OUTREACH PROCESS
Programming will be the key to activating Tempe’s otherwise dull and empty public spaces with a broad range of
cultural and recreational attractions. To determine what those specific attractions should be, the master planning
team took great lengths to discover the various ways Tempe residents and workers want to use the various spaces,
and let that information guide the planning process.
It is a mistake begin with design, as so many public space projects do, and hope that visitors will use the space as
the design intends—design should fit the uses and users of a space, not the other way around. Design-led processes
lead to missed opportunities and expensive, unused physical elements in public spaces throughout the United States.
Because each community has its own distinct needs related to parks and public spaces, it is crucial to perform
inclusive and engaging outreach as one begins to think about programming spaces. While the core principles of
programming can be applied to public spaces across the country, the tastes and cultural resources of a specific
community define and add color to programs, increasing the likelihood of their success.
A wide variety of groups are interested in the success of downtown Tempe’s public spaces, and it was important get
input from as many of them as possible. The master planning team held three large “placemaking workshops” and
a series of small group meetings with members of the arts community, local residents, representatives from Arizona
State University, current and former City staff, members of the business community including local merchants,
young professionals, and others in order to solicit a wide range of ideas.
During the first workshop (the Cultural Events Workshop), participants discussed Tempe’s cultural venues and
events and the current ways Tempe’s small, mid-sized, and large-scale events could be improved or reoriented.
The goal of this discussion was to understand how events happening in Tempe currently affect and serve the
community, the downtown merchants, and the City as a whole. The team received insightful feedback regarding the
appropriateness of certain venues for different types and scales of events, the challenges brought on by some of
these events, and the desire to see more varied and appropriately sized events throughout the downtown area, not
just in the few places where events are concentrated right now.
The second workshop (the Physical Connectivity Workshop) covered downtown Tempe’s transportation network
and streetscapes, and focused particularly on biking, transit, and pedestrian experiences. Together with participants,
the master planning team looked at ways to better integrate this multimodal transportation network with downtown
Tempe’s public spaces. Participants talked about downtown Tempe’s valuable walkability, and how improvements
to streetscapes, connectivity, and crossings could make it easier to walk and bike through downtown. Merchants
believed these improvements could increase the dwell time of shoppers and other visitors, boosting sales and
encouraging a “park once and walk” approach for visiting downtown. The addition of bike infrastructure and
transit to downtown were seen as exciting opportunities to extend the core of downtown to include Tempe Beach
Park to the north, Gammage to the south, Farmer Arts District to the west, and ASU to the east.
During the third session (the Public Space Programming Workshop), participants gave the strategic planning
team feedback on downtown Tempe’s small public spaces, focusing on what kinds of activities they should host,
as well as when those activities should take place. Participants then broke into small groups and created possible
programming schemes for Tempe Beach Park.

CULTURAL EVENTS WORKSHOP
The first placemaking workshop focused on Tempe’s events and event venues. The objective of the session was
to encourage participants to think more broadly about the types and scale of events that can happen in downtown
Tempe, toward achieving the Downtown Tempe Authority’s goal of diversifying events and developing events that
will better help downtown merchants. The workshop was divided into three components:
1. Tempe event inventory exercise
2. Tempe venue inventory exercise
3. Matching events and venues exercise
Tempe Event Inventory Exercise
The first piece of this exercise asked participants to prioritize the types and sizes of events they would like to see
in downtown Tempe. Participants were asked to select three images (out of a total of thirty) that best typified the
events they want to see in downtown Tempe. The thirty images were divided among ten different event categories,
and three event sizes within each category; examples of specific events were listed next to each image. So, for
example, within dance events (one of the ten categories), there were examples of large events (ballet performance),
medium-sized events (salsa dancing/lessons), and small events (break-dancers).
The key findings from this exercise are:
Sizes of Events
•

Medium-scaled events were the most popular event size. The average size of the medium-scaled events we
presented is 50 to 100 people.

•

Together, the desire for small and medium-scaled events outpaced the desire for large-scale events by a
factor of two to one. That our participants included the people who are most likely to want large events
probably skewed our results; our guess is that if we repeated this exercise with a cross-section of Tempe
residents and workers, the small and medium-sized events would be even more popular.

•

Tempe does a great job with big events but not small events.

•

Hotel operators, not surprisingly, favor large
events in downtown Tempe, while other
downtown business owners do not see largescale events as positive for their businesses.

Types of Events
•

The most popular event categories (in order)
were food and drink, music, and fitness.
(Other categories received about equal
numbers of “votes.”)

•

Within the music category, large concerts
and small, intimate performances received
the same number of votes.

•

The only category where large events were
preferred was literary events, but that is
a little misleading, as large literary events
generally max out at about 150-200 people,
as opposed to concerts or charity walks,
which might have thousands of participants.

One of the posters used in the Tempe Event Inventory exercise. Participants
were asked to place green dots on the events they wanted to see in downtown
Tempe.

•

Participants liked combining food vending with small and medium events; one example was a yoga class
with a juice cart.

•

Downtown Tempe needs to take better advantage of the strong local artisan/artist community.
o

Tempe Festival for the Arts may have priced out local artists with booth fees.

o

An “Etsy-like” platform somewhere downtown would be greeted enthusiastically.

o

There needs to be a new strategy for bridging the gap between the business community and the
artist/artisan community.

Before and after participants prioritized the events they’d like to see in Tempe, facilitators from the consultant team
engaged small groups of participants in conversations about the types of events they had attended in downtown
Tempe as well as events they had attended elsewhere. The highlights from these discussions include:
Events in Tempe
•

•

Events need to be more varied.
o

Participants complained that the same events take place year after year, and don’t improve or
change over time.

o

Many participants said they wanted more small-scale events in downtown Tempe, and felt that
other nearby communities (namely Gilbert) were doing more small events than Tempe.

Events need to be more consistent or better marketed: we’re not sure which.
o

Participants complained about finding out about events too late, with not enough notice.

o

Residents said it would be helpful if they knew there was a regular schedule (i.e. “First Fridays”).

•

Events need to be better coordinated. There are lots of small, related events that don’t seem to add up to a
larger whole; the example given was open mic nights.

•

Many participants agreed that if they knew that small events and programs were happening every weekend
in downtown Tempe, they would choose to come downtown with their families instead of going to a
restaurant in a strip mall or in a more suburban area.

•

There is no “day life” downtown—cultural events and activities on Mill Avenue revolve around the bars,
but there are opportunities for family-oriented and artist-oriented programs and events during the day.

•

Similarly, many participants felt programming would be successful between 5 PM and 7 PM and appeal to
young professionals, provided that noise pollution is controlled.

•

Participants would like for ASU to have a stronger institutional and programmatic presence downtown, and
they see downtown’s public spaces as a way to strengthen the connection between town and gown.

Events Elsewhere
•

Downtown Gilbert came up a number of times; participants liked that there were a number of different,
smaller attractions that could be combined as one chooses.

•

Some participants had attended a cult classic film festival in Tucson that took place indoors and outdoors,
and thought a similar event would be a great fit for Tempe.

Tempe Venue Inventory Exercise
Following that discussion, we briefly presented our analysis of Tempe’s event venues. The goal of this presentation
was to get participants to think more broadly about where events could take place and show there are plenty
of opportunities to have small, medium, and even large events in downtown Tempe—and not just in Tempe
Beach Park. Facilitators then led the participants in a discussion of these venues, focusing on their strengths and
weaknesses. Participants, however, focused almost exclusively on Tempe Beach Park:

•

Tempe Beach Park is better connected to downtown than other local, large event venues (namely, ASU’s
stadium and arena), but events in Tempe Beach Park have for the most part not impacted downtown
businesses.

•

Participants want Tempe Beach Park to be used on a daily basis, not just for special events. However, they
felt that Tempe Beach Park is in disrepair and not welcoming on a daily basis. They also feel that the park
is intended for people who don’t live in Tempe, and not locals.

•

The current City events permitting process does not allow the highest and best use of the park from
anyone’s perspective. Some see it as preventing regular use of the park by Tempeans while others see it as
preventing better events in the park.

•

Participants see politics and not policy or the community as driving the current use of and decisions made
about the park.

•

Key weaknesses of Tempe Beach Park

•

o

The park feels too big and doesn’t feel “right.” It feels strange to be in such a large, empty space.

o

There is little shade.

o

The park feels dangerous in the dark.

o

There is no retail—if you get hungry or thirsty, you have to leave (and walk a good distance).

o

The park is known as an event space, so no one thinks of it as a place to go if no event is
happening.

Tempe Arts Park is too empty. Sculpture and other arts-related programming were brought up.

Tempe Event and Venue Matching Exercise
Finally, facilitators led participants in a discussion on what events are most appropriate for specific venues:
•

•

•

Tempe Beach Park
o

Events are too concentrated in Tempe Beach Park; there aren’t enough events happening elsewhere
downtown.

o

City employees are concerned that moving events from Tempe Beach Park will mean revenue that
had been going to the City would be going to ASU.

o

Participants who did not work for the City almost universally don’t like large events in Tempe
Beach Park.

Small downtown public spaces
o

Consistent, regular programming for children and families during the day, especially on weekends.

o

“Fine-grained” arts events.

Streets
o

Limit loud music from bars/restaurants before 10 PM to help restaurants and make downtown
Tempe a better place for dinner on Thursday through Sunday nights.

o

More food trucks, but done in a way to support the food scene, not damage existing businesses.

PHYSICAL CONNECTIVITY WORKSHOP
The pedestrian, bicycle, and transportation connectivity workshop focused on the quality of downtown Tempe’s
public realm—primarily its streets and streetscapes—and the opportunities and constraints that exist in downtown
Tempe to connect people to its public spaces. The workshop was divided into two components:
1. Aerial walking tour
2. The wall of ideas
Aerial Walking Tour
The workshop began at the windows of the workshop space in Hayden Ferry with an “aerial walking tour.” The
consultant team took advantage of the views from the workshop venue and used the bird’s eye views to get
participants to think not just about the individual spaces and buildings they saw, but how they could get back and
forth by foot, on a bicycle, or by transit—and, by extension, why most people were still most likely to drive most
places.
Participants were first asked to look down upon Tempe Beach Park, the Tempe Center for the Arts and the adjacent
park, the lakefront, the Mill Avenue Bridge, Rio Salado, the neighborhood adjacent to Farmer Avenue, and the U.S.
Airways office building. The group had the following impressions of what they were seeing:
1. Tempe Beach Park was void of activity at the time - during prime lunch hour, when it should have been
its busiest.
2. The turf areas of Tempe Beach Park were badly beaten up, and much of the landscape had turned to
dirt.
3. Tempe Beach Park is very large—larger than they thought when looking at it from street level.
4. There is a noticeable lack of trees and shade in the park when one looks from above.
5. There are very few activators surrounding the park; there is a need for more things in or around the
park that might draw people there.
6. The group noticed a woman walking across the Mill Avenue Bridge, and commented on the difficult
experience she was about to have on a warm day in Tempe.
7. There is a substantial distance between Tempe Beach Park and the Tempe Center for the Arts.
The group proceeded to the north side of the office
building space to look at the development along
the lakefront over the past few years. The following
thoughts and comments were expressed:
1. Pedestrians have a difficult route from the
office buildings at Hayden Ferry to Tempe
Beach Park, and a longer walk than it looks
from the street level.
2. There are about 3,000 office workers in
the two buildings of Hayden Ferry that are
occupied; they might use the park during
lunch if there were things to draw them
there, and a clear path to travel.

Participants on the aerial walking tour.

3. State Farm’s campus is almost a ten-minute walk from Tempe Beach Park at the nearest edge. The
group discussed how in an hour lunch, if you took ten minutes to walk to the park, and ten minutes to
walk back, you were only left with a 40-minute window to have lunch and participate in the activities in
the park—this is a best-case scenario.
4. The streetscape experience on Rio Salado is not pedestrian friendly. The small trees make it seem hotter
and don’t produce enough shade.
The walking tour then moved south to view the proposed development sites at the corner of Mill Avenue and Rio
Salado. Many of the participants took the opportunity to go out on one of the balconies of the building to get an
unobstructed bird’s eye view of Mill Avenue looking south. The comments heard were as follows:
1. Mill Avenue from University to 3rd really has a good pedestrian feel to it.
2. Once you reach the light rail transit station heading north, the feel becomes less pedestrian friendly.
The hotel parking lot, the vacant lot at the mill, the uneven grade of the sidewalk and street edge, and
the level of detail and activation offered by the ground floor retail spaces in the office building should
be addressed.
3. The group was asked to consider the vacant and underutilized parcels in this area that could house
potential users of Tempe Beach Park; if the lots were developed, more people would live and work
within a five-minute walk of the park.
The “aerial walking tour” succeeded in that, by the time it ended, most workshop participants were having informal
discussions about the challenges and opportunities they saw.
The Wall of Ideas
To take advantage of and organize the ongoing discussions, the consultant team organized the group in a semicircle of chairs facing a variety of plans and sketches drawn by Katalyst, which we called the “wall of ideas.” The
ideas ranged from long-term, macro-level views of downtown Tempe—we showed a plan of downtown anchored
by a reimagined Tempe Beach Park on the north and a new cultural center organized around ASU Gammage,
shown in the Urban Design and Placemaking Recommendations section and Appendix D—to much more microlevel interventions, such as a redesigned right-of-way for Fifth Street that would place more emphasis on cycling,
and others could be implemented in the near term, like creating a network of small public spaces from Tempe
Beach Park to University Avenue.
Each of the larger concepts, as well as the plans for individual spaces, were discussed, illustrated by the sketches and
diagrams. Participants first focused on how easy or difficult it is for pedestrians and bicyclists (and those traveling
by public transit plus one of those two modes)
to access each of the spaces that the Downtown
Tempe Authority would like to activate:
1. The group reviewed and discussed the
five-minute and ten-minute walking
radii from key public spaces. They
saw how difficult it is to draw people
to the north side of Tempe Town
Lake and to ASU Gammage on the
south from the existing downtown
office and residential core (as well
as the ASU campus). The group
concluded that the development of
the blocks along Farmer Avenue to the
west of the downtown core is critical
to the success of downtown’s public
spaces.

Katalyst going through the wall of ideas with participants.

2. The group discussed the locations of the parks and public spaces related to each other and zeroed in
on the variety of small spaces in the downtown core as being the easiest to get to and between.
3. The group discussed the potential of dedicated bicycle lanes and how bicycles would or should be
accommodated within the street right of way. Most were receptive to the idea of separated lanes.
4. The group discussed the route for the proposed streetcar and its stops, and who the streetcar would be
serving. The group concluded that the streetcar was one potential solution to connect the new State
Farm complex to the downtown core, noting that the complex is too far from downtown to walk. The
group also concluded that the streetcar would be good for connecting locations within downtown, but
that the biggest beneficiaries might be lots that have not yet been developed.
5. The group discussed the cross-sections of the streets that would have the streetcar, and whether the
streetcar would be most successful if placed in a dedicated lane. Shelley Seyler from the City of Tempe
said that the streetcar is proposed to be in a dedicated lane for a majority of its route.
Recognizing that more development was coming to Tempe, participants discussed where those developments could
go, and how Tempe can use its biggest competitive advantage—its urbanism—to attract more than its “fair share”
of development in the next real estate cycle.
1. The group discussed strategically developing areas of Tempe Beach Park and the Tempe Arts Park.
Scale comparisons of Tempe Beach Park to other parks in the United States (combined with the earlier
aerial view of the park) showed the group that Tempe Beach Park and Arts Park are larger than most
if not all of the successful downtown parks in the United States, and too large for Tempe to activate
successfully today. Some were interested in the idea and thought it was worth exploring further. One
person was concerned with losing the green space near the Tempe Center for the Arts and wanted to
see it remain.
2. Next, the group turned its attention to the potential to develop the Farmer Avenue corridor. The
group discussed diversifying the housing and office products to reach a broader population, leveraging
the success of the new developments along Farmer to appeal to young professionals and others who
already go to Culinary Dropout. The group felt that the parking lots to the south offer the opportunity
to create that neighborhood. A new street section and landscape treatment for Farmer Avenue were
also discussed, along with the idea of extending Farmer to Rio Salado either as a road or as a pedestrian
way.
3. The third piece of the development discussion focused on a new cultural square centered around the
historic and iconic ASU Gammage. The group discussed realigning Apache Boulevard as a grid street
and reconnecting it to Mill Avenue. The remaining arced road (the old Mill-Apache connection) might
become a pedestrian promenade linking the future ASU developments along Mill to a redesigned
street section and pedestrian streetscape along Mill and Apache. The parking lots could be redeveloped
into new cultural venues, as well as artful and architecturally significant residential and/or commercial
development (and parking garages). The group discussed how a new cultural anchor could enhance the
views to the ASU Gammage building.
The session concluded with an open discussion that quickly turned to the festivals that are being held in Tempe
Beach Park today. Some brought up the idea of using the Sun Devil Stadium as a venue for the larger events to
take some of the pressure off of Tempe Beach Park. Others wanted the larger festivals to be removed from Tempe
Beach Park altogether, allowing the public to regain access to the park on weekends. They alleged it had become an
events venue and not a neighborhood and regional park space, and called it “a place you go through, not a place you
go to.”

PUBLIC SPACE PROGRAMMING WORKSHOP
The third placemaking workshop focused on activation ideas and strategies for downtown Tempe’s public spaces.
The goal of the session was to get feedback on a variety of programming concepts for the small public spaces in
downtown Tempe, and also to get participants to think of Tempe Beach Park as more than just a venue for large
events. A secondary goal was to get participants to understand that downtown Tempe has an imbalance between
the amount of public space it has and its density—that downtown’s existing public space could support ten times
the number of people currently living and working there.
The workshop was organized into three components:
1. Introductory presentation
2. Small public spaces programming exercise
3. Tempe Beach Park exercise
Introductory Presentation
The workshop began with a presentation focused on the mismatch between downtown Tempe’s relatively low
density and its large amount of public space. BRV analyzed how difficult it would be to activate all of downtown
Tempe’s public spaces, including Tempe Beach Park and Tempe Art Park (but not the north side of Tempe Town
Lake) and presented our findings at the workshop.
After concluding it would be impossible with Tempe’s current and planned future population to activate all of these
spaces, BRV narrowed its focus to just the spaces between Third Street and University Avenue and concluded that
if all of the projects at various stages of the development pipeline are built, then activating them would be possible.
However, in the short term, it makes sense to strategically activate a subset of those small downtown public spaces.
BRV has identified ten, which total about four acres between them, for programming that could be implemented in
2016.
The discussion then turned to strategies to activate these ten spaces. BRV presented some of the basic principles
and techniques of placemaking.
Small Public Spaces
Following the presentation, BRV asked participants for feedback on public space programming concepts for each
of the ten “strategic spaces” (two concepts were shown for each space). However, instead of asking participants
for direct feedback on the concepts or their programmatic components, BRV asked for guidance on what time of
day programs should be scheduled.
Tempe’s climate is unusual in that while its public spaces can be activated year-round, they can only be activated
during parts of each day, most of the year. The combination of extreme seasonality and a very large difference
between daily high and low temperatures means that there are only about three months during the year (roughly
coinciding with spring and fall) where spaces can be programmed all day. The rest of the year, they can only be
programmed during the early morning or at night (summer) or during the middle of the day (winter). Figure 3.3.1,
on the following page, illustrates this point, and was used to guide workshop participants through the first exercise.
We have drawn two important conclusions from the exercise. First, the exercise showed us what time of day people
currently associate with using each public space. While the exercise asked participants to tell us what types of
programming would work better during the day or at night, they ended up answering the question of what spaces
are active during the day versus the night. We know this because similar or identical programs got wildly different
responses depending on which space they were proposed for. This implies that participants clearly identify some
spaces as being busy during the day, and other spaces as busy at night.

Space Activation: Weather

Figure 3.3.1- Tempe daily high and low temperatures only allow all-day programming for a few months each year (shown in green).
Most of the year, programming will be limited to mid-day (yellow) or morning and evening (purple).
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Figure 3.3.2, on the following page, shows which spaces were seen as spaces to activate during the day, and which
were seen as better spaces for nighttime use. This closely aligns with how they are used today, with the exception of
the W6 Plaza, which is not really used at all.
We responded to this information by recalibrating and further developing our programming concepts for each
space. (See details in the Urban Design and Placemaking Recommendations section.) In general, we recommend a
strategy of activating each space at the times where it will be easiest to draw people—so, using the feedback from
this workshop to concentrate activities during the day or night, as appropriate—and then building up programming
during the “shoulder” periods as time goes on. In addition, there are probably opportunities to activate certain
spaces at certain times that workshop participants may not realize or be accustomed to.
The second important conclusion is that participants were interested in activating some spaces much more
than others. We would divide the spaces into three tiers, each with a different level of interest from workshop
participants. This is shown in Figure 3.3.3, on page 32.
The first tier is made of the two spaces that received by far the most interest: the plaza in front of the AMC movie
theater and the Hayden Station. These are the closest public spaces to a true urban park or plaza in downtown
Tempe—the remainder of the spaces function more as corridors, or are too small to become dynamic places that
serve a variety and large number of visitors. Our initial recommendation is to heavily program these two spaces
with amenities and scheduled programming.
The second tier of spaces consists of the more heavily-used and centrally-located spaces: Centerpoint, Brickyard,
and the W6 plaza. We recommend programming these spaces with amenities and opportunistic, smaller-scale, prescheduled programming.

Figure 3.3.2- Small public spaces by time of day.
*This image shows the nine public spaces that were considered at the time of this workshop. Rabbit park was later eliminated and
Chase Alley and Gateway Plaza were added.

The third tier of spaces includes the Hayden Station benches area, the alley between Mill Avenue, Mission Palms
and 5th Street, and the alley between 5th and 6th Streets. These spaces are the least-used now, and might be the
hardest to activate. Despite that, we think that a combination of amenities, passive programming, and recurring
“destination” programs (like a variety of markets in the Mission Palms alley or a “gallery” opening in the alley
between 5th and 6th) would slowly turn the tide in these spaces, generate more interest, and populate these spaces.
In addition, we think you should start talking with NCounter now about how they could spill out into the Hayden
Station benches area—a reading room would be a natural fit with their existing breakfast and coffee business, and is
the main programming component we recommend.
Tempe Beach Park
Despite being presented with a bird’s eye view of the park and shown how empty it is, and being shown a
quantitative analysis that demonstrates large Tempe Beach Park is compared to the downtown population,
workshop participants struggled to understand just how big it is and how difficult it will be to activate it. We asked
participants to create a programming scheme for the park, and while most of the results were logical, they were also
totally unrealistic.

Figure 3.3.3- Small public spaces by level of interest.
*This image shows the nine public spaces that were considered at the time of this workshop. Rabbit park was later eliminated and
Chase Alley and Gateway Plaza were added.

There was a disconnect between what workshop participants envisioned as their “ideal” Tempe Beach Park - almost
universally described as an active, urban park that offered a variety of amenities and activities for people from all
over the area - and an attachment for many to its existing use as a space for large events. While large events are
not incompatible with Tempe Beach Park transforming into a destination that is more populated on a daily basis,
there are too many right now, and they are managed in such a way that they are incompatible with how participants
want to use the park. (It may be difficult for the City, as a public entity, and with its current policies, to solve these
problems, but that is another discussion.) Further, the park is currently designed to handle large concert crowds,
which makes the park seem even larger and even emptier than it is, compounding the challenges with activating it
on a daily basis.
The feedback we received was clear: everyone would like to see a more active Tempe Beach Park that plays a larger
role in the daily lives of Tempeans. But we also heard that there are too many barriers to achieving that goal, and
participants weren’t sure how to address them. We’ve identified those problems and started to think of potential
short-term solutions in Figure 3.3.4, on the following page. We think it is unlikely that these problems can be
addressed by the City of Tempe under the current management and governance of Tempe Beach Park:
1. The events permitting process is too closely tied to local politics, and it is understandably difficult for the
City to make basic changes to help the park, such as eliminating the policy of “grandfathering” events.

Figure 3.3.4- A variety of physical, operatial, programatic, and policy challenges combine to make Tempe Beach Park extremely difficult to
activate on a regular basis.

2. It’s probably impossible for the City to charge producers according to their ability to pay, which would
allow the number of events to shrink while growing revenues.
3. Public procurement processes complicate bringing in concessionaires.
4. It is difficult to justify spending money in a downtown park when that money could be used in a
neighborhood park and more directly impact the daily lives of Tempeans.
5. There is little appetite to make capital investments in Tempe Beach Park.
All of this points to private management as a tool that could be incredibly effective in improving Tempe Beach
Park. A new or existing nonprofit organization could enter into an agreement with the City of Tempe to take on all
operating responsibilities at Tempe Beach Park in exchange for the right to develop revenue in the park—and that
revenue could be restricted so it can only be spent to maintain or improve the park. This organization could then
lead a phased and financially sustainable redevelopment of Tempe Beach Park.

Workshop Agendas
Cultural Venues and Events Workshop Agenda
October 21, 2015- 9 AM
1. Introduction and agenda. BRV gave an overview of the Tempe Strategic Plan team, the project, and the
agenda of the workshop.
2. Tempe event inventory exercise. BRV asked participants to prioritize the types and sizes of events they
would like to see in downtown Tempe.
3. Tempe venue inventory exercise. BRV presented our analysis of Tempe’s event venues and led the participants in a discussion of these venues, focusing on their strengths and weaknesses.
4. Matching events and venues exercise. Facilitators led participants in a discussion on what events are most
appropriate for specific venues.
Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transportation Connectivity Workshop Agenda
October 21, 2015- 12 PM
1. Introduction and agenda. Katalyst explained our connectivity analysis and the opportunities and constraints.
2. Aerial walking tour. Katalyst took advantage of the views from the workshop venue and used the bird’s
eye views to get participants to think not just about the individual spaces and buildings they saw, but how
they could get back and forth by foot, on a bicycle, or by transit.
3. The wall of ideas. Katalyst discussed a variety of their plans and sketches. The ideas ranged from longterm, macro-level views of downtown Tempe to much more micro-level interventions.
Public Space Workshop Agenda
October 21, 2015- 3:30 PM
1. Introductory presentation. BRV explained the mismatch between downtown Tempe’s relatively low density and its large amount of public space.
2. Small public spaces programming exercise. BRV asked for feedback on public space programming concepts for each of the nine “strategic spaces.”
3. Tempe Beach Park exercise. BRV asked participants to create a programming scheme for the park.
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