
  
 
 
 
 
 

CITY OF TEMPE Meeting Date:  05/11/2022 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION Agenda Item: 6   
 

 
 
ACTION:  Request for recommendation of approval of a General Plan Land Use Map Amendment from 
Public Open Space to Mixed‐Use and a Density Map Amendment from No Density to High Density‐
Urban Core (more than 65 du/ac); a Zoning Map Amendment; a Planned Area Development Overlay 
to establish development standards; and a Development Plan Review for a new 14‐story office 
building with ground floor commercial for 250 Rio, related to the proposed landscape improvements 
to the Ash Avenue Bridge abutment approach/roadbed and adjoining west side embankment, located 
at 250 West Rio Salado Parkway. The applicant is Gammage & Burnham P.L.C. 
(PL210130/HPO220003). The presenters are Manjula Vaz, Mike Duffy, and Mark Vinson. This item was 
previously considered at the April 2022 HPC meeting. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approve recommendation of approval, with conditions    
 
   

 

Property Owner:  City of Tempe 
Applicant:  Gammage & Burnham 
Tempe Hist. Prop. Reg. Status: 
National Register Status: 

Designated 
Listed (Tempe Beach Stadium) 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:    Ash Avenue Approach and Bridge Abutment File (includes excerpt from June 2021 
meeting minutes that discusses the applicant’s original informational presentation to the HPC) 
 
STAFF CONTACT(S):  Zachary J. Lechner, Planner, Interim Historic Preservation Officer, 480‐350‐8870 
 
Department Director:  Shelly Seyler, Interim Community Development Director 
Legal review by:  N/A 
Prepared by:  Zachary J. Lechner, Historic Preservation Officer 
 
 

   



 
PL210130/HPO220003 – Recommendation of Approval of 250 Rio-Related Action Items Page 2 
 

STAFF NOTE: 
 
At its April 2022 meeting, the Historic Preservation Commission voted on a motion to recommend 
approval of this action item. While the City of Tempe HPO recorded the motion as passed, a later 
review by the Assistant City Attorney determined that the motion failed, stating that according to City 
Ordinance governing the Historic Preservation Commission (specifically, TCC 14A‐3[f]), “the concurring 
vote of five (5) members shall be necessary for any action of the commission on any matter.” The 
April vote on these action items did not pass the five‐vote threshold, necessitating, per the applicant’s 
request, these items to be placed back on the agenda for the May 2022 HPC meeting. 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
The property (Ash Avenue Bridge approach and abutment and western embankment) is located at 80 
and 250 W Rio Salado Pkwy. The roadway that comprises the bridge approach, as well as the 
abutment, is listed in the Tempe Historic Property Register as part of Tempe Beach Park Stadium. The 
Stadium was listed in National Register of Historic Places in 1985. The Ash Avenue Bridge was 
demolished in 1990, though the southern abutment was left standing. Staff evaluation of the request 
for recommendation of approval of the various items under consideration utilized information on the 
Tempe Directory of Historic Buildings website, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties, and VinsonStudio PLLC’s Assessment of the Historic Roadbed and 
Bridge Abutment for the City of Tempe, Arizona (2018) as guidance when analyzing the submittal.  
 
HISTORICAL OVERVIEW: 
 
The roadbed that serves as the approach to the Ash Avenue Bridge abutment is a historic section that 
is no longer a part of Ash Avenue. It serves as link to an earlier era of the city’s transportation history. 
So too does the Ash Avenue Bridge abutment, the one remaining vestige of that historic bridge, which 
was demolished in 1990. The concrete roadbed has been closed to vehicular traffic since the 
construction of the Mill Avenue Bridge in 1933. Pedestrian and bicycle access has been closed off 
since the demolition of the Ash Avenue Bridge. 
 
Ash Avenue Bridge/Abutment History 
 
From VinsonStudio PLLC’s Assessment of the Historic Roadbed and Bridge Abutment for the City of 
Tempe, Arizona (p. 12, 24‐25): 
 
The Ash Avenue Bridge (also known as the Tempe Bridge, Old Tempe Bridge, and Salt River Bridge) was 
“unquestionably Arizona’s most historically important bridge” due to many factors. Built over the most 
heavily traveled river crossing in Arizona and a significant example of the use of prison labor in public 
projects, it was also a “remarkable example of early twentieth century bridge technology.” The bridge 
and its approaches were an important link on the main north‐south highway in Arizona, as well as on 
the national roadbeds known as the Bankhead Highway and the Ocean‐to‐Ocean Highway. The 
approach is all that remains of one of the earliest concrete roadbeds in Arizona that was also one of 
the first of Arizona’s federal aid highway projects undertaken after the passage of the Federal Aid 
Road Act of 1916. . . . 
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The Ash Avenue Bridge and related roadbed was a significant connector in transportation in the early 
20th century, playing a pivotal role in state and national roadbeds. It was part of the north‐south state 
highway, a key part of the Bankhead Highway, Dixie Overland Highway, and Ocean‐to‐Ocean 
Highway, among other national roads. As a key component of such heavily‐used highways, the bridge 
and road were part of the earliest construction of concrete roadbeds in Arizona circa 1918‐1919. The 
paving of the stretch of road connecting to the bridge, and including the approaches, was Federal Aid 
Project No. 2 in Arizona under the 1916 Federal Road Act. The bridge and the road have received 
attention in multiple national publications. The bridge itself was also an excellent example of early 
concrete bridge construction/technology and the use of prison labor in public projects. On September 
21, 2018, the Arizona Transportation Board voted to approve the designation of the Historic Arizona 
US Route 80. Historically, US 80 included the Ash Avenue Bridge until the time of the completion of the 
Mill Avenue Bridge in 1931. 
 
The remaining portion of the approach and roadbed still embodies its original profile, concrete paving, 
and relationship to the remaining portion of the bridge. . . . Even with the addition of the stadium 
bleachers in 1936, the roadbed on the approach maintains its integrity of right‐of‐way, west 
embankment, and original longitudinal and cross slopes. The significance of this section of road and 
bridge abutment is linked to the earliest days of the state of Arizona in terms of transportation, bridge 
engineering, and roadbuilding. Looking forward, the continued use of the ball field for Little League 
and Community Recreational League play (126 days in 2017), plans for a streetcar stop and traffic 
circle at the intersection of Rio Salado Parkway and Ash Avenue, and proposed redevelopment of the 
parcel adjoining the west right‐of‐way line, ensure that now and in the future, the roadbed will occupy 
an important place in the experience of many. Since the Tempe Town Lake area is the second most 
visited location in the state, visitors and residents alike can experience this significant connection to 
the earliest days of statehood. 
 
From Tempe Directory of Historic Buildings website entry “Tempe Beach Park Stadium + Ash Avenue 
Bridge Abutment”: 
 
The Tempe State Bridge, better known as the Ash Avenue Bridge, was the first major highway bridge 
crossing the Salt River. When construction began in 1911, labor was provided by prisoners from the 
Arizona Territorial Prison in Florence. The bridge was completed in 1913. It provided the first 
dependable crossing between Phoenix and Tempe and Mesa for wagons and automobiles. 
Unfortunately, the bridge was obsolete by the time it opened. It had been designed more for wagons 
than for automobiles, and it was too narrow to carry two lanes of traffic. In 1916, a flood weakened 
one of the supporting arches and seriously damaged the bridge. After the Arizona Highway 
Department built a new bridge [Mill Avenue Bridge] in 1931, the Ash Avenue Bridge was no longer 
used. 
 
The Tempe Concrete Arch Highway Bridge was an 11‐span reinforced concrete open spandrel rib arch 
bridge that crossed the Salt River at Tempe. The design for the Tempe bridge employed ten piers 
anchored to the bedrock below the streambed. Every third pier was constructed on a solid bottom 
concrete abutment type. The intermediate piers were anchored on two concrete filled steel cylinders 
six feet in diameter driven into the bedrock. There were ten 125‐foot long open spandrel rib arches and 
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each consisted of two three‐hinged segmented arch ribs placed 13 ft. on center. The reinforced 
concrete deck was carried by 12‐inch by 12‐inch concrete spandrel columns placed 11 feet on center 
and connected at the top by semicircular spandrel arches. On the exterior side of the spandrel columns 
were semi‐spandrel arch brackets cantilevered out from the columns to carry the curb and desk 
balustrades. It was designed to carry a 15‐ton tractor engine and a live load of 100 pounds per square 
foot. 
 
The Tempe Concrete Arch Highway Bridge, built 1911‐1913, was the oldest surviving multiple arch 
concrete bridge in Arizona. It was also significant as one of the first major bridges built by the Territory 
of Arizona and as the first large highway bridge across the Salt River. As the first automobile bridge 
between Phoenix and Tempe, this structure provided a vital link between Phoenix and communities to 
the south. It was also significant in the development of Tempe during its two decades of service as a 
major highway route across the river. 
 
In 1909, the State of Arizona began to develop a north‐south highway system and the need for a 
bridge at the Salt River became apparent. That year, the Territorial Legislature appropriated funds for 
the construction of a highway bridge at Tempe. Preliminary work began in the spring of 1911 on an 
alignment approximately 500 feet east of the 1905 Arizona Eastern Railroad Bridge. When 
construction began in 1911, labor was provided by prisoners from the Arizona Territorial Prison at 
Florence. Although convict labor had been used on earlier projects, this bridge is one of the last 
remaining examples of construction accomplished under that system. Although Roosevelt Dam was 
completed in 1911, flooding of the Salt River was still a fairly common experience, and periodic repairs 
[1916, 1920,and 1925] were necessary to maintain safe conditions on the bridge. By the late 1920s, 
automobiles became wider, heavier, and more numerous, stressing the structure beyond its design 
limits. In 1928 the Arizona Highway Department recommended the construction of a new river 
crossing and in 1931, when the new structure [HPS‐226, Mill Avenue Bridge] was complete, the 1911 
bridge was closed to all but pedestrian traffic. 
 
The Ash Avenue Bridge was demolished in 1991 [sic] because it would have cost too much to repair the 
structural damage that it had suffered. Only a segment of the bridge at the south abutment was 
saved. The current listing on the National Register should be amended to redefine it as a standing ruin. 
   
PROJECT ANALYSIS: 
 
The applicant seeks to rehabilitate the historic Ash Avenue roadbed approach and bridge abutment as 
part of its larger 250 Rio redevelopment project, which, per City code, will require that the applicant 
obtain City approval of a General Plan Land Use Map Amendment from Public Open Space to Mixed‐
Use and a Density Map Amendment from No Density to High Density‐Urban Core (more than 65 
du/ac); a Zoning Map amendment; a Planned Area Development Overlay to establish development 
standards; and a Development Plan Review for a new 14‐story office building with ground floor 
commercial for 250 Rio, located at 250 West Rio Salado Parkway.  
 
According to the project website, 250 Rio is envisioned as “a high‐quality commercial development 
within a mixed‐use area that will increase the commercial/creative office and restaurant/retail mix 
within the Downtown Tempe District, preserve and rehabilitate the historic Ash Avenue roadbed 
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along the Site’s eastern perimeter, enhance pedestrian connections to Tempe Beach Park, and 
enhance the pedestrian realm along Rio Salado Parkway. The Applicant anticipates strong and 
sustainable demand for Class A commercial office space” on the site of the old Arizona Pennysaver 
building.  
 
The proposed rehabilitation of the historic Ash Avenue roadbed approach would cover the roadbed 
with a new concrete topper, while leaving reveals of the roadbed, which is in generally poor condition. 
The historic curb is to remain (and repaired if necessary) and historic planters rehabilitated alongside 
the roadbed. 
 
Guidelines from the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(Standards for Rehabilitation) relevant to this proposal include: 
 
1. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic 
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. 
 
2. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 
characterize a property shall be preserved. 
 
3. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials 
that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be 
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of 
the property and its environment. 
 
4. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that 
if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment 
would be unimpaired. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Based upon the information provided and the above analysis, staff recommends approval of Planning 
Case No. PL210130 subject to the following conditions pertaining to the landscape plan for the Ash 
Avenue Bridge abutment approach/roadbed and adjoining west side embankment, including those 
including those identified by Commissioners at the April 2022 HPC meeting: 
 
CONDITIONS OF HPC RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL: 
 
1. The applicant shall revisit the design to the Ash Avenue roadbed cut‐outs to ensure safety and 
proper drainage and provide the revised landscape plan to the Historic Preservation Commission for 
review and comment. 
 
2. The applicant shall continue to make the VinsonStudio PLLC’s Assessment of the Historic Roadbed 
and Bridge Abutment for the City of Tempe, Arizona (2018) integral to their plan for restoring the Ash 
Avenue Bridge abutment approach. 
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3. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, Developer shall provide City with an archaeological 
survey of the Property conducted by a qualified person or firm, to ascertain the presence, and to 
review and assess the impact, of archaeological artifacts or ancestral remains that may exist upon or 
otherwise impact or affect the Property. If such artifacts or remains are required by applicable law to 
be removed, relocated, preserved or otherwise remediated to permit development of the Property, 
then developer shall diligently undertake to satisfy all such legal obligations, at no cost or expense to 
the City. 
 
4. Any minor changes to the landscape plan dated April 12, 2022, as submitted, shall be reviewed by 
the Historic Preservation Officer for compliance with the Certificate of Appropriateness (HPO220003) 
and issuance of a Certificate of No Effect. 
 
SAMPLE MOTION: 
 
“I move to recommend approval of a General Plan Land Use Map Amendment from Public Open 
Space to Mixed‐Use and a Density Map Amendment from No Density to High Density‐Urban Core 
(more than 65 du/ac); a Zoning Map amendment; a Planned Area Development Overlay to establish 
development standards; and a Development Plan Review for a new 14‐story office building with 
ground floor commercial for 250 Rio, related to the proposed landscape improvements to the Ash 
Avenue Bridge abutment approach/roadbed and adjoining west side embankment, located at 250 
West Rio Salado Parkway.” 
 
(Commissioners can also amend the conditions of approval when making a motion.) 



Excerpt from June 9, 2022, Historic Preservation Commission Meeting Minutes Pertaining to 
Potential Ash Avenue Bridge Abutment Approach Rehabilitation 

Presentation by Staff, John Southard, Historic Preservation Officer  
 
Mr. Southard informed the Commissioners that the Ash Avenue Bridge approach and abutment 
is listed in the Tempe Historic Property Register. As part of the Tempe Beach Park Stadium and 
rock wall listing. The designated area was shown to the Commissioners. The Ash Avenue Bridge 
was completed in 1913 and was only in use for a short period of time. The completion of Mill 
Avenue Bridge illuminated the need for the Ash Avenue Bridge. The Ash Avenue Bridge sat in 
disrepair for many years till 1991. In 1991 a mass majority of the bridge was demolished. What 
remains was the approach from North Rio Salado Parkway. The embankments on the East side 
includes the bleachers for the baseball field. And the abutment which is on the Northern end. 
The parcels to the West is the Penny savers building. There is a development that is 
contemplating redevelopment of the property and the area to the North as well. As part of that 
there is rehabilitation to the Ash Avenue approach.  
 
Presentation from Applicant: Manjula Vaz & Mike Duffy  
 
Ms. Vaz informed the commissioners that they have a very brief presentation. This is an 
introduction to the high-level concept. As they develop the concept, they will be back to seek 
the Commissioners input over the next 6 months or so. They are looking at the penny saver 
building and the area that is designated as historical property.  
 
Mr. Duffy informed the commissioners that the site is full of historical resources. The Ash 
Avenue Bridge abutment was developed into a monument. The project sits immediately to the 
West when looking at the site for the project the development team was aware of the things 
that are unique to the area. The Development team guiding conceptual principles is to 
celebrate historic Ash Avenue bridge, activate historic Ash Avenue, manage views to park lake 
& mountains, connect to the Beach Park and Downtown Tempe, as well as create shade. The 
development team is aware of the work that Mark Vincent [Vinson] did to provide an 
assessment of the resource. The design plan shows some cut a way to highlighting some of the 
existing roadway elements. Provided drawings showing the update version of the roadway 
elements to make the area code compliant for pedestrian access. There is preservation of the 
curbs and other features that are in good shape and can be preserved. The goal is to maintain 
the burn and add a new topping and stabilization of the roadway as well as providing 
landscape. Provided the commissioners with an enlarged site plan of the area that shows the 
ideas in 3D view.  
 
Mr. [Alex] Smith [Deputy Community Development Director—Special Projects] informed the 
commissioners that there is a dash line that will be the new property line and the western most 
column line. There is an 18-foot strip that City of Tempe is exchanging with the developer for 
the parking lot property that is currently there. Ms. Vaz is going to take title of the property 
knowing that the property is listed as historic. There are two main reasons that the project has 



been brought to the commissioners which is the treatment of the approach and the interaction 
with the slope that is associated with the approach.  
 
Mr. Duffy also informed the Commissioners that there is an element of the building that hangs 
out over the burn.  
 
Mr. Smith stated that the City has been working on this for a while and that there was a 
previous plan that was circulated within the City that was related to the Veterans Memorial. 
The plan showed a bunch of trees in the approach which could be problematic. So, the 
overhang of the building is to provide some shade outside of planting trees.  
 
Commission Discussion  
 
Chair [Chuck] Buss asked if the roadway in the drawing is off to the right and with the walkway 
will one be able to distinguish the older road.  
 
Mr. Duffy explained that the roadway is off to the right on the drawing and that there is new 
paving. They will have to be paved over to be rehabilitated for use. The elements of the historic 
road are in the cut out to reveal elements. That state that the road it is in is not readily available 
in place.  
 
Vice Chair [Martin] Ball stated that the critical thing in order to the roadbed is the section that 
is being maintained. While he does understand the Chair Buss concern about the loss of the 
historical elements that is something that could be explored more in the paving pattern and the 
exact amount of the original surface. The challenge will be maintaining the character and the 
publicness of the original historic element with the private structure. The shading of the area 
does not bring in cause for concern. In developing the design concept further there should be 
some type of distinction between the public and private areas. What are the purposed uses 
adjacent to the walkway?  
 
Mr. Duffy answered that one of the things central to the concept is the ideal that Ash Avenue is 
the Front door rather than Rio Salado. Being so close to the resources that will be addressed as 
the main focal point. There is a double height lobby that goes along with the site as Ash Avenue 
ramps up. The ground floor lobby is at a lower level and then the second-floor double height 
lobby enters at the North end of Ash Avenue. 
 



Vice Chair Ball stated that there is a great opportunity to have an urban approach on the 
roundabout. Should consider exploring what potential there is to create a shaded urban 
character frontage along the roundabout side of the structure.  
 
Chair Buss asked if the western embankment is disappearing.  
 
Mr. Duffy stated that it is a little difficult to read from the elevation that is shown to the 
commissioners because the burring is falling away from the landing. He showed the 
commissioners several elevations to help explain the drop off.  
 
Commissioner Montero stated that she would like to see some photographs of the area and 
how it will tie into the plans next time they present to the Commission.  
 
Mr. Smith asked for Mr. Duffy to talk about the ADA ramps that will be installed on the 
property as well.  
 
Mr. Duffy stated that one of the things that will be seen at the North end is the reconfiguration 
of the existing switchback ADA ramp to bring access from the parking lot to the top of the 
abutment. The reason is to improve the area and provide better access to Ash Avenue also 
working with some site constraints with maintaining everything that is on the property to date.  
 
Commissioner Garraty stated that the roadway and the abutment are an Historic Preservation 
Commission concern but there are archaeological concerns as well. On the western edge there 
was some Hohokam prehistoric settlement. That area goes East from 100 Mill and could also be  
in this area.  
 
Ms. Vaz stated that she does have that on her raider [radar] and figuring out what to do.  
 

Mr. Smith stated that the art of the process will be how the approach and the embankment 
interact with the building and still drive the pedestrian access from Rio Salado into Tempe 
Beach Park. One of the benefits from this deal is that the rehabilitation of the roadbed is going 
to be used from ingress and egress to and from Tempe Beach Park by the Public. 
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fig. (1) 
Google view of site showing Ash Ave roadbed and 

bridge abutment at Tempe Beach Park, 
ballpark and bleachers. ca. 2018
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ABSTRACT	

Purpose	of	the	Inves/ga/on	

Assessment	–	Historic	Ash	Avenue	Roadbed	and	Bridge	Abutment	(Tempe	Project	No.	
6700117).	

The	project	site,	located	in	Tempe	Beach	Park	immediately	north	of	Rio	Salado	Parkway	
within	the	original	Ash	Avenue	alignment,	is	listed	on	the	Tempe	Historic	Property	Register,	
as	is	the	adjoining	Tempe	Beach	Stadium	(also	National	Register-listed:	1/7/85)	and	bridge	
abutment,	Uig.	(1).	Although	the	abutment	and	stadium	bleachers	have	been	previously	
rehabilitated	by	the	City	of	Tempe	and	private	public	partners,	the	fenced-off	concrete	
roadbed/approach	has	numerous	deferred	maintenance	needs	and	is	currently	
inaccessible,	as	well	as	an	attractive	nuisance.		

Abandoned	as	a	highway	roadbed	in	the	early	1930s,	the	existing	south	approach,	together	
with	the	adjacent	remaining	abutment	of	the	historic	1911-1913	Tempe	Concrete	Arch	
Highway	(Ash	Avenue)	Bridge,	is	a	rare	and	surviving	example	of	early	roadbed	design	and	
construction	and	a	historically	signiUicant	feature	that	retains	integrity	of	look,	feel,	and	
design.	

In	addition	to	historic	research,	an	assessment	of	the	existing	conditions,	including	
architectural,	civil	and	geotechnical	engineering	investigations,	contributes	to	a	report	of	
Uindings	and	description	of	potential	rehabilitation	measures	consistent	with	the	Secretary	
of	the	Interior's	Standards	and	the	Americans	with	Disabilities	Act	Accessibility	Guidelines.	
Archaeological	impacts	and	area	of	potential	effect	have	been	considered,	although	minimal	
impact	was	encountered	in	the	preparation	of	this	report.	Recommended	rehabilitation	
strategies	(stabilizing	the	existing	base	and	embankment	and	recovering	the	existing	
concrete	roadbed)	are	additive	in	nature,	with	little	to	no	sub-surface	disturbance.	In	
addition,	pit	testing	and	visual	examination	of	geotechnical	borings	yielded	no	evidence	of	
archaeological	signiUicance.		

In	formulating	rehabilitation	options,	relationships	to	Rio	Salado	Parkway	to	the	south,	
Tempe	Beach	Stadium	to	the	east,	the	rehabilitated	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	Abutment	to	the	
north	and	proposed	redevelopment	to	the	west	(“Pennysaver”	site)	have	been	considered.	
The	potential	for	incorporation	of	or	relationship	to	a	Veterans’	Memorial	was	also	studied.	
A	cost	estimate	for	rehabilitation	is	included.	

The	project	was	administered	by	City	of	Tempe	Public	Works,	Engineering	Division,	for	the	
Historic	Preservation	OfUice	in	Community	Development.	ReUlecting	a	project	period	of	12	
weeks,	this	report	includes	sketches,	engineered	drawings,	notes	and	other	graphics	
conveying	Uindings	and	concepts	submitted	electronically	as	a	printable	document.	
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PROJECT	DESCRIPTION/PROPERTY	AND	BUILDING	LOCATION	MAPS		

Project	Loca/on	

The	Ash	Avenue	Roadbed	and	Bridge	abutment	as	well	as	the	Tempe	Beach	Stadium	and	
bleachers	constitute	a	designated	Tempe	Historic	Property.	Area	of	designation	is	identiUied	
in	this	report,	Uig.	(2).	The	Ash	Avenue	bridge	was	placed	on	the	National	Register	(in	1985)	
and	removed	after	its	demolition	in	1992.	The	south	abutment	of	the	bridge	was	preserved	
per	a	Memorandum	of	Agreement	with	the	State	Historic	Preservation	OfUice.	The	roadbed	
and	abutment	are	part	of	the	Tempe	Beach	Park	and	within	the	Rio	Salado	Project	area.	Any	
work	affecting	this	site	is	subject	to	review	by	the	Tempe	Parks	and	Recreation	Division	and	
the	Tempe	OfUice	of	Historic	Preservation.	It	is	bounded	on	the	south	by	Rio	Salado	Parkway	
and	on	the	west	(partially)	by	the	Pennysaver	property.	Project	site	is	bordered	on	the	
north	and	east	by	the	Tempe	Beach	Park	and	ball	Uield.	

An	easement	recorded	as	an	ofUicial	record	of	the	Maricopa	County	Recorder	no.	
00-0392328	dated	5/24/2000	and	shown	in	Uig.	(3)	is	important	to	provide	information	for	
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fig. (2) 
Tempe Beach Stadium Ash Avenue Bridge Abutment 

and Approach. Source: Tempe HPO-99.74. 1999. 
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this	study	as	it	provides	ADA	access	to	the	bridge	abutment	and	the	northernmost	part	of	
the	Ash	Avenue	Roadbed.	Cynthia	McCoy,	Asst.	City	Attorney,	said:	

"It	doesn't	give	Tempe	Center	for	Habilitation,	the	right	to	'modify	your	improvements	to	suit	their	
own	needs.'		TCH	may	use	the	Easement	Area	in	a	way	that	is	'not	inconsistent	with'	the	City's	
rights.	If	the	City	has	constructed	improvements	necessary	for	the	City	to	use	the	Easement	Area	
for	access	(vehicular	or	pedestrian),	and	13	surface	automobile	parking	spaces,	then	any	use	by	
TCH	must	be	consistent	with	the	existence	of	those	improvements.	That	said,	improvements	not	
within	the	permitted	uses	(like	a	statue	next	to	the	path)	could	be	at	risk	if	TCH	wanted	to	put	its	
own	art	there;	but,	if	designed	by	an	expert	such	an	element	would	become	part	of	the	path	(like	a	
wayHinding	sign	that	happens	to	be	art).”	See	Uig.	(4).	

Further	negotiations	should	be	taken	up	between	the	City	and	the	property	developer.	The	
full	easement	of	record	is	attached	as	an	appendix	to	this	study.	Further	information	is	
available	on	this	area	from	an	ALTA	survey	provided	by	the	City	of	Tempe	and	completed	by	
AZTEC	Engineering	on	7/12/18	their	project	no.	AZSVY1806.		
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fig. (3) 
Exhibit C-1 of the Easement Agreement (reference only) that shows the location of the 

easement giving access to the ADA ramp and upper roadbed and bridge abutment. 
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fig. (4) 
Site plan of area of study showing the Ash avenue roadbed and bridge abutment, 

ROW and easement. Entellus Engineering, 2018.
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SITE	EVALUATION	ANALYSIS	

Historic	Approach	to	Site	Evalua/on		

Multiple	sources	were	used	in	obtaining	historic	data	to	document	the	development	of	the	
Ash	Avenue	bridge	approach	roadbed.	An	internet	search	identiUied	many	documents	and	
where	they	were	located.	Local	historic	archives/newspapers	have	been	researched.	Refer	
to	bibliography.		

Evalua/on	Approach	

VinsonStudio	has	been	requested	to	do	an	historic	report	of	the	roadbed	condition	for	
preservation	purposes	and	potential	future	uses	by	the	City	and	has	retained	the	following	
consultants	to	provide	an	analysis	of	their	respective	systems	and	services:	

• Structural	and	Roadbed	Foundation	systems:	RAMM	Geotechnical	Engineers.		

• Geotechnical	services:	RAMM	Geotechnical	Engineers	Phoenix,	Arizona.		

• Site	survey:	Entellus	Engineers	Phoenix,	Arizona.	

• Hydrology	Report:	Entellus	Engineers	Phoenix,	Arizona.		

• M.	A.	Schaefer	Construction	Co.	Inc.	Construction	costs	consultant.	

Beginning	on	August	2018,	Entellus	Engineers,	RAMM	and	Ken	Halloran	PE,	representing	
City	of	Tempe,	were	on	the	site	to	begin	site	investigations.	Final	reports	are	attached	to	this	
document.	
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ROADBED	EVALUATION	APPROACH	TO	PRESERVATION	ISSUES	

The	Ash	Avenue	roadbed	is	designated	a	City	of	Tempe	Historic	Property.	The	Historic	
Preservation	ofUice	has	asked	VinsonStudio	to	evaluate	the	Ash	Avenue	roadbed	and	
provide	a	detailed	condition	analysis	and	report,	recommended	repairs	if	appropriate	and	
Adaptive	reuses	and	associated	cost	estimates.	This	analysis	is	approaching	the	evaluation	
similar	to	a	Historic	Building	structures	report	with	comparisons	to	a	section	106	National	
Historic	Preservation	Act	evaluation	to	suggest	what	if	any	“adverse	effect”	the	
modiUications	would	have	on	the	historic	integrity	of	this	piece	of	historic	roadbed,	Uig.	(5).	
A	2004	report	on	a	“History	of	Roadbuilding	in	Arizona”	reported: 		1

“A	historic	road	determined	eligible	for	National	Register	listing	because	of	the	integrity	of	
important	associations,	locations,	setting	and	feeling,	but	which	does	not	retain	original	
materials	or	aspects	of	workmanship.	A	proposed	undertaking	that	would	alter	the	fabric	
of	the	road	(such	as	a	road	resurfacing	project	or	installation	of	a	buried	utility	line	that	

 Good Roads Everywhere: A History of Road Building in Arizona. March 2004, page 4.1
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fig. (5) 
Tempe Ash Avenue Bridge from north bank, ca. 1913, HABS HAER archives collection. 

HAER no. AZ-29-13.
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cuts	through	the	road	surface)	but	not	change	the	road’s	setting	and	feeling,	would	result	
in	no	adverse	effect.	Alternatively,	construction	of	a	nearby	power	line	that	visually	
intrudes	into	on	an	otherwise	unaltered	setting	might	result	in	an	adverse	effect	on	the	
road.”	

The	report	went	on	to	say:	

“A	related	issue	of	particular	relevance	to	the	evaluation	of	linear	structures	such	as	roads	
is	the	fact	that	simply	by	virtue	of	their	length,	many	roads	are	composed	of	segments	of	
varying	integrity.	They	may	have	pristine	sections	that	exemplify	their	historic	
signiHicance,	but	in	other	areas	they	may	have	been	upgraded	and	surrounded	by	modern	
developments.	Thus,	when	evaluating	the	eligibility	of	a	historic	road	and	assessing	
potential	project	effects,	it	is	important	to	identify	and	distinguish	between	those	segments	
that	retain	sufHicient	integrity	to	be	regarded	as	historic	character	deHining	elements	and	
those	that	do	not.	Such	analyses	have	to	consider	speciHic	factors	related	to	individual	
roads.”	

This	report	is	not	looking	to	place	the	Ash	Avenue	roadbed	on	the	National	Register,	it	is	
using	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	recognized	approach	to	development.	The	four	
treatment	approaches	are	Preservation,	Rehabilitation,	Restoration,	and	Reconstruction,	
outlined	below	in	hierarchical	order	and	explained.	

“As	a	reference,	the	Secretary	of	Interior’s	Standards	for	Preservation	are	neither	technical	
nor	prescriptive	but	are	intended	to	promote	responsible	preservation	practices	that	help	
protect	our	nation's	irreplaceable	cultural	resources.	For	example,	they	cannot,	in	and	of	
themselves,	be	used	to	make	essential	decisions	about	which	features	of	the	historic	
property	should	be	saved	and	which	can	be	changed.	But	once	a	treatment	is	selected,	the	
Standards	provide	philosophical	consistency	to	the	work.” 	2

The	Uirst	treatment,	Preservation,	places	a	high	premium	on	the	retention	of	all	historic	
fabric	through	conservation,	maintenance,	and	repair.	It	reUlects	a	building's	(structure’s)	
continuum	over	time,	through	successive	occupancies,	and	the	respectful	changes	and	
alterations	that	are	made.	See	Uig.	(6).	

Rehabilitation,	the	second	treatment,	emphasizes	the	retention	and	repair	of	historic	
materials,	but	more	latitude	is	provided	for	replacement	because	it	is	assumed	the	property	
is	more	deteriorated	prior	to	work.	(Both	Preservation	and	Rehabilitation	standards	focus	
attention	on	the	preservation	of	those	materials,	features,	Uinishes,	spaces,	and	spatial	
relationships	that	together	give	a	property	its	historic	character.)		

 National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. US Dept. of the Interior, 2

National Park Service Cultural Resources, 1997.
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Restoration,	the	third	treatment,	focuses	on	the	retention	of	materials	from	the	most	
signiUicant	time	in	a	property's	history,	while	permitting	the	removal	of	materials	from	
other	periods.		

Reconstruction,	the	fourth	treatment,	establishes	limited	opportunities	to	re-create	a	non-
surviving	site,	landscape,	building,	structure,	or	object	in	all	new	materials.	

If	the	project	cannot	be	redesigned,	provide	a	description	of	the	process	developed	to	
minimize	or	mitigate	the	effect	of	the	undertaking	on	potential	historic	properties.	

• Description	of	the	methods	needed	for	further	evaluation,	if	applicable.	
• Description	of	alternative	methods	for	mitigation;	e.g.,	photographic	record.	
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fig. (6)
1935 aerial photo, looking northwest of Tempe Beach Park and roadbed approach to Ash Avenue 

Bridge. Photo courtesy of the Tempe History Museum. 
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HISTORIC	RESEARCH	AND	BACKGROUND	

Multiple	sources	were	used	in	obtaining	historic	data	to	document	the	development	of	the	
Ash	Avenue	bridge	approach	roadbed	and	its	importance	to	the	development	of	the	
transportation	history	of	the	City	of	Tempe.	Internet	searches	identiUied	many	documents	
and	their		locations.	Local	historic	archives,	such	as	the	Tempe	History	Museum	and	the	
Arizona	Historical	Society	at	Papago	Park,	have	also	been	used.	

Introduc/on	

The	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	(also	known	as	the	Tempe	Bridge,	Old	Tempe	Bridge,	and	Salt	River	
Bridge)	was	“unquestionably	Arizona’s	most	historically	important	bridge”due	to	many	
factors. 	Built	over	the	most	heavily	traveled	river	crossing	in	Arizona	and	a	signiUicant	3

example	of	the	use	of	prison	labor	in	public	projects,	it	was	also	a	“remarkable	example	of	
early	twentieth	century	bridge	technology.” 		The	bridge	and	its	approaches	were	an	4

important	link	on	the	main	north-south	highway	in	Arizona,	as	well	as	on	the	national	
roadbeds	known	as	the	Bankhead	Highway	and	the	Ocean-to-Ocean	Highway.	The	approach	
is	all	that	remains	of	one	of	the	earliest	concrete	roadbeds	in	Arizona	that	was	also	one	of	
the	Uirst	of	Arizona’s	federal	aid	highway	projects	undertaken	after	the	passage	of	the	
Federal	Aid	Road	Act	of	1916.	

The	founding	of	Tempe	is	often	traced	to	1871	when	Charles	Trumbull	Hayden	opened	
several	of	his	business	enterprises.	Native	Americans	and	settlers	from	various	places	had	
already	lived	and	farmed	in	the	area,	but	Hayden’s	ferry,	store,	and	Ulour	mill,	as	well	as	the	
economic	impact	they	provided,	set	the	stage	for	a	town	to	coalesce	at	the	foot	of	the	two	
buttes	in	the	Salt	River	Valley.	Hayden,	a	merchant	in	Tucson	who	provided	grain	and	food	
to	Army	posts,	traveled	north	of	the	Gila	River	in	1866	to	see	about	supplying	more	Army	
posts	throughout	Arizona.	He	came	to	the	two	buttes	south	of	the	Salt	River	as	a	suggested	
location	for	the	best	crossing	of	the	river	but	was	stopped	by	Ulooding.	This	afforded	him	
the	opportunity	to	consider	the	future	of	irrigating	the	land	and	other	business	ventures	at	
the	location.	Hayden	had	claimed	160	acres	south	and	west	of	the	butte	which	became	the	
Uirst	Tempe	townsite. 	5

Sometimes	called	Hayden’s	Ferry,	sometimes	“Butte	City,”	and	often	called	“Tempe”	after	the	
Vale	of	Tempe	near	Mount	Olympus	in	Greece, 	the	city	was	ofUicially	recognized	as	“Tempe”	6

on	May	5,	1879	when	a	U.S.	Post	OfUice	was	located	there.	By	this	time,	Hayden	was	the	
central	Uigure	in	town	with	his	businesses	employing	many	people,	his	store	supplying	

 FRASERdesign, Bridges: Arizona Historic Bridge Inventory, 2008, section E, p. 20.3

 HAER No. AZ-29, Ash Avenue Bridge, Gerald A. Doyle & Associates, 1991, 12.4

 Dean Smith. Tempe, Arizona Crossroads. Windsor Publications, Inc., 1991, p.255

 Local lore has long credited “Lord” Darrell Duppa with naming Phoenix and Kyrene, and with suggesting the name 6

Tempe. The idea was that the area, once irrigated, would resemble the Vale of Tempe in Greece. 
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goods,	and	his	wife	a	signiUicant	personage	in	her	own	right.	Hayden’s	son,	Carl,	was	the	
Uirst	Anglo	child	born	in	Tempe	and	went	on	to	serve	in	the	U.S.	House	of	Representatives	
from	1912	to	1927	and	in	the	U.S.	Senate	from	1927	to	1969.	

CONTEXT:	NATIONAL,	TERRITORIAL	AND	LOCAL	ROADBEDS	

As	the	location	of	a	ferry	crossing	in	Ulood	times	and	recognized	as	a	good	crossing	the	rest	
of	the	year,	Tempe	was	a	likely	location	for	transportation	lines	to	be	situated.	But	long	
before	Tempe	came	into	existence,	many	different	peoples	such	as	the	ancient	Sonoran	
Desert	people,	and	Spanish	explorers	had	traveled	across	Arizona	using	trails.	Some	of	
these	trails	are	ancient,	yet	archaeologists	have	still	been	able	to	Uind	traces	of	them	on	the	
desert	Uloor. 	One	of	the	Uirst	American	efforts	at	establishing	roads	in	Arizona	was	Cooke’s	7

Wagon	Road	(also	the	Gila	Trail)	during	the	1840s	and	used	for	decades	as	the	primary	
route	across	southern	Arizona.	Army	road	surveys	such	as	those	led	by	Lt.	Amiel	Whipple	
and	Lt.	John	Parke	were	carried	out	during	the	1850s	and	marked	routes	later	used	by	
railroads	and	highways.	Efforts	to	create	federal	wagon	roads	through	New	Mexico	
Territory	(of	which	Arizona	was	still	a	part)	resulted	in	Beale’s	Road	in	the	north	and	the	El	
Paso-Fort	Yuma	Wagon	Road	in	the	south.	Stagecoaches	used	these	routes,	signiUicantly	the	
ButterUield	Overland	Mail	which	carried	mail	and	passengers	from	1858	to	1861.		

When	Arizona	became	a	territory	separate	from	New	Mexico	in	1863,	an	Arizona	Territorial	
Assembly	was	appointed.	The	assembly	recognized	the	need	for	transportation	routes	and	
good	roads,	but	had	little	money	to	offer	for	the	building	of	these	roads.	The	legislators	did	
allow	for	toll	roads	to	be	built,	but	expected	the	counties	to	take	on	the	responsibility	of	
building	roads.	Thus,	roads	were	usually	built	for	local	use,	not	for	long-distance	travel.	The	
Assembly	declared	some	existing	roads	to	be	toll-free	to	help	encourage	transportation	and	
settlement	within	Arizona.	This	prevented	toll	operators	from	monopolizing	travel	and	
helped	form	a	basic	network	of	free	roads	in	Arizona. 	The	military	was	interested	in	long-8

distance	routes	to	connect	forts	and	camps	throughout	Arizona.	One	signiUicant	trail	was	
the	General	Crook	Trail,	established	in	the	1870s,	which	generally	followed	the	Mogollon	
Rim	and	ran	from	Camp	Verde	to	Fort	Apache.	In	1877,	the	Territorial	legislature	approved	
the	Uirst	bonds	in	Arizona	to	be	issued	for	a	highway	construction	project	for	a	wagon	road	
between	Phoenix	and	Globe. 	Between	1879	and	1885,	several	counties	were	authorized	to	9

issue	thousands	of	dollars	of	bonds	to	pay	for	road	projects,	money	that	was	to	be	repaid	by	
collecting	property	taxes.	Of	course,	counties	with	more	property	owners	and	higher	
populations	could	afford	bigger	projects.	In	1886,	the	Harrison	Act	was	passed	to	limit	how	

 Mark E. Pry, Ph.D. and Fred Andersen, Arizona Transportation History, Arizona Department of Transportation 7

Research Center, 2011, p. 7. 

 FRASERdesign, Bridges: Arizona Historic Bridge Inventory, 2008, section E, p. 10.8

 Pry and Andersen, p. 20.9
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much	debt	a	U.S.	territory	could	incur	so	it	became	somewhat	harder	to	begin	large	road	
projects. 	10

CONCEPTION	

In	1877	the	railroad	entered	
Arizona	at	Yuma,	signaling	a	
new	era	of	transportation.	The	
Southern	PaciUic	Railroad	
completed	its	line	across	
southern	Arizona	Territory	in	
1880.	By	1883,	the	Atlantic	
and	PaciUic	Railroad	(a	
subsidiary	of	the	Atchison,	
Topeka	and	Santa	Fe)	had	a	
line	across	northern	Arizona.	
Phoenix	was	not	even	on	a	
main	line	at	this	time,	but	was	
served	by	a	branch	line	from	
Maricopa	in	1887.	The	Arizona	
Silver	Belt	newspaper	reported	
on	June	25,	1887,	that	“the	
Uirst	passenger	and	freight	
train	left	Tempe	for	the	
junction	on	Sunday	evening,	to	connect	with	the	eastbound	Southern	PaciUic	train	and	
returned	to	Tempe	Monday	morning.” 			11

At	this	time,	there	were	no	bridges	across	the	Salt	River	except	for	railroad	bridges.	In	
February	of	1891,	the	Arizona	Republican	reported	from	the	Tempe	News,	“Thursday’s	high	
water	forever	settled	the	question	as	to	where	future	bridges	across	the	Salt	river	(sic)	will	
be	built.	Tempe	offers	the	only	practical	point	on	the	river,	Uig.	(7).	The	narrowest	crossing	
is	at	this	place	and	a	bridge	built	from	butte	to	butte	would	be	safe	at	any	stage	of	the	river…
a	petition	has	been	sent	to	the	Board	of	Supervisors	asking	them	to	memorialize	our	
legislature	now	in	session	to…allow	this	county	to	issue	its	bonds	for	the	constructions	of	a	
wagon	bridge,	to	be	built	in	connection	with	the	new	railroad	bridge.”		

In	1885,	Tempe	incorporated	ofUicially	as	the	Town	of	Tempe.	City	leaders	began	municipal	
improvements	including	surveying	and	graveling	the	streets	to	improve	drainage.	The	
Goodwin	brothers	operated	a	street	car	line	using	mule-drawn	cars,	constructed	the	Kyrene	

 Pry and Andersen, p. 22.10

 Arizona Silver Belt, Globe, Arizona, June 25, 1887, p. 2. Found on www.Newspapers.com.11
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Irrigation	Ditch,	and	incorporated	the	Phoenix,	Tempe,	and	Mesa	Railway. 	The	arrival	of	12

the	Maricopa	and	Phoenix	Railroad	in	Tempe	in	1887	and	the	opening	of	the	Arizona	
Territorial	Normal	School	in	1886	
(teacher	training)	were	two	big	
events	that	aided	the	growth	of	
Tempe	and	helped	establish	it	as	
an	important	community	in	
Arizona.	In	the	two	years	after	the	
Uirst	train	reached	Tempe,	more	
agricultural	produce	was	shipped	
out	of	Tempe	than	out	of	
Phoenix. 	1904	brought	another	13

train	bridge	for	the	Phoenix	and	
Eastern	railroad,	but	still	no	wagon	
bridge.	Wagons	and	buggies	had	to	
ford	the	river	or	use	the	ferry	
when	the	water	was	too	high.	
Tempe	leaders	advocated	for	a	
bridge,	but	one	was	built	in	
Phoenix	Uirst	at	Central	Avenue,		
Uig.	(8).		

Seasonal	Uloods	affected	not	only	travel	but	also	businesses,	which	could	not	receive	goods	
or	ship	them	out,	and	sometimes	caused	substantial	damage	to	property	and	loss	of	life.	To	
help	subdue	the	river	and	ensure	a	dependable	water	supply	for	the	future,	the	massive	
project	of	building	Roosevelt	Dam	was	undertaken	from	1905	to	1911.	As	part	of	the	
agreement	to	repay	the	federal	government	for	the	project,	central	Arizona	farmers	had	
agreed	in	1903	to	form	the	Salt	River	Valley	Water	Users	Association,	thereby	pledging	their	
land	for	water	rights. 	Tempe	Canal	landowners,	who	had	established	their	water	rights	14

years	earlier,	did	not	join	the	association	until	1923	when	they	needed	help	pumping	their	
land.	

Although	train	transportation	was	a	huge	economic	factor	in	the	United	States	in	the	19th	
century,	roads	were	still	of	local	necessity	and	signiUicance.	Roads	were	gaining	importance	
throughout	the	United	States.	In	July	of	1866	an	act	of	Congress	granted	free	right-of-way	
for	public	roads	over	unreserved	public	lands	and	a	number	of	counties	took	advantage	of	
this	by	declaring	all	section	lines	to	be	public	roads.	The	Good	Roads	Movement	began	in	

 Archaeological Consulting Services Ltd. Environmental Assessment Inventory and Evaluation of Historic 12

Resources, Tempe Streetcar, July 2015, p. 23. Also Dean Smith. Tempe, Arizona Crossroads. Windsor Publications, 
Inc., 1990, p. 45.

 Smith, p. 42.13

 Smith, p. 58. 14
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the	1890s	when	bicycle	enthusiasts	advocated	for	better	roads.	The	Uirst	“Good	Roads	
Association”	was	formed	in	Missouri	in	1891	and	a	national	roads	conference	was	held	in	
1894. 	In	1893,	the	Agricultural	Appropriation	Act	appropriated	$10,000	to	make	inquiries	15

regarding	the	system	of	roads	in	the	US.	In	October	of	that	year,	the	OfUice	of	Road	Inquiry	
(ORI)	was	established	and	General	Roy	Stone	became	the	Special	Agent	and	Engineer	for	
Road	Inquiry.	Stone	and	the	ORI	began	by	gathering	information	from	across	the	country	
and	producing	bulletins	on	topics	such	as	locations	of	materials	for	roadbuilding,	highway	
laws,	and	proceedings	of	national	good	roads	conventions. 	In	1904,	The	ORI	conducted	16

the	Uirst	inventory	of	all	roads	in	the	US	outside	cities	and	in	1905	it	became	the	OfUice	of	
Public	Roads	(which	eventually	became	the	Federal	Highway	Administration,	or	FHWA).	

At	this	time	in	Arizona,	people	were	still	looking	for	a	way	to	cross	the	Salt	River	during	
Ulood	season.	In	1907,	the	Tempe	News	reported,	“The	Arizona	Republican	has	joined	the	
Tempe	News	in	its	crusade	for	a	wagon	road	across	the	Salt	river.	This	morning’s	
Republican	contains	the	following:	

“The	need	of	a	good	wagon	bridge	across	Salt	river	at	some	convenient	point	is	a	
proposition	that	few,	if	any,	people	will	take	issue	with.	Many	suggestions	have	been	made	
for	the	building	of	the	bridge	and	some	people	have	objected	to	each	one	of	them,	while	
most	of	them	have	seemed	so	expensive	that	almost	everybody	objected	to	them	as	being	
impracticable	even	if	not	undesirable…but	all	this	time	the	need	of	a	bridge	grows	more	
and	more	apparent.” 		17

DESIGN	AND	CONSTRUCTION	

To	address	road	and	bridge	needs	in	Arizona,	in	1909	the	Territorial	Assembly	created	the	
ofUice	of	the	Territorial	Engineer.	Governor	Richard	E.	Sloan	appointed	J.B.	Girand	to	the	
position.	The	Assembly	also	levied	a	tax	to	help	fund	development	of	regional	highways.	
The	Report	of	the	State	Engineer	to	the	State	of	Arizona	in	1914	stated,	“A	tentative	system	
of	Territorial	Highways	was	laid	out,	consisting	of	a	north	and	south	highway	beginning	at	
the	City	of	Douglas	in	Cochise	County	and	running	in	a	northerly	direction	through	the	
Counties	of	Cochise,	Pima,	Pinal,	Maricopa,	Yavapai	and	Coconino	and	terminating	at	the	
Grand	Canon	(sic),	and	an	East	and	West	Highway	beginning	at	the	City	of	Yuma,	in	Yuma	
County	and	running	in	an	easterly	direction	through	the	Counties	of	Yuma,	Maricopa,	Gila	
and	Graham,	terminating	at	the	town	of	Clifton	in	Graham	County.” 		18

 Tempe News, 10/25/1907, from HAER report, Doyle, p. 4.15

 Tempe News, 10/25/1907, from HAER report, Doyle, p. 4.16

 Tempe News, 10/25/1907, from HAER report, Doyle, p. 4.17

 Report of the State Engineer of the State of Arizona, July 1, 1904 to June 30, 1914, pp 19-20.
18
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Besides	the	establishment	of	road	networks	to	connect	county	seats,	Girand	also	took	on	
the	task	of	designing	and	building	bridges.	Girand	used	convict	labor	to	lower	the	cost	of	
building	a	new	Florence	Bridge	in	1910.	This	method	saved	$2,500	so	he	proposed	using	
the	same	method	for	the	next	major	project	of	the	concrete	arch	bridge	over	the	Salt	River	
at	Tempe.	The	Arizona	Republican	reported	on	February	14,	1911	that	“two	plans	for	the	
Tempe	bridge	have	been	prepared….It	is	learned	at	the	same	time	that	a	bill	has	just	passed	
in	Washington	which	provides	for	a	continuation	of	the	territorial	road	law,	carrying	with	it	
provisions	for	the	25-cent	levy	for	bridge	purposes.”	The	Tempe	bridge	was	begun	in	1911	
and	was	to	be	a	wagon	
bridge.	Bunk	houses	for	
the	laborers	“composed	
largely	of	prisoners	from	
the	territorial	
penitentiary”	were	built	on	
the	south	side	of	the	
river. 	See	Uig.	(9).	19

As	the	bridge	was	being	
constructed,	Arizona	
became	a	state	on	
February	14,	1912.	The	
ofUice	of	Territorial	
Engineer	became	the	State	
Highway	Engineer	and	
Lamar	Cobb	was	
appointed.	The	new	State	
Legislature	passed	the	Uirst	
state	road	law	which	
directed	the	State	Highway	
Engineer	to	designate	1,500	miles	of	roads	and	highways	for	a	state	highway	system.	The	
Legislature	allocated	$250,000	for	a	State	Road	Tax	Fund	and	appropriated	$30,000	“for	the	
purpose	of	completing	the	erection	and	construction	of	the	Tempe	Bridge,	the	approaches	
thereto,	and	a	section	of	road	connecting	the	north	approach	of	said	bridge	with	the	present	
state	highway.” 	The	bridge	itself	received	a	lot	of	publicity,	including	an	article	in	a	20

national	publication,	Engineering	News.	The	article	from	1912	refers	to	the	bridge	as	
“somewhat	out	of	the	ordinary	in	design.” 	The	bridge	has	been	described	as	“one	of	the	21

 Arizona Republican “Bunk Houses at Bridge”, May 19, 1911, p. 6.19

 Report of the State Engineer of the State of Arizona, pp. 41, 44.20

 Engineering News, “The Reinforced Concrete Bridge at Tempe, AZ, vol. 67, no. 13, p. 578.21
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“Stockade – Tempe Bridge east approach” HAER photo #7,  ca. 1912.
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Uirst	large	arch-rib	structures	built	in	the	United	States”	and	as	a	“remarkable	example	of	
early	reinforced	concrete	construction.” 	See	Uig.	(10).		22

Portland	cement	was	invented	in	England	in	1824	but	its	use	in	bridge	construction	was	for	
its	compressive	strength.	In	1871	and	1872,	W.E.	Ward	established	the	need	to	reinforce	the	
lower	“stretched”	portion	of	
concrete	beams.	Work	was	
progressing	in	Europe	on	
reinforced	concrete	
construction.	European	
engineers	Francois	
Hennebique	and	Robert	
Maillart	designed	concrete	
bridges	and	possibly	
inUluenced	the	design	of	the	
Tempe	Bridge. 	An	unusual	23

choice,	perhaps,	but	the	
lower	cost	of	using	concrete	
and	convict	labor	likely	
played	a	part	in	this	design	
choice.	The	bridge	was	“a	
forerunner	in	the	new	
concrete	technology,	
exceeding	other	similar	
undertakings	in	length,	
difUiculty,	and	artistic	
qualities.” 			24

COMPLETION	

By	June	of	1913,	the	bridge	was	almost	Uinished.	An	Arizona	Republican	article	listed	the	
Uinishing	touches,	“Yet	by	no	means	is	the	road	work	Uinished…Chief	of	these	is	the	north	
two	blocks	of	Ash	Avenue	connecting	with	the	south	approach	to	the	new	Tempe	highway	
bridge.	This	stretch	will	be	completely	rebuilt	and	left	ready	for	gravel	so	that	with	the	
completion	of	the	bridge	it	may	be	put	in	Uirst	class	condition	with	the	addition	of	the	gravel	
coating.” 	The	following	week,	the	newspaper	reported	that	“all	that	remains	to	do	is	25

complete	the	railing	at	one	end,	pave	the	structure	with	bitulithic,	which	will	shortly	be	

 Doyle, HAER report, p. 14.22

 Doyle, HAER report, p.15.23

 Doyle, p. 18.24

 Arizona Republican, June 14, 1913, p. 8.25
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fig. (10)
c. 1916 view of Tempe Bridge; H.C. Tibbitts, photographer. Found on 
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done,	and	to	surface	the	approaches.” 	The	paper	described	the	bridge	as	a	“Splendid	New	26

Gateway	of	North	and	South”	and	included	a	photo. 	The	bridge	itself	opened	on	27

September	23,	1913,	but	the	road	on	the	north	side	was	not	yet	Uinished.	Once	the	road	was	
completed,	the	signiUicance	of	the	bridge	as	a	connector	is	seen	in	the	Report	of	the	State	
Engineer	in	1914	with	the	statement,	“Immediately	upon	opening	of	this	piece	of	new	road	
(Phoenix	–	Tempe	Highway)	and	the	Tempe	bridge	the	trafUic	increased	on	the	route	over	
500	per	cent.” 	28

The	opening	of	the	bridge	spurred	other	improvements	in	Tempe,	particularly	those	streets	
connecting	to	the	bridge	or	functioning	as	part	of	the	state	highway	route.	As	reported	in	
the	Arizona	Republican	“operations	were	started…by	the	local	council	to	repair	First	street	
from	Mill	avenue	to	the	new	state	highway	bridge	approach.	The	road	will	be	entirely	
cleared	of	all	brush	and	weeds,	graded,	graveled	and	sidewalks	provided,	one	on	each	side.	
At	a	later	date	the	council	hopes	to	provide	street	lights…thus	making	a	lighted	highway	
from	one	extremity	of	the	city	limits	to	the	other…” 	In	1913,	the	Arizona	Good	Roads	29

Association	compiled	and	published	road	maps	and	a	tour	book.	Two	pages	in	the	book	
with	information	about	Tempe	for	visitors	include	a	map	and	photos.	Tempe	is	listed	as	the	
“Gateway	to	the	Salt	River	Valley.	On	the	Ocean-to-Ocean	Highway….Largest	concrete	wagon	
bridge	in	West.” 		30

ROAD	BUILDING	

Concrete	roads	were	beginning	to	gain	ground	in	the	early	1900s.	In	1865,	the	Uirst	concrete	
pavement	had	been	built	in	Inverness,	Scotland.	The	Uirst	long-lasting	use	of	Portland	
cement	concrete	for	pavement	in	the	United	States	was	used	in	Bellefontaine,	Ohio	in	1894.	
In	1909,	Wayne	County,	Michigan	tested	a	variety	of	surfaces	and,	as	a	result,	built	the	Uirst	
mile	of	rural	pavement	for	automobiles. 	The	rise	of	the	automobile	contributed	to	the	use	31

of	concrete	in	pavements	in	order	to	cut	down	on	dust	and	provide	a	smoother	riding	
experience.	In	1915,	a	Good	Roads	meeting	was	held	in	Flagstaff	with	presentations	on	
subjects	such	as	“The	Road	Drag,”	“The	Need	of	a	Uniform	System	of	Road	Accounting,”	and	
“Concrete	Highways	and	Recent	Road	Construction	in	California.” 	Cities	such	as	Chicago,	32

 Arizona Republican, June 21, 1913, p. 8.26

 Arizona Republican, June 21, 1913, p. 8.27

 Report of the State Engineer, p. 171.28

 Arizona Republican, October 4, 1913, p. 11.29

 Arizona Good Roads Association Illustrated Road Maps and Tour Book, originally compiled and published in 1913 30

by Arizona Good Roads Association. Reprinted in 1987 by Arizona Highways magazine, pp. 46-47. 
 

 Pasko, Thomas J. “Concrete Pavements – Past Present, and Future,” 31

 St. Johns Herald and Apache News, October 7, 1915, p. 3.32
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Minneapolis,	and	Sioux	City,	Iowa,	were	all	building	concrete	roads.	Phoenix	had	begun	
paving	its	streets	with	a	concrete	base	overlain	with	asphalt	in	1912. 		33

In	1916,	the	Federal	Aid	Road	Act	was	passed.	This	act	committed	the	federal	government	
to	setting	technical	standards	for	and	funding	highway	construction	while	leaving	the	
design	and	actual	work	to	the	state	and	counties.	The	act	“was	among	the	most	important	
pieces	of	public	works	legislation	in	American	history.	It	established	a	model	for	federal	
participation	in	highway	development	that	prevailed	for	the	remainder	of	the	century.” 	34
Each	state	received	a	Uixed	amount	of	annual	dollars	and	could	be	reimbursed	for	half	the	
total	cost	of	a	project.	In	1917,	the	Arizona	Legislature	changed	the	road	tax	and	eliminated	
the	cap	on	the	revenue	that	could	be	collected	from	that	tax,	thereby	increasing	the	funds	
available	for	matching	federal	aid	money.		

One	of	the	Uirst	federal	aid	projects	to	utilize	the	1916	Federal	Aid	Road	Act	was	a	portion	of	
the	Phoenix	–	Tempe	Highway.	In	fact,	this	project	was	the	second	federal	aid	project	in	
Arizona.	The	1916-1918	report	of	the	State	Engineer	discussed	this	project	before	it	was	
begun.	“The	portion	of	the	Phoenix-Tempe	Highway	extending	from	the	Grand	Canal	to	the	
Tempe	bridge	has	been	maintained	by	dragging,	sprinkling	and	by	occasional	scarifying.	At	
times	the	condition	of	this	roadbed	has	been	good	but	the	trafUic	carried	is	too	heavy	for	
this	type	of	construction.	For	this	reason	plans	and	speciUications	have	been	prepared	for	
laying	a	concrete	pavement	18	feet	wide	from	the	Grand	Canal	bridge	to	the	east	end	of	the	
east	approach	of	the	Tempe	bridge.	These	plans	and	speciUications	have	been	approved	by	
the	U.S.	OfUice	of	Public	Roads	and	Federal	Aid	will	be	granted	in	the	amount	of	
$38,600.00.” 	Although	the	plan	was	approved,	the	project	was	delayed	due	to	a	wartime	35

regulation	that	“no	road	work	was	to	be	permitted	during	the	reminder	of	the	war	that	was	
not	considered	a	military	necessity.” 	The	State	Engineer,	B.M.	Atwood	personally	traveled	36

to	Washington,	D.C.	to	gain	consent	to	resume	roadbuilding.	Consent	was	given	in	October	
1918.	The	subsequent	report	of	the	State	Engineer	in	1920	reported	on	“Federal	Aid	Project	
No.	2	–	Phoenix	Tempe	Highway:	Consists	of	3.86	miles	of	concrete	paving	on	the	highway	
between	Phoenix	and	Tempe.	The	pavement	is	18	feet	wide	and	5	inches	thick,	with	3-foot	
shoulders	on	each	side.” 	This	project	was	also	reported	in	a	May	1918	publication	of	the	37

U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	called	Public	Roads.	Entitled	“Building	an	Arizona	Project,”	

 Keane, Melissa and J. Simon Bruder. Good Roads Everywhere: A History of Roadbuilding in Arizona. URS Cultural 33

Resource Report 2003-28(AZ), 2004, p. 31.

 Pry and Andersen, p. 34.34

 Third Biennial Report of the State Engineer to the Governor and the Commission of State Institutions, July 1, 1916 35

to June 30, 1918, p. 110.

 Arizona Republican, October 30, 1918, p. 10. 36

 Fourth Biennial Report of the State Engineer to the Governor of the State of Arizona for the period July 1, 1918 to 37

December 31, 1920, p. 43.
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the	article	described	the	road	
project	and	included	multiple	
photos. 	38

This	section	of	road	was	
increasingly	signiUicant	in	the	
transportation	network	of	
Arizona.	A	newspaper	article	
from	1918	claimed	that	“over	
2000	vehicles	a	day	use	the	
Tempe	Road.” 	A	paper	in	El	39

Paso,	Texas,	reported	on	the	
plan	to	build	a	concrete	roadbed	
between	Phoenix	and	Tempe	
“covering	a	stretch	of	main	
highway	declared	to	bear	more	
trafUic	than	any	other	in	the	
southwest...nothing	short	of	
concrete	appears	to	be	able	to	
stand	the	pressure.” 	This	40

section	of	road	was	so	
important	because	it	linked	the	
transportation	routes	through	
the	Salt	River	Valley	and	allowed	for	crossing	the	river.	Roads	that	passed	through	Mesa,	
Tempe,	and	Phoenix,	of	which	the	linchpin	was	the	Tempe	bridge,	included	the	Ocean-to-
Ocean	Highway,	Bankhead	Highway,	Old	Spanish	Trail,	Lee	Highway,	Borderland	Highway,	
and	Dixie	Overland	Highway. 	The	Bankhead	Highway	route	was	the	focus	of	much	concern	41

for	a	time.	“There	is	an	immense	advantage	from	a	national	standpoint	in	having	the	
Bankhead	highway…pass	through	the	great	irrigated	valleys	of	the	Salt	and	Gila	rivers.	
These	valleys	give	to	all	those	crossing	the	country	an	object	lesson	of	the	wonderful	home	
making	possibilities	of	our	national	reclamation	policy….” 	Automobile	associations,	good	42

road	associations,	and	city	booster	clubs	were	interested	in	upgrading	their	roads	to	entice	
travelers	and	tourism	and	wanted	to	be	designated	as	part	of	these	“national	roads.”	By	
1921,	all	but	one	mile	of	the	road	from	Mesa,	in	the	east,	to	Buckeye,	in	the	west,	was	paved.	

 Public Roads, U.S. Department of Agriculture, vol. 1, No. 1, p. 17.38

 Arizona Republican, January 22, 1918, p.6.39

 El Paso Herald, July 19, 1918, p. 12.40

 Keane and Bruder, p. 43-45; Archaeological Consulting Services, Ltd., Inventory and Evaluation of Historic 41

Resources, Tempe Streetcar, 2015, p. 35-36; Pry and Andersen, p. 31-33.

 Arizona Republican, September 21, 1920, p. 1.42
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fig. (11)
1935 aerial photo of Tempe Beach Park and roadbed approach to 

Ash Avenue Bridge.Courtesy of Tempe Museum.
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Three	main	roads	converged	on	this	stretch	—	the	Lee	Highway,	the	Bankhead	Highway	and	
the	Dixie	Overland	Highway	—	making	it	one	of	the	most	heavily	traveled	roads	in	the	
state. 	43

During	this	time,	the	City	of	Tempe	began	to	discuss	paving	the	town’s	roads.	In	1917,	it	was	
hoped	to	“pave	the	full	extent	of	the	state	highway	as	it	passes	through	Tempe	from	the	
highway	bridge	to	the	county	road	on	the	east…”	and	the	“boosters	for	paved	streets	in	
Tempe	are	conUident	that	pavement	can	be	installed	and	maintained	at	a	less	expense	than	
the	present	streets.” 	The	city	council	actively	pursued	paving	the	state	highway	through	44

town	by	endorsing	the	state	legislative	bills	pertaining	to	paving	highways	through	cities	
and	towns,	holding	a	bond	
election	to	procure	funds	to	
match	available	federal	aid,	
and	Uinally	hiring	
Southwestern	Contracting	
Company	to	pave	the	
streets. 	Tempe	was	also	a	45

member	of	the	Arizona	Good	
Roads	Association.	

BRIDGE	CONCERNS	

In	1919,	Ulooding	caused	the	
second	pier	from	the	north	
end	of	the	Tempe	bridge	to	
settle	about	4	inches.	Bridge	
engineer	with	the	State	of	
Arizona,	Merrill	Butler,	
described	what	happened	in	
a	1921	issue	of	Engineering	
News.	Butler	explained	other	
problems	that	had	developed	
and	the	efforts	to	repair	the	
bridge. 	A	1925	issue	of	Arizona	Highways	detailed	concerns	about	the	bridge,	described	46

further	repairs,	and	stated	that	“the	use	of	the	bridge	was	worth	approximately	$1,000	a	
day	to	the	public…”	The	bridge	was	obviously	a	signiUicant	link	in	the	transportation	
network	of	the	region.	In	1928,	a	new	bridge	was	recommended	by	the	Arizona	Highway	

 Pry and Andersen, p. 35.43

 Arizona Republican, March 3 and March 29, 1917.44

 Tempe City Council minutes, 1919-1920. On microfilm at the City of Tempe. 45

 Butler, Merrill. Engineering New-Record, 1921, p. 675.46
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fig. (12)
Jaycee Event in Tempe Beach Stadium ca. 1950 

photo courtesy of City of Tempe Community Development.
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Commission	and	construction	on	the	new	bridge	began	in	1930.	What	was	to	become	
known	as	the	Mill	Avenue	Bridge	opened	in	1931	and	was	dedicated	in	1933.	The	Tempe	
bridge	was	closed	to	all	but	pedestrian	trafUic	and	the	highway	commission	ofUicially	
abandoned	the	bridge	in	1933. 	The	bridge	was	listed	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	47

Places	in	1985	as	part	of	the	Tempe	Multiple	Resource	Area,	Uig.	(11).	

TEMPE	BEACH	PARK	

For	years,	the	approach	and	bridge	had	stood	at	the	west	end	of	a	public	park	space	known	
as	Tempe	Beach	Park.	In	1922,	the	Tempe	Civic	Club	had	founded	Tempe	Beach	and	
constructed	a	public	swimming	pool	in	1923.	The	park	was	such	a	draw	for	families	in	the	
area,	that	in	subsequent	years	a	bandstand	was	constructed,	a	baseball	Uield	laid	out	and	a	
new	bathhouse	built.	As	the	United	States	tried	to	battle	the	Depression	through	the	
creation	of	jobs	via	the	Works	Progress	Administration	and	other	agencies,	Tempe	
beneUited	from	those	programs.	A	1935	newspaper	article	reported,	“Tempe	Beach	is	
expanded.	With	Federal	Emergency	Relief	Administration	aid,	extensive	improvements	
have	been	made,	which	include	indoor	baseball	parks,	handball	courts,	tennis	courts	with	
night	lighting,	horseshoe	courts	and	also	volleyball	and	softball	courts.	Lights	have	been	
installed	for	the	indoor	baseball	courts	and	a	rock	wall	has	been	built	of	river	boulders,	
harmonizing	with	the	modern	bath	house.” 	The	following	year	(1936),	another	relief	48

project	began	which	included	“construction	of	a	stone	and	concrete	stadium	at	the	west	end	
of	the	park,	running	the	entire	width	of	the	grounds…” 	The	stadium	was	built	directly	into	49

the	side	of	the	south	approach	to	the	now-closed	bridge,	Uig.	(12).	The	park	amenities	were	
used	for	many	years	for	local	and	regional	activities	including	hosting	baseball	games,	
church	and	family	picnics,	and	swimming	events.	Renovations	in	the	1960s	led	to	the	
removal	of	several	parts	of	the	park	including	some	of	the	WPA-era	stone	walls	around	the	
park.	However,	the	ball	Uield	and	stadium	bleachers	survived.	In	1985,	the	Tempe	Beach	
Stadium	was	listed	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.	In	2003,	in	partnership	with	
the	Arizona	Diamondbacks,	Tempe	Beach	Stadium	was	renovated	by	the	City	of	Tempe,	
including	improvements	to	the	Uield,	addition	of	lighting	and	an	electronic	scoreboard,	and	
stabilization	of	the	bleachers.	There	was	little	to	no	improvement	to	the	approach	however.		

DEMOLITION	OF	BRIDGE	

As	part	of	the	Rio	Salado/Tempe	Town	Lake	project,	the	bridge	was	examined.	It	was	found	
to	be	in	such	poor	condition	that	it	was	demolished	in	1990.	In	accordance	with	a	
Memorandum	of	Agreement	with	the	State	Historic	Preservation	OfUice,	the	south	abutment	
of	the	bridge	was	preserved.	In	1999,	the	Tempe	Historic	Preservation	Commission	

 Doyle, HAER report, p. 12.47

 Arizona Republic, August 2, 1935.48

 Arizona Republic, January 24, 1936.49
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recommended	that	the	Tempe	Beach	Stadium,	the	ball	Uield,	the	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	
abutment	and	approach	be	designated	as	a	Tempe	Historic	Property.	A	portion	of	the	
roadbed	was	removed	during	the	installation	of	a	new	72”	underground	waterline.	
Although	the	slope	was	retained	and	asphalt	paving	installed,	the	abutment	was	effectively	
cut	off	from	the	approach.	In	2012,	in	partnership	with	the	Rio	Salado	Foundation,	the	
abutment	was	rehabilitated	by	the	City	of	Tempe	for	use	as	an	overlook	to	Tempe	Beach	
Park	and	Tempe	Town	Lake.		

CONCLUSION	

The	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	and	related	roadbed	was	a	signiUicant	connector	in	transportation	
in	the	early	20th	century,	playing	a	pivotal	role	in	state	and	national	roadbeds.	It	was	part	of	
the	north-south	state	highway,	a	key	part	of	the	Bankhead	Highway,	Dixie	Overland	
Highway,	and	Ocean-to-Ocean	Highway,	among	other	national	roads.	As	a	key	component	of	
such	heavily-used	highways,	the	bridge	and	road	were	part	of	the	earliest	construction	of	
concrete	roadbeds	in	Arizona	circa	1918-1919.	The	paving	of	the	stretch	of	road	connecting	
to	the	bridge,	and	including	the	approaches,	was	Federal	Aid	Project	No.	2	in	Arizona	under	
the	1916	Federal	Road	Act.	The	bridge	and	the	road	have	received	attention	in	multiple	
national	publications.	The	bridge	itself	was	also	an	excellent	example	of	early	concrete	
bridge	construction/technology	and	the	use	of	prison	labor	in	public	projects.	On	
September	21,	2018,	the	Arizona	Transportation	Board	voted	to	approve	the	designation	of	
the	Historic	Arizona		US	Route	80.	Historically,	US	80	included	the	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	until	
the	time	of	the	completion	of	the	Mill	Avenue	Bridge	in	1931. 	50

The	remaining	portion	of	the	approach	and	roadbed	still	embodies	its	original	proUile,	
concrete	paving,	and	relationship	to	the	remaining	portion	of	the	bridge,	Uig.	(13).	Even	with	
the	addition	of	the	stadium	bleachers	in	1936,	the	roadbed	on	the	approach	maintains	its	
integrity	of	right-of-way,	west	embankment,	and	original	longitudinal	and	cross	slopes.	The	

 Historic Arizona U.S. Route 80, Historic Highway Designation Application. Prepared Demion Clinco, Tucson 50

Historic Preservation Foundation, May 2016. 
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fig. (13) 
A portion of the 1935 HABS HAER aerial photograph showing the approach, bleachers and bridge. 
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signiUicance	of	this	section	of	road	and	bridge	abutment	is	linked	to	the	earliest	days	of	the	
state	of	Arizona	in	terms	of	transportation,	bridge	engineering,	and	roadbuilding.	Looking	
forward,	the	continued	use	of	the	ball	Uield	for	Little	League	and	Community	Recreational	
League	play	(126	days	in	2017),	plans	for	a	streetcar	stop	and	trafUic	circle	at	the	
intersection	of	Rio	Salado	Parkway	and	Ash	Avenue,	and	proposed	redevelopment	of	the	
parcel	adjoining	the	west	right-of-way	line,	ensure	that	now	and	in	the	future,	the	roadbed	
will	occupy	an	important	place	in	the	experience	of	many.	Since	the	Tempe	Town	Lake	area	
is	the	second	most	visited	location	in	the	state,	visitors	and	residents	alike	can	experience	
this	signiUicant	connection	to	the	earliest	days	of	statehood.	
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ROADBED	CONDITION	

As	part	of	this	study	a	geotechnical	report	was	completed	by	RAMM	geotechnical	engineers	
that	provides	borings	of	the	concrete	paving,	analysis	of	subsurface	soils	and	pH	analysis	
for	the	soils	under	the	roadbed.	It	was	also	requested	of	the	team	for	the	geotech	engineers	
to	provide	their	review	and	analysis	of	the	area	of	the	roadbed	that	has	settled	and	where	
the	subbase	material	has	been	washed	away	and	has	undermined	the	roadbed.	Eight	boring	
locations	are	identiUied	in	the	report	as	well	as	the	location	of	roadbed	collapse.	A	full	copy	
of	the	report	is	made	a	part	of	this	study	and	attached	as	a	separate	document. 	51

The	entire	concrete	roadbed	has	been	closed	to	vehicular	access	since	the	Mill	Avenue	
Bridge	opened	in	1933	and	the	section	north	of	the	ball	Uield	has	been	closed	to	pedestrian	
and	bicycle	trafUic	since	the	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	was	demolished	in	December	of	1990.	The	
approach	roadbed	has	received	little	or	no	maintenance	since	then.	Chain	link	fencing,	Uig.	 

 Geotechnical Engineering Report Historic Ash Ave approach, RAMM proj. no. G25170. September, 201851
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fig. (14) 
Existing concrete roadbed from north end through existing fencing securing roadbed access. Road has 
been demolished from this location to the bridge abutment to keep any unauthorized vehicular access 

to roadbed. photo credit Mark Vinson August 2018. 
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(14),	has	been	added	to	all	four	sides	of	the	
roadbed	to	secure	the	roadbed	and	protect	it	
from	any	vandalism	or	damage.	Curbs	are	the	
original	historic	curbing	approximately	
5”x12”	with	original	8”x	8”	bollards	still	
showing	in	the	curbs	at	multiple	locations	
(approximately	45	on	west	side	and	some	
remaining	on	the	east	curb)	at	8’-0”	on	
center,	Uig.	(15).	There	are	some	indications	
of	bollards	on	the	east	curb	also,	Uig.	(16).	
The	fencing’s	vertical	supports	have	been	
attached	to	the	curbs	in	various	ways	and	
any	damage	will	have	to	be	repaired	once	
removed.	The	actual	roadbed	surfacing	is	the	
original	concrete	paving	placed	ca.	1920. 	52
Roadbed	width	varies	from	16ft	to	20ft	in	
width,	due	to	bleacher	construction	in	the	
1930s,	Uig.	(17).	See	Entellus	survey	
document.	The	roadbed	surface	is	in	various	
stages	of	decay	as	shown	in	Uigs.	(18-23).	
Moisture	has	penetrated	the	paving	and	
caused	heaving,	cracking	and	spalling	of	the	
concrete.	The	original	paving	has	settled	in	
several	areas	due	to	moisture	penetrating	the	
roadbed	at	areas	where	the	curbing	has	
moved	away	and	differential	settlement	has	
occurred	between	the	curb	and	roadbed.		

Several	areas	of	the	roadbed	have	completely	
separated	from	the	curb	as	there	was	never	
any	connection	between	the	curb	and	paving	
section.	Vegetation	has	penetrated	the	
roadbed	and	caused	heaving	of	sections	of	
roadbed	where	this	has	occurred.	In	other	
areas	the	roadbed	is	completely	missing	and	
vegetation	has	replaced	the	roadbed.		

Where	the	bleachers	were	added	in	1930s	on	
the	east	slope	of	the	roadbed,	the	transition	from	bleachers	to	roadbed	has	fared	better.	The	
condition	of	the	bleachers	was	not	part	of	this	report	but	several	intersections	of	the	
roadbed	and	the	bleacher	area	will	need	to	looked	at	carefully,	due	to 

 Good Roads everywhere a History of roadbuilding in Arizona, Table 12, page 62. 2004 52
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fig.(15)

fig. (17)

fig. (16)
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figs. (18-23)
Photos above show the deterioration of the pavement of the historic roadbed. Multiple areas have heaving 

pavement sections, damage from vegetation intrusion, animal burrows and poor repairs in the past. 

Uig.	(18) Uig.	(19)

Uig.	(20) Uig.	(21)

Uig.	(23)Uig.	(22)
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erosion,	during	any	restoration	or	renovation	effort	on	the	roadbed	that	may		affect	the	
bleachers.		

Animal	burrows	are	providing	access	for	moisture	and	intrusion	under	the	roadbed	causing	
additional	deterioration	and	settlement,	
Uig.	(21).	Other	areas	of	the	roadbed	
have	received	incomplete	or	less	than	
sufUicient	repairs,	Uig.	(23),	while	other	
areas	have	been	completely	ignored	and	
allowed	to	continue	to	deteriorate,	Uig.
(22).		

Most	of	the	growth	has	occurred	along	
the	west	side	of	the	roadbed	adjacent	to	
the	west	slope	of	the	roadbed	ROW.	The	
original	slopes	for	the	roadbed	(ROW)	
are	covered	in	grass	along	the	west	
slope,	and	the	bleachers	along	the	east	
slope.	A	section	of		approximately	100ft	
of	the	west	slope	has	no	landscaping,	Uig.
(24).	It	is	unclear	why	the	landscaping	
was	removed	from	this	area.	It	shows	
signs	of	erosion	and	provides	a	clear	
view	to	the	undermining	of	the	roadbed	
in	this	area	and	the	roadbed	settlement.	
It	is	also	visible	to	see	the	roadbed	has	
been	undermined	by	erosion	in	Uigs.	
(25).	This	condition	has	been	
extensively	covered	in	the	RAMM	
geotechnical	report	attached	as	part	of	
the	appendix	to	this	study.	

Clearly	visible	are	multiple	areas	where	
the	locations	of	the	historic	bollards	are	
still	visible	in	the	curbing,	and	areas	
where	the	curbing	has	been	removed	to	
provide	access	to	the	Pennysaver	
property	in	the	past,	Uig.	(26).	It	is	
obvious	from	the	damage	done	to	the	
bollards	that	care	was	not	taken	in	their	removal.	Fig.	(28)	also	shows	where	the	bollard	
penetrated	the	roadbed	into	the	subgrade	below	suggesting	that	the	bollards	were	placed	
in	the	gravel	roadbed	before	the	curbing	and	the	concrete	roadbed	were	installed	at	a	later	
date,	Uig	(29).	This	is	supported	by	research	that	dates	the	gravel	roadbed	to	the	date	of	the	
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fig. (24) 
West slope of roadbed ROW showing vegetation has 

been removed. Concrete roadbed exposed. 

fig. (25) 
Visible erosion of roadbed along west slope. 2018
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Ash	Avenue	bridge	of	1913,	to	the	later	addition	
of	the	curbing	and	concrete	roadbed	in	1920.	
Historic		photographs,	Uig.	(27),	show	bollards	
lying	on	the	ground	ready	for	installation.	These	
bollards	look	to	be	8ft	in	length	based	on	men	in	
photo.	So	the	bollards	go	over	4ft	down	into	the	
subgrade.		

The	concrete	paving	speciUication	that	was	used	
by	the	Arizona	Department	of	Transportation	
(ADOT)	in	the	1920s,	is	described	in	a	ADOT	
report	published	in	2004,	as	a	Portland	Cement	
concrete	road,	and	deUined	as	“A	graded	and	
drained	road,	the	wearing	surface	of	which	
consists	of	Portland	cement	concrete,	with	or	
without	a	bituminous	mat	less	than	1	inch	in	
compacted	thickness.” 	A	complete	53

geotechnical	report	was	completed	on	site	by	

	Na#onal	Register	Bulle#n	15,	p.	17.53
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fig. (26)
Historic curbing has been removed to allow 

sidewalk access from Pennysaver site. 
Photo 2018.

fig. (28)
Remaining piece of historic bollard on west 
curbing. Note gap between road and curb. 

Photo 2018.

fig. (27) 
HABS HAER photo ca.1913 showing Ash Ave 

Bridge west side bollard installation.

fig. (29) 
Historic roadbed bollard on west curb 
showing penetration of roadbed and 

erosion of roadbed subbase material. 
Photo 2018.
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RAMM	Engineering	and	is	an	attachment	to	this	report.	It	shows	that	the	subgrade	material	
is	compacted	gravel,	maintaining	its	structural	integrity	except	where	it	has	been	
undermined	by	water	erosion.	Fig.	(30)	shows	limits	of	report.		
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fig. (30)
Figure from RAMM geotech report showing areas of work. 
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REVIEW	OF	PRESERVATION	ISSUES	

Already	listed	on	the	Tempe	Historic	Property	Register, 	the	structure	is	nearing	100	years	54

in	age	and	may	be	eligible	for	listing	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	under	
Criterion	A	or	C	(descriptions	below).		

Criterion	A:	Projects	that	show	an	association	with	events	that	have	made	a	signiUicant	
contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	our	history: 	“The	property	must	have	an	important	55

association	with	an	event	or	historical	trend,	and	maintain	its	historic	integrity.” 	56

Criterion	C:	Properties	that	embody	the	distinctive	characteristics	of	a	type,	period,	or	
method	of	construction,	or	that	represent	the	work	of	a	master,	or	that	possess	high	artistic	
values,	or	that	represent	a	signiUicant	and	distinguishable	entity	whose	components	may	
lack	individual	distinction. 	57

APPROACH/POTENTIAL	EFFECT	OF	UNDERTAKING	

Description	of	the	potential	effect	of	the	undertaking	on	this	property	and	a	
determination	of	effect:	No	Historic	Properties	Affected,	No	Effect	or	Adverse	Effect	(36	
CFR	Part	800.4).	

Based	on	the	historic	research	and	physical	evaluation	as	set	forth	in	this	report,	as	well	as	
existing	and	historic	relationship	to	the	adjoining	bridge	abutment	and	stadium,	
VinsonStudio	PLLC	recommends	the	following	approach	to	preserving	the	signiUicance	and	
integrity	of	the	historic	Ash	Avenue	Approach	and	roadbed:		

	The	existing	concrete	roadbed	is	beyond	repair.	The	existing	curbing	and	ghosted	bollards	
still	showing	in	the	curb	should	become	part	of	the	Adaptive	reuse	of	the	roadbed.	The	
roadbed	surface	cannot	be	left	in	its	existing	condition	and	provide	public	access,	as	the	
surface	will		not	meet	ADA	standards.	Large	sections	of	pavement	will	have	to	be	removed	
and	replaced.	Some	areas	have	collapsed	slightly	due	to	undermining	by	water	intrusion.	In	
some	areas	there	exists	a	gap	between	the	roadbed	and	the	subgrade	of	2	feet.		

• As	previously	stated	in	this	report	on	pages	9-10	:		 	

“A	proposed	undertaking	that	would	alter	the	fabric	of	the	road	(such	as	a	road	
resurfacing	project	or	installation	of	a	buried	utility	line	that	cuts	through	the	road	
surface)	but	not	change	the	roads	setting	and	feeling,	would	result	in	no	adverse	effect.”	

 Tempe City Code chapter 14, Historic Preservation Ordinance no. 95.35, 11-9-95, Ord. no. 2004.42, 1-20-2005.54

	Na#onal	Register	Bulle#n	15,	p.	12.55

	Na#onal	Register	Bulle#n	15,	p.	12.56

	Na#onal	Register	Bulle#n	15,	p.	17.57
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Therefore,	the	approach	to	repaving	the	roadbed	section	to	meet	public	access	
requirements	and	ADA	codes	is	a	viable	preservation	decision	and	could	still	meet	the	
Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Standards	for	rehabilitation.		

• It	is	also	critical	to	maintain	the	character	deSining	features	of	the	roadbed,	also	
discussed	earlier	in	this	report	on	page	11.		

	“when	evaluating	the	eligibility	of	a	historic	road	and	assessing	potential	project	effects,	it	
is	important	to	identify	and	distinguish	between	those	segments	that	retain	sufHicient	
integrity	to	be	regarded	as	historic	character	deHining	elements	and	those	that	do	not.”		

It	is	important	to	maintain	
the	entire	length	of	roadbed	
remaining	(440ft)	from	the	
Entellus	survey,	to	the	
approach	of	the	bridge	
abutment	remaining	in	place	
and	to	replace	that	portion	of	
the	roadbed	that	was	removed	
that	connects	the	roadbed	to	
the	abutment.		

The	roadbed	right-of-way	
(ROW)	cross	section	should	
also	be	maintained.	The	east	
slope	is	still	visible	even	
though	the	“historic	stone	
bleachers”	are	now	part	of	
that	slope,	Uig.	(31).	The	west	
slope	is	still	in	its	original	
location	and	maintains	it	dimensional	integrity.	Any	intrusion	into	the	west	ROW	would	
impact	its	visual	character	deUining	features.		

National	Register	guidelines	state	that	“integrity	is	the	ability	of	a	property	to	convey	its	
signiUicance.”	The	guidelines	recognize	seven	aspects	of	integrity	(location,	design,	setting,	
materials,	workmanship,	feeling,	and	association),	and	require	a	property	to	“possess	
several,	and	usually	most,	of	the	aspects”	to	be	eligible	for	the	National	Register	(National	
Park	Service	1998:44). 	58

• There	should	be	maintained	a	connection	to	the	south	terminus	of	the	original	
roadbed	to	the	Rio	Salado	Parkway/First	St	and	the	proposed	trafUic	circle	and	
streetcar	stop.		

 Geotechnical Engineering Report Historic Ash Ave approach, RAMM proj. no. G25170. pages 5-6. 201858
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fig. (31) 
Existing Bleachers at Tempe Park  2018
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• The	development	of	Tempe’s	highway	and	road	system	is	an	important	part	of	the	
development	of	the	city	and	the	Ash	Avenue	bridge	approach	is	a	very	important	part	of	
its	transportation	history	and	should	be	a	part	of	the	story	to	be	told.	The	transition	
from	buggies	to	automobiles	and	the	role	played	by	this	remaining	piece	of	its	history.	If	
the	roadbed	is	resurfaced	a	small	portion	of	the	original	paving,	curbing	and	bollards	
should	be	preserved	and	visible	to	the	public	along	with	a	history	of	the	development	of	
the	road	and	bridge.		

• Making	history	accessible	to	the	public	is	an	important	part	of	“historic	preservation”	
and	integrating	the	rehabilitated	roadbed	into	a	potential	site	for	the	veterans	memorial	
can	play	a	major	role	in	bringing	history	to	the	community	and	making	it	a	destination	
for	the	public	while	at	the	same	time	honoring	the	veterans	of	our	city	and	state.	
Likewise,	a	compatible	relationship	with	potential	redevelopment	to	the	west	which	
preserves	signiUicant	character	deUining	features	could	be	beneUicial.		

CONSTRUCTION	APPROACH	TO	REHABILITATION	OF	THE	ROADBED	

The	restoration	and	rehabilitation	of	the	Ash	Avenue	roadbed	approach	to	the	Ash	Ave	
Bridge	is	meant	for	pedestrian	and	light	maintenance	vehicle	access.	It	will	not	be	used	as	a	
roadbed	for	heavy	vehicle	trafUic.	The	restoration/rehabilitation	recommendations	are	
based	on	that	level	of	usage.	This	construction	approach	is	provided	to	be	able	to	make	a	
recommendation	of	cost	for	future	budgeting.	

The	Geotech	report	completed	by	RAMM	dated	September	17,	2018	outlines	in	detail	the	
approach	to	stabilization	of	the	roadbed	and	soils	condition.	This	recommended	method	of	
approach	to	restoration/rehabilitation	is	not	meant	to	be	a	speciUication	for	construction	
but	only	a	limited	descriptive	approach	to	provide	for	an	Adaptive	Reuse	concept	to	place	
the	roadbed	back	into	the	public	domain	for	community	use.	A	full	set	of	construction	
documents	should	be	completed	prior	to	implementation	of	these	recommendations,	as	
cited	in	the	geotech	report. 	59

Recommended	Approach	for	Construc/on:	

• Construct	a	variable	height	retaining	wall	along	the	west	slope	of	the	ROW	from	the		
northernmost	limit	of	the	roadbed	to	the	old	sidewalk	access	to	Penny	Saver	property.		

• Inject/Uill	voided	sections	of	the	west	slope	with	Ulowable	injectable	grout,	lean	mix,	or	
controlled	low	strength	material,	(CLSM),	to	replace	loss	of	subgrade	and	prevent	further	
settlement	and	distress.	

• Remove	and	protect	against	regrowth	of	all	vegetation	on	the	approach	surface	and	
between	the	approach	and	curbing	and	balustrade.		

 Geotechnical Engineering Report Historic Ash Ave approach, RAMM proj. no. G25170. pages 5-6. 201859
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• Clean	the	existing	concrete	surface	and	cracks	until	clear	of	all	debris	or	loose	material.		

• 	Any	areas	that	have	large	separation	gaps	between	the	roadbed	and	the	existing	curbing	
should	be	Uilled	in	with	non-expansive	grout	prior	to	placing	of	the	vapor	barrier.	

• Place	a	minimum	20mil	thickness	of	vapor	barrier/plastic	membrane	overlaying	the	
concrete	approach	slab.	The	barrier	must	have	all	seams	and	penetrations	sealed	per	
manufacturers	recommendations	and	should	be	place	in	accordance	with	ACI	302.2R.	

• Place	geotextile	fabric	(MAG	796.2.2	Class	A)	over	the	vapor	barrier	and	anchor	the	sides	
into	the	inside	edge	of	the	curbs.		

• Place	a	single	2-inch	layer	of	Portland	Cement	concrete	(lean	mix)	topping	along	the	
entire	length	of	the	roadbed.		

In	addition	to	the	recommendations	from	the	geotech	engineer	the	following	should	be	
completed:		

• Demolish	and	remove	sidewalk	sections	that	connect	roadbed	to	old	Pennysaver	site.		

• Install	new	steel	bollards	and	lighting	along	the	west	side	of	the	roadbed	at	historic	
locations	identiUied	by	the	ghosted	locations	of	the	old	bollards	but	on	the	outside	of	the	
existing	historic	curbing.	See	Uig.	(36).		

• Replace	areas	of	missing	
pavement	with	new	3”	concrete	
paving	sections.	Dowel	new	
concrete	sections	into	the	
existing	paving.		

• Replace	areas	missing	curbing	
with	curbing	to	match	in	size	and	
shape	the	historic	curbs.	New	
concrete	will	identify	it	as	not	
historic.		

• Place	new	vegetation	on	sloped	
areas	after	installation	of	the	
retaining	walls	on	the	west	slope	
of	the	ROW,	Uig.	(32).	

• Install	new	French	drain	system	
at	bottom	of	ROW	slope	on	west	side	of	roadbed	entire	length	of	restored	roadbed.		

• Refer	to	Adaptive	Reuse	concepts	for	installation	of	Veterans	Memorial	plaques	along	
roadbed	at	locations	identiUied	in	Adaptive	reuse	section.		
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fig. (32) 
West slope of ROW showing location of recommended 

retaining wall and french drain,   2018.
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• Revegetate	the	existing	planters	on	the	east	side	of	the	southernmost	part	of	the	roadbed	
attached	to	the	bleachers.		

• Construct	new	entry	areas	for	both	north	and	south	entrances	into	the	roadbed.	See	
Adaptive	Reuse	section.		

The	following	Uigures	depict	the	roadbed	site	plan	identifying	the	construction	steps	to	the	
renovation	of	the	Ash	Avenue	roadbed.	These	are	not	meant	to	be	a	construction	
sequencing	or	development	plan,	but	give	an	approach	to	project	scope.		
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fig. (33).
North section of roadbed identifying renovation scope. 

Matchline	w.	Uig.	(34)
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fig. (34)
South section of roadbed identifying renovation scope. 

Match	line	w.	Uig	(33)



Historic	Ash	Avenue	Roadbed	CoT	CIP	6700117							Historic	Structures	Report	 	
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fig. (35) 
Cross section of roadbed showing renovation concepts.
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fig. (36) 
New bollard concept sketch. 
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ADAPTIVE	REUSE	CONCEPTS		

Acknowledging	that	the	greatest	threat	to	the	continued	existence	of	historic	buildings	and	
structures	is	often	disuse,	a	successful	adaptive	reuse	strategy	can	be	the	single	most	
important	factor	in	the	preservation	of	such	properties.	As	such,	physical	and	functional	
relationships	to	any	private	redevelopment	on	the	adjoining	parcel	to	the	west	should	be	
evaluated	for	mutual	beneUit	and	compatibility.	As	previously	stated	in	this	report,	the	
Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Standards	for	the	Treatment	of	Historic	Properties	sets	forth	the	
appropriate	methodology	(Rehabilitation)	for	application	in	any	adaptive	reuse	scenario.	
Previously	identiUied	in	this	report	are	the	character-deUining	features	of	the	Ash	Avenue	
Bridge	Approach,	the	preservation	of	which	are	necessary	to	assure	compatibility	with	the	
Secretary’s	Standards	and	ensure	the	ability	of	the	historic	resource	to	convey	its	
signiUicance	into	the	future.		

VETERANS	MEMORIAL	SITE	EVALUATION	APPROACH	

One	particular	adaptive	reuse	strategy	that	has	been	previously	suggested	and	explored	by	
community	leaders	and	city	staff,	incorporation	of	a	memorial	to	veterans	of	the	United	
States	military	(with	an	emphasis	on	Tempeans),	seems	to	offer	a	compatible	and	mutually	
beneUicial	relationship.	In	fact,	the	2012	rehabilitation	of	the	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	Abutment	
by	the	City	of	Tempe,	in	association	with	the	Rio	Salado	Foundation,		was	actually	
implemented	as	Phase	I	of	a	memorial.	Various	versions	of	a	successive	phase	have	been	
proposed,	but	none	have	yet	been	met	with	widespread	community	support	or	proven	
sufUiciently	cost-effective.	

As	part	of	this	report	an	evaluation	of	several	areas	within	the	study	area	has	been	
reviewed	for	the	possible	location	of	a	veterans	memorial	to	be	constructed	at	a	later	date,	
Uig.	(37).	The	scope	of	the	memorial	has	not	been	determined	so	identiUied	areas	will	be	
recommended	for	further	evaluation	and	design.	The	program	for	the	memorial	needs	to	be	
developed	so	a	more	deUined	area	can	be	set	aside.	The	concepts	provided	in	this	report	are	
for	general	consideration	until	further	development	can	be	completed.	Preliminary	
information	provided	indicates	that	each	branch	of	service	will	be	represented	in	the	
memorial	and	it	should	be	accessible	to	the	community	during	times	that	the	Tempe	Beach	
Park	is	open	to	the	public.	It	shall	be	ADA	accessible	and	have	access	to	ADA	compliant	
parking.	Several	locations	have	been	identiUied	as	potential	locations	to	place	a	veterans	
memorial.	These	locations	are	identiUied	in	the	Uigs.	(38-41)	and	further	described	below.	
The	actual	design	of	the	memorial	is	not	part	of	this	study,	only	the	locations	and	general	
characteristics.	 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PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE
ASH AVENUE APPROACH REHABILITATION
TEMPE, ARIZONA
M.A. SCHAEFER CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.
10/29/18

120 DAY PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Approach Rehabilitation $ 776,543.00

Gen Cond

Project Management 4 mo $ 7,500.00

Supervision 4 mo $ 35,610.00

Labor ls $ 3,000.00

Dumpsters 3 ea $ 1,850.00

Cleaning ls $ 1,500.00

Builders Risk Insurance by owner

Liability Insurance 4 mo $ 8,976.00

Rental Equipment & Fence 3 mo $ 3,500.00

Portable Toilet 4 mo $ 450.00

Job Trailer na

Temporary Power & Water na

Office—Print/Copies/Mailings ls $ 800.00

GENERAL CONDITIONS SUBTOTAL: $ 63,186.00

Site Work

Site Survey/Staking including As-Built Mylars for City ls $ 10,380.00

Site Work Mobilization(s) 3 mobs. $ 4,500.00

Site Cleaning & Demolition ls $ 27,890.00

Dust Permit or Demo Permit ls $ 900.00

Dust Control 4 mo $ 3,500.00

Remove & Replace Failed Roadway Surfaces 1400 sf $ 17,685.00

Remove Existing South Approach 1220 sf $ 7,000.00

Remove Existing West Bank Sidewalks 1500 sf $ 4,000.00

Grade, Excavate & Backfill at West Bank ls $ 28,676.00

Complete Concrete Approach - North End 1150 sf $ 14,400.00

Complete Concrete Approach - South End 1200 sf $ 18,600.00
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ls = lump sum; sf = square feet; lf = linear feet 

Install South End Plaza & Signage ls $ 3,000.00

Inject West Slope Voids Beneath Road Bed 50 cy $ 21,870.00

Roadway Vapor Barrier & Geotextile Fabric 8730 sf $ 3,500.00

Roadway Concrete Overlay 8730 sf $ 75,600.00

Existing Curb Repairs ls $ 11,000.00

Existing Light Pole Foundation Repairs 32 each $ 11,500.00

Install New Proposed Light Bollards 18 ea $ 27,000.00

Furnish & Install New Historic West Side railings 485 lf $ 60,000.00

Drill, Dowel, & Epoxy Existing Curbs ls $ 7,897.00

CIP Concrete Benches 10 ea $ 22,000.00

Site Retaining Wall Footing Excavation 485 lf $ 19,400.00

Site Retaining Wall Concrete Footing 485 lf $ 20,000.00

Site Retaining Wall Masonry 3500 sf $ 54,000.00

Site Retaining Wall Waterproofing 3500 sf $ 7,000.00

Site Retaining Wall French Drain 485 lf $ 2,000.00

Site Electrical - Transformer 1 ea $ 10,000.00

Primary Conduit from Transformer to SES 200 lf $ 8,500.00

SES & Enclosure ls $ 25,000.00

Site Electric–Conduit, Wire, Etc. 550 lf $ 14,535.00

West Bank Landscaping ls $ 35,789.00

East Side Planter Landscape Restoration ls $ 12,850.00

Irrigation ls $ 30,000.00

SITE SUBTOTAL: $ 619,972.00

GENERAL CONDITIONS $ 63,186.00

SITE SUBTOTAL $ 619,972.00

SUBTOTAL $ 683,158.00

Overhead & Profit $ 55,000.00

Construction Taxes $ 38,385.00

CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 776,543.00
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This	estimate	is	based	on	an	undated	Entellus	Topographical	Survey,	RAMM	Geotech	Report	
No.	G25170	Recommendations,	and	VinsonStudio	Historic	Structures	Report	Draft,	dated	
9-24-18.	The	existing	abutment	and	bleachers	on	the	east	bank	of	the	approach	roadway	
were	previously	rehabilitated	by	the	City	of	Tempe	and	no	work	to	these	elements	is	
included	herein.	

The	anticipated	Construction	Schedule	to	complete	this	work	is	120	Calendar	Days.	Long	
lead	design	and	fabrication	of	historic	bollards,	light	Uixtures,	and	railings	may	extend	the	
anticipated	Construction	Schedule.		

Thanks	for	the	opportunity	to	provide	you	with	this	preliminary	estimate	of	the	work.	

Mark	Schaefer	
M.A.	SCHAEFER	CONSTRUCTION	CO.,	INC.	
5231	East	Patrick	Lane	
Phoenix,	AZ	85054	

mark@maschaefer.com	
602-405-7015	

Note:	The	above	schedule	does	not	include	design	(architecture/engineering)	time,	which	
could	also	be	estimated	at	120	days,	which	would	be	extended	for	permitting,	etc.	The	cost	
estimate	includes	work	as	indicated	in	the	rehabilitation	section	of	this	report,	such	as	new	
bollards,	railings,	lighting	and	landscaping,	but	does	not	include	speciUic	elements	of	a	
conceptual	Veterans	Memorial.	

The	estimate	does	not	include	a	contingency	or	amounts	for	design	and	project	
management.	Therefore,	VinsonStudio	PLLC	recommends	the	following	additions	to	the	
estimate:	

Construction contingency @ 10%: $77,654.00

Design (architecture/engineering) @ 10%: $77,654.00

Permitting & Project Management @ 5% $38,827.00

Subtotal: $194,135.00

Total estimated project cost: 
(not including future inflation, 5%±/year)

$970,678.00
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EXISTING	CONDITION	PHOTOS	
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fig. (37)
Aerial view of the Tempe Beach park showing several potential locations for the Veterans Memorial  

noted A, B, C, D. source Google Maps, Mark Vinson.
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fig. (38) 
Memorial location “A” 

This location is generally north of and below the rehabilitated 
bridge abutment, extending north to the west park entrance 

and ramada. 

fig. (39) 
Memorial location “B”

This location is generally northeast of and below the 
rehabilitated bridge abutment, contained within the 

surrounding curvilinear concrete walkway. 
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fig. (40) 
Memorial location “C”

This location is immediately east of and below the 
northernly extension of the historic stone-and-concrete 
bleachers of Tempe Beach Park Stadium, extending 
eastward to the Arizona Public Service solar ramada: 

this area is generally in the location of the tennis courts 
which were demolished in 2000.

fig. (41) 
Memorial location “D”

This location is linear in nature, consisting of the north-
to-south length of the historic concrete roadbed of the 
Ash Avenue bridge approach and associated right-of-

way (ROW) west of the roadbed.
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fig. (42) 
Aerial view of site including possible veterans memorial locations consisting of 

sites “C” and “D”.

NORTH	NTS	
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ILLUSTRATED	CONCEPTS	

As	identiUied	in	Uig.	(37)	(early	in	this	report)	and	diagrammatically	illustrated	in	the	
preceding		image,	a	combination	of	potential	sites	“C”	and	“D”	exhibits	potential	to	provide	
a	meaningful	experience	at	a	relatively	moderate	cost.	While	sites	“A”	and	“B”	initially	
seemed	feasible,		conUlicts	with	access	and	staging	for	park	events,	as	well	as	underground	
utilities,	would	likely	prove	too	problematic.	In	addition,	opportunities	for	interpretation	
and	contemplation	might	be	limited.	However,	the	relatively	“quiet”	nature	of	site	“C,”	
combined	with	the	linear	aspect	of	site	“D,”	offers	numerous	possibilities	for	the	
implementation	of	a	memorial	that	addresses	applicable	goals	and	establishes	a	viable	use	
compatible	with	a	rehabilitated	Ash	Avenue	Bridge	Approach.	

The	following	illustrations	are	not	intended	to	indicate	a	deUinitive	or	Uinal	design,	but	to	
convey	the	potential	character	of	such	an	adaptive	reuse/rehabilitation	strategy.	
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fig. (43) 
Concept approach plan 
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fig. (44)
Roadbed approach concept.



Historic	Ash	Avenue	Roadbed	CoT	CIP	6700117							Historic	Structures	Report	 	

 

VinsonStudio	PLLC						Preserva>on	Architecture	 �52

fig. (45) 
Court of reflection concept. 
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fig. (46)
Concept sketch of south entry plaza.
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ADDITIONAL	EXISTING	CONDITION	PHOTOS	

Unless	noted	otherwise	all	photos	taken	by	Mark	Vinson	August	2018. 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fig. (47) 
Modern photographs of site study area. 
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fig. (48) 
Modern photographs of bleachers and east slope. 
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fig. (49) 
Modern photographs of curbing and historic bollards. 
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fig. (50)
Modern photographs of existing roadbed surfaces. 
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fig. (51) 
Modern photographs of roadbed curbing and 

sidewalks. 
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fig. (52)
Modern photographs of west slope bleacher 

transitions.
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fig. (53)
View of Ash Avenue bridge approach from the south 

on present day Ash Avenue.
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