,
Tempe History Files, Tempe History Museum; Le TeanplFriends of Lake in Hot Water with
City,” East Valley TribungJune 25, 2001; Cynthia Scanlon, “Rio Salado: ge&sDream
Becomes a RealityArizona Business Magazineall 1995.

8 City of Tempe;Tempe Town Lake on the Rio Sala8o6-10, 12; Dougherty,
“Tempe’s Shore Thing”; Honker, “A River Sometimesri® Through It,” 269-274; Morris,
“Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 1-10City of Tempe Community Development Department,
General Plan 200077-79; City of Tempe Community Development DepamnipRio Salado
Development Plam, 42,48; Scanlon, “Rio Salado”; Nanez, “Reflegton Town Lake”.
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Thus, through the 1990s, Tempe political leadedsatizens responded to new
economic circumstances, new ideas about riverfieoidvelopment, and local growth challenges
while planning and financing the Rio Salado Projelhhey took advantage of new opportunities
to continue to revitalize riverbed and link it wilowntown. These efforts culminated in the
creation of Tempe Town Lake.

The 2000s: Realizing the Tempe Rio Salado Project

Encouraged by the success of the 1990s, Tempeatisuwed to expand the Rio Salado
vision in the 2000s and focusing their efforts tmalating lakeside development. Striving to
carve out a distinct character and identity anchéke downtown and the Rio Salado a
centralized urban destination that set Tempe dymart other Valley cities, residents transformed
the five and a half mile stretch of the riverb&through public and private action they created
new opportunities for mixed land use and develogrentered around the lake within the city’s
“last frontier of growth.”°

After the completion of the lake, Tempe leadersioorally modified the strategy as they
pursued lakeside development demonstrating thditrgad culture and commitment to the new
growth vision. The construction boom of the [a®8®Qs and the early 2000s propelled

development on Mill Avenue and leaders hoped tbaafe the success with lakeside

development, but several issues delayed that ssicé&@spending on the planned Peabody Hotel

% City of Tempe Development Services Departm&emneral Plan 2030143-144, 209-
212, 215-218, 221-225; City of Tempdniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Plan
3-18; VanderMeemesert Visions183-186, 289, 221-225, 324; Morris, “Reclaimihg t
Riverfront,” 1-10, 29-31, 77-79. Sargent, “Main &t Meets Megastrip,” 2, 129-135, 212-232;
Lang and LeFurgyBoomburbs1-19; City of Tempelempe Town Lake on the Rio Sala@p
Ford,America’s New Downtowng, 17, 58-63; City of Tempe Community Development
DepartmentGeneral Plan 200077-79.
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trigger development, leaders invested in and coot&d the lake with the anticipation that the
hotel and conference center would be built by #te 1990s. Municipal leaders negotiated with
the Peabody developers for four years as theyggddo finance the project. In the midst of
the economic recession of the early 2000s, theldpses were unable to secure funding causing
the project to fail. Lacking a trigger developmémteplace it, city leaders were faced with new
challenges to create economic developniént.

After the Peabody failure, Tempe leaders respobgddoking to the smaller and less
impressive Hayden Ferry Lakeside development aarhbbor for the lake. Benton-Robb
Development Associates and Bays State Milling Camggdanned to create a mixed-use
development built between Mill Avenue and Rural ®&oa the south bank of the lake. This
development, which would become Hayden Ferry Laleesvas delayed as well causing
concern among leaders and citizens about the faterope Town Lake. Despite this setback,
Tempe leaders supported Hayden Ferry Lakesiderzgdiworking to ensure its development.
The first commercial major commercial developmeas\inally complete in 200%.

Despite these difficulties with lakeside developina the 2000s, alternatives were found
and developers gradually began building alongdke tontinuing to transform the built and

natural environments. The project showed considersuccess through new development and

IHirsh and Brill, “Lake of Dreams”; Diaz, “Peabod\eizeloper Scrambles for Time”;
Bob Petrie, “Peabody Hotel Has Tempe Council byghes,”Arizona RepublicJune 27, 1998;
Nanez, “Reflecting on Town Lake”.

%2 Mike Fimea, “Rio Salado Lake Groundbreaking Set#fogust”; Elvia Diaz, “Council
Gives Ok to Hayden Ferry Lakeside Projeéttizona RepublicSeptember 16, 2000; Kerry
Fehr-Snyder, “Hayden’s Ferry on the Waterfromtrizona RepublicAugust 3, 1997; City of
Tempe,3 Decades: Tempe Downtown Redevelopment Gicempe: City of Tempe, 2003),
10.
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events by 2012. The lake was essential for rexitg) downtown, attracting businesses, visitors
and an educated workers because it offered newaeenal, entertainment, cultural, and
commercial opportunities. Learning from the chadies of previous decades and continuing to
pursue an altered vision of growth for Tempe Tovake, by 2012, the city attracted luxury
condos, retail, office and hotel development, indysnd constructed Tempe Marketplace and
the Tempe Center for the Arts along the Idke.

By 2012, lakeside development was mostly conctadran the south side of the lake
near Mill Avenue and Rio Salado Parkway, in Pagagk Center on the north side of the lake
between Priest Drive and 86treet, and also on the north side of the lakeitrer side of Rural
Road. Hayden Ferry Lakeside, for example, atdhtdchnological and financial businesses to
occupy its high-rise towers indicating the growthlirmse two sectors of the economy in
downtown. By attracting new development and ttimgenew industries, leaders cultivated the
city’s image as a “tech oasis” and lured skilled'kess while revitalizing the economy. Seen as
an extension of downtown redevelopment, lakesidhstcoction provided some of the incentive
for building the light rail. Part of the largersion for downtown since the mid-1990s, the light
rail was completed in 2008 providing a new mod&arisportation for the increasingly dense
downtown. The diverse appeal made the lake aacsiite and unique urban destination. Tempe
Town Lake also became a venue for all types ofrurbareation and entertainment including

marathons, concerts, festivals, and other eveaisidg both Tempe residents and visitors to its

%City of Tempe Development Services Departm&eneral Plan 2030119-120, 125,
137, 143; VanderMeeBDesert Visions300-309, 311, 324-325; “Tempe Town Lake by the
Numbers 2012,City of Tempe, Arizonaccessed November 21, 2013,
http://www.tempe.gov/modules/showdocument.aspxAuectid=12989
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shores. By 2012, the lake produced high visitatind considerable economic impact indicating
the success of the project and economic grdfvth.

After 1960, Tempe leaders and citizens reactethémges in the economy, a changing
intellectual climate, and Tempe’s unique circumeéa) and modified a redevelopment strategy
to reclaim Salt River bed and expand downtown.otligh the use of effective planning and
financing, public-private collaboration, citizenrpeipation, and a revised definition of growth
Tempe leaders worked to commercially redevelop down while molding an ambitious and
controversial plan for converting the city’s ongmaining developable land into an
economically viable area. Over the years, theveldpment strategy reflected new ideas about
redevelopment, culture, entertainment, and reaeatAfter 1987, Tempeans’ commitment to
this strategy and persistence in accomplishingsgioalicated the evolution of Tempe’s unique
political culture. By the 2000s, Tempe Town Laleed&me an impressive tourist and recreational
attraction defining the city’s character and idgntnelping to diversify its economic base, and

giving it a competitive edge with cities in the ¥égl. The appearance of new parks, golf

%iCity of Tempe Community Development Departmé¢neral Plan 200077-79;
Dougherty, “Tempe’s Shore Thing”; City of Temf@@&mpe Town Lake on the Rio Salatlb;
City of Tempe Community Development Services Deparit,General Plan 202010, 33, 54-
55; City of Tempe Development Services Departm@eteral Plan 2030119-120; 125-
126,143-144, 209-212, 215-218, 221-225; City of per@ommunity Development Department,
Rio Salado Development Platb-17, 23-31, 67-68; “Tempe Town Lake by the Nensi2012”;
VanderMeer, 221-225, 311, 324; Abbdiow Cities Won the Wes225-227; City of Tempe,
Tempe Town Lake on the Rio Sala?2ld 1; Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 30-3' RSF
Projects,”’Rio Salado Foundatigraccessed July 25, 2018tp://www.supportriosalado.org
Hirsh and Brill, “Lake of Dreams”; Honker, “A Riv&ometimes Runs Through It,” 270; “10-
Year Old Town Lake a Rewarding Risl&tizona RepublicDecember 9, 2009; Pam Gorokin,
“Town Lake: Whole Lotta Shakin’ Goin’ OnWrangler NewsDecember 16, 2003; “Tempe
Rio Salado/Town Lake Timeline&rizona RepublicNovember 9, 2009, ;Dianna Nanez, “Tempe
Residents Weigh Town Lake Cost, PotentilizonaRepublic, November 9, 2012; Dianna
Nanez, “Tempe Landmark’s Appeal Spans Valldyizona RepublicAugust 22, 2010.
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courses, offices, cultural facilities, businesseduystry, and other development suggested a
major shift in attitudes about the floodplain amiviitown since the immediate postwar years.
By 2012, the lake generated economic developmeahbaname an urban regional amenity and

event venue”

% Morris, “Reclaiming the Riverfront,” 58-59; Fordmerica’s New Downtowng, 17,
61-63 ;VanderMeemDesert Visions 6, 183-186, 221-225, 231, 245-247, 324-330, 38%;
366;City of TempeUniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bt8; City of
Tempe Community Development Services Departn@eteral Plan 20208-11; City of Tempe
Development Services Departme@gneral Plan 203053, 97-99, 119-120, 124, 125-126, 137,
143-144, 209-212, 215-218, 221-225; “Tempe Rio @dBown Lake Timeline”; Tempe Town
Lake by the Numbers 2012".
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CHAPTER 3
ART, CULTURE, AND THE TEMPE CENTER FOR THE ARTS

As Tempeans formulated an approach for redeveldpagiverbed, they also began
working to revitalize downtown in the 1960s and Q€7 Shifting away from their postwar
suburban growth policies and redirecting their ef@n downtown, they were primarily focused
on the commercial revitalization. But as they mgped to shifts in the economy, they worked to
expand the function of downtown beyond its comnangse and began incorporating culture
into the strategy. After 1980, there was a lasgaphasis placed on cultural promotion in
downtown. By expanding the art and culture stratagfween the 1980s and the 2000s, Tempe
leaders and citizens deliberately invested in caltprograms and facilities, public art, and
festivals to generate cultural activity while attrag educating workers and high-tech businesses
to downtown. This reinforced Tempe’s new role aemi-independent supersuburb with a
unique set of cultural amenities and a distinchidg. Planned as part of the Rio Salado Project,
the construction of the Tempe Center for the ARGA) in 2007 on the south shore of Tempe
Town Lake, represented the culmination of more floaty years of support for the arts and

indicated Tempe's increasing cultural vibrafity.

% vanderMeerDesert Visions1-7, 183-186, 221-225, 229, 314-336, 363-366y Gt
Tempe,University-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bdn City of Tempe Planning
and Zoning Commission, Tempe City Council, and Zdeve Associateseneral Plan 50-51,
62-66; City of Tempe Planning Departme@gneral Plan 197813-15, 24-25, 33, 48; City of
Tempe Community Development Servic€gneral Plan 200058, 102; City of Tempe
Community Development Services Departm&@gneral Plan 20205-7, 23, 25, 33; City of
Tempe Community Development Services Departn@anteral Plan 2030119-120, 125, 137,
125, 137, 143-144, 224-225.
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The 1960s-1980: The Early Days

In the two decades after 1960, Tempe’s art andiiuitrategy and the growth of
Arizona State University began influencing downtowdevelopment. During this period,
Tempe experienced rapid economic and populatiowtrteading to the physical expansion of
Arizona State University and the city. ASU congduo shape Tempe’s development, and it
became an important institution for spreading ¢elin downtown after 1960. Despite all the
growth in outlying areas, downtown declined, insgrieaders and citizens to create a plan for
stimulating economic and cultural activity to rexithe central business district. Tempe’s art
and culture strategy enabled the city’s culturstéot flourishing. Prior to 1980, city leaders and
officials worked with the countercultural businesgners, building from ASU’s cultural growth,
and holding art and craft festivals to generatailrsales and draw Tempeans back downtown.
The city also supported the construction of neviucal facilities outside of downtown providing
a home for emerging cultural groups. Early art emitlire supporters combined economic,
political, and cultural goals to mold a vision farysically transforming and revitalizing
downtown?’

Explosive residential and commercial growth in Temgutomobile usage and freeway
construction caused the rapid decline of downtowthke 1960s and commercial
decentralization stimulating changes in the contmrsdf the central business district. Tempe’s

downtown struggled like nearly all other centrasimess districts across the country. Enticed by

9" vanderMeerDesert Visions171; City of Tempe Planning and Zoning Commission,
Tempe City Council, and Van Cleve Associatesneral Plan50-51, 62-66; City of Tempe
Planning DepartmenGeneral Plan 197813-15, 25, 33, 48; City of Tempéniversity-Hayden
Butte Amended Redevelopment P& ; “Tempe—62,907 People, Downtown Ugliness and
Major University”; Mitchell, interview by Ronald Mgoy for Mill Avenue Oral History Project,
May 18, 1988, transcript, Hayden Arizona Collectidnizona State University Library.
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new, stylish and planned commercial centers, sheppeserted downtown causing business

relocations, and store vacancies. This pattethsifivestment contributed to decreasing retail
sales and property values in downtown. Discusse mxplicitly in Chapter 4, the decline of

the built environment undermined downtown’s sigrafice as a central hib.

Attracted by inexpensive rent, the countercultbrediness owners moved into the area
by the 1960s, organizing themselves as the MilllAeMerchant’s Association (MAMA).
MAMA opened head shops, art and crafts busineaseksother specialty stores drawing in new
clientele and giving them a larger presence in down. Increased crime and drug usage
accompanied these new business owners as thegdsetth downtown. The new countercultural
activities deterred many of Tempe’s residents feartering downtown. City officials and some
Tempe citizens concerned about the appeal of dawntthe departure of traditional businesses,
and the appearance of these new businesses avitlexcpushing them to acl.

Some of the uneasiness about downtown decline séeinfmom its close proximity of
Arizona State University (ASU). Transitioning inca state college to a university in 1958,
ASU offered new and diverse programs ranging frogireeering to fine arts solidifying
Tempe's role as an educational center. In wakhbisflarger change, ASU president Grady
Gammage, desired an impressive cultural facilitthe university. The facility was originally

designed by Frank Lloyd Wright as an opera houslecattural center in Baghdad, but the plans

% Eaton, “Major Face-Lifting Urged for Tempe Acre§bgelsonPowntown 4-6, 246-
248, 315-316; VanderMedbesert Visions269-276; TeafordThe Metropolitan Revolutiqro0-
139; Dave Fackler, interview by Ronald McCoy forlMivenue Oral History Project, March
31, 1988, Hayden Arizona Collection, Arizona Stdteversity Library.

% Holochwost, “Changing Perceptions,” iii-iv,19-4Sargent, “Main Street Meets
Megastrip,” 117-123;Eaton, “Major Face-Lifting Udyéor Tempe Acres”; Tempe—62,907
People, Downtown Ugliness And a Major Universitygaford, The Metropolitan Revolutign
125-139.
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were never carried out. Instead Wright used #sgh for Grady Gammage Auditorium.
Positioned at the Southwest corner of the campmrggdl.S. Highway 60, the newly constructed
auditorium, labeled “ASU’s monumental facility ftire arts,” generated new cultural
opportunities for Temp&® Completed in 1964, the auditorium seated 3,G8ipfe, functioned
as multi-purpose performing arts facility, and baeaa symbolic cultural attraction in Arizona.
The facility housed the Phoenix Symphony for alnedecade, and as it gained distinction, the
attractiveness of Tempe’s downtown became critMaitors accessing Gammage Auditorium
from the north were forced to drive through downtaw reach the campus, thus exposing them
to the conditions of downtown. This provided ameentive for Tempe leaders to revitalize
downtown®*

The retreat of traditional businesses, a decreas#ail sales, downtown decline, ASU’s
location, and the emergence of counterculturaliasses in the late 1960s and early 1970s
pushed Tempe leaders to begin forming a visioméovntown. The Tempe Planning and
Zoning Commission began studying downtown in 1@&fermining the problems, and
providing the Tempe City Council with proposed s$imns. The commission emphasized retail
losses and downtown’s image, and stressed thefaeadedevelopment program. In 1970 the

City Council created a redevelopment program amgibeising federal funds to reinvest in

1% Mary Leonhard, “Gammage Rites Warm, Touchiryizona RepublicSeptember
17, 1964.

191 vanderMeerDesert Visions167-171, 221-229; “New Grady Gammage Auditorium
Glows in Dark,Phoenix Gazettelune 18, 1964; “ASU Dedicates New Auditoriumfioenix
Gazette September 16, 1964; “History®SU Gammageaccessed February 7, 2014,
http://www.asugammage.com/about/histddargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,” 121;
Michelle L. Bickert, “The Role of Performing Arta Postwar Phoenix, Arizona,” (Master’s
Thesis, Arizona State University, 2013), 34-37 663-Tempe—62,907 People, Downtown
Ugliness And a Major University”.
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downtown. The redevelopment program was an important stepitly leaders, but it would
take a few years before the City of Tempe, busitessters, and citizens would determine the
new vision for downtowr®?

While Tempeans were forming the new redevelopmisndiv, a new city hall was
completed in downtown. Instead of positioning tiew city hall at the corner of Southern
Avenue and Rural Road and abandoning downtown, €degulers decided to build the new
facility in downtown in the exact location of thest city hall on Fifth Street. The new Tempe
Municipal Building, a unique inverted pyramid mawfesolar-bronzed glass and steel, was
designed by local architects Michael and Kemperdsoo. This new “futuristic” city hall
indicated a public recommitment to downtown redepeient and it also crystalized
downtown’s role as a government and civic cefftér.

The city started providing some municipal supportdultural facilities while they
formed the exact vision for downtown. In 1971 ditg funded cultural institutions outside of
downtown. The construction of the Tempe Culturahtér which included a new library, an
auditorium, and the Tempe History Museum at Soutierenue and Rural Road indicated the

growing cultural needs of the community and the dewelopment opportunities as the city

192 Eaton, “Major Face-Lifting Urged for Tempe Acre€ity of TempeUniversity-
Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment,Fah

193 sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,” 121-12By 6f Tempe,3 Decades: Tempe
Downtown Redevelopment Gui@e “City Hall Move Through Eye of Cameralémpe Daily
News July 24, 1971; “Many Watched as City Hall Went,Upempe Daily New<October 1,
1971.
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expanded south. It was also an important steppdanpe in the early period showing the city’s
dedication to art and cultural growth outside ofvdeown%*

Following the completion of the new city hall andtaral center, Tempe leaders and
citizens continued determining the vision for tleencnercial revitalization of downtown. In
1973 they introduced thHéniversity-Hayden Butte Redevelopment Rizat outlined the
problems plaguing downtown and solutions for rettgu@ent. The primary focus of the early
strategy was to continue the redevelopment proguadnuse Community Development Block
Grants (CDBG) to revive downtown as the economig dilthe city. The plan required the
redevelopment and rehabilitation of decaying baddiand the removal of blighting influences
to stimulate private development. Other goalsudet encouraging small business to restore
retail sales, and enhancing the image of downtoMowever, the new vision also discouraged
countercultural activity and city leaders hopedeimove the owners from downtown. This led
to a conflict of interest among downtown stakehrddw®r/er the appropriateness of certain
activities in downtowrt®®

This conflict surfaced when MAMA started holding and culture festivals in
downtown. Attempting to boost their businesses,MBAbegan the fairs in hopes of by drawing
Tempeans and other Valley residents to downtowme dity initially resisted these festivals, but
the countercultural business owners, determinedake them happen, successfully lobbied city

leaders for a small space to hold the events atdheer of Fourth Street and Mill Avenue. The

194 City of Tempe Planning Departmefeneral Plan 197813-15, 48; “Library —
Community Center Project Starts with GroundbreaKinday,” Tempe Daily NewdMarch 26,
1970; “Library “Active” in City,” Tempe Daily New<ctober 1, 1971; “Museum to Record
Past,”Tempe Daily NewSOctober 1, 1971; “Timeline”.

195 City of TempeUniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bén
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Hayden’s Ferry Arts and Crafts Festivals, as thegaime known, grew steadily through the
1970s. These annual fall and spring events offeyed, music, and entertainment and attracted
small crowds composed primarily of artists andtsggople to downtowf?

While MAMA started sponsoring the arts and craftstivals, a few cultural
organizations appeared in Tempe. These organmstmamely the Tempe Little Theater, an
amateur theater company, and Childsplay, a chilgitteater company, emerged as a result of
private effort. Both groups were started by laesidents and demonstrated the existence of
some culture in the cit}f’

The use of effective financing, a shift away froaustercultural businesses, and to a
small extent MAMA'’s art and culture festivals stattstabilizing downtown, expanded the
economic base, and revitalized the area. Wherleagyers began using CDBG funds to improve
downtown and increase sales tax and retail revetieg discouraged the countercultural
businesses that moved in. At the same time tleat@mposition of downtown’s economic base
changed, tourism and retail were becoming a lgvgerof the Valley's economy presenting new
opportunities for downtown. Thus the growth ofriemn and retail motivated leaders to try and

build on these emerging strengths. The city disalg embraced MAMA's art festivals as a

198 jay Mark, “Fall Festival had Humble Birth But Gr&teadily,”Arizona Republic
December 5, 2008, Holochwost, “Changing Percepfi@®&24, 30, 35-36; Mitchell, interview;
City of Tempe Planning and Zoning Commission, Tei@gg Council, and Van Cleve
AssociatesGeneral Plan 18-21, 50-51, 62-66; “Hayden’s Ferry’s Fair D&et,” Tempe Daily
News December 1, 1975; “Festivals On Mill Still OA;émpe Daily New®ecember 2, 1978;
“Keeps Mill Traffic Flowing, Festivities Draw Croved’ Tempe Daily Newdecember 4, 1978;
“Hayden’s Ferry Days, Outdoor Fair Very Successfliempe Daily New®December 3, 1979.

197 Kerry Lengel, “39-Year-Old Community Theater Cleses Doors, Arizona Republic
August 23, 2011; “History,Childsplay AZ accessed February 7, 2014,
http://www.childsplayaz.org/index.php/about/histdRobin LaVoie, “Research Design: History
of Tempe Little Theater,” (Seminar Paper, Arizonat& University, Spring 2001); The Tempe
Little Theater began in 1972 and Childsplay stamet®77.
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way to generate revenue in downtown and as thigroed, cultural activity become one way to
create economic development in downtown. Thisatestrated the city’s commitment to
making downtown not only a commercial center, s @ center of cultural activity®

Before 1980, effective planning, public participati and public-private collaboration
were necessary for fostering cultural developmemiawntown Tempe. An increasing
awareness of pollution, sprawl, and downtown declworried Tempeans, causing them to
request a voice in the planning process. Thetidy to respond to this request by providing
more access for citizens, especially MAMA, and ottevntown stakeholders. As MAMA's art
festivals became increasingly successful throughl8v0s, city officials supported their efforts.
The city’s reaction to citizen demand and its ataepe of a more grassroots approach to
downtown displayed the Tempe’s emerging politiecdtiee. By combining municipal efforts
and MAMA'’s fairs, Tempeans continued using publicAgte collaboration to stimulate art and
culture in downtowrt®®

Attempting to accommodate the tremendous influreM residents in this period and
supply new cultural facilities, city leaders begattressing these needs by implementing the
distinct redevelopment agenda. In doing so, treselbped a vision for the role of art and

culture in downtown. Realizing new possibiliti@s iowntown and building off of ASU’s

198 City of Tempe Planning and Zoning Commission, Ter@jty Council, and Van
Cleve and Associate§eneral Plan 18-21, 26-27, 50-51; VanderMe®&esert Visions183-
186, 245-247, 298-299; City of Tempe Planning Depant,General Plan 197&1, 33, 25, 57,
Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip”; City of Tmm128;University-Hayden Butte Area 1
Redevelopment PlaB;5.

199 vanderMeerDesert Visions184-185, 265-293; City of Tempe Planning and Agni
Commission, Tempe City Council, and Van Cleve asddkiatesGeneral Plan7, 70;
“Hayden’s Ferry’s Fair Days Set"; Sargent, “Maimegt Meets Megastrip,” 128.
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cultural momentum, city officials and residentgt&d redirecting the city’s growth. Though
many of the ideas for cultural venues remained eptu@l prior to 1980, the gradual inclusion of
art and culture into the planning process demotestra commitment future cultural growtf?

Thus, by 1980, the execution of the art and cuksm®n allowed for some cultural
development in the form of cultural facilities, argzations, and festivals. ASU provided an
important impetus for cultural development in doswat. City leaders and the countercultural
business owners worked first toward commercialtadization, and by the 1970s started to
encourage a cultural scene in downtown as a wggrerate economic development. Before
1980, downtown endured as the main focus of culpm@anotion, but the city did support the
construction of new cultural facilities outside daewn. This provided space for emerging
cultural organizations. As Phoenix became a nmdtial metropolis, and the Valley’s cultural
institutions were decentralized, Tempe started ldgugg its own cultural attractions to lure
educated workers, tourists, and other cultural edtes to the city. This allowed Tempeans to
begin creating a unique identity for their ciy.

The 1980s: A Cultural Transition

Building on the modest support for culture culteciby 1980, Tempe leaders and
citizens pursued many of the city’s original go&lst also expanded their art and culture strategy
to incorporate new ambitions. As the downtown vetlgpment strategy began showing success

in the 1980s, political leaders, artists, perfosnetanners, business owners, and citizens

110 City of Tempe Planning and Zoning Commission, Ter@jty Council, and Van
Cleve and Associate&eneral Plan 50-51, 62-66; City of Tempe Planning Department,
General Plan 197813-15, 25, 33, 48, Sargent, “Main Street Meetgadtrip,” 129-137.

111 vanderMeerDesert Visions167-171, 221-229; City of Tempe Planning Departime
General Plan 197813-15, 24-25, 33, 48;
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continued looking for new ways to integrate art anflure into downtown. In response to
evolving notions about suburban development andntimmn revitalization, a changing
economy, and Tempe’s growth challenges, leadergitimdns crafted the an art and culture
strategy that regenerated downtown and diversifgeflinction beyond a commercial district.
These strategy facilitated cultural developmerthanform of cultural facilities and programs,
cultural organizations, and festivafs.

Through the 1980s, Tempeans executed the redeveld@genda in downtown and in
the riverbed. While they carried the vision fordiathey repeatedly broadened their approach to
include art and culture in the planning processciatthg new attitudes about growth. Municipal
support for cultural organizations, events, andifass, as well as the Municipal Art Ordinance
signaled these new attitudes. It also resultddaders realizing the increasing economic
benefits of art and culture.

The emergence of the Tempe Arts Advisory CouddAC) and the Fine Arts Center
of Tempe (FACT) displayed municipal support fortarg after 1980. The city appointed the
TAAC in 1980 for the purposes of creating a Temge eenter on Mill Avenue. FACT was
created as a result of this advisory council. t8thby the city in 1982, the FACT functioned as a
private non-profit organization. Though it wasrtd by the city, FACT only received some
financial municipal support and thus had to reetgbcond floor of the Tempe Hardware

Building on Mill Avenue. The TAAC and FACT were partant pieces of early redevelopment,

112\vanderMeerDesert Visions184-186, 224, 324-331, 365-366; City of Tempe,
University-Hayden Butte Area 1 Redevelopment P3a8; City of Tempe Community
Development Departmergeneral Plan 200035, 57-58, 102.
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and Tempeans recognized downtown'’s potential asgtaral hub and they hoped to cultivate
support for the arts

Despite some municipal support, FACT struggledrfmally like many Valley arts
organizations in the 1980s. FACT was unable torpayfor space on the second floor of the
Tempe Hardware Building. In response to this clfifiy in 1986, the city provided a new space
for FACT allowing the organization to operate atetremely low cost of a newly renovated
recreation building at Tempe Beach Park. FACTi$ydamancial troubles forced them to
reexamine their mission. By the end 1986, the megdion revised its mission by focusing on
sculptures and crafts, and rebranded itself a3 ¢nepe Arts Center (TAC). The new mission in
addition to a better facility equipped with spaceddministrative offices, a gallery, and an arts
park would help the organization be more successfhk city and TAC hoped to use this
facility in Tempe Beach Park to generate cultucaivity make the riverfront more inviting*

In 1987 the city also took a more direct step tunpote cultural progress in Tempe.
Glendale (1983), Scottsdale (1985), and Phoeni@g),9ead the Valley in municipal support for
public art, and recognizing the value in this idEampe leaders passed their own resolution in
1987. This created the Municipal Art Fund, whigditated ¥z of 1 percent of the city’s Capital

Improvement budget to public art. The specifioedition of funds for artistic purposes indicated

113 vanderMeerDesert Visions328-330; “Mill as Cultural Hub is Prospect to
Cultivate,” Tempe Daily NewsSeptember 8, 1982; “Help Us Grow! Become a FougBatron
of the Fine Arts Center, IncTempe Daily NewPecember 23, 1983; Lori Grzesiek, “City
Council Approves Art Showcaselempe Daily New<ctober 2, 1981; Edward Lebow,
“Spaced Out in TempePhoenix News Timedune 25, 1998; Bruce Trethewy, “Solo Show
Opens at Fine Arts Center of Temp&e€mpe Daily Newslanuary 6, 1985.

134 Bruce Christian, “FACT Makes Comeback, Plans SAbwough DecemberTempe
Daily News June 8, 1986; Bruce Christian, “FACT Plans to Eldlew Gallery, Tempe Daily
News September 14, 1986; Bruce Christian, “Fine Aster Gives Graffiti Party a Chance,”
Tempe Daily NewsNovember 15, 1986; VanderMe@resert Visions329.
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Tempeans’ dedication to fostering cultural develeptrand suggested a cultural shift in the
city’s support of art. The resolution also createsl Tempe Municipal Arts Commission
(TMAC) providing a channel for public input in tlealtural planning process. The TMAC was
responsible for producing an annual Municipal Atan and advising the mayor and city council
on art in the city. Additionally, this helped toeate new possibilities for enriching the lives of
Tempeans through art and cultdte.

The Mill Avenue Arts Festivals contributed subsialhy to the city’s cultural expansion
during the 1980s. Tempe became known for thesaibiral festivals thus creating a set of
expectations for the events. By the late 198@sfehktivals attracted roughly 150,000 visitors
from Tempe and across the East Valley. The ewsmgported a market for local artists and
contributed to increased retail sales and tax n@@eimdicating economic revitalization. In
addition, by the late 1980s, these events enhaheeithage of downtown considerably, and
provided an opportunity to display the major impgFments to downtown resulting from
redevelopmentt®

By the late 1980s, there was a growing demandrfaral culture in Tempe. Expanding
resident and tourist interest in culture, and awmng number of willing arts performers
necessitated the construction of a new Tempe PeirigrArts Center. The venue at Tempe

Beach Park provided a space for the TAC, but it @k@ar that a new facility was needed. By

15 City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plan 2000102;
“Resolution No. 87.16 A,” Tempe City Code (AprB,21987); “Ordinance No. 88.62,” Tempe
City Code (September 8, 1988); Weldon B. Johnsbespite Economy Public Art Prevails,”
Arizona RepublicOctober 15, 2009; VanderMe®&sesert Visions328.

118 Bruce Christian, “Fall Festivals Spot Lights AtsisBest,” Tempe Daily News
December 3, 1987; Steven Tseffos, “MAMA Knows Bestirs Good for City, Tempe Daily
News December 2, 1988; Holochwost, “Changing Perceptio80-82.
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1988 a coalition of local arts groups includingiinduals from the TAC, the Tempe Little
Theater, and Childsplay, which were operating dwaoious locations throughout the city,
began lobbying for a new visual and performing eetster. With the help of the newly formed
TMAC, these groups held a public forum to beginithial evaluation of creating a new arts
center. Much like earlier decades, these grouplseld to build on the growth of cultural
programs at ASU and take advantage of the growuttgral climate in Tempe. With municipal
support, they also hoped to gain a larger presengewntown with a new facility:’

The 1990s: A Shift to Higher Gear

Building on the rising support for cultural actiiand facilities, leaders and citizens
increased their emphasis on art and culture in domum considerably. Tempeans responded to
shifting economic circumstances, and new ideastaiedevelopment by expanding their
economic, political, and cultural ambitions to sform the physical environment of downtown
in the 1990s. The city constructed a new Tempé&Reing Arts Center which demonstrated
these ambitions. But the emerging Tempe Rio $dfadject offered new opportunities and by
the mid-1990s political leaders, artists, perforsnand others began planning for ways to reuse
the reclaimed riverbetf®

Encouraged by increasing interest in art and celltiempe leaders and citizens revised
the strategy to accommodate changes in the ecomdrify generating economic goals for

carrying their plans forward. By the 1990s, effeefinancing and increased retail and tax

117 peggy Bryant, “Arts Groups to Seek Public Inputideas for Tempe Based Center,”
Tempe Daily News Tribupéuly 13, 1988; City of Tempe Community Developinen
DepartmentGeneral Plan 200057-58, 102.

118 Tad Savinar et alPublic Arts Master Plan: The Rio Salado Overlagtiict, (San
Francisco: Helene Fried Associates, 1994), 1-7.
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revenue became were vital to redevelop downtowiangformations in the Valley's economy,
specifically the growth of retail and cultural tam motived Tempe political, business, and civic
leaders to alter the redevelopment agenda by incatipg these changes and expanding the tax
base. The rise of the post-industrial economy ipiex/new possibilities to generate retail and
sales tax revenue from the arts festivals, culpealormances, or other events that brought
residents and tourists to downtown. Sales taxmeg@ided the city in providing programs,
services, and new facilities, including those edatb art and culturé®
In the 1990s, effective planning, public input, gnblic-private collaboration remained

critical to advancing the art and culture strategythe same time that Tempe leaders formed
new economic ambitions of the art and culture sgwatthey began responding to rising public
demand for cultural programs, services, and fagslilncluding a new performing arts center.
Continued cultural planning, strategic partnershgmsl diverse public input during this period
produced new possibilities for downtown which wasmerging as the economic core of the
city.*?°

By 1990, local art groups, motivated by a growinggiest in culture and the need for a

new performing arts center, demanded a larger voicaltural planning. The Tempe Municipal

Arts Commission functioned as an instrument for camicating the desires of the arts

119 City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plan 200045, 75;
Heim, “Border Wars,” 831, 837-839; Hal K. Rothm#®wevil's Bargains: Tourism in the
Twentieth Century American Wedtawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 199%-22;
VanderMeerPesert Visions300-311.

1201pid, 183-186, 295-297; City of Tempe CommunitywBlpment Services
DepartmentGeneral Plan 202011; City of Tempe Community Development Departtmen
General Plan 200039; City of TempeUniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Plan
3-18.
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community with the Tempe City Council and gainedlpusupport of a new performing arts
center. Constructed in 1990 near city hall, thenpe Performing Arts Center provided office
and performance space to local art groups inclutiegrempe Little Theater and Childsplay.
The completion of this new facility and the citgemmitment to diverse public input from
artists, performers, musicians, business ownetsadrorganizations displayed Tempe’s
political culture*®

The continued success of downtown redevelopmehteritalization occurred in part
because of broadening cultural activity. By th80€ Tempe leaders and citizens embraced new
growth initiatives like historic preservation, ilhfiand the protection of open space which
directed downtown redevelopment, they continuedtarg new cultural plans and policies that
would help the city grow in new ways. The plannaighe Tempe Rio Salado Project and
reclamation of the Salt River bed provided oppadties for combined recreational, cultural, and
urban activities. Recognizing this, city leadéing, TMAC, and a number of art advocates and
interest groups formed the 19P4iblic Arts Master Plan The Arizona Commission on the
Arts, recognizing the value of the plan, suppotted TMAC in creating it. Conceived as a guide
for cultural programs and development in the Ria&a Overlay District (RSOD), the plan
allowed Tempeans to articulate the art and culiigien for the Rio Salado and downtown
making it an important milestone for the city. flReting increasing support for and new ideas
about riverfront redevelopment, the plan addresisedise of temporary and permanent public

art, cultural facilities, as well as festivals apkcial events to integrate art into the built and

121 \vanderMeerDesert Visions295-295, 314-323; Savinar, et &yblic Arts Master
Plan, 1-6; Max McQueen, “Tempe Arts Center Solves Gitgpace Wars,Tempe Daily News
Tribung September 6, 1990; City of Tem@eDecades35.
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natural environment thus enhancing the RSOD. plais also displayed an increasing
awareness of culture as a driver for economic agwveént. But the report’s clear perspective
on future needs led to criticisms, noting the wesslses of the Tempe Performing Arts Center as
a place to foster cultural developmént.

As Tempe leaders and citizens created a strateggdorporating art in the RSOD, they
also produced funding options for carrying outtison. Federal and state grants, funds from
local or national foundations, and private donatioauld be used for future cultural
development and activity. Subsequently, the ciyrisin Private Development Ordinance,
which required developers to incorporate art i@mmercial or office development, and
Tempe’s Municipal Art Fund became reliable sou®fsinding for art and culture as wéff

While city leaders continued planning for art ie RSOD, the construction of the lake,
which commenced in 1997, represented a conflicttefest between the Rio Salado strategy
and the art and culture strategy. Constructiangfor the lake advanced but at the expense of
the Tempe Arts Center’s use of the facility sitdate Tempe Beach Park. This vulnerable

organization which was partially supported by thg, evas displaced and searching for a new

122City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plar2000, 44-45, 51-
52, 57-59, 62-63,74, 102; City of Tempe CommunigvBlopment Services Department,
GeneralPlan 202011, 15, 17, 23-27, 38, 41-45, 54-55; City of Tenyniversity-Hayden Butte
Amended Redevelopment RBldn8; Savinar et alRublic Arts Master Planl-7, 9-18, 21-27,
28-30; Bill Davis, “Panelists Push for New Arts @GamTempe Daily News TribunBlovember
15, 1992.

123 savinar et al Public Art Master Plan33-37; City of Tempe Community
Development Services Departme@gneral Plan 202038.
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home. The loss of this facility in June of 1998icated diverging approaches for the type of
development deemed appropriate along the 1&ke.

When Tempe Town Lake opened the public in Novernb&099, Tempeans would
continue implementing the 19%®ublic Arts Master Plarior the RSOD. Festivals and events
and public art had already begun to appear, betvaaenter for the arts that would replace the
TPAC and the TAC was next on the agenda. By libgewf the 1990s, the growth of culture
assured Tempe leaders to proceed with their ptars mew facility to enhance Tempe Town
Lake.

The 2000s: Reaching for a New Level

Art and cultural activity became an even largeoity in downtown as Tempe entered
the 2000s. Tempe Town Lake presented new posmbifor cultural facilities and programs,
festivals, public art, and the growth of culturafj@anizations. The direct result of public
investment and private support of art and culttire,Tempe Center for the Arts was finished in
2007, and revealed Tempe’s role as an importaturelicenter. The placement of this facility
on the lake was a clear indicator of the city’s éags on culture in downtown. By
implementing the art and culture vision, Tempeangioued making downtown into a cultural

tourism destination?®

124 3ohn Yantis, “Arts Center Needs New HoniEgmpe Daily News Tribun#ay 16,
1996; Lebow, “Spaced Out in Tempe.”

125 yvanderMeerDesert Visions184-186, 224, 265-297, 324-331, 365-366; City of
Tempe,University-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bi&n Savinar et alRublic Arts
Master Plan 1-4; City of Tempe Community Development Deparim&eneral Plan 202038;
General Plan 2030137, 143-144, 221-225; “Tempe Center for the Ai@&ty of Tempe,
Arizona,accessed December 10, 2012, http://www.tempe g aspx?page=575
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The first step to building the new cultural fagilivas gaining voter support for
Proposition 400 in May of 2000. The financial mbdensisted of a bond measure, or a 0.1
percent sales tax increase, would last for tweegyry and fund a new arts center on the lake.
The new facility would accommodate the city’s tleeand dance companies, and musical
groups and supply them with a permanent home. &ifadiand citizen support for the measure
and this center demonstrated a commitment to fudulterral vibrancy in downtown. This
action signaled a shift in the strategy as Tempeansued the art and culture vision in the early
21% century'®®

The implementation of the art and culture strategyne 2000s fostered the growth of
festivals and special events, and local arts orgdiioins and stimulated changes to the urban
form through public art installations and the comstion of the Tempe Center for the Arts in
downtown. Catering to the expansion of culturakrigm and retail, Tempe leaders and art
supporters used art and culture to rebuild downtowdnt and cultural expansion in downtown
demonstrated significant economic development,igdea/new opportunities for community

engagement, reinforced cultural values, and impidkie quality of life for residents’

126 City of Tempe;Tempe Town Lake on the Rio Salati®; Elvia Diaz, “Tempe C of C
Supports Arts Center Measufgjzona RepublicMarch 23, 2000; Neil Guiliano, “Prop 400
“Yes” A Vote for Arts, Children,”Arizona RepublicApril 13, 2000; Greg Roybal, “Tempe Oks
Arts Tax, Mayors Term,East Valley TribuneMay 17, 2000.

127\yanderMeerDesert Visions183-186, 324-333; City of Tempe Development Sewi
DepartmentGeneral Plan 2030125, 137, 125, 137, 143-144, 224-225; Ann Marhkussd
Anne Gadwa. “Arts and Culture in Urban and Rediéanning: A Review and Research
Agenda,” Journal of Planning Education and Resea&% no. 3 (January 2010): 379-388;
Kimberly Hodsgon and Kelly Ann Beavers, “Overviewhe Role of the Arts and Culture in
Planning Practice,’/American Planning AssociatipnChicago: American Planning
Association, 2011).
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The Tempe Festivals of the Arts endured as a npgdrof arts promotion and downtown
revitalization by the 2000s, despite a change amnsprship. By the 2000s, the members of
MAMA remained key advocates in generating cultactlvity in downtown. However, the
festivals grew so large that in 2003 the Tempe Cityncil decided the Downtown Tempe
Community, Inc., the private non-profit organizatitat worked with the City of Tempe to
manage downtown, was better equipped to producespmasor the events. While the number of
attendees and artists increased, the nature apdsmiof the festivals remained similar to the late
1960s. Artists and craftspeople gathered topsetitings, jewelry, sculptures and other works of
art while tourists and residents enjoyed entertamifood booths, and musical performances.
These events generated substantial economic irfgrattie city by 20122

By the 2000s, public art installations around dawnt signaled cultural vibrancy in
Tempe. Sculptures, transit shelters, retainindgsywidgihting, and other public art began to
populate downtown Tempe’s streets, sidewalks, amdigfacilities. Public and private
investment in public art also enhanced the traits garks around Tempe Town Lake reinforcing
its function as a regional recreational and cultanaenity. The emergence of public art in

downtown’s built and natural environment promoteiistic expression and cultural diversity.

128G arin Groff, “Tempe Festival Goes More Upscale BRats,"East Valley Tribune,
March 30, 2001; Alia Beard Rau, “Festivals May GBetv Owner Fall Fair to Kick Off as
Tempe Discusses its Futuréfizona RepublicDecember 4, 2003; Dianna Nanez, “Beauty in a
Bad Economy,’Arizona RepublicMarch 28, 2009; Jennifer McClellan, “Tempe Arteskvals
by the Numbers,Arizona RepublicMarch 25, 2010; “Downtown Tempe Community, Inc,”
Mill Avenue District accessed February 7, 2014, http://www.millavetare/downtown-tempe
“About the Festival, Tempe Festival of the Artaccessed February 24, 2014,
http://www.tempefestivalofthearts.com/about

129 Colleen Sparks, “New Art in Place in Tempe’s Riiter Bank,”Arizona Republic
February 6, 2009; “Public ArtCity of Tempe, Arizonaccessed February 25, 2014,
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By the 2000s, Arizona State University endured eatalyst for cultural activity in
downtown. ASU’s music, theater, dance, and ayanms as well as museums, galleries, and
other venues remained as key cultural attractiorisa Valley. Broadway shows at ASU
Gammage were among the most of the most notablaga of this. As the university grew, its
educated and cultured individuals continued to fedger culture in Temp&®

Most significantly, the construction of the Tempen@r for the Arts (TCA), the city’s
first real visual and performing arts center syn#®ul wide municipal and citizen support for the
arts and the culmination of the art and culturateggy. At the same time lakeside development
began to appear by the 2000s, Tempe leaders anehsitworked to reuse and prepare the site,
and construct the facility. These changes to thi &dnd natural environment reflected the city’s
revised definition of growth and new attitudes altbe riverfront.

Much like the riverbed, the 23 acre site for theAT (cated west of Tempe Beach Park
on Rio Salado Parkway within the RSOD, requiredstautttial investment and cleanup to
construct the facility. Due in part to the sitpigvious use as a landfill, the site required
investing nearly $15 million for environmental resiiion, parking, and other improvements to
the site prior to building the TCA. Dedicated ompace and the completion of a 17 acre arts

park also helped to revitalize the aféh.

http://www.tempe.gov/index.aspx?page=884ty of Tempe3 Decades27; City of Tempe
Development Services Departme@gneral Plan 2030143-144, 221-225.

130 bid, 221-225; Kerry Lengel, “ASU Arts Programsa®l Out to Valley,’Arizona
Republi¢ September 10, 2006; Stephanie Nowack, “City Bexofreat Stage for the Arts of
All Kinds,” Arizona RepublicOctober 10, 2008.

131 Greg Roybal, “Tempe Site May Cost $14.5 to Tidy Ugast Valley TribungOctober
30, 2000; Heather Urquides, “Center for Arts Getiostlier Tempe Seeks Funds for $63
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Much like other lakeside development, the TCA swffiedelays and setbacks for various
reasons. After experiencing delays with site prafoan, the city moved to construct the facility
in March of 2004 using the 0.1 percent sales taremse to fund it. City leaders encountered
setbacks with the construction process includincoete shortages, construction site thefts, and
rising overall cost impeded the TCA’s completiohdding a “multifaceted shed roof” to the
facility to block out aircraft, freeway, railroadnd light rail noise for acoustic purposes was
another difficulty city leaders and builders hadt@rcome. However, despite these challenges,
city leaders moved forward with their plans, detieed to realize the art and culture visigh.

The TCA was finished in the fall of 2007, and beeahe first visual and performing arts
center and largest beacon for culture in the digsting $67.6 million to build, the 90,000
square foot building contained a 600 seat prosoerineater, 200 seat black box theater, an art
gallery, a café, as well as other features. TBA Toused the Tempe Symphony Orchestra, the
Tempe Symphonic Wind Ensemble, the Tempe Littleatére Childsplay, the Tempe
Community Chorus, and the Ludwig Dance Theatehes€ groups and others demonstrated the
continued expansion of cultural organizations impe. The TCA provided support for these

groups allowing culture to flourish in the commuynitMore than just an arts venue, the TCA

Million Project,” Arizona RepublicOctober 7, 2001; City of Tempe Development Sewic
DepartmentGeneral Plan 2030119-120.

132 plia Beard Rau, “Tempe Arts Center Grand Creatidmizona RepublicFebruary 2,
2007; Katie Nelson, “Construction Delays Hamper perCenter for the ArtsArizona
Republi¢c May 30, 2007; Jenna M. McKnight, “Tempe Arts Genifempe, Arizona,”
Architectural RecorgVol. 196, no. 1, (January 2008): 108-113; “TerQqanter for the Arts
Ready for the Public,Arizona RepublicSeptember 5, 2007.
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would be used for weddings, meetings, and othasiapevents becoming a vital part of
downtown and Town Lak&?

The Tempe Festival of the Arts, the growth of laardés organizations, public art and the
TCA became emblematic of Tempe’s cultural matuaitg the success of the strategy. The
cultural development was a testament to Tempe’srsethent of the arts, and as the city
emerged as a semi-independent supersuburb, itchdpeinforce the city’s unique character
and identity. Tempeans pursued the art and custua¢egy by providing downtown with
attractive new cultural amenities. These amenigspecially the TCA enabled Tempe to
compete with other cultural centers in the Valleg attract educated workers, tourists, and new
businesses to the city. By 2012, the art and miituTempe demonstrated considerable

economic impact reinforcing continued downtown taization.>*

133 Kelsey Hazelwood, “Tempe Center for the Arts Celéds 1 Year, Arizona Republic
September 23, 2008; McKnight, “Tempe Arts Cent@mpe, Arizona,” 108-113; Geri Koeppel,
“Childsplay to Get Permanent Home: A Vagabond@rYears, Troupe Will Settle in at Tempe
Center for the Arts at End of SeasoArizona RepublicSeptember 6, 2006; Srianthi Perera,
“Tempe Orchestra Opening3%eason at New CenteAtizona RepublicAugust 11,
2007;“Tempe Center for the Arts”; “Tempe Centertfog Arts, Be Part of the Scene, Fall ‘12"
City of Tempe, Arizonaccessed February 24, 2014,
http://www.tempe.gov/modules/showdocument.aspx2uecid=12956 “Tempe Center for
the Arts, Be Part of the Scene, Spring 'City of Tempe, Arizonaccessed February 24, 2014,
http://www.tempe.gov/modules/showdocument.aspxAaectid=6309.

134 Abbott, How Cities Won the Wes225-228; VanderMeeResert Visions221-229,
City of Tempe Development Services Departm&aneral Plan 2030137, 143-144, 221-225;
Morrison Institute for Public Policy, “A Place fért and Culture: A Maricopa County
Planning,” 387-388; “Arts and Economic Prosperlty The Economic Impact of Nonprofit
Arts and Culture Organizations on their Audiencdshericans for the Artsaccessed April 15,
2013,
http://www.artsusa.org/pdf/information_serviceséa@sh/services/economic_impact/aepiii/natio
nal_report.pdf2, 3, 8, 13, 20, 38.
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Between the 1960s and 2012 Tempe political leadersadvocates, and citizens
responded to new economic circumstances, chang@ss iabout the nature of suburban
development, and local growth issues and moldeattaand culture strategy to revitalize
downtown and make it a cultural hub in the Vall&@hey relied on effective planning and
financing, public-private collaboration, citizenrpaipation, and an altered perception of growth
to realize their vision. After 1960, city leadererked to improve downtown as a commercial
center, and but recognizing the new opportunitezsegated by ASU’s cultural activity, and the
Hayden’s Ferry Arts and Crafts Festivals, the eaisied a small role in the downtown
redevelopment strategy. Then, after 1980, duesitogrsupport for cultural activity in the city,
the arts were given a much larger role in revivdegvntown. Between the 1980s and the 2000s,
Tempeans started intentionally investing in the perestival of the Arts, arts organizations and
programs, public art, and cultural institutionsiiake downtown a centralized and diverse

cultural destinatiori®®

% vanderMeerDesert Visions6, 183-186, 224, 295-296, 314-334, 361-3B6neral
Plan 2030 125, 137, 143-144, 221-225; City of Tempajversity-Hayden Butte Amended
Redevelopment Plag-4.
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CHAPTER 4
HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND THE HAYDEN FLOUR MILL

As Tempeans began working to reclaim the riverbed,incorporate art and cultural
activities in downtown they became more conscidub@city’s historic properties and started
building a strategy for including them in the maelif vision of growth. Reacting to rapid
growth and the decline of the central businessidish the 1960s and 1970s, Tempe leaders and
citizens molded a downtown redevelopment stratelgighvreplaced the city’s postwar strategy
and reoriented city's development. Their primapglgvas to commercially revitalize
downtown, but over time historic preservation wdde as a small component of the larger
strategy. In the years before 1980, Tempeans begareasingly aware of local history. The
new appreciation for local history and the arriehhew economic incentives motivated leaders
to provide some municipal support for historic greation. In the midst of tremendous
metropolitan growth before 1980, Tempe began aifignitself as semi-independent
supersuburb with a unique historic downtown. Aft880, Tempe leaders and citizens advanced
and expanded the historic preservation strateggiderably by intentionally identifying,
studying, rehabilitating, and designating the sityignificant historic properties. In this period,
particularly starting in the 1990s, the Hayden Flglill, the city’s most iconic property located
in the heart of downtown, exemplified increasingart historic preservation. The city
acquired, preserved, and began reinvesting irctmgentious property, and as this occurred it
demonstrated the city’s commitment to protecting t@mnants of Tempe’s past to reinforce

downtown’s historic appeaf®

136 \vanderMeerDesert Visions6-7, 183-186, 221-229, 231, 245-247, 265-293:-326\
361-362;City of Tempe University-Hayden Butte Area 1 Redevelopment Falg, 38; City of
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The 1960s-1980: Early Efforts for Saving Tempe’s l&tory

After 1960, expansive physical and population glosttmulated debates about flooding
and water conservation, leapfrog development, awechtbwn decline. Concerned by these new
challenges, Tempe leaders and citizens producé&hagtackle disinvestment and decline and
commercially redevelop downtown. The plan begaa @ision for remaking downtown as a
retail and entertainment center, but citizen eneagement pushed Tempe leaders to start
exploring options for incorporating Tempe’s histdouildings into downtown revitalization.
Revealing new attitudes about downtown and theabsemi-independent supersuburbs in a
multimodal metropolis, Tempe leaders and citizéngygled to create a strategy to revitalize
historic properties in downtown. Historic presdiwa gradually gained municipal support and
was included in the larger planning process. B§019empe leaders and citizens formed the
preliminary strategy for identifying and designatifempe’s historic buildings, primarily along
Mill Avenue. In doing so they pursued economidjtfmal, cultural, and physical goals for

reviving downtown-*’

Tempe,University-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bla8; City of Tempe Planning
and Zoning Commission, Tempe City Council, and Zdeve Associateseneral Plan 36;

City of Tempe Community Services Departmédgneral Plan 202011, 41-45General Plan
203Q 53, 97-99, 119-120, 137, 143-144; IsenbBgwntown Americab, 311, 315; Teaford,
Metropolitan Revolution240-262; AbbottHow Cities Won the Wes225-228; Sargent, “Main
Street Meets Megastrip,” 99-100, 125-126, 138-Hdlpchwost, “Changing Perceptions,” 23-
28, 50-53, 66-68, Morlelistoric Preservation1-20.

137 Dennis Ferrel, “Tempe’s Main Drag Now in Tug-of-¥aPhoenix GazetteJanuary
8, 1973; Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip 43,54, 115-123, 148; Holochwost,
“Changing Perceptions,” iii, 23-28, 50-53; Vandevidesert Visions189, 221-225, 286, 324,
IsenbergDowntown America255-315; Par 3 Planning, Architecture, and Rese&tudiq Old
Town Tempe — Mill Avenue Rehabilitation Feasibiitudy 6, 14, 22, 28; City of Tempe
Planning and Zoning Commission, Tempe City Coureitj Van Cleve Associatgseneral
Plan, 18-20, 34-36, 50-51; City of Tempéniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment
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Downtown decline in Tempe was one of the most prgsgowth challenges facing the
city after 1960. The appearance of new commeceiaters drew some of some Mill Avenue
businesses to outlying areas, and as downtown waneds unable to compete with rapid
suburbanization occurring in south Tempe. Disitwmesit, declining property values, and aging
and decaying buildings, damaging downtown'’s roléhasmain commercial hub of the citif

After this occurred, the MAMA moved into downtowstablishing countercultural retail
businesses in many of the empty historic buildiaugd newer structures and making changes to
the built environment. Depressed property valussodiraged reinvestments and improvements
to the aging and historic buildings. But hip Imess owners did change some of the newer
buildings by adding brightly painted facades tlrabedied a “makeshift Bohemian flavor®
Although better than having vacant storefrontg, leiders felt the uncoordinated alterations
diminished downtown’s appearance as a vibrant #naciive business district. Tempe leaders,

hoping to improve the conditions of downtown, stdrtreating a redevelopment pféh.

Plan, 3-18; City of Tempe Planning Departme@gneral Plan 197821, 25, AbbottHow Cities
Won the WesP25-227.

138 yanderMeerDesert Visions269-293; Fogelsomowntown 223, 247-248, 314-315;
IsenbergDowntown Americal66-202; TeafordlThe Metropolitan Revolutigrf0-139;General
Plan, 38; Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,” 11Z:1Tempe—62,907 People,
Downtown Ugliness and a Major University”; EatoMdjor Face-Lifting Urged for Tempe
Acres”; City of Tempelniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bi&n,

13%ar 3 Planning, Architecture, and Research St@lib;Town Tempe — Mill Avenue
Rehabilitation Feasibility StudyL4; “Tempe—62,907 People, Downtown Ugliness aihgor
University”.

140 bid, VanderMeerDesert Visions276-293; City of Tempe Planning and Zoning
Commission, Tempe City Counil, and Van Cleve Asatas,General Plan 38; Sargent, “Main
Street Meets Megastrip,” 112-126; Holochwost, “Gyiag Perceptions,” 22-49.
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Preparation for Tempe’s Centennial, which occusietultaneously with the formulation
of the new downtown vision, provided an impetusdopport of the preservation of Tempe’s
historic buildings. The city began planning foistevent in the late 1960s. The creation of the
Tempe Beautification Committee equipped with a étistSubcommitee in 1967 indicated early
municipal support for Tempe’s history. By 196% thity created the Tempe Historical Society,
a non-profit designated specifically for creatingistorical museum, carrying historical research,
developing a program for restoring the city’s higtg@roperties, as well as education and
outreach. The Tempe Historical Society playednaportant role in the planning the centennial
and early preservation advocacy in Temfe.

Tempe’s 1971 Centennial was a significant milesiartee early recognition of Tempe’s
past. The centennial celebrations, which inclus@des, historical exhibits, festivals, and
other activities affirmed some acknowledgemenbo&l history. The events attracted residents
and important state and local officials to downtastedding light on key historic structures
along Mill Avenue and throughout downtown linkedTtempe’s commercial and agricultural
past like the Hayden Flour Mitf?

At the same time, Tempe political and businessdesascdind some citizens continued to

form a new plan for downtown but producing the atisbecame significantly more complicated

141 Adriana Milinac, “Three Visions of History: Theefnpe, Chandler, and Scottsdale
Museums,” (Master’s Thesis, Arizona State Univgrdiday 2012), 16-20.

142 vanderMeerDesert Visions269-276; Holochwost, “Changing Perceptions, iii-
20, 28-32, 42; Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megpstli18-123; Eaton, “Major Face-Lifting
Urged for Tempe Acres”; City of Temp@,Decade3; Vargas et alHayden Flour Mill:
Landscape, Economy, and Community Diversity in BerApzona Volume 1, 204; “Welcome
to Century II’Tempe Daily Newslanuary 6, 1971, “City Starts Birthday Festiiampe Daily
News April 17, 1971; “Hayden Flour Mills Centenniall’he Arizona Republi¢ebruary 28,
1971; Mitchell, interview.
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and contested. MAMA and city leaders favored cammpgevisions, triggering debates about the
fate of the central business district and delayedgvelopment. Both sides opposed postwar
growth policies and were interested in reviving ¢itg’'s core, but there was question over how
to pursue redevelopment. The city initially begamg an urban renewal concept to eradicate
blight and improve downtown. They planned to destomany of the buildings and reconstruct
an upscale shopping district that would producailretvenue. MAMA criticized the urban
renewal approach. Expressing concern about Tenoeest structures, and recognizing their
distinctiveness, MAMA supported making a historistdct.**?

In 1973 the city produced théniversity-Hayden Butte Redevelopment Riaguide
early commercial redevelopment and provide a cohi@esign for a unique downtown. This
plan relied on recommendations from @lel Town Tempe — Mill Avenue Rehabilitation
Feasibility Studyand gave some consideration to MAMA and otheredtalder’s concerns. The
plan called for the use of CBDG's to revitalize ddgawn using old and new structures. It
outlined the new strategy for rehabilitating certarchitecturally distinct historic commercial
buildings located betweer’and &' Street along Mill Avenue, and razing other struesuwere

incompatible with the new design. The selectetbhiscommercial buildings were examples of

Victorian, Territorial, or Spanish Colonial Revivachitecture. The mixture of old and new was

43T eaford, The Metropolitan Revolutigri12-124; Isenberdowntown Americal66-
174; Fishman, “The American Planning Tradition: Witroduction and Interpretation”, 17-20;
Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,” 134, 13&rkVinson, “A Brief History of Historic
Preservation in Tempe,” April 2002, Tempe Redevelept File Archives, City of Tempe,
Arizona; Ferrel, “Tempe’s Main Drag Now in Tug-ofai; Holochowst, “Changing
Perceptions,” iii, 2, 22-69; City of Tempe Planneagd Zoning Commission, Tempe City
Council, and Van Cleve Associat&eneral Plan50-51; Mitchell, interview; Johnson,
“Historic Preservation,” 1-4, 11.
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intended to revive downtown indicating a somewhiatidiening acceptance of historic
preservation in city plannintf?

Despite this new awareness for Tempe’s historythedareation of the 1973 plan, Tempe
political leaders and some residents were slowltg $upport historic preservation. Historic
preservation as a strategy for downtown was stiéllatively new concept in the 1970s, and
many leaders and some downtown stakeholders failsde its intrinsic or economic value. It
required a major economic incentive for city leaderembrace historic preservatiin.

Effective public and private financing helped tovely begin revitalizing downtown prior
to 1980. Economic changes, namely the growtletaifilrand tourism in the Valley influenced
decisions about downtown and the formation of tiseohc preservation strategy. Using
Community Development Block Grants, federal antespaeservation funds, and private
donations, city leaders slowly acquired and reiteegten some of the oldest properties. They
hoped these efforts would raise property valuesease sales tax revenues, and stimulate
commercial activity. Reacting to the growth afiism and retail in this period, they reinvested
in downtown to make it a safe and attractive plac®r residents and tourists. Tempe’s initial
postwar vision involved using aggressive annexadioth depended on home construction and

population increase to generate tax revenues.r &feecity become landlocked in 1974, it was

“‘Holochowst, “Changing Perceptions,” iii, 2, 22-58-69; IsenbergDowntown
Americg 255-311; Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrl{38-141; MorleyHistoric
Preservation 1; Linoff, interview; Mitchell, interview; Par Blanning, Architecture, and
Research Studi@ld Town Tempe — Mill Avenue Rehabilitation Fedybstudy 6, 10, 22, 28;
City of Tempe University-Hayden Butte Area 1 Redevelopment RBalg, 22-23; Kent A.
Robertson, “Downtown Redevelopment Strategieseanthited States: An End-of-the-Century
Assessment,Journal of American Planning Associatiéd, no. 4 (Autumn 1995): 432; Mark
Vision, “A Brief History of Historic PreservatiomiTempe.”

145 IsenbergDowntown America259-260.
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critical for Tempeans to alter this strategy bysiag land in downtown to create sales and
property tax revenues. By rejecting postwar gropglicies and embracing new economic goals,
Tempeans started reviving downtowA.

While these efforts were important, it was theadtrction of federal preservation tax
credits in 1976 provided the main impetus for falinicipal support of the use of historic
preservation in downtown. The tax credits gavepprty owners, city leaders, and developers a
monetary incentive to designate their buildinggfenNational Register of Historic Places, and
adapt them for a new use. This became a drivingeftor the city to take more active role in
preserving historic buildings downtowfY.

Prior to 1980, public-private partnerships, citizeput, and effective planning were
critical parts of the historic preservation strateg it garnered support from political leaders. T
begin preserving and rehabilitating some of théohis downtown properties, the political
leaders started to collaborate with business owwlerselopers, and the Tempe Historical

Society. MAMA's ability to have some influence tive redevelopment plan for downtown

148 Eerrel, “Tempe’s Main Drag Now in Tug-of-War”; “iepe — 62,907 People,
Downtown Ugliness And a Major University”; EatomMajor Face-Lifting Urged for Tempe
Acres”; City of Tempe Planning Departme@neral Plan 197825; City of TempeUniversity-
Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment,”&l8, 26; Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,”
118-126; Schmandt, “Local Government,” 20-28; Hbleost, “Changing Perceptions,” 50-55;
VanderMeerDesert Visions183-184, 221-222, 196, 245-246, 289-299, 304 GhfTempe
Planning and Zoning Commission, Tempe City Coureitj Van Cleve Associateseneral
Plan, 18-20, 38, 50-51; Morlelistoric Preservation4-5, 7-10; Heim, “Border Wars” 831-833,
837-839; City of Tempe3 Decadesl3, 15-16, 18-19, 22, 24; Janet Cantlegmpe
Bakery/Hackett House in Transitiohempe, AZ: City of Tempe Department of Community
Services and Tempe Historical Museum, 1987), 24-27.

147 Morley, Historic Preservation4-5, 7-10; Johnson, “Historic Preservation,” 118;
Mitchell, interview; Stuart Siefer, interviewed Bonald McCoy for Mill Avenue Oral History
Project, April 26, 1988, transcript, Hayden Arizddallection, Arizona State University Library.
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through the historic preservation, displayed Tempelitical culture, and the city’'s commitment
to public participation in planning. This includptbviding access to the Project Area
Committee in the redevelopment process before £880ell**®

The redevelopment plan began as a vision for remgatkowntown as a commercial hub,
but the persistence of the Tempe Historical Soaety MAMA coupled with the advent of
federal tax credits for historic preservation calisempe leaders to start exploring options for
incorporating Tempe'’s historic buildings into doewwn revitalization by the late 1970s. Thus,
Tempe followed Phoenix and Arizona’s lead with preation activity, and took a larger role in
protecting the city’s historic commercial propestidt pushed the city to start acquiring,
studying, and designating the Tempe Bakery/Hadkettse and the Andre Building. These
properties were listed on the National Registefligtoric Places in 1974 and 1979. The
effective use of historic preservation as parheflarger redevelopment process and indicated
changing attitudes about downtown, criticism ofasydr and the wider recognition and
awareness of Tempe’s past.

Thus, the implementation of the historic preseorastrategy began to change the
physical form of downtown Tempe by 1980. Tempeabee surrounded by encroaching Valley

growth, and the preservation of several key histsiiuctures would give downtown a distinct

148 Mitchell, interview; Siefer, interview; HolochwqstChanging Perceptions,” 78;
VanderMeerDesert Visions183-186, 221-225, 265-266, 269, 273-276; Isenld@og/ntown
America 6.

1“%YanderMeerDesert Visions183-186, 276; Isenberowntown Americas, 255-311;
City of Tempe3 Decades13,19; CantleyTempe Bakery/Hackett House in Transitiga-27;
Mitchell, interview.
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character. Protecting Tempe’s history aided @ating the city’s identity while starting to
improve downtown and redirect growth inward.

The 1980s: Breathing New Life into Mill Avenue

The historic preservation strategy resulted fromceons about decline, the ultimate fate
of Tempe’s early historic buildings, and the intuotion of federal tax incentives in the 1970s.
In the 1980s the strategy continued to reflecteéhamnomic and cultural interests. Rapid
growth persisted as new notions about preservataiithe reuse of historic buildings emerged.
By the 1980s, Tempe political leaders and citizenplemented th&niversity-Hayden Butte
Redevelopment Plaand were driven by new urbanist ideas like enagingamixed-use
development, creating a walkable and sustainabteramity, and reviving urban centers
through historic preservation. Influenced by thielsas along with local growth challenges, and
changes in the economy, they placed greater engpbagireservation in downtown and worked
to expand support for historic preservation ancettgya more comprehensive strategy to care
for the historic commercial properties along MiNénue. As a result, city leaders accepted
historic preservation a viable tactic for facilitet growth and encouraging downtown
redevelopment>!

Building on early preservation efforts, Tempe lgagdplanners, architects, business

owners, and preservation advocates, worked to meseme historic structures in downtown.

150vanderMeerPesert Visions189, 221-225, 289; Isenbef@owntown America311,
315; Morley,Historic Preservation1-20, 25.

*1bid, 1-20; VanderMeeDesert Visions183-186, 221-225, 295-297, 317, 324-336;
City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plan 200074, City of Tempe,
University-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment BaB;IsenbergDowntown America6,
311, 315; Teafordyletropolitan Revolution240-262; “Charter for the New Urbanism,”
Congress for the New Urbanismaccessed April 14, 2013, http://www.cnu.org/chiart

89



Municipal support for preservation grew in the 198&nd the city continued to acquire, survey,
reinvest, rehabilitate, designate, and reuse Tesrtstoric commercial buildings. Leaders and
planners used remnants of Tempe’s past to craategae identity for the city, as it continued to
expand within the larger multi-nodal metropdfis.

Implementing the historic preservation strategthmearly 1980s, the city acquired some
key historic structures in downtown, and provideths of the initial site improvements. This
demonstrated larger municipal acceptance of hisfpeservation as a new growth policy.
Following the acquisition of the Tempe Bakery/Hatk&ouse and the Andre Building in the
1970s, the city purchased the Vienna Bakery, therBen Building, as well as a few other key
properties and prepared them for private developmsing CDBGS>?

At the same time that much of this preservatioivaigtcommenced in downtown, the
city and the Tempe Historical Society supportedfits¢ major survey and inventory of Tempe’s
historic buildings. The Tempe Historical Propegiyrvey of 1983 funded by a grant from the
Arizona Historic Preservation Office identified aim¢entoried 150 historic properties. This
survey called attention to some of the oldest andtmignificant properties and was an early
step ensuring their proper care and treatmentarittture>>*

In conjunction with this survey, the City of Temaed property owners reinvested,
rehabilitated, and designated the majority of tis¢onic properties along Mill Avenue through

the early 1980s. Public and private actors contbfederal, state, and private funds to repair

152 vanderMeerDesert Visions221-229.

153 City of Tempe3 Decades13, 15, 16, 18-19; Holochwost, “Changing Peraepti
50-74.

154 vinson, “Historic Preservation”; Milinac, “Threeevsions of History,” 44-45.
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many of the buildings identified and highlightedthg property survey. Coinciding with the
ongoing identification and rehabilitation of histostructures in downtown, many buildings were
designated to the National Register of HistoriccP&including the Vienna Bakery (1980), the
Tempe Hardware Building (1980), the Hayden Hou884), and the Goodwin Building (1984).
Property owners, with the help of the Arizona Staistoric Preservation Office, applied the
Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitatahjch promoted the responsible treatment of
these structures, in order to reuse some of Tenmp&sric gems. Compliance with these
standards was necessary to receive federal tamtimes, which provided a monetary benefit and
the strongest incentive for preservation in dowmtow

By 1990, the public and private implementationief tlowntown vision produced a
revitalized historically-themed business districttedying a mixture of historic commercial
buildings, new construction, and a historic strespe. A majority of Tempe’s historic
buildings in downtown were lost during early redepenent in the 1970s, and those that
remained, only some of which retained high historiegrity, helped to produce a distinct
downtown. These adaptively reused historic stmaestucoupled with the historic streetscape
finished in 1987, aided in transforming downtowml attracting families, ASU students,

educated workers, and tourists suggesting econamitlization>°

155 Holochwost, “Changing Perceptions,” 50-74; CityTeimpe 3 Decadesl13, 15, 16,
18-19; Sargent, “Main Street Meets Megastrip,” 140- Peggy Bryant, “Tempeans View
Renovations of Downtown Buildings for Us&,gmpe Daily NewdMarch 9, 1982; Siefer,
interview; “Hospitality with a Blend of History,’Arizona RepublicApril 13, 1984; Vinson,
“Historic Preservation”.

156 Randy Kull, “Mill Avenue Then...and NowArizona Republic19 December 1990;
Holochwost, “Changing Perceptions,” 61, 80-83, 29-#bhnson, “Historic Preservation,” 145-
146.
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The 1990s: Modifying the Strategy

By the early 1990s support for preservation wasvgrg in Phoenix and across both the
Valley and Arizona. Partly because of this, Tenmga@sponded to new circumstances and
continued to pursue and widen their efforts fongdiistoric preservation to continue reviving
downtown. Early preservation efforts in the 19@6d 1980s, and the reorientation of Tempe’s
growth encouraged the economic regeneration of Miinue, attracted development, and
provided new opportunities for downtown by 199@stllemonstrating the value of historic
preservation as a redevelopment strategy. AB801Tempe leaders and citizens expanded the
downtown redevelopment strategy and incorporataddbhistoric preservation policies that
supported an increasingly systematic approach siragegy which relied on public-private
collaboration, effective planning and financingddmoad citizen participation, reinforced a
revised perception of growtt”

The commercial success of Mill Avenue gave politieaders and citizens the
confidence to carry out the Rio Salado Projectbgroving the riverbed. This decision had
both positive and negative consequences for prasernv The channelization of the river and
early proposals for lakeside development threatemédggered an interest in some historic
structures adjacent to the riverbed. In this teyRio Salado strategy conflicted with the goals
of the historic preservation strategy with regardertain historic structures like the Ash Avenue

Bridge, which was razed during ongoing site improeats in the riverbed. Conversely, the Rio

157 Morley, Historic Preservation1-20; VanderMeemDesert Visions183-186, 221-225,
295-297, 317, 324-336; City of Tempe Community Depment DepartmenGeneral Plan
200Q 74; City of Tempe Community Development ServibepartmentGeneral Plan 2020
41-42; City of Tempelniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Bfd8; Teaford,
The American Subuyl203; Isenberd)owntown America6, 311, 315.
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Salado Strategy prompted the preservation of TeBagaeh Stadium and more importantly
created opportunities for the still privately-ownddyden Flour Mill in the early 1990s. The
preservation of the Hayden Flour Mill was includedhe Hayden Ferry plan, a proposed mixed-
use development along the riverfront. This endeaas a joint effort among Arizona State
University, a major landowner in the Rio Saladojétbarea, Bay State Milling, the company
that owned the mill, and Benton-Robb Developmergokates®

As developers displayed interest in the Haydenlill, the historic preservation
strategy continued to reflect specific economierasts. Changes in the Valley’'s economy and
Tempe’s growth challenges motivated Tempe politgcal business leaders, city staff,
preservation advocates, and citizens to slightlraheir economic ambitions in response to
these new circumstances. Tempe leaders lookegitakize on the city’s new economic
strengths, in particular, the retail, and high-tbakiness sectors in downtown. By the 1990s,
Tempeans also realized the connection betweerageriburism and economic development,
driving them to continue reinvesting in historidldings. They worked to attract businesses and
other private investment that would expand downteveigsonomy. With little remaining
developable land in Tempe by the 1990s, the tdctcese of land and existing structures in
downtown to produce increased property and saleeteenues became even more critical by
the 1990s. This suggested the reversal of atstabeut growth and the use of historic

preservation to revitalize downtown and strengtihenlocal economy:?

158 City of Tempe3 Decades45; Martha Reinke, “Bay State, Benton-Robb, ASU
Creating Hayden Ferry PlariThe Business Journalpril 6, 1992.

19 City of Tempe Community Development Departm&eneral Plan 200044-45, 75;
City of Tempe Community Development Services Departt,General Plan 202033, 41-45;
City of TempeUniversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment BlaWanderMeerDesert
93



While Tempeans continued to revive and diversifwaimwn, effective planning, public-
private-collaboration, and citizen input remainedential to carrying out the strategy. Effective
planning in downtown encouraged redevelopment byi#90s. Responding to new
opportunities in downtown and increased demandédovices, programs, and facilities, Tempe
political and business leaders, and citizens exgpatite redevelopment agenda by incorporating
new growth policies and programs into their apphoatempeans used infill, art and culture,
open space conservation, neighborhood rehabilitatioxed-use development and other new
planning initiatives that supported a new pattérgrowth. Formal preservation policies were
also added to larger planning effott8.

Motivated by the loss of federal preservation taentives and the demolition of many
of Tempe’s historic structures during downtown reddepment, the Tempe Historical Museum
Advisory Board requested that the city explore amifor becoming a Certified Local
Government (CLG). CLG status would strengthen Tempelationship with the Arizona State
Historic Preservation office and make Tempe quedifior preservation grants and other
assistance. Responding to this active lobbyingydviMitchell and the Tempe City Council set
up an ad hoc Historic Preservation Commission B41f®r the purposes of drafting a historic

preservation ordinance, creating a historic pre@®m commission, and carrying out a new

Visions 300-309,329; MorleyHistoric Preservation1-20; Donovan D. Rypkema&he
Economics of Historic Preservation: A Communitpader’'s Guide (Washington, DC: The
National Trust for Historic Preservation, 1994)013, 53, 55-57, 62, 77-78, 82, 102; Hayden,
Building Suburbia234; RothmanDevil's Bargains 15-22.

180 \anderMeerPesert Visions183-186, 314-336; City of Tempeniversity-Hayden
Butte Amended Redevelopment P&8; City of Tempe Community Development
DepartmentGeneral Plan 200044-45, 51-52, 58-59, 62-63, 87; City of Tempe @Gumity
Development Services Departme@gneral Plan 202033, 38, 41-49.
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Tempe historic property survey. These new effantd attitudes reflected an increasing
appreciation and support for local histdfy.

By 1995, in preparation for obtaining CLG statusmpe leaders adopted the Tempe
Historic Preservation Ordinance, expanding theé<ityle in the protection of Tempe’s historic
structures. This supplied a more systematicegiyator the treatment of Tempe’s significant
historic, cultural, and archaeological resources, @lowed for some regulation of development.
The ordinance formalized preservation efforts ®ating the Tempe Historic Property Register
(THPR), and the Tempe Historic Preservation Comions€HPC). Additionally, though not
specifically designated in the ordinance, the Teltoric Preservation program was
established to carry out the processes specifidtinrdinance®?

The historic preservation program, which followkd treation of Phoenix’s program in
1985, formalized and professionalized historic erestion efforts, helping to produce a clearer
vision for historic preservation. It provided clgaders, preservation staff, and other advocates a
way to identify, survey and inventory, and localgsignate historic properties. Gradually, city
leaders, staff, and citizens commenced the locafdation process by adding to the Tempe
Historic Property Register. This process requitedapplication of the Secretary of Interior
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Propetiiesvaluate the significance and integrity of

public and private properties, districts, siteg] atructures at least fifty years old. Designation

181City of Tempe, Minutes of Ad Hoc Historic PreseieatCommission, June 30, 1994,
file 175.1, Historic Preservation Ordinance & Corasion, Tempe History Files, Tempe History
Museum; Vinson, “Historic Preservation”; Joseph dlupersonal communication to author,
March 11, 2014.

162 «Historic Preservation Ordinance No. 95.35” Ten@igy Code (November 9, 1995):
John Yantis, “Tempe Approves Preservation Ordindntempe Daily News Tribun&lovember
10, 1995; MorleyHistoric Preservation5; VanderMeerDesert Visions269, 335, 339.

95



to the THPR established a set of protections inolyithe Historic Zoning Overlay to preserve
historic and prehistoric resources from demolitidunlike designation to the National Register
of Historic Places, local designation offered stranprotection from demolition or alteration.
However, this did not diminish the importance ofioal register listing and leaders and citizens
continued this key preservation activity in the1a4890s as welf?

At the same time that municipal support for preagon increased, the city remained
committed to wide citizen participation in carryiogt the strategy. The Tempe Historic
Preservation Commission provided citizens a wayatdicipate in the identification and
preservation of key historic and prehistoric researin the community. It became an avenue for
public input demonstrating Tempe’s distinct poéticulture, and the city’s effort to
accommodate diverse participation. The THPC atseesl as a tool for communicating the
preservation community’s concerns with the Tempganand city councit®

Similar to plans for the Rio Salado strategy arelatt and culture strategy, thempe
Historic Preservation Plamrticulated the larger vision for the preservatdiempe’s history.
This small plan, intended to help implement thedmnis preservation ordinance, indicated the
THPC's refined set of goals and served as a guwdpreservation planning from 1997 forward.
The THPC also expanded the strategy slightly bgrparating new ambitions such as education

to enhance public awareness and to infuse pregamiato other city planning and

183 City of Tempe Community Development Services Depant,General Plan 2020
41-45; “Historic Preservation Ordinance No. 95.3bgimpe City Code (November 9, 1995);
Julia H. Miller, A Layperson’s Guide to Historic Preservation La®:Survey of Federal, State,
and Local Laws Governing Historic Preservation Rx@iton (Washington, D.C.: The National
Trust for Historic Preservation, 1997), 7-9; Johms#listoric Preservation,” 21-32.

164\anderMeerDesert Visions224, 322: “Historic Preservation Ordinance Na385'
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redevelopment processes. Many of these new pelicieoduced in the mid and late 1990s
informed the preservation of historic propertiesiawntown. In particular, they shaped how
Tempe political leaders, business leaders, devedppad preservation supporters cared for the
Hayden Flour Mill*®°

By 1997, the disappearance of agriculture in Teamgkthe rise of the post-industrial
economy caused the Bay State Milling Company tee@gperations at the Hayden Flour Mill,
Grain Elevator, and Silos, stimulating the subsatjdegeneration of the property. The city’s
best known historic structures, responsible for peisiexistence and early agricultural and
commercial growth, had become obsolete. Aftecldsure the Bay State Milling Company,
local developers, and city leaders were unsuretdtmu to proceed with these now seemingly
useless structures that were once such an integrabf the local economy. Situated at the base
of Tempe Butte at the southeast corner of Mill Aveand Rio Salado Parkway, the highly
visible HFM had begun to deteriorate and was bengraiblighting influence in increasingly
vibrant downtown*®

By the late 1990s, Tempe’s preservation effortsaexled considerably with the strategy.
The historic preservation ordinance, the THPC hikeoric preservation program, and fhempe

Historic Preservation Plaprovided the city a more precise strategy fordde of the city’ s

historic structures. It also demonstrated increasiunicipal and citizen support for local

185 «Historic Preservation PlanCity of Tempe, Arizonaccessed March 2, 2014,
http://www.tempe.gov/index.aspx?page=1618

166 «|_andmark Tempe Mill to Shut DownThe Arizona Daily StatMarch 30, 1997;
Elvia Diaz, “Future of Hayden Flour Mill Raises Gmmn in Tempe,Arizona Republic
September 8, 1999.
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history. Tempeans continued implementing the esato reinforce the historic character of
downtown and aid in creating economic development.

The 2000s: Creating a Historic Destination

Because of the advancements in preservation ih986s, historic preservation was
given even greater emphasis within the redevelopengenda after 2000. The revitalization of
downtown and the completion of Tempe Town Lakereffenew possibilities for the
preservation and redevelopment of the Hayden Rblir The 2012 opening of the Hayden
Flour Mill as an event venue in downtown reveakagér public and private support of Tempe’s
history and desire to reuse the site. The puddutie historic preservation strategy in this perio
reinvigorated downtown as an attractive heritageism and historic destinatiofi’

Much like the Rio Salado Project and the Tempe €&¢ot the Arts, the Hayden Flour
Mill suffered delays and challenges. These induidhe risk of the partial destruction of Tempe
Butte, vagrancy, legal battles, and economic dommtT hese difficulties continually impeded
the rehabilitation of the structures.

One of the first challenges surfaced with the thted empe Butte causing a backlash
from some members of the preservation communityesmvironmental conservation advocates.
Encouraged by the construction of Tempe Town Laiceather downtown redevelopment, a

new developer, MCW Holdings purchased the 7.5 payperty in 1999. The developer initially

187 Morley, Historic Preservation1-20; VanderMeemDesert Visions183-186, 221-225,
295-297, 317, 324-336; City of Tempe Community Depment DepartmenGeneral Plan
200Q 74; City of Tempe Community Development ServibepartmentGeneral Plan 2020
41-42; City of Tempe Community Development ServibepartmentGeneral Plan 203097-
99, 119-120, 137, 143-144; City of Tempmiversity-Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment
Plan, 3-18; TeafordThe American Suburl203; Isenberd)owntown America6, 311, 315;
Teaford,Metropolitan Revolution240-262; “Charter for the New Urbanism.”
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planned to preserve the pre-existing mill structaed redevelop the site into a mixed-use
development, known as Hayden Ferry South, whichladvba composed of condominiums,
office space, and retail space. Though originallgwed by City Council with specified height
restrictions, these plans also called for retail affice development on the side of the Tempe
Butte.

Both preservation advocates and other activiste skeptical of the developers
intentions and opposed the plan for slightly déferreasons. Members of the preservation
community, including members of the THPC and thmpe History Museum staff expressed
ongoing concerns about the protection of the p&tpbg, other artifacts, and the Tempe Butte as
an archeological and historic site. These indigldwere also interested in preserving the
Hayden Flour Mill and Silos, and backed the forimatdf a preservation plan. The Friends of
the Butte, composed of ASU professors, seniorasisz Native Americans and other grassroots
activists were concerned about the environmentlcaittural significance of the site. They
protested the proposed development on the buttéi@med to conserve it. The Friends of the
Butte created a petition, secured 3,000 signataresasked the Tempe City Council to take
action!®®

Tempe political leaders, reacting to citizen conder the protection of the Tempe Butte

from encroaching development, rejected the develpeoposal. To ensure protection of the

188 Djaz, “Future of Hayden Flour Mill Raises Concémrempe”; Bob Petrie, “Hayden
Butte Looks Nice, Smells Good&rizona RepublicAugust 29, 2002; Elvia Diaz, “Lake Project
Criticism Rises Proposal for 18-Story Building RilSome ResidentsArizona Republic
September 29, 1999; Elvia Diaz, “Butte Project Heig Worry,” Arizona RepublicAugust 22,
2000; Teresa L. Pinter, Don W. Ryden, and Vict@rid/argas, Hayden Flour Mill: Landscape,
Economy, and Community Diversity in Tempe, Arizdwdume 3: Hayden Flour Mill Historic
Preservation Plan(Tempe: Archeological Consulting Services, 20@85.
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site, they intervened and established the Haydete Bueserve in 2002. The city guaranteed a
roughly $12 million incentives package for infrastiure and tax abatements to MCW Holdings
since the change prohibited development on thebdthe public’s ability to persuade leaders to
preserve and conserve the butte demonstratedtyte molitical culture and consideration for
public input. It also showed the city’'s commitmémprotecting Tempe’s history, pre-history,
and open spacé’

In addition to the risk of severe alteration tonipe Butte, issues of vagrancy and
vandalism endangered the HFM and delayed its prasen. A fire set by transients destroyed
some of the mill’s interior as well as some of éxésting milling machines in October of 2002.
Luckily, the cast-in-place, reinforced concretelding was designed to be fire resistant thus
suffering only minimal damage. These events postgddhe redevelopment of the mill and were
a clear indication that the neglected property ireguattention-"®

Subsequent legal entanglements between the Citgrape and MCW Holdings also
impeded the preservation, designation, and reutigeediFM. The city took the first tangible
step in preserving the mill and purchased the ptgpe 2003 when MCW Holdings was unable
to meet development deadlines. Like the PeabodglHlasco that occurred as part of the Rio
Salado Project, the developers filed a lawsuitregahe city. During the lawsuit, Mayor Hugh

Hallman requested that the THPC designate the profgethe THPR in March of 2005.

189 pinter, Ryden, and Vargasayden Flour Mill: Landscape, Economy, and
Community Diversity in Tempe, Arizgngolume 3: Hayden Flour Mill Historic Preservation
Plan, 2-5; VanderMeeDesert Visions224, 314.

"%hid, 2; Vargas et alHayden Flour Mill: Landscape, Economy, and Comryuni
Diversity in TempgVolume 1 250; “Arson Suspected at Hayden Flour Mill Tempadmark
Engulfed in Huge Fire,Arizona RepublicOctober 2, 2002; Nancy Clark-Puffer, “Landmark
Mill Suffering Neglect,”Arizona RepublicMay 22, 2003.
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However, fearing the designation could further cboape the lawsuit, leaders terminated this
process in June of 2005. While the lawsuit ende2Di06, these events prevented any
redevelopment efforts for the site from moving fard:""*

Despite these challenges, Tempe leaders, deterrtorregive the HFM, used public-
private collaboration to redevelop the mill by sd#wng for a replacement developer. They
succeeded in this, and transferred the HFM for ldgweent to a new developer, Avenue
Communities between 2006 and 2007. The city caetirto work with this developer to fund
and redevelop the sité?

As the mill gained more attention and as Tempstipalileaders collaborated with
Avenue Communities, they also took another stgméserving the property by funding a large
archeological, historical, and architectural stud2006 of the Hayden Flour Mill Complex
which included the mill, grain elevator and silakyng with the Hayden Ditch, Phoenix and
Eastern Railroad, and the Tempe Butte. The city awarded a $340,000 grant from the Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community to fund thedst that was carried out primarily by
Archeological Consulting Services (ACS), with atsise from the Tempe History Museum and
the Tempe Historic Preservation Office. The redearovided city leaders and staff with a three
volume study which offered the historic and ardttiieal context for the HFM and perhaps most

significantly produced &layden Flour Mill Historic Preservation PlanThis plan, which relied

71alia Beard Rau, “Tempe Sued over Taking of Floutl Mgreement Violated,
Developer Says,Arizona RepublicMay 19, 2004; Pinter, Ryden, and Vargdayden Flour
Mill: Landscape, Economy, and Community Divergitfempe, Arizonavolume 3: Hayden
Flour Mill Historic Preservation Plan4-5.

172 |bid, 10; Yara Georgann, “Flour Mill Project HagM Developer,Arizona Republic
August 19, 2006; William Hermann, “Developers te&te Retail, Office Space at Historic
Tempe Flour Mill,Arizona RepublicNovember 22, 2006.
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upon earlier Tempe preservation planning effontsyided a framework for the future
management and revitalization of the significartuzal and historic resources within the project
area. It served to educate Tempe political legdbzvelopers, and citizens about responsible
preservation planning, developer incentives, theebes of heritage tourism, and site
interpretation. This reflected increasing muratigupport for the preservation of the HERJ.

During the ACS investigation, Avenue Communitieataaued collaborating and
planning with the City of Tempe to sensitively rediop the HFM. Between 2007 and 2008
Avenue Communities looked across the country foeosuccessful examples of adaptive mill,
grain elevator, and silo reuse projects. The pedanixed-use redevelopment designs would
have converted the silos into space for restaureettsl stores, and offices, in addition to the
construction of a five story glass building betwélee mill and silos. The rehabilitation plan was
to retain the historic integrity of the structusssd accentuate special features discovered during
the ACS investigatioh’*

While these plans looked promising, the econoroigrdurn of 2007 and 2008 again
stymied the reuse of the HFM, presenting Tempeelesadith yet another challenge. The

economic circumstances ended the most recent ger&d@lans halting redevelopment activity

1pinter, Ryden, and Vargadayden Flour Mill: Landscape, Economy, and Comrtyuni
Diversity in Tempe, Arizond&olume 3: Hayden Flour Mill Historic Preservation Plam-5, 9,
23; Katie Nelson, “Dig at Hayden Flour Mill to Tuup Relics,”Arizona RepublicMay 13,
2006; City of Tempe Community Development ServidepartmentGeneral Plan 203097-99.

174 Ed Taylor, “Plans in Place for Hayden Flour MikWtalization: Modern Glass
Addition Will Join Historic Tempe StructureMcClatchy — Tribune Business Newsigust 14,
2007; Garin Groff, “Restoration Plans for Tempeayden Flour Mills Unvailed,McClatchy —
Tribune Business Newslarch 26, 2008.
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between 2008 and 2011. City leaders continuedngadior a developer that would sensitively
redevelop the site indicating their support forsereing the city’s industrial heritad&

By 2011, some Mill Avenue business leaders, corextabout the negative impact the
neglected eyesore had on downtown, urged city lsaddake independent action and continue
carrying out the historic preservation strategyeyf encouraged city leaders to invest in the site
by creating an events venue at the mill. City &admembers of Downtown Tempe
Community, Inc., and other business leaders begakimg together hoping these efforts would
stimulate private developmehf

The implementation of the historic preservatioatstgy between 2011 and 2012
prompted physical changes to the Hayden Flour &titl its environs. Responding to the growth
of tourism, retail, as well as requests from thsitsess community, public and private actors
collaborated to create an event venue. They deét¢alesinvest in the HFM displaying larger
concerns about decline in downtown and directiothefcity’s growtt.’’

The realization of this plan required effectiveaiiting. The City of Tempe contributed
$70,000, while the Rio Salado Foundation raisedd$8ID from private donations. This

financial support allowed for the initial rehakaliton of the HFM. The use of public-private

17> Dianna Nanez, “Battle Brewing Over Landmark Terivil},” Arizona Republic
April 1, 2012.

178 Dianna Nanez, “Tempe Hayden Flour Mill to ReopsiEgents Venue Arizona
Republi¢ June 6, 2011; Eddie Goita, “City’'s Embrace of tiay Mill Effort is Exciting,”
Arizona RepublicJuly 27, 2011.

" vanderMeerDesert Visions183-186, 300-311, 324-331.
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funding for this project resembled the model useohany other redevelopment projects in
downtown®’®

Once they secured funding, the City of Tempe rejated the HFM and grounds to make
the historic resource more attractive and invitifidney added trees and other landscaping, as
well as lighting to improve the natural environmeAtlawn and stage were added on the north
side of property. In addition, exterior sandblagton the lower level, interpretive signage, and
displays of some of the remaining milling equipmenhanced the aesthetic appeal of the
property. These changes transformed the millamb@w community and event venue used for
concerts and other cultural and business evertise.nill opened for its first public tours in
October of 20127

The completion of this project and the openingheficonic Hayden Flour Mill were
tangible results of the historic preservation sgggtdemonstrating the redirection of the city’s
growth and the application of new notions abouttadization. It indicated municipal support
for the preservation of historic properties in doovin and the celebration of Tempe’s diverse
history and shared identity. The rejuvenationhef property made it more attractive to future
private investors and the event venue presenteccolural and entertainment opportunities.

The mill also served as the critical link betweesmpe Town Lake and downtown encouraging

178 Nanez, “Tempe Hayden Flour Mill to Reopen as Esa&fgnue”; “The Hayden Flour
Mill,” The Rio Salado Foundatipaccessed March 4, 2014, www.supportriosaladp@ianna
Nanez, “Old Hayden Flour Mill Comes to Life as Ev®&®nue,”Arizona RepublicOctober 11,
2012.

179«The Hayden Flour Mill”; Nanez, “Tempe Hayden Fiduill to Reopen as Events
Venue”; Mike Sunnucks, “Tempe’s Hayden Flour Mi#t3o Reopen,Phoenix Business
Journal May 11, 2012; Mandy Zajac, “Grand Opening Unvéisnpe’s Historic Hayden Flour
Mill as Event Venue,East Valley TribuneOctober 3, 2012.
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access to all venues. The preservation of thigtiog remnant of Tempe’s agricultural and
industrial past aided in attracting tourists, basses, and educated individuals the city
reinforcing its role as a diverse, centralizeddristdestination. By the end of 2012, the
preservation of Tempe’s distinct character inclgdime HFM, supported economic development
through tourism, and special events in additioratsing the quality of life for Tempeah®
Between 1960 and 2012, Tempeans used effectivaipaand financing, strategic
public-private partnerships, diverse citizen pgration, and a modified vision of growth to
preserve the city’s significant historic and pretaric resources. Responding to different
economic challenges and strengths, a changindaateal climate, as well as local growth
issues, they altered the historic preservationegyaby identifying, studying, designating, and
rehabilitating key properties like the Hayden FIMiHl that exhibited certain aspects of Tempe’s
history. Between the 1960s and 2012, Tempe leahetgitizens developed, expanded, and
continually redefined their historic preservatioragegy. The city’s support for the strategy,
including reinvestment in the Hayden Flour Mill,datlieir commitment to broad public input in
the preservation planning process indicated théugwa of Tempe’s unique political culture.
By 2012, downtown became a successful attractigulpted by Tempe’s rare architectural

gems that helped to define the city’s characteridedtity, in addition to reinforcing economic

180 City of Tempe Community Development Services Depant,General Plan 2020
11, 41-45,General Plan 203097-99, 119-120, 137, 143-144; Nanez, “Old Hay8eur Mill
Comes to Life as Event Venue”; VanderMdeesert Visions221-229; Morrison Institute for

Rypkema,The Economics of Historic Preservatjdi8, 25-26, 53, 62, 102, 77-78, 82; Nanez,
“Battle Brewing Over Landmark Tempe Mill”.
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diversity and revival. This suggested a complaté B attitudes about the reuse of historic

structures and about downtown since the 1980s.

181 vanderMeerDesert Visions6-7, 183-186, 221-229, 295-337; Isenb&gywntown
Americg 255-315; MorleyHistoric Preservation1-20; City of TempelJniversity-Hayden
Butte Amended Redevelopment PE418; TeafordMetropolitan Revolution239-262.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION: TEMPE'S COMING OF AGE

Since Tempe’s inception, political, business, a@na leaders and citizens pursed growth
strategies to advance their economic and polititalests. Carried out by public and private
actors, these strategies depended on a myriacdabetdc, political, and cultural factors and
encouraged Tempe’s development. The strategiesdeaba framework for planning and
development between the 1870s and 2012.

Implementing the first strategy guided Tempe’srnexoic, political, cultural, and
physical development for the first seventy yeargoéxistence. Tempe leaders and citizens
focused on expanding the town’s economic basedade agriculture, commerce, and to some
extent tourism. To do this, they worked to developtown’s transportation connectivity
through a ferry over the Salt River, the railroadd the automobile. At the same time, they took
advantage of the regional water supply by usingragation system to facilitate agricultural and
other economic growth. Municipal expansion proditee necessary political structure,
functions, and services for supporting the towrgsedlopment. These efforts stimulated changes
in Tempe’s built environment allowing for the rigka small central business district to form
around Mill Avenue. The strategy also contribuiedempe’s early support for modest cultural
activities and some social institutions. Duringstberiod, Tempeans worked to make Tempe
into a productive farming area, agricultural seevienter, and commercial corridor within the

hinterland of Phoenis&?

182 \vanderMeerDesert Visions6-9, 19, 27-29, 31, 71-72, 361-366; Vargas et al.
Hayden Flour Mill: Landscape, Economy, and ComrtyuDiversity in Tempe, Arizona,
Volume 1, 44, 59-61, 81-82, 95; Solliday, Tempetétis Preservation Commission, and
National Park Servic&ost World War 1l Subdivisiong, 9.
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Between 1940 and 1960, the second strategy sHagede’s growth allowing it to
change from a small agricultural town and commémaridor to a high tech suburb and
education center. World War Il presented new opymities and relationships, and brought new
residents into Tempe in search of new employmedtealucational prospects. The brief growth
of agriculture after the war, the emergence of e&gtronics manufacturing, as well as a rise in
retail and tourism resulted from these changesritring to Tempe’s postwar economic
expansion. It also triggered a transition in tbmposition of the central business district. By
1960, agricultural businesses were replaced byl eetd other service industry enterprises.
Tempe’s suburban growth in this period rested enettpansion of an effective local
government. Political leaders reacted to new egopnpossibilities and population growth by
intentionally annexing more land to foster exteasuburban commercial and residential
development. The implementation of the secondegyaaltered the built environment by
supporting growth outside of the CBD which hastetieddecline of downtown. While this
occurred, Arizona State University enticed educated cultured workers to move to Tempe
indicating some cultural advanceméfit.

After 1960, the third development strategy refldatgany of the critical elements of the
second strategy, but also signaled leader’s newtimmé for making Tempe a high tech suburb.
By the 1960s, Tempe was experiencing many unaatetprepercussions of rapid postwar
growth, forcing leaders to formulate a vision fon&ronting these problems. Reacting to
flooding, pollution, leapfrog development, and déewin decline, new ideas about downtown

revitalization, and shifts in the Tempe and thel&as economy, Tempe leaders and citizens

183 |pid, 9-14, 41-47: VanderMeebesert Visions6, 93-94,141-143,151-154, 171, 181,
363.
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produced a redevelopment strategy that influeneetonomic, political, cultural, and physical
development of the city as it transitioned fronubwgb to a supersuburb by 1989.

In the twenty years after 1960, Tempe, which wanted toward Phoenix, continued to
grow at a tremendously rapid rate. This contridutethe decline of downtown and other new
challenges. By the mid-1960s, concerned citizershied political leaders to explore options for
improving downtown. In 1967 the city produced Tesdirst general plan which included the
early ideas for downtown and riverfront redevelopmelempe leaders decided to revitalize the
CBD into a unique downtown in the early 1970s, bpd 973 they developed the initial plan for
how to accomplish it. Consequently, the direcbhdéfempe’s development began to shift and its
character was influenced by this plan and its ndanglocked forni®°

The redevelopment strategy reflected the originehemic model used in the postwar
period with some alterations. Tempe’s landlockewdition prevented leaders from using
annexation to further population growth, home caurtdion, and the replenishment of the city’s
tax base. This new circumstance pushed Tempea®atoh for alternative ways for producing
tax revenues. Thus, out of necessity, Tempearktbto employ this model and reclaim the
riverbed and reinvest in and reuse land in downttwioster sales and property taxes revenues,

and elevate property valu&s.

184 vyanderMeerDesert Visions221-225, 361-366; Abbottjow Cities Won the West
225-228.

185 City of Tempe Planning and Zoning Commission, Ter@jity Council,General Plan
12-15, 38, 50-51, 68; City of Tempéniversity-Hayden Butte Area 1 Redevelopment F3an
16; City of Tempe Planning Departme@igneral Plan 197838.

% bid, 25, 29; Heim, “Border Wars,” 831-833, 837983
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The new strategy also reflected changes in theeyalleconomy and the departure of
traditional businesses from downtown. Betweenl®®®@0s and 1980s, the Valley’'s economic
base expanded and diversified. Manufacturing,jsaurretail, and the construction industry
increased considerably in this period. Tempe @drto revive downtown with these emerging
strengths in mind, hoping to benefit from the tfammation producing new possibilitie¥’

Effective planning, public-private cooperation, amiizen input were critical parts of the
redevelopment strategy between 1960 and 1980.dReitle new challenges of growth,
concerned citizens, especially MAMA, demanded gdarole in dictating the city’s growth and
this required city leaders to accommodate divetgBip participation in the planning process
through municipal commissions. These new developsndemonstrated widening expectations
the local government and its role in ameliorating problems of downtown. This conscious
effort by the city revealed public-private collabtbon among diverse interest groups and
Tempe’s emerging political culturé&®

The acceptance of a new path of growth for theal#yp indicated Tempe’s political
culture. Tempe political leaders and citizens canssly elected to have a distinct downtown
and formed a plan to make it happen. The 19@®ersity-Hayden Butte Redevelopment Plan
contained the initial goals for the commercial neglepment of downtown. Though primarily
focused on commercial ambitions, Tempeans alstedtaupporting riverfront redevelopment,

art and cultural activity, and historic preservatio their vision for downtown. In the 1970s,

187 City of Tempe Planning and Zoning Commission, Ter@jty Council, and Van
Cleve and Associate§eneral Plan 18-19, 26-27; VanderMeebesert Visions298-299.

188 |bid, 184-185, 221-225, 265-293; City of Tempeniag and Zoning Commission,
Tempe City Council, and Van Cleve and AssocidBeneral Plan7, 70.
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this multi-faceted redevelopment agenda replacegdstwar development strategy, enabling
the city to grow in three new ways.

The implementation of the redevelopment strateggcted cultural interests and started
to influence cultural activities in downtown. Gya@ammage Auditorium at ASU remained the
Tempe’s most sophisticated cultural institutiontéosg other cultural efforts in the arts in
downtown and throughout the city in the early yedrbe best example of this was the Hayden
Ferry Art and Crafts Festival. Though a small ®ofithe redevelopment strategy, initial
municipal support for the arts in this period cdnited to some cultural growth with institutions,
festivals, cultural organizations, and the creatbimempe’s own identity which separated it
from other East Valley citie’s®

By 1980, the redevelopment vision began to transfdempe’s built environment. New
cultural venues and other cultural attractions eckd Tempe’s appearance. Early reinvestment,
rehabilitation, and designation of a few histonoggerties reinforced the historic character of
downtown and economic revitalization. Since thengwercial redevelopment of downtown was
the primary objective in the early years, the ezt was not changed at all in this period. These
new developments attempted to broaden the funoficlowntown.

In the years after 1980, Tempe leaders and citibaitson the early revitalization efforts

and reacted to yet another set of economic circamess, the city’s landlocked status and

189 pid, 12-15, 36, 38, 50-51, 62-66, 68; City of TgerPlanning DepartmerBeneral
Plan 1978 25, 33, 38, 60; City of Temp®&niversity-Hayden Butte Area 1 Redevelopment Plan
3-16; Morley,Historic Preservation4-5, 7-10; Mitchell, interview.

199 vanderMeerPesert Visions171, 221-225; City of Tempe Planning and Zoning
Commission, Tempe City Council, and Van Cleve Asttes,General Plan 15, 50-52, 62-66;
General Plan 197813-15, 25, 33, 48)niversity Hayden Butte Amended Redevelopment Plan
3-5; “ASU Dedicates New Auditorium”; Hayden Ferrnay®, Outdoor Fair Very Successful;
City of Tempe Planning Departme@gneral Plan 197816.
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location, and a new intellectual climate, while toning to mold and modify the redevelopment
strategy to accommodate these alterations. Cengigtdiversifying their approach to
downtown, they aggressively pursued riverfront vetigoment, art and culture, and historic
preservation to foster economic development anchuity. These endeavors gained a much
larger role in the redevelopment agenda in thisoderConsequently, Tempe’s economic,
political, cultural, and physical development wehaped by the redevelopment strategies
between 1980 and 2012

Many of the economic goals of the strategy betwi380s and 2012 resembled those of
the 1960s and 1970s, but were adjusted for the &snghanging economy after 1980. The
rapid increase in tourism and cultural tourismaiteind finance in downtown presented many
new possibilities for downtown, growing the tax ®&aand providing high paying jobs to
residents. Similar to the earlier decades, Tengaaad effective financing for redevelopment
by including CDBGs and other public and privatedung in the form of bond issues, sales tax
increases, and grants to fund the Rio Salado Rrofec TCA, and the HFNf

Citizen input and effective planning were centeallte redevelopment strategy after 1980
as Tempe became a politically semi-independent digmpe citizens continued to demand a

larger role in planning and Tempe leaders respobgedlowing citizens to help shape and build

191 City of Tempe Community Development Services Depant,General Plan 2020
38, 41-45, 48, 54-55; City of Tempe Community SeggiDepartmenGeneral Plan 203097-
99, 119-120, 137, 143-144, 215-218, 221-225; Ahlbtitv Cities Won the West25-228.

192\vanderMeerDesert Visions185-185, 300-313; City of Tempe Community
Development Departmertgeneral Plan 200075, 79; City of Tempe Community Development
DepartmentRio Salado Development Pla2b; 39; City of Tempe Community Development
Services Departmengeneral Plan 202033; City of Tempe Community Development Services
DepartmentGeneral Plan 2030125.
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downtown as well as the rest of the city. Tempelézs and citizens exhibited particular
political behavior by embracing new planning pagior the Rio Salado Project, art and culture,
and historic preservation that reoriented the sigrowth. They voted in support of new growth
policies and funding options for investing in thesel other redevelopment projects revealing
Tempe’s political culture. The political culture miested in slightly different ways in terms of
leadership and public input with each strategyadss’s endorsement the Rio Salado Project and
their consistent efforts to find a financial motteimake the lake a reality was a clear sign of this
The art and culture and historic preservation atyias most strongly reflected the city’s attempt
to accommodate diverse citizen participation. @eesling to rising demand for art and cultural
activity and increasing awareness of Tempe’s hystbe city included these strategies in the
planning process carrying out a more all-encompgsasion for downtown by building the
TCA, and saving the HFM?®®

Building from the early support for culture in dotewn by 1980, Tempe leader and
citizens expanded their efforts to make Tempe @itedbmmercial center but also a cultural
center between the 1980s and 2012. Grady GammagiéoAium at ASU remained Tempe’s
most sophisticated cultural generator helping twenage the arts and attract visitors to the city.
Beginning in the 1980s, cultural promotion becammeagor focus in downtown. Art and cultural
activity generated economic development and culplaamning. The city funded arts

organizations, art and cultural fairs and othegpamming, and public art in downtowt.

193 vanderMeerDesert Visions183-186, 221-225, 265-293, 314-324, 368y of
Tempe Community Development DepartmdRiy Salado Development Plabd.

194 City of Tempe Community Development Services Depant,General Plan 2030
137, 143-144, 221-225.
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The redevelopment strategies changed downtowns &fter 1980 by protecting some
historic structures, producing large amounts of dewelopment as well as open space. With
Tempe’s economic circumstances in mind, leaderscaizéns cultivated new economic,
entertainment, commercial, cultural, and recreatiopportunities and revitalized downtown.
They reinvested in and built and new offices, rmtebndos, Tempe Town Lake, the TCA, and
preserved the Hayden Flour Mill and other key histstructures.

By 2012, Tempe evolved into a mature supersubutip avdistinct redevelopment
agenda. The nature of Tempe’s development pas$esban and suburban characteristics, and
its position in the multi-nodal, decentralized metlis changed. While the rest of the
metropolitan area continued to expand, downtown geebecame more centrally located next to
downtown Phoenix making it an appealing placeue &nd work. Affordable single-family
detached homes, schools, parks, and shopping stidllisopulated much of the city indicative of
its status as a suburb. Much more than a comnhelistaict by 2012, downtown became a
highly dense environment offering urban functiond aervices, as well as educational and
employment opportunities. New diverse recreatiotatural, entertainment, commercial, and
historic attractions and amenities were a direstilteof the redevelopment vision and set Tempe
apart from the rest of the Valley. In this wagnipe Town Lake, the TCA, the HFM, new
construction, and the light rail made Tempe stamdas a dynamic, accessible, and desirable
urban destination with a unique character. Thepdetion of these projects symbolized Tempe’s

coming of age, a celebration of its rich histonygd ats economic vibrancy. Tempe developed a
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distinct identity as a small supersuburb in thel®alvith a lake, a major university, rare historic
structures, and cultural activity”

Economic impact and visitation demonstrated theesg of all three strategies in
reviving downtown. By 2012, Tempe Town Lake wasted by 2.7 million people from across
the Valley every year generating an economic impa#tl66 million from events and a net
revenue of $557.5 million indicating the economiccess of the project. Revenue generated by
the Tempe Festival of the Arts and visitation te "TCA showed that the art and culture strategy
too, was successful. These festivals generatestantial economic impact for the city through
retail revenues and sales tax, and by 2009 thagsfestival alone produced $2.1 million in art
sales. By 2012, the biannual events attractedyn225,000 visitors to downtown Tempe
suggesting the return of economic vitality in doawanh. In addition, the Tempe Center for the
Arts averaged 125,000 visitors a year by 2012.e fieservation of the city’s historic structures
fostered the least amount of economic developnienthelped stabilize downtown and generate
tax revenues. This included designated histonaroercial properties in downtown that were
rehabilitated and by 2012 still housed busineseds@staurants. Even non-designated historic

structures like the Hayden Flour Mill and Silos gogied Tempe’s historic character and

1% vanderMeerDesert Visions185-189, 221-225, 228-229; Abbdtiow Cities Won
the West225-228; TeafordThe American Suburly9-98; Lang and LeFurg3oomburbs Vii-
ix, 1-21, 144-161, 173-174; City of Tempe Commumigvelopment Services Department,
General Plan 20206, 29-32; City of Tempe Community Developmentv&ss Department,
General Plan 2030125, 137, 143-144; “Which City Has the Most Vibr&owntown, and
What Makes it That Way?Arizona RepublicJanuary 8, 2011; Mike Branom, Mill Avenue
Makes List of Country’s Top 10 Great Streetd¢Clatchy — Tribune Business Newxctober 9,
2008; “Downtown Tempe’s Lesson: Find your Soérfizona RepublicJuly 25, 2009; Dianna
Nanez, “Tempe Has Mined Redevelopment Gofdjzona RepublicMarch 26, 2011.
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encouraged heritage tourism. Though historic pvesen had the smallest impact, it was still a
successful and important strategy for downtowntadization'®

Over the course of Tempe’s history the centralimss district continually evolved and
functioned in new ways. This ongoing process oédie the diverse ideas and interests of Tempe
political, business, and civic leaders as welliagens, and the various stakeholders that
inevitably influenced what downtown became at défe increments of time. Downtown was
subject to changing interconnected economic, paliand cultural forces, but it always

remained the heart of the city/.

19 City of Tempe Community Development Services Depant,General Plan 2030,
119-120, 143-144, 209-212, 215-218, 221-225; “Teipasn Lake by the Numbers 20127,
Nanez, “Beauty in a Bad Economy”; Jennifer McCleJl&Tempe Arts Festivals by the
Numbers,”Arizona RepublicMarch 25, 2010; “Downtown Tempe Community, InChristine
M. Dwyer, and Kelly Ann Beavers, “Economic Vitgtit How the Arts and Culture Sector
Catalyzes Economic Vitality, American Planning Associatipn(Chicago: American Planning
Association, 2011); Lisa Nicta, “Arts Center to Elmlate 8 Anniversary SaturdayArizona
Republi¢ September 5, 2012; Donovan Rypkema, Caroline @heand Randall Mason,
“Measuring Economic Impacts of Historic Preservatid Report to the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, November 2011,” accesseccMar 2014,
http://www.placeeconomics.com/wp-content/upload$1703/economic-impacts-of-
hp_execsummary.pdMorrison Institute for Public Policy, “A Placerfért and Culture: A
Maricopa County Overview,” 37-41.

197 Fogelsonpowntown 1-8, 395-398; Isenber§owntown Americal-12, 311-317.
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