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ACRONYMS  AND GLOSSARY

Affordable Housing
Housing that “costs no more than 30% of the monthly household income for 
rent and utilities” (Great Communities Collaborative, Great Communities and 
Affordable Housing,	p.	2-1).

ASU 
Arizona State University

Camelback Corridor 
Study area bounded by 7th Street on east, 22nd Avenue on west, Colter Street on 
north and Pierson Street on south.

Density
In planning, refers to the number of units built (or allowed to be built) on a 
given area, usually measured in number of units per acre. 

General Plan
Representation of a municipality’s goals for future land use.

Height
In planning, refers to the maximum allowable building height.

IGA 
Intergovernmental Agreement

Intensity
In planning, refers to a concentration of building density, concentration of 
activity and land uses 

METRO light rail
“METRO	 is	 the	 brand	 name	 for	 Valley	Metro	 Rail	 Inc.,	 a	 nonprofit,	 public	
corporation charged with the design, construction and operation of the light 
rail	system	for	the	five	initiating	cities	of	Phoenix,	Tempe,	Mesa,	Glendale,	and	
Chandler” (Valley Metro, 2007).

MHI 
Median Household Income
Economic indicator using the median of all household incomes for an 
identifiable	community.	

Mixed Use
Development that includes a combination of residential, commercial, retail 
and civic uses within a compact, walkable area.

Node
A	defined	area	of	increased	intensity,	density	and	height.	

Park-and-Ride
No-fee	surface	parking	lots	located	adjacent	to	light	rail	stations	(Valley	Metro,	
2007).

PURL 
Phoenix Urban Research Laboratory

RPPP 
Residential Permit Parking Program
Parking program designed to control parking problems in a designated area 
through the use of permits (City of Phoenix, 2006).
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Streetscape
The environment created at street level along the sidewalk as experienced by 
pedestrians.

TOD 
Transit-Oriented	Development	(general	use	term)
	 A	 development	 practice	 directed	 towards	 creating	 “compact,	 pedestrian-
oriented villages around transit stations” (ULI, 2002, p. 14). 

TOD-1 
Transit-Oriented	District	One
A zoning district in the City of Phoenix created to encourage an appropriate 
mixture and density of activity around transit stations to increase ridership 
along the Central Phoenix/East Valley CP/EV Light Rail Corridor and 
promote alternative modes of transportation to the automobile. The secondary 
intent	is	to	decrease	auto-dependency	and	mitigate	the	effects	of	congestion	
and pollution (City of Phoenix, 2006).

Traffic Calming
Measures	used	to	slow	or	reduce	traffic	speed	and/or	volume	using	physical	
means	such	as	speed	bumps,	speed	humps,	traffic	circles	or	speed	tables.

Valley Metro
“The regional transit system (for) the Phoenix metropolitan area” (Valley 
Metro, 2007a).

Zoning Code
A municipality’s legal regulations of the uses of individual parcels of land.

xiii





City of Phoenix Camelback Corridor:  
Transit-Oriented Development
The project is a study of existing conditions and development opportunities 
around light rail in the Camelback Corridor in Phoenix.   This study was 
conducted by the 2007 Introductory Urban Planning Studio in the School 
of Planning at Arizona State University (ASU).  The project is a collaboration 
between the City of Phoenix, METRO light rail, the School of Planning and the 
Phoenix Urban Research Laboratory (PURL) in the College of Design at Arizona 
State University (ASU) and the business owners and citizens from the Corridor.  
The project emerged out of the City’s concerns over the impacts of the light rail 
on the adjoining neighborhoods.  

The study area is bounded by 7th Street to the east, 22nd Avenue to the west, Colter 
Street	to	the	north,	and	Pierson	Street	to	the	south.		Specific	studio	tasks	included	
assembling	profiles	of	the	area	on	aspects	such	as	neighborhood	characteristics,	
demographics,	housing,	crime	statistics	and	traffic	conditions	along	with	existing	
planning and zoning policies and overlay districts.  The class was also asked 
by the City to examine comparable light rail developments throughout the U.S., 
identify appropriate development opportunities for the Corridor and work with 
the community to explore concerns and wishes.  Attention was also paid to areas 
within	 a	 half-mile	 radius	 of	 the	 three	new	 light	 rail	 stations	within	 the	 study	
area.

Analysis	confirmed	that	the	study	consists	of	a	variety	of	land	uses.		These	include	
historic	and	non-historic	residential	neighborhoods	and	housing	ranging	from	
single-	to	multi-family	units.		It	also	consists	of	multiple	commercial	retail	plazas	
that	 occur	 along	 the	 Camelback	 Corridor.	 	 Office	 buildings	 of	 all	 sizes	 occur	
throughout the area, the largest of which is the M&I Thunderbird Bank building 
at the southeast corner of Central Avenue and Camelback Road.  Overall the 

Corridor is also well served by schools, with one public, one private and six 
charter schools within the area and a range of private and charter schools 
within easy reach. The site analysis also revealed numerous vacant sites 
with potential for future development.

The	 community	 profile	 was	 further	 researched	 through	 demographic	
information from the 2000 U.S. Census, along with planning reports and 
other	city	documents.		Many	findings	are	contrasted	with	data	for	the	City	
of Phoenix as a whole.  Findings from the secondary data analysis revealed 
some	significant	demographic	differences	from	the	east	to	the	west	of	the	
project area.  Higher densities are found moving to the west from Central 
Avenue towards 19th	 Avenue,	 along	 with	 higher	 proportions	 of	 multi-
family housing, higher populations of “Hispanics,” higher populations of 
school-aged	children,	and	higher	proportions	of	rental	housing	compared	
with	owner-occupied	housing	on	the	eastern	side.	

The class researched the area’s conventional zoning districts along with 
overlay districts and other jurisdictions.  In addition to conventional 
zoning,	the	area	is	governed	by	an	Interim	Transit-Oriented	Development	
Overlay District controlling land use and densities, street and sidewalk 
width,	signage,	parking	and	loading	requirements,	and	other	factors.		This	
overlay runs east to west from 3rd Street to 21st Avenue and north to south 
from Colter Street to Pierson Street.  

Transit-Oriented	 Development	 (TOD)	 is	 defined	 as	 development	 that	
emphasizes alternatives to automobile transportation such as biking, 
walking	and	mass	transit.		TOD	design	encourages	concentrations	of	mixed-
use development around transit stations with particular concentrations of 
retail,	office	and	housing.		Overall	goals	are	to	encourage	pedestrian	and	

Executive Summary 
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street life, encourage transit ridership and make cities more vibrant while strong 
economically.		In	addition,	mixed-use	encourages	ongoing	activity	throughout	
day and night, creating “eyes on the street” (Jacobs, 1961) and reducing crime.

Two community workshops were held by the City of Phoenix on the evenings of 
October	15	and	November	15,	2007.			The	goal	was	to	establish	communication	
with adjacent communities, attend to community concerns and involve 
the community in future Corridor development plans.  Approximately 70 
community	residents,	business	and	property	owners	attended	the	first	event	
while	55	people	came	to	the	second.		At	each	meeting,	students	gave	25-minute	
presentations	of	development	options	for	transit-oriented	development.		At	the	
first	meeting,	students	gave	a	profile	of	the	Corridor	and	introduced	comparable	
TOD projects throughout the U.S.  The second meeting included a presentation 
of options for general TOD recommendations and examples appropriate for 
specific	sites	along	the	Camelback	Corridor.		Presentations	were	followed	by	
break-out	sessions	as	student	facilitators	and	recorders	gathered	community	
wishes,	concerns	and	recommendations.		At	the	first	meeting,	the	community	
was	asked	questions	about	preferred	types	of	development	along	the	Corridor;	
at	 the	second	meeting	questions	related	 to	specific	preferences	 for	 the	 types	
and location of development.

Students presented a range of planning and development options to the 
community.	 	 While	 earlier	 TOD	 themes	 were	 drawn	 from	 transit-oriented	
developments in California, Colorado, Texas, New York and elsewhere, the 
subsequent	presentation	offered	specific	development	options	for	areas	around	
the proposed stations along Camelback Road, at the Central Avenue, 7th 
Avenue and 19th Avenue intersections.  Additional recommendations covered 
the	broader	study	area,	including	height	and	density,	transitions	between	high-
rise	and	low-rise	structures,	plus	strategies	for	affordable	housing,	mixed-use	
development,	pedestrian-friendly	parking	and	streetscapes	and	user-friendly	
public spaces.  

General Policy Recommendations
Several policy recommendations have been developed from the process of 
gathering,	refining,	reflecting	upon	and	synthesizing	information	over	the	
past four months and are included in this report.  They are derived from the 
best practices observed in other cities regarding TOD and light rail as well 
as concerns expressed by the community.

Enhance mixed-use zoning
Within	the	Camelback	Corridor,	mixed-use	is	not	currently	included	in	the	
zoning	code.	Increasing	density	for	individual	projects	requires	a	rezoning	
process	which	can	be	time	consuming	and	costly.		Based	on	the	finding	that	
transit-oriented	development	incorporates	mixed-uses,	the	City	of	Phoenix	
is	urged	 to	 change	 the	 current	 zoning.	 	Mixed-use	development	not	only	
promotes TOD principles but also increases opportunity for economic 
growth.  It can also lead to increased densities of both commercial and 
residential development.  While increasing diversity within communities, 
mixed-use	developments	can	also	lead	to	increased	safety	by	adding	more	
“eyes	on	the	street”	(Jacobs,	1961).		A	change	to	mixed-use	zoning	throughout	
the	TOD-1	Overlay	District	is	recommended.

Confront and increase parking
The demand for parking at light rail stations and throughout the Corridor is 
likely to exceed the supply which has been proposed by the City of Phoenix.  
Turning	the	current	park-and-ride	locations	into	structured	parking	would	
remedy	this	situation,	if	necessary	through	public-private	partnerships.		The	
ground	floor	of	these	parking	structures	should	be	used	as	space	for	retail	
and	businesses.		This	will	help	to	maintain	the	pedestrian-oriented	character	
of the area.  It is essential that the supply and pricing of parking be carefully 
controlled to maintain the primacy of transit and pedestrian modes.  In 
addition, the Residential Parking Permit Program (RPPP), already in use in 
some Corridor neighborhoods, could be expanded.
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Address height and density
To address community concerns, it is recommended that height and density 
in the Camelback Corridor incorporate nodes and four categories of varying 
height	(1-3	stories,	4-6	stories,	7-10	stories,	and	11	to	approximately	20	stories).		
A node is an area of increased intensity, density and height that typically 
encompasses a light rail station.  These areas (nodes) of greater height and 
density work to incorporate TOD principles by increasing activity, ridership, 
variety and economic diversity while still appealing to pedestrians.  Locations 
for the greatest height and density include along Central Avenue south of 
Camelback Road towards the downtown core and at the nodes at the corners of 
the three stations at the main intersections such as Central Avenue, 7th Avenue 
and 19th Avenue and Camelback Road. 

Address transitions
A key recommendation is for transitional spaces within the community that 
blend larger scale, higher density development into adjacent residential areas.  
By reducing from the greatest heights at the light rail stations to medium 
heights of four and six stories between stations, to heights between one and 
three	stories	adjacent	to	single-family	homes,	smooth	transitions	will	be	created.		
This	would	create	a	potential	“step-back”	effect,	commonly	advocated	when	
taller high density developments border residences.  This approach protects 
residents by increasing privacy and allowing the view from taller structures to 
focus outward instead of downward.

Create public spaces
Overall,	Phoenix	is	lacking	in	quality	public	spaces.		TOD	in	general,	and	the	
Camelback	 Corridor	 specifically,	 represent	 opportunities	 to	 establish	 such	
spaces.  Designing an inviting streetscape is a potential solution and certainly 
one	 over	which	 the	 city	 has	 significant	 control.	 	 However,	 as	 development	
occurs, the City should be conscious of opportunities to create public spaces 
throughout the Corridor.  Public spaces that include plazas, courtyards, 
urban parks and other gathering spots for the community can and should be 

developed.  These spaces help to enhance a sense of community and when 
combined	with	public	art,	can	create	a	unique	identity	for	an	area.		While	there	
are not many spaces within the Corridor that would be able to incorporate 
these types of developments on a large scale, numerous opportunities exist 
for	 small,	 intimate	public	 spaces.	 	 The	field	 study	 identified	 a	 number	 of	
locations	within	the	Corridor	well-suited	for	the	development	of	small	urban	
open spaces.  These could be incorporated into new development, such 
as	 a	mixed-use	 project	 or	 developed	 as	 an	 urban	pocket	 park.	 	A	 certain	
percentage of public space can also be dedicated within new development.  
A few of these spaces could be integrated into private developments, but 
their public status must be clearly understood.  An explicit mandate for 
public space in all new development is not necessarily an effective strategy 
for	creating	a	sufficient	number	of	areas	for	public	space.

Additionally it is recommended to protect and enhance the existing green 
spaces	surrounding	the	Camelback	Corridor.		School	fields	that	are	open	to	
the public, along with Colter Park on the northwest corner of Colter Street 
and 7th Avenue, are also important recreation areas for the community.  If 
redeveloped for more pedestrian use, these spaces can act as appropriate 
access points to link communities within and outside the Corridor to the 
light rail. 

Integrate affordability
Currently, the Camelback Corridor is characterized by a diversity of 
housing types and price levels.  This contributes greatly to the character 
and attractiveness of the Corridor.  The housing and income mix of these 
populations	results	in	a	greater	density	and	variety	of	required	services	and	
activity. Given the mixture of income, race/ethnicity and housing status, 
many businesses and services are at present serving each group.   However, 
as development occurs with the arrival and completion of the light rail, 
measures should be taken to preserve what exists or ensure ways to maintain 
this mix of income levels.  These measures can either be integrated into the 
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in the summer.  In addition to shade, providing wider sidewalks will serve an 
important role in giving pedestrians a sense of belonging.

With regard to safety, properly lit and visually open streetscapes can increase 
street safety.  Visual enhancements to crosswalks and intersections can increase 
drivers’ awareness of pedestrians.  Some community members advocated the 
use of bridges or overpasses as a solution to the issue of pedestrian crossings.  
While this could be an option at selected sites, it is not recommended as a 
broad strategy for addressing pedestrian crossings.  These bridges serve the 
automobile as much as the pedestrian.  Individuals must climb stairs or a 
steep incline, removing themselves from the activity of the street to cross the 
street.  

Specific Development Recommendations
Throughout	the	Camelback	Corridor	are	opportunities	for	node,	large-scale,	
medium-scale,	and	small-scale	developments	with	the	greatest	height	limited	
to Central Avenue. 

Node Development
Within the Corridor, three potential node locations along Camelback Road 
are	 identified	at	Central	Avenue,	7th Avenue and 19th Avenue.  Intensity is 
concentrated at the intersections at these nodes and height steps down from 
taller development along the arterial streets towards neighborhoods with 
single-family	 residential	 areas.	 	Wider	 sidewalks	 and	 streetscape	 elements	
necessarily enhance these developments.  Height at the 7th Avenue and 19th 
Avenue nodes is recommended at between seven and ten stories.  

Large-Scale Development (Greatest Height)  
A	limited	number	of	specific	parcels	on	both	sides	of	Central	Avenue	south	
of	Camelback	Road	are	 currently	 zoned	 for	 a	height	up	 to	 250	 feet	with	 a	
development potential of approximately 20 stories.  We recommend that the 
height	and	density	allowances	 increase	up	to	250	feet	 for	all	parcels	 in	this	

General Plan and zoning or introduced with a set of incentives for developers.  

Housing that is made available to all income levels could be incorporated into 
new developments in a variety of ways.  One option is to set aside a percentage 
of housing units in each new development or redevelopment project for 
mixed-income	or	affordable	housing,	referred	to	as	inclusionary	zoning.		With	
mixed-income	housing,	the	below-market	units	could	be	dispersed	throughout	
new development.  The City of Phoenix does not currently have any policy 
specifically	 addressing	 affordable	 housing.	 	 By	 incorporating	 policies	 for	
affordable housing and incentives to promote its development, the vibrancy of 
the community will be enhanced.  

Enhance circulation
To	 mitigate	 traffic	 concerns,	 a	 general	 recommendation	 includes	 installing	
traffic	calming	devices.		These	include	traffic	circles,	speed	bumps	and	speed	
tables.  By carefully locating these on residential connector streets, vehicle 
volumes and speeds will be reduced and safety will be increased. 

To encourage and increase bicycle ridership, it is recommended that bike paths 
along 7th and 19th Avenues be integrated and expanded.  While the Sonoran 
Bike Path is nearby, located along 3rd Avenue, it is not clearly marked in the 
Corridor.		Incorporating	a	way-finding	system	along	this	path	and	connecting	
all paths to the Grand Canal south of the Corridor would help to encourage 
bicycle use.     

Enhance streetscapes
A buffer of trees and other landscaping between sidewalks and streets will help 
create more appealing, protected streetscapes.  In addition, street furniture such 
as benches or planters can create gathering or meeting places along sidewalks.  
Besides	confronting	the	challenges	presented	by	automobile	traffic,	streetscapes	
must also respond appropriately to the natural environment.  Providing shade 
along sidewalks is essential in Phoenix for even short forays by the pedestrian 
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section of the Corridor down to the Grand Canal via Central Avenue to link 
the	Camelback	Corridor	 to	 the	Phoenix	downtown	high-rise	district	and	 its	
tallest buildings.

Medium-Scale Development
Medium-scale	 development	 is	 proposed	 between	 the	 three	 previously	
described nodes along arterials within the Camelback Corridor to the north 
and south of Camelback Road and along both sides of 19th Avenue north of 
Camelback	Road.		We	suggest	that	medium-scale,	mixed-use	development	be	
between four and six stories in height in response to community comments 
that there be transition spaces between node developments and existing 
neighborhoods.  

Small-Scale Development
Small-scale	development	could	be	located	within	the	Camelback	Corridor	at	
areas	that	are	directly	adjacent	to	residences.		By	creating	“step-back”	transitions	
from	node	to	smaller-scale	development	or	from	medium-scale	to	small-scale	
development, the established neighborhoods are buffered somewhat from the 
larger-scale	developments	that	we	suggest	along	both	Camelback	Road	and	
Central Avenue.

Due	to	the	proximity	of	existing	neighborhoods,	it	is	recommended	that	small-
scale development be less intense and have a maximum height of three stories.  
Primary uses could consist of residential, with commercial uses on the ground 
floor	 where	 sufficient	 access	 and	 space	 is	 available.	 	 These	 developments	
could	include	townhomes,	apartments	and/or	condominiums	as	well	as	live-
work spaces.  These structures act as connectors between neighborhoods and 
medium-scale	developments	by	incorporating	compatible	uses	in	a	transitional	
form.  

Reflections and Further Research
During	a	 reflection	exercise	at	 the	end	of	 the	studio,	 students	were	asked	
to identify issues for further research or consideration.  Student responses 
stressed the need for continued community participation, particularly related 
to design issues, observations about the width of Camelback Road within a 
neighborhood setting and addressing diversity issues along the Corridor. 

The	Studio	made	significant	progress	 towards	 identifying	a	diverse	set	of	
development scenarios for TOD along the Camelback Corridor.  Students 
also uncovered unanticipated needs and complexities suitable for further 
research.  The recommendations and options discussed above will help to 
integrate TOD into the existing rich and diverse neighborhoods adjacent 
to	 light	 rail	 and	 to	 find	 optimal	ways	 to	 create	 a	 vibrant,	 accessible	 and	
economically productive new streetscape.  This report will also serve as a 
foundation for future planning and design studios that will relate future 
development	options	more	accurately	 to	 the	 study	area	and	fine	 tune	 the	
appropriateness of these options for the Corridor.
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in the Corridor are the neighborhoods of Pasadena, Grandview, and Saint 
Francis.  Focal points in the Corridor include Valley Lutheran High School, 
Uptown	 Plaza,	 Camelback	 Village	 Square,	 Osborn	Middle	 School	 and	 the	
Crittenton Youth Academy (Figure 1.2).  Not in the Corridor, but still important 
focal points to the residents in the Corridor, are St. Francis Elementary School, 
Brophy College Preparatory and Xavier College Preparatory.

Introductory Urban Planning Studio
This	report	integrates	the	efforts	and	findings	of	the	ASU	Introductory	Urban	
Planning Studio.  The goals of this studio included introducing the students 
to	Transit-Oriented	Development	(TOD),	secondary	data	research,	the	general	
planning process, planning documents, planning methods, presentation 
skills, document creation, communication skills and teamwork.  Discussion of 

Chapter I - Overview 
This studio project is a collaborative effort between the City of Phoenix, 
METRO light rail, the Phoenix Urban Research Laboratory (PURL) in the 
College of Design, citizens and business owners of the Camelback Corridor 
and the School of Planning at Arizona State University (ASU).  The project 
involved extensive research by the 2007 ASU Introductory Urban Planning 
Studio class of existing conditions and development opportunities along the 
light rail in the study area.  The need for this project stems from community 
concerns about the impact of the METRO light rail on the character of the 
neighborhood and on the community.

Project Area
The study area for this project is designated as the Camelback Corridor, the 
boundaries of which are 7th Street to the east, 22nd Avenue to the west, Colter 
Street to the north, and Pierson Street to the south and is outlined in red in 
Figure	 1.1.	 	 Particular	 attention	 was	 paid	 to	 the	 Interim	 Transit-Oriented	
Zoning	 Overlay	 District	 One	 (TOD-1)	 along	
Camelback Road, bounded by the yellow 
outline in Figure 1.  Much of the demographic 
research in the studio’s complementary 
research methods class was focused around 
the	 area	within	 a	 one-half-mile	 radius	 of	 the	
three light rail stations in the Corridor, which 
were designated as station areas.

In addition to the main commercial strip along 
Camelback Road, many areas of the Camelback 
Corridor warranted attention.  The Corridor is 
home to three historic neighborhoods: Windsor 
Square,	Pierson	Place	and	Medlock	Place.		Also	

Figure 1.1  Camelback Corridor 
Adapted from  Maricopa County Assessors Office

Site Boundary
Transit Overlay District



selected methods and assignments for the course are contained 
in Appendix A.  The data covered in this report will be further 
built upon and expanded on in an ASU Urban Design Studio in 
the spring of 2008. 

According to a 2007 Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) 
(Appendix B) between the City of Phoenix and the ASU School 
of Planning, the purpose of this project was to “engage in a 
detailed	 study	 of	 the	 transit-oriented	 development	 that	 will	
occur near the intersection of Central Avenue and Camelback 
Road, and along a portion of Camelback Road, as a result of the 
new light rail/bus stations.”  In addition, the studio was asked 
to: 

…assess and analyze district conditions, including 
district context, boundaries, land uses, zoning, 
development restrictions, overlay districts, planning 
policies, demographic characteristics, densities, 
housing,	 access,	 traffic,	 and	 parking;	 prepare	 maps	
of	 the	 study	 area;	 identify	 stakeholders,	 including	
residents, institutions, business owners, commercial 
interests,	 non-profits,	 and	 policy	makers;	 meet	 with	
stakeholders at public meetings to determine the 
concerns and wishes of those affected by the new 
development;	identify	and	examine	comparable	cases	
in	other	cities;	and	identify	development	opportunities	
(Appendix B).

Finally, the studio was directed to “compile its analyses and documentation for 
the	City	of	Phoenix	and	to	provide	community	presentations	and	a	final	report,	
which will be an overview of the work” (Appendix B).  Through a highly 
collaborative process, students worked with ASU faculty, City of Phoenix 

Planning staff, the citizens of the Corridor and each other to create a document 
that would meet the expectations set in the IGA between the City of Phoenix 
and ASU.  It is hoped that this report will be used as a tool by the City in future 
research projects and by other interested parties to assist in making planning 
decisions	related	to	transit-oriented	development	in	this	unique	portion	of	the	
City. 

Report Organization
This	first	chapter	of	the	report	focuses	on	the	mission	of	the	studio	project	and	
provides a summary of the IGA between the City of Phoenix and ASU.  The 
report’s next three chapters discuss the Camelback Corridor’s conditions at the 
time of the studio class:

Figure 1.2  Camelback Corridor Focal Points
Adapted from Maricopa County Assessors Office 

Camelback	Village	Square
Osborn Middle School

Valley Lutheran
Uptown Plaza

Crittenton Youth Academy
Brophy College Prep 
Xavier College Prep

2



Neighborhood,	demographic	and	institutional	context	(Chapter	2);	•	
Transportation	systems	(Chapter	3);•	
Land-use	planning	and	zoning	(Chapter	4).	•	

Transit-Oriented	Development	(TOD)	principles	and	examples	are	explored	in	
Chapter	5	as	one	of	the	resources	for	making	development	recommendations	
for the Camelback Corridor.  Chapter 6 discusses community input and 
general	 development	 possibilities	 within	 the	 Camelback	 Corridor.	 	 Specific	
development options for the Corridor recommended by the ASU planning 
studio	 are	 in	 Chapter	 7.	 	 Chapter	 8	 concludes	 with	 students	 offering	 final	
policy recommendations for the Corridor, and includes suggestions for areas 
of	additional	research	and	future	actions	by	the	City	of	Phoenix	or	subsequent	
studios.

Light rail along Central Avenue 
Valley Metro 2006

Crittenton Youth Academy
Brophy College Prep 
Xavier College Prep
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This	chapter	presents	a	community	profile	of	the	Camelback	Corridor,	primarily	
in terms of its residents and neighborhoods.  The chapter begins with a 
general description of neighborhood character based primarily on information 
gathered	in	a	field	survey.		Information	about	the	ethnicity,	age,	educational	
attainment, commutes, income levels and employment of area residents is 
next, using demographic data from the 2000 U.S. Census.  A segment on crime 
and safety follows using statistics from the Phoenix Police Department.  To 
highlight	the	uniqueness	of	the	Camelback	Corridor,	some	characteristics	are	
contrasted with data for the City of Phoenix as a whole.  Information about 
community services such as parks, schools and emergency response services 
is also included.

This	combined	information	becomes	a	community	profile.		A	profile	is	a	useful	
tool for planning for a community’s needs, including transportation and 
economic development.  The number of amenities and services in a community 
can also be used to measure how well an area meets the needs of its residents.  
Understanding who the community residents are, what their needs are likely 
to	be	and	how	well	they	are	currently	being	met	is	the	first	step	to	planning	
for the future.  The METRO light rail alignment will impact this community, 
creating new opportunities for development oriented towards transit.  To make 
the most of the opportunity, an accurate assessment of the area is essential.  
This	profile	has	been	assembled	with	that	purpose	in	mind.

Neighborhoods
A	place	is	often	defined	by	the	character	of	its	neighborhoods.		This	is	true	for	the	
Camelback	Corridor	as	well.		A	collage	of	low-profile	historic	and	non-historic	
residential neighborhoods is the backbone of this area of Central Phoenix, 
most	dating	back	to	the	mid-twentieth	century.		Home	to	approximately	30,000	
residents (U.S. Census, 2000), these neighborhoods are an important component 

of	the	Corridor.		The	following	profile	briefly	identifies	and	describes	the	some	
of them. 

Three historic neighborhoods are within the bounds of the Corridor: Windsor 
Square,	Medlock	Place	and	Pierson	Place	(Figure	2.1).		North	of	Camelback	Road	
and	east	of	Central	Avenue	is	the	Windsor	Square	Historic	Neighborhood.		On	
the west side of Central Avenue north of Camelback Road is the Medlock Place 
Historic Neighborhood.  West of Central Avenue and south of Camelback Road 
is the Pierson Place Historic Neighborhood where a wide range of architectural 
styles and housing types are represented.
 
A	number	of	other,	non-historic	residential	neighborhoods	are	in	the	Corridor,	
including the neighborhoods of Pasadena, Grandview and St. Francis.  North 
of Camelback Road and west of 7th Avenue is the Pasadena Neighborhood 
with	homes	that	date	back	to	the	1950s-1960s.		These	homes	include	attached	
and detached garages, manicured landscaping and green lawns.  In addition 
to	 the	 single-family	 housing,	 there	 are	 two-	 and	 three-story	 multi-family	
dwelling units.  The Grandview community, comprised primarily of smaller, 
single-family	homes,	is	located	near	the	south	east	corner	of	15th Avenue and 
Highland Avenue.  South of Camelback Road and east of Central Avenue is the 
St. Francis Neighborhood.  Though not within the boundary of the Corridor, 
Brophy College Preparatory, Xavier College Preparatory and St. Francis 
Elementary School all have a strong presence in the area and in the St. Francis 
Neighborhood in particular.  

North of Camelback Road and west of 3rd Avenue are a number of small 
communities	made	up	of	mostly	multi-family	housing.	 	Between	3rd Avenue 
and 7th	Avenue	 is	multi-family	housing	 that	 is	 relatively	 small	 in	 scale	 and	
which	 integrates	well	with	 the	 single-family	 surroundings.	 	While	many	 of	

Chapter II - Camelback 
Corridor Profile
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these	multi-family	units	appear	to	be	large	single-family	homes,	each	structure	
is actually divided up into multiple units.  West of 7th Avenue the apartments, 
row	houses	and	multi-story	apartment	buildings	are	predominantly	garden-
style.  

Demographics 
Like	 neighborhoods	 and	 homes,	 people	 also	 contribute	 significantly	 to	 the	
character of a place.  Ethnicity is only one characteristic of a population.  
Age	 make-up,	 economic	 status	 and	 density	 shape	 an	 area’s	 population	 as	
well.  Within the Camelback Corridor are a range of demographic clusters.  
Demographic information is useful for identifying community needs and areas 
of economic potential.  Large numbers of young children, for example, suggest 
a need for daycare and primary schools whereas large numbers of residents 
over	the	age	of	65	suggest	greater	need	for	healthcare	or	senior	services.	

Using the boundary of Missouri Avenue to the north, Campbell Avenue to the 
south,	and	east-west	between	7th Street and 24th Avenue, the following data 
was gathered from the 2000 U.S. Census, the most recent, reliable information 
available.		The	data	was	further	isolated	into	half-mile-radius	buffers	around	
the three future light rail stations along Camelback Road at Central Avenue, 
7th Avenue and 19th Avenue (Figure 2.2).  Census blocks that only partially fell 
within	the	buffers	were	 included	to	make	the	findings	more	representative.		
In	 some	 sections,	 cross-sectional	 analyses	 compare	 the	 data	 of	 the	 City	 of	
Phoenix,	the	Camelback	Corridor,	and	each	half-mile-radius	buffer.		Additional	
demographic data can be found in Appendix C of this report.

Figure 2.1  Camelback Corridor Neighborhoods
Adapted from Google Earth

Windsor	Square	(Historic)
Person Place (Historic) 
Medlock (Historic)

Pasadena
Grandview
Saint Francis

Figure 2.2  Camelback Corridor and Light Rail Station Map with 
half-Mile Radius Buffers 
Adapted from Google Earth
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Population and Density
Population density is a measure of how many people reside within a given 
area.  In this study, density is measured as the number of residents per 
square	mile.	 	Because	public	 transit	 in	general	relies	on	ridership	for	 its	
success, population density is important when considering new transit 
facilities and services.  The Camelback Corridor will have three new light 
rail stations which will depend on high usage by area residents.  Related 
to population density is housing.  Since higher housing densities are an 
important component of Transit Oriented Development, the City will be 
concerned with creating a range of higher density housing options. 

As shown in Table 2.1, the Camelback Corridor is more densely populated 
than	the	City	of	Phoenix	as	a	whole	(8,488	versus	2,565	people	per	square	
mile respectively).  In principle, this makes the area a good location for 
the new METRO light rail alignment.  However, within and across the 
Camelback Corridor, densities are different.  Progressing from east towards 
the west, densities increase.  Westward from the Central Avenue Station 
(2,351	people	per	square	mile),	densities	get	progressively	higher	towards	
the 19th	Avenue	Station	 (10,803	people	per	 square	mile).	 	These	density	
differences	 reflect	 differences	 in	 the	 housing	 stock,	 with	 multi-family	
housing	found	in	the	densest	areas	and,	conversely,	single-family	homes	
in the least dense areas.  The differing levels of population density across 
the Corridor may also result in different levels of ridership and/or station 
usage.  Although lower population densities typically suggest lower levels 
of ridership and station usage, the Central Avenue Station (rather than the 
19th Avenue Station where population densities are highest) “is projected 
to be the third busiest in the system…” (ULI, 2002, p. 28).

Table 2.1  Population and Density (2000)

Population

Density 
(people per sq 

mile)

Central Ave 7th Ave 
Station

19th Ave
Station

Corridor Phoenix

1,845

2,351

3,247

4,137

8,480

10,803

21,219

8,488

1,321,045

2,565

U.S. Census 2000
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Figure 2.3  Ages: Camelback Corridor
U.S. Census 2000

Figure 2.4  Ages: City of Phoenix
U.S. Census 2000

Age 
The	age	structure	of	a	community	defines	the	needs	of	a	community	in	many	
ways.  One aspect of TOD is its reliance on people, which is “most successful…
when different types of people are brought to the station throughout 
the	day…”	 (ULI,	 2002,	 p.	 14).	 	Having	 an	 age-diversified	population	 is	 an	
advantage for an area shifting its transportation focus to light rail and bus and 
its development towards TOD. 

The age structures of both the Corridor and the City of Phoenix are closely 
matched, according to the 2000 U.S. Census (shown in Figure 2.3 and Figure 
2.4, respectively).  For both, the majority of residents are between the ages of 
22	and	64	(58%).		Approximately	one	third	of	residents	of	both	areas	are	21	
years of age or younger (33% and 34% respectively).  This relatively young 
age structure suggests the potential for the kind of high levels of mobility and 
activity essential to TOD success.
    

Race
Ethnicity (also termed “race”) in itself is not a determinant of transit ridership.  
However,	 demographic	 profiles	 typically	 include	 this	 category	 and	 it	 is	
recorded	 in	 detail	 in	 census	 data.	 	 The	 data	 on	 the	 racial	make-up	 of	 the	
Corridor is included as a formality.

As	seen	in	Figures	2.5	and	2.6,	there	are	close	parallels	in	the	ethnic	diversity	
of the Camelback Corridor and the City of Phoenix.  In both populations, 
those	identified	as	“White”	are	a	majority	and	represent	approximately	one-
half	of	the	population;	“Hispanics”	are	the	next	largest	population	group	and	
approximately	one-quarter.		The	balance	of	both	populations	is	a	combination	
of all others.

8

Ages :   C amelback C orridor

<21
33%

22-64
58%

65+
9%



Income
Income levels are an important indicator of a population.  Income generally 
reflects	 relative	 well-being,	 ability	 to	 afford	 housing	 and	 availability	 of	
disposable income.  In addition to using this information to assess the potential 
for development success, planners also use income levels to indicate needs such 
as for more affordable housing.  As previously noted, TOD relies on human 
activity.  The value of having an area’s residents able to afford to enjoy their 
community’s	amenities	cannot	be	overstated.		A	cross-analysis	of	income	levels	
and housing prices may point to a need to enhance the spending power of 
residents	through	such	mechanisms	as	job	development	and	below-market-rate	
housing.

Median household income (MHI) is the standard indicator used to examine 
income levels of a population.  For the Camelback Corridor the MHI in 1999 was 
$33,255;	for	the	City	of	Phoenix	it	was	$41,201	(U.S.	Census,	2000).		In	relative	
terms, the lower income level of the Corridor suggests a need for affordable 
housing and affordable activities as well as for job development. 

Educational Attainment 
The educational attainment level of a population is an indication of its 
engagement in education in general.  In addition, it indicates job skill levels 
and readiness, need for educational facilities in or near the community and 
transportation needs to and from the schools. 

The	 aggregated	 proportion	 of	 the	 population	 with	 any	 post-secondary	
education	in	the	Corridor	(47%)	is	lower	than	for	the	city	(54%)	(Figures	2.7	and	
2.8	 respectively).	 	 This	 lower	proportion	 of	 attainment	 suggests	 an	 on-going	
need	for	primary,	secondary	and	post-secondary	schooling	in	and	around	the	
area.		Also	important,	especially	for	those	attending	post-secondary	educational	
institutions, are accessible and affordable modes of transportation.  The METRO 
light rail can play an important role in making education available to the 
residents of the Corridor.

 

US Census 2000

Figure 2.5  Race: Camelback Corridor
U.S. Census 2000

Figure 2.6  Race: City of Phoenix
U.S. Census 2000
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Figure 2.7  Educational Attainment: Camelback Corridor
U.S. Census 2000

Figure 2.8  Educational Attainment: City of Phoenix
U.S. Census 2000
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Housing
As noted earlier, housing plays a role in population density which in turns 
plays a role in supporting transit and TOD.  A number of ways to consider 
housing	 include	 comparing	numbers	of	 rentals	 and	owner-occupied	units.		
Age of the housing stock is also important.  Older housing may indicate a 
lack	of	new	housing	stock;	when	coupled	with	population	increase,	this	may	
indicate a growing demand for more housing.

A	2002	Urban	Land	 Institute	 study	of	economic	development	 for	 light-rail	
transit	for	the	City	of	Phoenix	defines	TOD	as	“compact,	pedestrian-oriented	
villages around transit stations” (p. 14).  As more and more communities 
embrace TOD, lessons are learned.  Included in these lessons is the realization 
that “Transit is supported best by multifamily residential uses (condominiums 
and	apartments,	 including	market-rate	 and	affordable	units)…”	as	well	 as	
jobs and the availability of goods and services (ibid.).

In	the	Corridor,	the	proportion	of	rental	homes	compared	to	owner-occupied	
ones are approximately inverse to the City of Phoenix (Table 2.2, next page) 
with 32% owner occupied and 60% renter occupied for the Corridor versus 
57%	owner	occupied	and	37%	renter	occupied	in	Phoenix.		Corridor	housing	
is older than that in the city overall.  The greater proportion of housing in 
the	Corridor	was	built	during	the	1950s,	1960s	and	1970s;	for	the	City,	it	was	
during the 1970s and 1980s (Figures 2.9 and 2.10 respectively).  The survey 
conducted	by	students	of	the	studio	identifies	a	number	of	potential	sites	near	
the transit stations suitable for new housing stock, particularly when included 
in	a	mixed-use	development.		A	study	by	Myers	and	Gearin	(2001)	indicates	
that this type of housing is becoming increasing popular and demand for 
urban-based,	multi-family	housing	(rental	and	ownership)	is	growing.		

Figure 2.9  Age of Housing Units:  Camelback Corridor
U.S. Census 2000
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Figure 2.10  Age of Housing Units:  City of Phoenix
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Housing 
Tenure

Owner 
occupied
Renter 

Vacant

Total 13,337 495,832 2,189,189

1,162 29,998 287,862

7,964 183,164 607,771

4,211 282,670 1,293,55632

60

9

100

57

37

6

100

60

28

13

100

Camelback Corridor Phoenix Arizona
DU DU DU% % %

Table 2.2  Housing Occupancy

U.S. Census 2000

Transportation
Not only does transportation and the various modes used locally shape urban 
form	such	as	road	width,	traffic	control	mechanisms	and	parking	lots,	it	is	an	
essential element of TOD.  With TOD the desired shift is away from private 
auto transportation towards pedestrians and their relative ease of access to 
modes	of	public	 transit.	 	 This	 shift	 is	 naturally	 reflected	 in	urban	 form	and	
can	be	identified:	narrower	streets	(sometimes)	that	incorporate	forms	of	traffic	
calming;	 wider	 sidewalks	 that	 may	 have	 barriers	 between	 pedestrian	 and	
auto	spaces;	parking	lots	that	are	smaller	and	located	to	the	rear	of	buildings;	
and in hot, arid climates, strategic and ample shading.  The goal of TOD is to 
induce	 less	 auto	use	and	more	non-auto	usage;	 fewer	autos	means	 reduced	
parking needs as well as less congestion on the roads and in neighborhoods.  
The changes that are expected to be realized through the introduction of TOD 
is one of the reasons it is becoming widely accepted.

There is good reason to expect that the METRO light rail will have high ridership 
throughout the Corridor area.  Looking at the modes of transportation to work 
shown	in	Figures	2.11	and	2.12,	we	find	a	greater	number	of	Corridor	residents	

using transit for their work commutes than Phoenix residents (8% versus 3% 
respectively).  Conversely, Corridor residents use private motorized vehicles 
less	 frequently	 than	Phoenix	 residents	 (83%	versus	90%	respectively)	 for	 their	
work commutes.  Nonetheless, use of private vehicles is high and transit use is 
low;	light	rail	has	the	potential	to	capture	private	vehicle	commuters	rather	than	
compete with bus riders resulting ideally in a net increase of transit ridership for 
the Corridor.

Time	spent	commuting	has	a	big	impact	on	quality	of	life	and	to	some	degree	
measures	 the	 impact	 of	 commuting	 on	 air	 quality.	 	 Overall,	 residents	 of	 the	
Camelback Corridor spend less time commuting to work than do residents of 
the City of Phoenix.  Fifteen percent of Corridor residents spend more than 34 
minutes on the road compared to 21% of Phoenix residents (Figures 2.13 and 
2.14 respectively).  The majority of commuters for both areas, however, spend 
between 10 and 34 minutes commuting to work.  Spending less time on the road 
commuting,	either	as	a	result	of	using	transit	or	due	to	lighter	traffic,	is	likely	to	
appeal to residents and increase support of the light rail system in the Corridor 
(U.S. Census, 2000).   
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Figure 2.11  Transportation to work:  Camelback Corridor 
U.S. Census 2000
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Figure 2.13  Travel Time to Work:  Camelback Corridor  
U.S. Census 2000

Figure 2.14  Travel Time to Work: City of Phoenix   
U.S. Census 2000
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residents).  One means to reduce crime is to increase the number of pedestrians 
in an area and the lines of visibility from inside buildings out onto sidewalks 
and other pedestrian areas (Jacobs, 1961).  The Corridor must be perceived as a 
safe	place	to	be,	especially	during	non-business	hours,	for	TOD	to	be	successful.		
The	level	of	perceived	and	real	safety	is	an	area	that	will	benefit	from	increased	
attention.

Schools and Public Facilities 

Schools
Recalling that “TOD is successful…when different types of people are brought 
to the station throughout the day” (ULI, 2002, p. 14), schools have an important 
role	 in	 TOD.	 	Depending	 on	 the	 specific	 school,	 students	may	 commute	 in	
from outlying areas or they may reside in nearby neighborhoods.  Either way, 
the	 influx	of	 individuals	and	 families	 to	an	area	 is	 likely	 to	 increase	overall	
economic activity if the opportunity is present.  For example, parents of 
students brought in may dine, shop or use the services of businesses near the 
school, older students may patronize businesses within walking distance of 

Employment 
Transit and TOD rely on employment because jobs draw people to an 
area	on	a	regular,	on-going	basis.		An	area	rich	in	amenities	will	also	help	
attract residents prepared to live nearby their work.  According to ULI 
(2002),	TOD	 thrives	 on	 “offices	with	high	 employee	 counts	 (government,	
schools, call centers), civic facilities (libraries, museums, churches, post 
offices),	 and	 entertainment	 uses	 (theaters,	 arenas,	 cinemas,	 restaurants)”	
(p. 14).  Successful TOD brings people to an area by day through jobs and 
schools and keeps them there during the evenings and weekends through 
amenities.

Employment rates in 2001 for the City of Phoenix in general are high: 
“Phoenix, with 47 percent of its population working, [is] one of the most 
highly employed cities in the nation” (ULI, 2002, p. 10).  The Corridor area, 
included in the ULI study, was found to be a good source of employment.  
The light rail alignment compliments the high population density of the 
Corridor (Table 2.1, above), making the Corridor a potential location for job 
growth and further economic development.

Crime and Safety

Safe neighborhoods are a priority for many cities.  Measuring crime rates is 
one	way	to	gauge	safety;	contrasting	two	areas	further	clarifies	conditions	
by	providing	context.	 	The	Camelback	Corridor	profile	 includes	property	
and violent crime statistics for 2006, contrasted with the same for the City of 
Phoenix.  Statistics provided by the Phoenix Police Department are used.  

In 2006, the statistics shown in Table 2.3 indicate that the Camelback 
Corridor has a higher rate of property crime than Phoenix (82 versus 69 per 
1000 residents).  This is also the case for violent crimes (11 versus 9 per 1000 

Crimes per 1,000 resi-
dents 

Camelback 
Corridor Phoenix

Property 

Violent 

Total

       82           69

       11            9

       93           77

Table 2.3 Crime

U.S. Census 2000
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are	provided	by	hospital	emergency	rooms	and	police	and	fire	department	
emergency response units.  

The Camelback Corridor is designated by the Phoenix Police Department 
within	the	Squaw	Peak	Precinct	in	the	North	Zone	(Figure	2.15).		The	precinct	
is	40.9	square	miles	with	a	population	of	209,183.	 	The	headquarters	for	the	
precinct	are	located	at	6206	N.	24th	Street,	Phoenix,	AZ	85016.

their school, and families living in the neighborhoods will do business in their 
community.  It is also possible to travel to and from schools by public transit.  
Additionally, schools are cited by ULI (2002) as a good source of employment 
in a TOD environment (p. 14).  Schools are an asset for any area interested in 
creating TOD.

In and around the Camelback Corridor are numerous schools which provide 
education to a wide range of age groups.  Within the Corridor bounds is one 
public school, six charter schools and one private school.  Near the Corridor 
and	having	significant	 impact	on	 traffic	and	retail	 activity	are	 three	private	
schools: Brophy College Preparatory, Xavier College Preparatory and St. 
Francis Elementary School.  Also near the Corridor are two public schools, 
Central High School and Solano Elementary School.  Solano is the public 
elementary school nearest the Corridor boundaries.  

A number of public, private and charter schools in the surrounding areas also 
provide opportunities for Corridor residents.  Within the Corridor are six charter 
schools	–	three	traditional,	AmeriSchools	Academy,	Midtown	Primary	School	
and	Imagine	Schools,	and	three	non-traditional.		The	International	Commerce	
Institute and the Humanities and Sciences Institute are both for adult high 
school education.  The Crittendon Youth Academy is geared towards youths 
ages	 12-21	 and	 is	 part	 of	 the	 Florence	 Crittendon	 non-profit	 organization	
specializing in assisting girls and young women with special needs.  Within 
the	Corridor	is	Valley	Lutheran	High	School,	a	private,	religiously	affiliated	
school.  The high number of schools found in this rich educational environment 
is another indicator of the high potential for successful TOD in the Camelback 
Corridor.
 
Medical/Police/Fire Facilities
With its orientation to people, TOD success is enhanced by the presence of 
services that meet the health and welfare needs of a community.  These services 

Figure 2.15  Squaw Peak Precinct - Phoenix, AZ
Phoenix Police Department
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The	Corridor	 is	protected	by	Fire	Station	17,	 located	at	1531	E.	Missouri	
Avenue,	 Phoenix,	AZ	 85014,	 about	 one	mile	 east	 of	 the	Corridor.	 	 This	
station	 includes	Paramedic/Engine	 -17,	Utility-17,	 and	Rescue-17.	 	Also	
nearby	 is	 Fire	 Station	 18,	 located	 at	 5019	N.	 23rd	Avenue,	 Phoenix,	AZ	
85015,	 less	 than	 one	 mile	 west	 of	 the	 Corridor.	 	 This	 station	 includes	
Paramedic/Engine-18,	Paramedic/Engine-718,	Rescue-18,	and	Peak	Time	
Rescue-718.

The Corridor is also more broadly covered by Fire Station 10, located at 
2731	N.	24th	Drive,	Phoenix,	AZ	85009,	about	two	miles	south	at	Thomas	
Road	 and	 Interstate	 17.	 	 This	 station	 includes	 Engine-10,	 Paramedic/
Engine-710,	and	Loss	Control-10.	 	Also	nearby	is	Fire	Station	20,	 located	
at	726	W.	Glendale	Avenue,	Phoenix,	AZ	85021,	about	two	miles	north	of	
the Corridor on 7th	Avenue.		This	station	includes	Paramedic/Engine-20,	
Ladder-20,	and	Ladder	Tender-20.

Parks
Open space and parks are a community amenity that can be enjoyed 
by	many.	 	Cities	 reassessing	 their	 urban	 landscape	 are	 finding	ways	 to	
revitalize their communities through open space and parks.  Though many 
of the most famous parks such as Central Park in New York City or Golden 
Gate Park in San Francisco are very large, there is no prescribed size for 
success.  Successful urban spaces can be small and set within the built 
environment.
Colter Park, located at 7th Avenue and Colter Street to the north of Camelback 
Road, is just outside the Corridor.  It is eight acres and includes a soccer 
field,	benches,	a	ramada,	and	a	shaded	playground.		Another	nearby	park,	
Steele Indian School Park, is located to the south at 3rd Street and Indian 
School	Road.		The	75-acre	park	is	the	site	of	an	historic	American	Indian	
boarding school.

Safe places to sit and socialize that are appropriately protected from the 
environment are lacking in the Camelback Corridor at this time.  As important 
pedestrian-oriented	components	of	TOD,	the	development	of	small	urban	spaces	
is a clear opportunity to enhance the richness of the community.

Conclusion
The Camelback Corridor is a diverse community that offers residents a variety 
of housing options, numerous educational opportunities and increasingly good 
transit options.  Parking presents challenges to certain neighborhoods and is an 
issue that merits attention as further development occurs.  The area is served by 
the	City	police	and	fire	departments	but	has	a	somewhat	higher	crime	rate	than	
the	City	as	a	whole.		The	transit-oriented	development	under	consideration	for	
the Corridor has the potential to bring positive change to the area but could also 
reduce	the	level	of	diversity.		The	demographic	profile	can	be	used	to	guide	the	
City, the community and developers as they plan for the future.

17



Chapter III - 
Transportation

Chapter Three outlines existing transportation conditions within the 
Camelback Corridor.  Topics discussed in this chapter include the transit 
systems of light rail and bus, as well as street networks including freeways, 
streets, sidewalks, parking and other concerns.  A thorough understanding of 
the existing transit systems and related conditions within the Corridor is an 
important step towards ensuring the success of the METRO light rail.

Transit 
Several forms of public transit are currently in place or are under construction 
for the Camelback Corridor.  On Camelback Road, the transit systems include 
the future METRO light rail and the Valley Metro Bus.  These transportation 
systems connect Camelback Corridor with the greater Phoenix area.  In 
combination with the streets and freeways, these will largely determine 
accessibility to the Camelback Corridor in the future.

Light Rail
The METRO light rail is an important mode of transportation that will soon 
operate within the Camelback Corridor (Figure 3.1).  Phase I is planned to 
begin operations in December 2008 and will run 28 miles, connecting the 
cities	of	Mesa,	Tempe	and	Phoenix.	 	This	phase	contains	five	different	 line	
sections with two sections that run through the Camelback Corridor (Valley 
Metro 2007).

Within the Corridor will be three METRO light rail stations along Camelback 
Road at Central Avenue, 7th Avenue and 19th Avenue.  These stations are 
designed for walkable access and planned in connection with the other 
transportation systems.  These three stations will be an important part of the 
overall functionality of the future light rail system in this area.

As depicted in Figure 3.1, Line Section 1 runs for 2.27 miles with three stops: 
19th Avenue and Bethany Home Road, 19th Avenue and Camelback Road and 
7th Avenue and Camelback Road on the southwest corner.  The station on the 
southeast corner at 19th	Avenue	and	Camelback	Road	will	include	a	Park-and-
Ride with 411 parking spaces.  Line Section 2 contains one station within the 
Camelback Corridor study area, located at the southwest corner of Central 
Avenue and Camelback Road.  This station is a transit center, and will include 
a	Park-and-Ride	with	128	parking	spaces	as	well	as	bus	stops	adjacent	to	the	
light rail station stops.  Line Section 2 continues south towards downtown 
Phoenix before continuing on to the cities of Tempe and Mesa (Valley Metro 
2007).

Figure 3.1  Phoenix portion of the metro Light Rail
Metro Light Rail 2007
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Route 19
Blue Line

Bus Routes
For the METRO light rail to operate at full capability, bus routes throughout 
the	Valley	must	work	 efficiently	 in	 tandem	with	 it.	 	 Three	major	 stops	 for	
buses are on Camelback Road located at Central Avenue, 7th	Avenue	and	15th 
Avenue.		The	bus	routes	that	run	through	the	study	area	are:	Route	50,	Route	
0,	Route	8,	Route	15,	Route	19,	 the	Red	Line	and	the	Blue	Line	(Figure	3.2)	
(Valley Metro 2007).

According	to	posted	schedules,	Route	50,	Route	0,	the	Red	Line	and	the	Blue	
Line	buses	run	more	frequently	than	the	other	bus	lines.		Route	50	runs	east-
west along Camelback Road and connects the Corridor to eastern Phoenix 
and	Scottsdale.		Route	0	runs	north-south	along	Central	Avenue	and	connects	

to	South	Mountain.		Route	8	runs	north-south	along	
7th Avenue and connects to South Mountain.  Route 
15	runs	north-south	along	15th Avenue and connects 
to	 downtown	 Phoenix.	 	 Route	 19	 runs	 north-south	
along 19th Avenue and connects to Baseline Road 
and 39th Avenue.  The Red Line will run adjacent to 
the METRO light rail and connects with 29th Avenue 
and Dunlap Avenue to the north, and Phoenix Sky 
Harbor Airport and Apache Boulevard and Gilbert 
Road to the South.  The Blue Line runs along Central 
Avenue, stops at Camelback Road and heads east to 
State	Route	51	and	then	north	(Valley	Metro	2007).	

Street Networks
In addition to the public transit systems, are multiple 

freeways in the area and a well developed road system 
within the Camelback Corridor.  This vast network of 
streets is currently the primary linkage between the 
Corridor and the City of Phoenix and includes the 
major arterial streets of Camelback Road, 7th Street, 
Central Avenue and 7th Avenue, as well as State Route 
51	and	Interstate-17.		

Freeways
The	 Corridor	 is	 accessible	 by	 two	 freeways:	 State	 Route	 51	 (SR	 51)	 and	
Interstate-17	 (I-17).	 	 SR	 51	 is	 located	 approximately	 1.7	 miles	 east	 of	 the	
Camelback Road and Central Avenue intersection and can be accessed at 
the 16th	Street	on-ramp	at	Camelback	Road.		I-17	is	accessible	to	or	from	the	
Camelback Corridor and is located approximately 2.2 miles west of the Central 
Avenue	and	Camelback	Road	intersection.		The	closest	on-ramp/exit	is	located	
directly off Camelback Road.  This freeway provides access to Flagstaff and 
northern Arizona and to the south to downtown Phoenix.  Freeway access 

Figure 3.2  Bus Routes within the Corridor
City of Phoenix 2007b

Route 0
Red Line

Route	50
Route	15
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is a key part of the transportation system for the Camelback Corridor and is 
essential for the functioning of the entire METRO light rail system.  Freeway 
access is critical to this area because it will bring riders of the transit line in 
to the light rail stations, especially to the 19th Avenue station (Google Maps 
2007).

Streets 
The Camelback Corridor, like all regions of Phoenix, is comprised of major 
arterials,	 collector	 and	 residential	 streets	 to	 help	 move	 people	 efficiently.		
According to data provided by the Street Transportation Department of the 
City of Phoenix, the minimum width of arterial streets such as Camelback 
Road, Central Avenue, 7th Avenue and 19th Avenue ranges from 64 feet to 104 
feet.	 	In	addition	to	the	width	of	the	street,	the	public	right-of-way	on	major	
arterials extends an additional 18 feet on either side of the road, for a total 
right-of-way	of	100	feet	to	140	feet.		On	collector	streets	such	as	Colter	Street	
and Highland Avenue, street width ranges from 40 feet to 100 feet, while local 
street widths range from 28 feet to 40 feet. 

The major arterials in the area are Camelback Road, Central Avenue and 7th 
Avenue.  Additional arterials are 7th Street and 19th Avenue.  Another collector 
street	is	15th	Avenue	with	the	remaining	streets	to	be	classified	as	residential.		
None of the roadways have medians.  7th Street and 7th Avenue currently have 
“suicide” lanes with two lanes heading south, three heading north and the 
middle lane serving as a reversible lane during peak hours.  “Suicide” lanes are 
reversible left turn lanes that are the conventional turn lanes that turn into an 
extra	lane	to	ease	traffic	flow	during	peak	hours.		For	these	streets,	peak	hours	
are	between	6am-9am	and	4pm-6pm.	

Camelback Road east of Central Avenue has three lanes heading east and two 
lanes heading west.  Camelback Road west of Central Avenue is currently 
under construction and is being expanded to three lanes in each direction.  The 
collector	 street,	 15th Avenue, is compromised of two lanes in each direction 

with a center turning lane.
North of Camelback Road, Central Avenue is compromised of three lanes 
heading north and three lanes heading south with a left turn lane in the 
middle.  Along Central Avenue, south of Camelback Road, the light rail will 
run	where	 the	 left	 turn	 lane	 is	 currently	and	car	 traffic	will	be	 in	 two	 lanes	
heading each direction.  Left turns will be permitted at lighted intersections 
only.  19th Avenue, north and south of Camelback Road both has three lanes 
northbound with two lanes southbound, as well as a left turn lane.  

Traffic	signals	are	located	at	the	intersections	of	Camelback	Road	going	east	
to west at 7th Street, 1st Street, Central Avenue, 3rd Avenue, 7th Avenue, 11th 
Avenue,	15th Avenue, 17th Avenue and 19th Avenue.  Signals are also located at 
Central Avenue and Highland Avenue and 19th Avenue and Colter Street.

Sidewalks
Phoenix designates a minimum of 4 feet in width for sidewalks on local 
streets,	5	feet	on	collector	streets	and	5	feet	on	arterial	streets.		The	stretch	of	
Camelback	Road	within	 the	 study	 area	 is	 overlaid	with	 an	 Interim	Transit-
Oriented	Zoning	Overlay	District	 (TOD-1),	which	 calls	 for	wider	 sidewalks	
and	pedestrian-oriented	streetscapes:

Sidewalks within the TOD Overlay One (TOD-1) District shall have a 
minimum 8-foot unobstructed width from any obstruction (light poles, 
parking meters, other street furniture, landscaping or fences) for circulation 
with the exception of residential areas with a density of less than 12 units per 
acre where the width may be reduced to 6 feet (City of Phoenix 2001b). 

In	 addition,	 the	 City	 ordinance	 states	 that	 any	 non-pedestrian	 uses	 for	 the	
sidewalks	within	TOD-1	requires	a	use	permit	for	private	land	and	a	revocable	
permit	within	the	right-of-way	(2007).
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A majority of the roads in the study area have 
sidewalks with a few exceptions.  The historic 
neighborhood of Medlock Place Historic District does 
not have sidewalks on Colter Street, Medlock Drive 
or	Pasadena	Avenue.		In	the	Windsor	Square	Historic	
District, there are no sidewalks on either side of 
Colter Street between Central Avenue and 2nd Street.  
Additionally, Pierson Place Historic District has no 
sidewalks on Highland Avenue, Elm Street, Pierson 
Street or Mariposa Street (City of Phoenix 2007). 

In addition to the aforementioned neighborhoods and 
specified	streets,	many	streets	scattered	throughout	the	
study area do not have sidewalks or have sidewalks 
on only one side of the street.
  
Street Lights, Alleyways and Fire Hydrants
Streetlights,	 alleyways	 and	 fire	 hydrants	 are	 vital	
to the streetscape, public safety and public access 
to the light rail.  They are an essential part of TOD.  
Streetlights provide safety as well as potentially 
beautify the streetscape.  Alleyways provide access 
and convenience.  Fire hydrants provide safety.

The City of Phoenix has begun installing additional 
street lighting throughout the Camelback Corridor to 
help	promote	pedestrian	activity.		Lights	fixtures	are	
being placed roughly 80 feet apart on each side of the 
street,	 linking	Park-and-Ride	stations	to	residential,	
commercial and retail areas.

The	number	of	fire	hydrants	varies	across	the	Corridor’s	
neighborhoods.  The City of Phoenix Design Standards 
Manual for Water and Wastewater Systems (2004) states 
that	 fire	 hydrants	 are	 to	 be	 placed	 approximately	 500	
feet	apart	 in	single-family	 residential	developments	and	
300	feet	apart	in	all	other	developments	including	multi-
family residential.   

On the north side of Camelback Road, east of Central 
Avenue,	Windsor	Square	is	sparsely	lit,	but	the	street	light	
locations are optimal to provide enough light on the street 
without being too bright and they allow for pedestrian 
activity.	 	 Windsor	 Square	 has	 an	 adequate	 number	 of	
hydrants, but does not have alleyways, since all yards 
back up to one another. 

In addition to lacking sidewalks, Medlock Place Historic 
District also has very little lighting along its neighborhood 
streets.	 	 The	 lack	 of	 sidewalks	 and	 adequate	 lighting	
inevitably limits pedestrian activity in this area.  An 
adequate	 number	 of	 fire	 hydrants	 are	 located	 in	 this	
neighborhood, some of which are covered by trees and 
shrubs.  However, alleyways in Medlock Place are very 
well kept and serve as alternative transportation routes 
and garbage collection routes.  Each alleyway leads out 
to a street, so garbage trucks can maneuver through 
neighborhoods.

The Pierson Place Historic District does not have 
sidewalks as well and has sparse lighting along the 
streets.  Fire hydrants are also less prevalent compared 

Neighborhood with Sidewalks

Neighborhood without Sidewalks
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to other neighborhoods, but these few appear to be easily accessible when 
necessary and serve the neighborhood effectively.  Pierson Place has gravel 
alleyways, which are well maintained and are accessible by garbage trucks 
and emergency vehicles.

Parking
Adequate	parking	will	be	essential	 to	 the	success	of	TOD	in	the	Camelback	
Corridor,	 mainly	 in	 terms	 of	 accommodating	 out-of-area	 transit	 riders.		
Residents	are	concerned	about	parking	from	the	Park-and-Rides	spilling	over	
into the neighborhoods.

The majority of existing parking along the Camelback Corridor is found in 
off-street	 surface	 parking	 lots	 adjacent	 to	 large	 commercial	 retail	 centers.		
Several large surface parking lots exist (Figure 3.3).  A large parking lot is 
located at the northwest corner of 7th Avenue and Camelback Road and 
another large surface lot is found at Uptown Plaza, on the northeast corner 
of Central Avenue and Camelback Road.  Several other large parking areas 
are used by Brophy and Xavier College Preparatory schools, along with St. 
Francis Elementary School and the St. Francis Xavier church.  These lots 
are located east of Central Avenue and south of Pierson Street.  Two other 
commercial centers with surface parking are located on the southeast corner of 
17th	Avenue	and	Camelback	Road	and	the	northwest	corner	of	15th	Avenue	
and Pasadena Avenue.  Structured parking is located at the southeast corner 
of Central Avenue and Camelback Road, underneath the M&I Thunderbird 
Bank	building	as	well	as	two	structures	for	an	office	complex	on	the	south	side	
of Camelback Road between 19th and 21st Avenues.

Intruder	parking,	where	business	or	event	parking	overflows	into	residential	
areas,	has	long	been	a	concern	of	neighborhoods	in	heavily	trafficked	areas.		
In response to this issue, the City of Phoenix developed the Residential 
Permit Parking Program (RPPP).  Within the Camelback Corridor, south of 
Camelback Road, two neighborhoods, St. Francis and Pierson Place, have 

adopted the program (Figure 3.4).  While the RPPP has been effective at 
reducing intruder parking, it is not without costs.  To implement an RPPP 
there	 must	 be	 confirmation	 that	 traditional	 parking	 control	 measures	 are	
not	 sufficient.	 	A	 fact	 sheet	 is	distributed	 to	 residents	 and	a	 traffic	 study	 is	
conducted	to	determine	if	the	proposed	program	satisfies	legal	requirements.		
Following this process, the City Council must amend the City Code to include 
a new permit parking area.  Currently, resident permits cost $10.00 annually 
with	visitor	permits	available	for	$5.00	annually.	 	These	fees	go	towards	the	
City’s costs associated with the program, though costs are not fully covered by 
the fees (City of Phoenix 2006).

Residential parking permits can indeed be an effective tool for areas 
encountering intruder parking from one particular destination point, such as 
a school or stadium.  However, if intruder parking is symptomatic of a larger 
parking and transportation program, the RPPP will likely prove to be very 

Figure 3.3   Existing Surface and Structure Parking
Adapted from Google Earth
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costly and bureaucratically burdensome.  

Park-and-Rides
Along	the	Camelback	Corridor	are	two	planned		Park-and-Rides--one	at	19th	
Avenue and Camelback Road and another at Central Avenue and Camelback 
Road	(Figure	3.5).		These	locations	were	designated	because	studies	identified	
these	areas	as	high-density	which	have	also	had	high	bus	ridership.		The	lots	
are	designed	to	keep	the	traffic	away	from	the	local	neighborhoods	by	limiting	
access except from the main streets and by enclosing the parking lots.  All 
parking	at	the	time	of	this	report	is	planned	as	no-fee	surface	parking	(Valley	
Metro, 2007).

The 19th Avenue and Camelback Road is planned to provide 411 parking 
spaces.  This area is expected to attract a high number of people because 
of	 the	 proximity	 to	 the	 I-17.	 	 This	 area	 has	 the	 highest	 residential	 density	
within the City of Phoenix and is a prime location for a light rail station.  
With	approximately	6,900	people	living	within	a	half-mile	of	the	station,	it	is	
expected	to	have	high	ridership.		Many	office	complexes	are	also	located	near	
this station, attracting employees to the light rail (Valley Metro 2007).

The	eastern-most	 light	rail	station	on	Camelback	Road	is	 located	at	Central	

Avenue.		The	Park-and-Ride	here	is	planned	to	provide	128	parking	spaces.		
This	location	is	expected	to	have	heavy	ridership	because	of	its	north-south	
connection to the downtown area.  The station is located at the intersection of 

two of Phoenix’s busiest streets (Valley Metro, 2007).

Bike Lanes
The Camelback Corridor currently has no bike paths and only one bike lane.  
The bike lane runs along 3rd Avenue and is part of the Phoenix Sonoran Bikeway 
Path.		The	bike	lane	runs	north-south	along	3rd Avenue from Maryland Avenue 
to downtown Phoenix.  At the present time there are no plans for bike more 
lanes or paths within the Camelback Corridor (www.azbikeped.org/images/
sonoranbike.pdf,  2007). 

Traffic Concerns
A	well-planned	street	network	is	crucial	to	an	area’s	success.		With	its	nearby	
access	to	a	comprehensive	freeway	system	and	street,	bus,	(upcoming)	light-
rail and bike systems, the Camelback Corridor is becoming one of the most 
accessible	 regions	 in	Phoenix.	 	The	 area	 is	not,	 however,	without	 its	 traffic	

Figure 3.5  Corridor Park-and-Rides
Adapted from Google Earth

Figure 3.4   Parking permit districts within the corridor
Adapted from Google Earth

Station Location
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concerns.	 	 The	 most	 common	 of	 these	 concerns	 are	 cut-through	 traffic,	
speeding and general congestion. 
The City of Phoenix has conducted neighborhood studies on several streets to 
determine	the	daily	traffic	volume	and	average	speed	of	vehicles,	measured	in	
number	of	vehicles	per	twenty-four	hour	periods.		Most	of	the	neighborhood	
streets	had	fewer	than	1,000	vehicles	per	day	and	speeds	ranging	from	20	–	30	
mph.  However, 17th Avenue between Colter Street and Pasadena Avenue and 
Colter Street between 17th Avenue and 19th Avenue both reported volumes 
of	over	4,000	vehicles	per	day.		These	high	traffic	volumes	appear	to	indicate	
a	higher-than-anticipated	number	of	vehicles	for	a	neighborhood	street	(City	
of Phoenix, 2006).

Another area of concern is in the 
St. Francis Neighborhood, located 
southeast of Central Avenue 
and Camelback Road.  The main 
concern for the residents of this 
neighborhood	is	 traffic	congestion	
related to schools.  Brophy and 
Xavier College Preparatory as 
well as the St. Francis Elementary 
School are all located in or adjacent 
to	 this	 neighborhood.	 	 Traffic	
congestion at peak school hours in 
the mornings and afternoons has 
resulted in numerous complaints 

from residents along Pierson Street.  For more information on what the city 
has	done	regarding	traffic	concerns,	refer	to	Appendix	F.

Conclusion
In general, transportation systems are vital for a community to thrive.  The 
addition of the light rail to this area will serve to enhance what transportation 

options already exists in the area and will likely alleviate some of the automobile 
traffic	 concerns	 that	 currently	 affect	 the	 Corridor	 area.	 	 The	 worst	 traffic	
problems	within	Camelback	Corridor	neighborhoods	are	related	to	high	traffic	
volumes	at	institutions	or	cut-through	traffic.		Traffic	volume	is	generally	low	
in most neighborhoods with the exception of certain areas, as discussed.  Any 
other	neighborhood-related	traffic	concerns	are	either	minimal	or	have	yet	to	
be investigated.  However, parking has been and continues to be a concern for 
area residents and must be carefully addressed to avoid aggravating already 
problematic parking conditions in the Corridor.

Traffic Congestion around 
brophy/Xavier
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The built environment of the City of Phoenix is impacted and shaped by 
the City’s General Plan, which describes the City’s goals for future land 
use and the Zoning Code, which regulates current land uses.  While the 
General Plan is not a legally binding document and is only a suggestion 
of what could be, the Zoning Code dictates what can or cannot be built 
on a given piece of land. 

In addition to regular zoning designations concerning commercial, 
residential,	office	and	industrial	uses,	special	overlay	districts	designate	
additional allowable uses or restrictions for a given area.  Included in 
the	Camelback	Corridor	are	two	overlay	districts:	the	Interim	Transit-
Oriented	 Zoning	 Overlay	 District	 One	 (TOD-1),	 which	 essentially	
applies to the commercial strips along 7th Street, Central Avenue, 7th 
Avenue, 19th Avenue and Camelback Road within the study area, and 
the Historic Preservation District applied to the neighborhoods of 
Windsor	Square,	Medlock	Place	and	Pierson	Place.

However,	the	current	zoning	regulations	do	not	always	reflect	what	
actually exists.  Therefore, the ASU Studio conducted a land use assessment 
to determine what uses are actually in existence along the Corridor.  This 
assessment	 allowed	 the	 studio	 to	 locate	 vacant	 sites	 and	 sites	 with	 non-
conforming uses to determine locations best suited for examination as 
development or redevelopment options.

Land Use (General Plan)
The General Plan for the City of Phoenix depicts future goals for the use of 
land within the Camelback Corridor (Figure 4.1).  The majority of the housing 
north	and	south	of	Camelback	Road	is	designated	for	3.5	to	5	dwelling	units	per	
acre (yellow).  This land use designation means that most of the area is given 

Chapter IV - Land Use
Planning and Zoning

to	single-family	homes	with	 islands	of	higher	density.	 	The	areas	set	aside	
for	higher	densities	 (10	 to	15	 )	or	over	15	 (dark	brown)	dwelling	units	per	
acre) are for townhouses, condominiums and existing or new apartments.  
Another land use found in the General Plan is commercial (red).  These areas 
are mainly located about a block deep along the major streets of Camelback 
Road, 7th Street, Central Avenue, 7th Avenue and 19th	 Avenue.	 	 The	 final	
land	use	 found	 in	 the	Corridor	 is	 the	public/quasi-public	 (blue)	 land	use.		
These areas are found southeast of the Camelback Road and Central Avenue 
intersection, northeast of the Camelback Road and 7th Avenue intersection 
and at the southwest corner of Camelback Road and 11th Avenue.

Figure 4.1  General plan land-use map
City of Phoenix 2007a

Residential
Multi-family	residential

Commercial
Public	/	Quasi-public

Light Rail
Parks / Open space
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Zoning: Conventional
The Phoenix Zoning Ordinance regulates land use and decides what can or 
cannot be built on a given piece of land.  The Camelback Corridor contains the 
zoning	of	commercial	(including	office),	residential,	parking	and	public/quasi-
public land uses.

Commercial (Including Retail and Office)
The	three	types	of	commercial	zoning	included	in	this	area	are	C-O,	C-1	and	
C-2	(Figure	4.2).		The	C-O	district	is	zoned	for	commercial	office	buildings,	the	
C-1	district	is	zoned	for	neighborhood	retail	and	the	C-2	district	is	zoned	for	
intermediate	commercial.		Three	locations	which	are	zoned	as	C-O	are	located	
west of 7th	Avenue.		C-1	zoning	is	found	only	once	just	west	of	19th Avenue.  The 
majority	of	the	commercial	zoning	along	Camelback	Road	is	C-2	which	allows	
intermediate commercial use and medium density residential (City of Phoenix 
Municode, 2007).

Residential
Residential	 areas	within	 the	Corridor	 are	 zoned	R1-6	HP,	R-3,	 R-3	HP,	R-4,	
R-5	and	R-5	HP	(Figure	4.2).		The	R1-6	HP	zoning	is	the	designation	for	single-
family	residences	on	large	lots	with	historic	preservation.		The	Windsor	Square	
neighborhood	is	zoned	R1-6	HP.		R-3,	R-4	and	R-5	are	all	zoning	designations	
for	 multi-family	 or	 single-family	 residences	 with	 difference	 of	 height	 and	
density	regulations.		Areas	zoned	R-3,	R-4	and	R-5	are	found	north	and	south	
of Camelback Road throughout the entire corridor (City of Phoenix Municode, 
2007).

Parking
The many areas within the Camelback Corridor that are labeled as parking 
districts	are	designated	as	P-1	zones.		Located	near	residential	neighborhoods,	
these	 parking	 districts	 provide	 off-street	 parking	 for	 nonresidential	 uses.		
Besides	 parking,	 some	 of	 the	 acceptable	 uses	 for	 the	 P-1	 zone	may	 include	
public utility facilities which are put in place to better serve the surrounding 

area.  Other than that, no other uses are allowed except for carports, trash 
enclosures and dumpsters (City of Phoenix Municode, 2007).

Parking districts are areas zoned for parking for nonresidential uses and 
are considered compatible with the adjacent or nearby residential uses.  Six 
parking districts are located near Camelback Road (Figure 4.2).  One is on the 
north side of Camelback Road between 16th and 17th Avenues, another on the 
south side of Camelback Road between 11th and 13th Avenues.  Two are on the 
north side of Mariposa Street between 7th and 3rd Avenues and another a little 
farther	east	on	Mariposa	Street	near	the	southwest	corner	of	the	light-rail	line	
near Central Avenue and Camelback Road.  Two other parking districts are 
near	Camelback	Road	and	Central	Avenue,	located	in	the	northeast	corner;	one	
near 2nd Street and one on Orange Drive (City of Phoenix Municode, 2007).

Public or Quasi-Public
Public	 or	 quasi-public	 	 zoning	 districts	 allow	 for	 institutional	 uses	 such	 as	
hospitals or health care facilities, schools, parks, religious institutions and other 
public uses.  These facilities are discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two.

Zoning: Overlay Districts
Corresponding with the existing zoning are overlay districts.  These overlay 
districts are added on top of the existing conventional zoning and regulate 
provisions to create special development or preservation within the area.  The 
two	overlays	 found	within	 the	Camelback	Corridor	are	 the	 Interim	Transit-
Oriented Zoning Overlay District One and the Historic Preservation District.

Transit-Oriented Development Zoning Overlay District
In	addition	to	the	traditional	zoning	districts	there	is	also	an	Interim	Transit-
Oriented	Zoning	Overlay	District	One	(TOD-1)	(Figure	4.3).		This	overlay	has	
regulatory provisions that address prohibited uses, conditional use permits, 
non-conforming	uses,	street	and	sidewalk	regulations,	signage,	parking	and	
loading	 requirements.	 	 This	 outermost	 limits	 of	 the	 overlay	 runs	 from	 3rd 
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Figure 4.3  Transit-Oriented and historic preservation overlay districts
City of Phoenix 2004b

Figure 4.2  Zoning map
City of Phoenix 2004b
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Street on the east to 21st Avenue on the west and from approximately Colter 
Street on the north to Pierson Street on the south and applies mostly to existing 
commercial areas along the arterials in the Corridor (City of Phoenix Municode, 
2007).

The	 intent	 of	 TOD-1	 is	 to	 promote	 pedestrian-oriented	 development	 and	
pedestrian activity around the METRO light rail stations.  This zoning 
encourages increased ridership to the light rail by prohibiting certain land uses 
and	establishing	pedestrian-oriented	development	standards.

Historic Preservation District
Areas designated as Historic Preservation (HP) areas are protected by the City 
of	 Phoenix	 for	 historical,	 cultural,	 archaeological	 and	 aesthetic	 significance	
(Figure	4.3).		The	Windsor	Square	neighborhood,	zoned	R1-6	HP,	the	Medlock	
Place	neighborhood,	zoned	R-3	HP	and	the	Pierson	Place	neighborhood,	zoned	
R-5	HP,	are	neighborhoods	with	the	Historic	Preservation	District	designation	
(City of Phoenix Municode, 2007). 

Existing Land Uses
The zoning regulations concerning land use apply to land uses, new 
development or redevelopment.  Occasionally, some current land uses 
legally	 conflict	with	 the	 zoning	 code	 due	 to	 grandfathering,	where	 existing	
non-conforming	conditions	are	exempt	 from	newer	regulations.	 	 In	order	 to	
determine all types of uses in the area, the ASU Studio went to the Corridor 
and took an inventory of existing uses, detailed below.

Commercial
A variety of commercial uses occur all along Camelback Road.  From 7th 
Street to 7th Avenue  services that would likely draw business patrons from 
the	surrounding	neighborhoods	include	a	salon,	a	florist,	restaurants,	banks,	
video	stores,	tanning	salons	and	auto-care	shops.		More	regional	draws	include	

specialty furniture stores, a specialty music store and clothing retailers focusing 
in business attire or school uniforms.

The commercial uses west of 7th Avenue consist of a similar assortment of uses.  
There are two Fry’s grocery stores, one on the northwest corner of Camelback 
Road and 7th Avenue and the other at the southeast corner of Camelback Road 
and 17th Avenue.  Most of the remaining commercial uses are discount stores, 
check	 cashing	and	 liquor	 stores.	 	 The	 southwest	 corner	of	Camelback	Road	
and 19th Avenue has one commercial building in use which is occupied by 
a Blimpie sandwich shop.  The northwest corner of the intersection contains 
several	drive-through	businesses	and	liquor	stores.	

Multiple commercial retail plazas are located in the Camelback Corridor.  
Uptown Plaza, featuring AJ’s grocery,  is 
at the northeast corner of the intersection 
of Camelback Road and Central Avenue.  
Another commercial retail plaza is the 
Camelback	Village	Square	which	is	located	
at the northwest corner of Camelback 
Road and 7th Avenue.  Many smaller 
commercial retail plazas are also found 
throughout the Corridor directly off of 
Camelback Road.

Residential
The	housing	 stock	 in	 the	 study	area	 is	 fairly	diverse.	 	Multi-family	housing	
is mixed throughout most neighborhoods and particularly concentrated west 
of 3rd Avenue on both the north and south sides of Camelback Road.  The 
Landmark	 Tower	 is	 the	 largest	 multi-family	 development	 in	 the	 Corridor	
and is located on the southwest corner of Pierson Street and Central Avenue.  
Numerous	multi-family	developments	are	north	of	Camelback	Road	and	west	
of 3rd	Avenue.		Much	of	the	multi-family	housing	is	architecturally	consistent	

Commercial Strip mall

28



with	 the	 surrounding	 homes,	 meaning	 single-story,	 house-like	 buildings.		
These	 include	 low-scale,	 two-	and	three-story	 townhomes	as	well	as	single-
story,	garden	style	apartments.		Other	areas	have	larger,	multi-story	apartment	
style	 developments.	 	 The	 single-family	 housing	 consists	 almost	 exclusively	
of	 single-story,	 ranch	 style	 homes.	 	 Some	 single-family	 homes	 also	 feature	
detached dwellings at the rear of the lots.  

The	 residential	 housing	on	 the	north	 side	of	Camelback	Road	between	 15th 
and 19th Avenues consists of many apartment buildings and condominiums.  
On	the	south	side	of	Camelback	Road	between	15th and 19th Avenues are the 
Park	Lee	Apartments;	towards	19th	Avenues	are	single-family	homes.		East	of	
15th	Avenue	are	multi-family	 residences	 including	 townhouses,	 apartments,	
condos	as	well	as	single-family	homes.

Multi-family	and	single-family	housing	occupies	the	majority	of	the	study	area	
west of 19th Avenue which generally begins one block back from Camelback 
Road and from 19th Avenue.  The area south of Camelback Road is mainly 
multi-family	 housing	 developments	whereas	 north	 of	Camelback	 is	mostly	
single-family	housing.

Office
The	 most	 significant	 concentration	 of	 offices	
is the M&I Thunderbird Bank at the southeast 
corner of Central Avenue and Camelback 
Road.		Numerous	office	buildings	are	scattered	
throughout the Camelback Corridor.  Other 
office	buildings	include	some	on	the	north	side	
of Camelback Road east of 7th Avenue, as well as 
just west of 19th	Avenue.		Another	office	building	
is located just northwest of the intersection of 
Camelback	Road	and	15th	Avenue.		This	office	
building	serves	as	a	medical	and	dental	office	
building.

Public or Quasi-Public
A	few	areas	throughout	the	Camelback	Corridor	have	public	or	quasi-public	
spaces.  These include the areas of the Brophy and Xavier schools, Valley 
Lutheran High School, Mount Calvary Lutheran Church and Osborn Middle 
School.  Many of these facilities have been discussed in more detail in Chapter 
Two.

Windsor Square Home Multi-Family residential New single-family homes

M&I Office Buliding
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Existing Land Use Issues
Inconsistencies between zoning and existing land uses occur within the 
Camelback Corridor.  In assessing land use, the Studio found instances where 
land was underutilized, particularly with regards to height, density and 
intensity.		Students	also	identified	vacant	land.

Height/ Density/Intensity 
Building heights, densities and 
intensities vary throughout the 
Camelback Corridor.  The eastern 
side of the corridor lacks height, 
density and intensity with the 
exception of the buildings at the 
intersection of Central Avenue and 
Camelback Road.  This side of the 
Corridor	consists	mainly	of	single-
family residences such as found in 
Windsor	Square,	Medlock	Place,	
Pierson Place Historic Districts 
and the St. Francis neighborhood.  Towards the west along Camelback Road, 
height,	density	and	intensity	increase	with	more	multi-family	residences	and	
multi-story	commercial	businesses	and	offices.		Even	so,	no	buildings	west	of	
1st Avenue in the Corridor are taller than four stories.  

Two	specific	buildings	have	the	most	height	within	the	Camelback	Corridor.		
These are the M&I Thunderbird Bank, at the southeast corner of Camelback 
Road and Central Avenue and the Landmark Tower, southwest of the 
Camelback Road and Central Avenue intersection.

Vacant Sites and Underutilized Properties
The numerous vacant sites and properties within the Camelback Corridor 
present	 significant	 opportunity	 for	 future	 development.	 	 Sites	 nearest	 the	

METRO light rail line will likely be of greatest interest to developers which 
will	typically	be	reflected	in	land	values.

Four sites with vacant lots or unoccupied buildings in the Corridor have notable 
development potential.  They are located at the southwest corner of Highland 
Avenue and Central Avenue, the northwest corner of Camelback Road and 
3rd Avenue, the northwest corner of Camelback Road and 7th Avenue and the 
southwest corner of Camelback Road and 19th Avenue.  The site at Highland 
Avenue and Central Avenue is a large empty lot comprised of multiple 
parcels.  The site at Camelback Road and 3rd Avenue, formerly known as the 
Beefeaters Restaurant, is currently a vacant building.  At the intersection of 
Camelback Road and 7th Avenue, a Fry’s grocery store still remains despite the 
vacancy of the former Target.  The site at Camelback Road and 19th Avenue is 
directly across from where the 19th	Avenue	station	and	park-and-ride	will	be;	
a Blimpies sandwich shop is the only current tenant on the site.

There are also a few lots or empty 
buildings that are underutilized 
but which also demonstrate 
high potential for development.  
One such building is on the 
northeast corner of Camelback 
Road and 19th Avenue.  The site 
of a CVS Pharmacy, it now sits 
vacant.  Land on the south side of 
Camelback Road between 13th and 
19th Avenues is currently vacant, 
some	of	which	was	acquired	by	the	
City of Phoenix.  On the southeast 
corner of Camelback Road and 
21st	Avenue	is	a	vacant	bank	that	lies	inside	the	TOD-1	Overlay	District.

Landmark Towers

Underutilized parking Lot
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Access Points
Access to and from stations is vital to the success of light rail systems.  
Currently, access to the Corridor light rail stations is limited to major arterial 
and smaller neighborhood streets for access.  Many neighborhoods have 
reduced pedestrian access due to a lack of sidewalks on their residential 
streets.  Commercial businesses along Camelback Road preclude access from 
surrounding	 neighborhoods,	 where	 buildings	 form	 a	 series	 of	 man-made	
barriers.

Along Camelback Road, large surface parking lots and wide buildings make 
pedestrian access from the surrounding neighborhoods to the light rail 
stations	 difficult.	 	 Pedestrian	movement	within	 the	Corridor	 is	 not	 always	
ideal either, considering summer temperatures, the width of streets and 
the speed of cars.  The importance of 
using shade structures and landscape 
elements and the need for improved 
sidewalks to mitigate climate challenges 
is well recognized and understood.  
Approaches that address these 
concerns will be part of the efforts of an 
upcoming ASU Urban Design Studio  
and	will	include	exploring	pedestrian-
friendly access points to the stations.

Between 7th Street and 7th Avenue, 
access to Camelback Road from 
the neighborhoods to the north is 
problematic.  Walled or landscaped 
boundaries have no breaks, preventing 
easy access.  The west side of 
Camelback Road is friendlier in terms 
of access, though is not necessarily 

safer.  While there is access to Camelback Road through alleyways and breaks 
between buildings, they are uninviting and present a potential safety risk for 
pedestrians.  The only access points from the neighborhoods to the light rail 
stations are at the main arterial roads between 7th Avenue and 19th Avenue.

Residents	east	of	15th Avenue are likely to use the 7th Avenue station, while 
those to the west are likely to use the 19th Avenue station.  At the 7th Avenue 
station,	Camelback	Village	Square	Shopping	Center	sits	between	the	station	
and the neighborhoods to the north.  The center has a large surface parking lot, 
with the backs of the stores facing the residential area, discouraging pedestrian 
activity.  North of the station at 19th Avenue is a large vacant former CVS 
pharmacy building with empty lots to the north and east.  Behind the vacant 
lots and along Camelback Road is a self storage facility with large surrounding 
walls which encroach upon access to the light rail.  The area west of 19th Avenue 
lacks	east-west	access	due	to	multiple	apartment	complexes.

Conclusion
Land use and zoning throughout the Camelback Corridor will play an 
important role in the continued development of the area.  Strategic planning 
of	 future	 land	uses	 and	zoning	 can	 enhance	 the	 integration	of	multi-modal	
transportation systems.  Additionally and importantly, using zoning and 
allowed land uses to full potential, the Camelback Corridor could evolve into 
a	unique	destination	place	along	the	METRO	light	rail	line.

Sidewalk  access
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METRO light rail is currently under construction in the Camelback Corridor.  
With construction comes speculation about development along the light rail 
line.  To assure all stakeholders involved that the development that takes 
place along METRO enhances the community, the City of Phoenix is taking 
a proactive approach in the planning effort.  To successfully plan for future 
development along a major transit line, one has to understand the nature of 
transit-oriented	development.	

What is Transit-Oriented Development?
Transit-oriented	 development	 (TOD)	 is	 defined	 as	 development	 which	
emphasizes	 a	 transition	 from	 automobile	 traffic	 to	 alternative	 forms	 of	
transportation such as biking, walking, and mass transit.  TOD design 
encourages	the	use	of	different	modes	of	transportation	and	pedestrian	traffic	
while	also	locating	retail,	office,	and	housing	within	a	relatively	short	distance	
of transit stations.  TODs are important because they enhance and contribute 
to active pedestrian districts near transit lines.  In addition, TODs aim to 
increase the number of residents, employees, visitors, and customers near 
transit	lines	in	an	integrated	and	pedestrian-friendly	environment.		Another	
key element of TOD is a mix of activities and land uses to ensure activity from 
early in the morning to late in the evening, putting more eyes on the street, 
making	the	environment	safer	for	pedestrians	while	providing	peak	and	off-
peak customers for transit service.  A TOD may be a single building, a group 
of buildings, or a multiple block district (Markus 2007).

Successful TODs allow for a more organic and active streetscape built 
specifically	 to	 encourage	 pedestrian	 activity.	 	 To	 achieve	 this	 type	 of	
development	 the	Urban	Land	 Institute,	 a	non-profit,	multi-disciplinary	 real	
estate group dedicated to promoting and sustaining thriving communities via 
responsible	land	use,	identified	“Four	Ds”	to	successful	TOD	districts:	Distance,	

Density, Diversity, and Design.  The “Four Ds” emphasize the components 
found	in	successful	pedestrian-oriented	urban	design	(Dunphy,	Cevero,	Dock,	
McAvey, & Porter, 2004). 

Distance refers to the importance of spatial relationships within the vicinity of 
a transit stop/station area.  The closer and more convenient services are to a 
transit stop, the more likely that transit stop will be used.  The distance versus 
ridership	is	an	inversely	proportional	relationship;	as	the	distance	increases,	
the role of the transit station decreases. 

Density is directly related to distance 
because it allows for optimal utilization 
of the space.  For maximum effect, the 
highest densities should occur closest 
to the transit stop.  By placing higher 
densities closest to the transit station, the 
proportion of the population surrounding 
a transit stop is increased, and the 
potential for ridership increases.  Once 
again, higher densities nearest transit 
stations also allows for the most services 
to be offered in a given area, ideally 
resulting in a more utilized transit stop.

Diversity	 is	 a	 natural	 continuation	 of	 the	 distance-density	 relationship.		
Increased densities allow for activity to focus closer to transit stations, which 
can increase the diversity of services located within the station area and the 
range of services that can be provided.  By combining various types of land 
uses within a single area and/or building, the developers and the City can 

Chapter V - 
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create	 an	 area	 that	 becomes	 a	 unified	 destination	 and	 not	 just	 a	 collection	
of similar uses grouped together.  This diversity of uses clustered in a high 
density and short distance from the station reduces the need to take a personal 
automobile to reach all services needed. 

The fourth “D” is design.  Design blankets all of the other components and 
completes the TOD station area package.  The design of the station area and the 
surrounding buildings is crucial to creating an atmosphere that facilitates the 
implementation of the other three “Ds.”  Design needs to be at the pedestrian 
scale, creating spaces and buildings that attract and entertain the pedestrian.  
Providing	streetscapes	that	separate	conflicting	uses	and	have	shaded	areas,	
outdoor	seating,	adequate	lighting	and	many	unique	access	points	creates	a	
place with sensory opportunities.  This means “extroverting” public spaces by 
opening them to the street, as opposed to creating “introverted” public spaces 
and buildings with one main entrance and many internal features.  This brings 
the uses to the people, rather than forcing people to the uses.  Design can also 
create transitions between the transit area and the surrounding context.  Good 
design can effectively create density and diversity while negating the feeling 
of distance.  Moreover, effective design can create new development that is 
complementary to the existing character of the station area.

In accordance with the “Four Ds,” which are broad development guidelines, 
ULI published a list containing ten principles that address these four concepts.  
They are:

Ten Principles for Successful Development Around Transit:

Make it better with a vision1. 
Apply the power of partnerships2. 
Think development when thinking about transit3. 
Get the parking right4. 
Build a place, not a project5.	

Make	retail	development	market-driven,	not	transit-driven6. 
Mix uses, but not necessarily in the same place7. 
Make buses a great idea8. 
Encourage every price point to live around transit9. 
Engage corporate attention10. 
(Dunphy, Myerson, & Pawlukiewicz, 2003)

TOD Components 
The Urban Land Institute’s Ten Principles for Successful Development Around 
Transit outline a vision and strategy for the creating successful TODs.  However, 
it is ultimately the locationally appropriate combination of height, density, 
transitions, mixed uses, affordable housing, circulation, access, public spaces 
and art in different patterns that establish vibrant TODs. 

Height, Density, and Transitions
Increased height and density are integral to TOD success because they typically 
translate into a larger population to utilize mass transit.  Increased density also 
ensures a higher utilization of land. Greater height and density is located nearest 
transit stations, lessening towards lower density neighborhoods.  Creating 
transitions between the highest densities 
and established neighborhoods ensures the 
privacy and preservation of lifestyles for all 
parties involved.

Mixed-Use
	Mixed-use	development	is	the	incorporation	
of residential, commercial, retail and civic uses 
within a compact area.  The various uses can 
be integrated into a single building or spread 
along a transit line.  To be successful, all 
uses	 should	be	 located	 in	 close	proximity;	
providing people the ability to live, work, 

Mixed-use development
Elkus, Manfredi
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and play within easy access to 
mass transit resulting in lively, 
vibrant communities (Dunphy, et 
al., 2004).

Affordable Housing
The changing composition of the 
American family coupled with 
increasing	 traffic	 congestion	 is	
resulting in an increased demand 
for housing near transit stations.  

Increased market interest has the 
potential	 to	 drive	up	prices	 and	 force	 existing	 low-income	 residents	 out	 of	
transit-oriented	 neighborhoods.	 	 In	 an	 effort	 to	 preserve	 the	 diversity	 and	
uniqueness	of	these	neighborhoods,	affordable	housing	should	be	addressed	
in	transit-oriented	neighborhoods	(Zimmerman).

Circulation
Providing a multitude of mobility choices will ensure TOD success through 
diminished dependence on the automobile.  These mobility options include 
an interconnected system of sidewalks, trails, bike paths, bus routes, streets 
and light rail.  Living in close proximity to extensive transportation systems 
has been shown to reduce transportation costs from as much as 19% of the 
family budget to only nine percent, furthering the mission of affordability 
(Zimmerman).

Access
In	keeping	with	the	theme	of	mobility	choices,	transit-oriented	developments	
should be easy to access and navigate by pedestrians, bicycles, buses, trolleys 
and streetcars.  This coordination of transit options will encourage riders 
to commute to stations utilizing alternatives to the automobile.  Once in 
the area, easy navigation from end to end will lead to increased utilization 

and patronage.  Various practices 
have been implemented to increase 
the	 safety	 and	 efficiency	 of	 these	
alternative transportation options such 
as designated bike paths and daily 
ridership fares or transit cards that are 
honored by all public transportation 
components (Dunphy et al., 2004).

Parking 
Sufficient	parking	is	imperative	to	the	
creation of successful TODs.  Parking 
availability should meet demand so 
as to not impose on the surrounding neighborhoods, while not be so excessive 
that it encourages the use of vehicles.  Successful practices of implementing 
parking include: moving it away from station platforms where land is most 
valuable	for	TOD	projects;	sharing	parking	between	patrons	such	as	parking	
for	 transit	during	 the	day	 and	movie	goers	 at	night;	 structuring	parking	 to	
maintain	a	pedestrian-oriented	feeling;	and	wrapping	it	with	retail,	office,	or	
residences to make the structure more attractive.  All of these concepts aim to 
provide	appropriate	parking	with	awareness	of	the	pedestrian-oriented	nature	

of TODs (Dunphy et al., 2004).

Streetscape
Transit-oriented	 developments	
should always have the pedestrian 
in mind.  An interesting streetscape 
should be integrated into 
established and new developments 
that are close in proximity to 
transit centers or serve as linkages 
between a station and a focal point.  

Example of affordable housing
Rune Architects 2007

Example of access and 
circulation
Atlanta Regional Commission 2007

Example of mixed-use parking 
structure
West Coast TND’s 2007b
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Details at the pedestrian scale might include 
benches, water features, decorative lighting, 
vegetation, artwork, sidewalks, crosswalks 
and shading.  The streetscape elements should 
be consistent throughout the entire Corridor 
to create one cohesive place and a sense of 
community.

Public Spaces and Art
The sense of community is further enhanced 
when public space and art are utilized.  
Public spaces allow for community members 
to gather and socialize, and when combined with public art can give a feeling 
of identity to a community. 

Transit-oriented	 development	 holds	 many	
promises of improvement for a community.  
In order to most effectively introduce TOD 
principles into a real project, an analysis of 
completed	transit-oriented	developments	must	be	
done.  The United States has over 100 completed 
TOD projects, all serving as a testimony to the 
principles that make TOD successful.

TOD Examples
The following examples from various cities in 
the U.S. were chosen for several reasons.  They 
represent some of the most successful TODs in 
the country, displaying the best practices and 

characteristics that make them noteworthy.  
Through their analysis we intend to derive 
ideas of how TOD can be carried out in the 

Camelback Corridor.  The last two examples highlight issues 
of what has happened in less successful implementation of 
TOD	in	Willow	Station-Long	Beach,	California,	and	Eastside	
Village-Plano,	Texas.

Bryant Park Station-New York, New York
Today, the Bryant Park Station serves as an example of how 
a well planned station and investment in public amenities 
can	 serve	 as	 a	 technique	 for	 spurring	 redevelopment	 of	 an	
economically declining neighborhood.  The Bryant Park 

Station,	built	near	the	site	of	the	Crystal	Palace	Exhibition,	home	to	the	1853-54	
World’s	 Fair,	 is	 now	 a	 colorful,	 below-grade	 station	 in	 Manhattan,	 New	
York.  The station serves the IND Sixth Avenue Line with four tracks and two 
platforms and several street level 
points of access.  The subway area is 
accented with tiles of green, red and 
orange and boasts original artwork 
with lines of poetry from James 
Joyce’s “Finnegan’s Wake.”  

Despite Bryant Park Station’s location 
near a major economic center, 
the area experienced a decline in 
the 1970s.  However, in the 1990s 
Bryant	 Park	 underwent	 significant	 renovation.	 	 The	 renovation	 of	 the	 park	
was	a	catalyst	for	an	area-wide	renaissance	significantly	lowering	crime	rates	
and increasing the number of area visitors.  Park amenities include a carousel, 
chess	 tables,	 free	 wireless	 access	 and	 well-maintained	 public	 restroom	
facilities.		This	particular	transit	station	is	the	beneficiary	of	a	world-class	park,	
a	business	center	and	high-density,	mixed-use	real	estate.		The	success	of	this	
renovated area supports a high level of transit and station use (Bryant Park 
Corporation).  

Example of a streetscape
The Urban Way 2007

Example ofpublic spaces
Trip Advisor 2007

Bryant Park
New York Hotels 2007
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Pearl District-Portland, Oregon
The Pearl District in Portland, Oregon, 
is	 a	 90-block	 area	 that	 was	 once	 an	
abandoned rail yard and warehouse 
district near downtown Portland.  The 
Pearl District is an excellent example 
of how proper planning can create a 
vibrant community.  Following the 
movement of artists back into the area 
and the installation of the streetcar 
in 2001, the District has experienced 
a renaissance.  Today, passengers 
riding the streetcar north from its start at Portland State University through 
the Pearl District will see a thriving neighborhood comprised of new and 
redeveloped	mixed-use	buildings.		On	the	southern	edge	of	the	Pearl	District	
are	 the	 Brewery	 Blocks,	 a	 five-block	 development	 of	more	 than	 1.7	million	
square	feet	of	retail,	office,	and	residential	space.	

Wanting to preserve the historical aspects of the District while working towards 
rejuvenating	the	area,	developers	constructed	new	buildings	and	also	retrofit	
existing	buildings	to	be	mixed-use.		For	example,	the	Brewery	Blocks	houses	
high	end	stores	such	as	Whole	Foods	Market	and	Diesel,	as	well	as	office	space	
and residential condominiums.  The Brewery Blocks are one example of the 
kinds of developments taking shape in the Pearl District, distinctly along the 
streetcar lines on 10th and 11th Avenues.  Since 1997 the area has attracted more 
than	$750	million	in	investment	and	the	construction	of	approximately	2,700	
residential units.  

Pocket parks have been developed throughout the Pearl District.  Pocket parks 
are much smaller than traditional parks and aim to accommodate neighborhood 
residents.	 	The	Pearl	District	contains	two	pocket	parks:	Jamison	Square	and	
Tanner Springs.  Pocket parks are much smaller than traditional parks, thus 

serving a smaller radius of neighborhood residents.  Each park measures an 
acre and is well utilized by children and adults alike primarily for their close 
proximity, grassy areas and water features.   

Overall,	the	area	has	undergone	a	huge	overhaul	with	high-end	condominiums,	
town	 homes,	 retail,	 and	 office	 space	 now	 occupying	 the	 once	 abandoned	
district.	 	Programs	are	 in	place	 to	assist	 residents	of	 low-to-medium	income	
levels in obtaining housing through the use of tax abatements, solidifying the 
city’s commitment to creating an economically diverse community (City of 
Portland, 2001).
  
Courthouse Hill-Arlington, Virginia
Named for the area and its nearby Metrorail station, Courthouse Hill is a 
recent	 urban	 infill	 project	 of	 medium	 density,	 mid-rise	 townhouses	 and	
condominiums.		Set	in	an	area	of	mixed	densities,	this	project	filled	an	existing	
gap	between	high-rise	buildings	and	low-rise	housing.		The	area	is	served	by	
three lines of the Washington Metrorail, a commuter rail line, and two bus 
lines:  one regional, the other local.  

Today, the area boasts a wide range of 
economic opportunities, with a multitude 
of businesses to serve individuals as well 
as corporate customers, and is becoming 
an	area	center	for	high-tech	industry.		The	
area is well situated to be easily accessible 
by foot or transit to jobs, entertainment and 
shopping.  

The	Metrorail	currently	runs	on	five	lines	
that link areas of Maryland, Washington, 
DC,	 and	Virginia;	 its	 system	 is	 second	 in	 ridership	 levels	 after	New	York’s	
light rail rapid transit.  In operation for approximately thirty years, the 

Pearl District
Hoyt Street Properties

Courthouse Hill
Just New Listings 2007
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Courthouse	Hill	station	is	a	relatively	new	addition	to	a	long-established	area	
of development.

The success of the area has been attributed to compact development, an 
extensive variety of uses and intensity levels and an architecturally historic 
tradition	that	has	been	elegantly	reflected	in	newer	construction.		

The	Camelback	Corridor	could	benefit	from	many	elements	of	the	Courthouse	
Hill	 area,	 most	 notably	 the	 incorporation	 of	 transitions	 between	 high-rise	
development	and	low-rise	areas,	along	with	the	preservation	and	enhancement	
of the communities’ aesthetics (Urban Land Institute, 2004).  

Hiawatha Line-Minneapolis, Minnesota
In the city of Minneapolis, a 
downtown master plan has 
been created to accommodate 
almost 20,000 people with the 
construction of 13,000 housing 
units over a span of 20 years.  
The continued redevelopment of 
the City of Minneapolis consists 
of retail, restaurant and other 
urban amenities and a mix of 
housing.

The key to redevelopment in this city is the variety of modes of transportation.  
There	will	be	accessibility	to	downtown	and	close-in	neighborhoods	creating	a	
pedestrian path along the Milwaukee River.  Accessibility includes upgraded 
bike trails and trolley service that will operate in the summer months.  The Park 
East Freeway has been removed and will make way for 26 acres (11 blocks) of 
land to be developed.  This area is just outside of the central business district 

and	will	be	used	for	mixed-use	development.		The	riverside	location	offers	a	
wide variety of ways of getting into the city.

Upon	completion,	the	project	will	include	560	housing	units,	rental	apartments	
and	condominiums,	20,000	sq.	 ft.	of	 retail	 space	and	875	structured	parking	
spaces.  Residents will be able to walk, bike and ride buses and trolleys to 
downtown.	 	Development	 plans	 also	 include	 1.5	 structured	parking	 spaces	
per housing unit and no dedicated parking for the retail uses.  The removal 
of	a	highway	reflects	the	region’s	commitment	to	creating	developments	less	
dependent	on	 the	automobile.	 	This	kind	of	commitment	 to	 transit-oriented	
development will be vital to the Camelback Corridor’s success.  Minneapolis’ 
commitment	 to	 providing	 alternative	 mobility	 choices	 and	 a	 mixed-use	
environment displays adherence to TOD principles and can culminate in a 
vibrant community (Dunphy et al., 2004).

Cherokee Gates- Denver, Colorado
Cherokee	Gates	is	a	new	mixed-use	development	to	the	south	of	downtown	
Denver	that	incorporates	transit-oriented	
development themes into its design.  The 
project	 is	 a	 redevelopment	 of	 the	now-
closed Gates Rubber Co. Factory and will 
consist	 of	 multi-family	 housing,	 office,	
retail, restaurants, and parks.  Cherokee 
Gates’	 close	 proximity	 to	 light-rail	 is	
what spurred the project and focused the 
design toward the pedestrian.  Various 
industrial and residential sites surround 
the site.  The project aims to create 
an	 all-inclusive	 community	 in	 which	
residents can live, work, and play.  The 
developer, Cherokee Denver, LLC, has 
hosted a multitude of meetings with 

Hiawatha Line
Council of Engineering Company 2003

Cherokee-Gates
McGraw Hill Construction
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community members, the Transportation Taskforce, and the City of Denver to 
facilitate community involvement throughout the entire process.  Demolition 
and construction began in 2007.  This TOD is an excellent example of how an 
abandoned site can be redeveloped and how citizen input can play a key role 
in the process (Arrington, 2007).

Holly Street Station-Pasadena, California
The	 Holly	 Street	 Village-Memorial	 Park	 METRO	 Station	 is	 a	 new	 TOD-
style station being constructed in Pasadena, California.  This is an excellent 
example of TOD because it integrated the transit line directly into its design 
and was able to increase density while respecting the community’s character.  
It is located southeast of the junction between Highway 134 and Interstate 
210.	 	The	station	 is	based	on	 light-rail	activity	served	by	 the	Gold	Line	and	
is located beneath the Holly Street Village Apartments complex, which was 
built	 anticipating	 the	 construction	 of	 a	 light-rail	 station	 there.	 	Holly	 Street	
Station	 is	one	of	six	planned	on	the	METRO	light-rail	Blue	 line,	which	runs	
through Pasadena.  The station is located next to Old Pasadena, a senior center, 
Memorial Park, City Hall, several museums, shopping and the central library in 

the Pasadena branch.  The Rose 
Bowl is located outside of the 
TOD district but nearby.  The 
station integrates with Metro 
Bus	 Lines	 260,	 267,	 361,	 687;	
Foothill	 Transit	 Lines	 187,	 189;	
and Pasadena ARTS Bus Routes 
20,	 40,	 50	but	does	not	 contain	
park-and-ride	 facilities.	 	 Artist	
John Valadez created the art 
for the station depicting Native 
American imagery (Caltrans, 
2001a).

Del Mar Station-Pasadena, California
Del Mar Station Transit Village 
sits between downtown Los 
Angeles and the City of Pasadena 
and is located directly across the 
street from Central Park and 
adjacent to the historic Hotel 
Green.  Del Mar Station Transit 
Village is a vast civic plaza 
mirroring the historic region’s 
railroad past, which boasts 347 
housing	 units,	 20,000	 sq.	 ft.	 of	
retail area and a subterranean 
garage for 1,200 cars.  Located 
on the southern edge of Pasadena’s Old Town, the Del Mar Station serves as a 
gateway to the city of Pasadena and as a historic destination for those boarding 
the light rail from downtown Los Angeles.  Del Mar Station has encouraged 
residents living around the development to walk to the station by improving 
the streetscapes of surrounding streets and better accommodating pedestrian 
activity.		Well-used	opportunities	associated	with	the	Station	include	the	revival	
of the nearby Spanish Train Depot, which is being restored and converted to 
retail	space,	and	the	update	and	restoration	of	housing	that	flanks	the	station	
area (Dunphy, et al., 2004).

City Center-Oakland, California
This station is located in downtown Oakland, California, and serves as the main 
access point to the City Center.  As the prices of real estate in San Francisco have 
risen, the area in downtown Oakland has become a major regional employment 
center.  This station includes landscaping, street lighting, signalized crosswalks, 
bicycle parking, benches and public art.  Starting in 1991, the City Center 
redevelopment project obtained the rights to develop twelve city blocks around 
downtown	Oakland	including	office	and	retail	spaces.		Since	then,	the	area	has	

Holly Street
Caltrans 2001a

Del Mar 
Project for Public Spaces 2007
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been	developed	with	an	open-air	design.		The	most	successful	projects	done	in	
the City Center are the Rotunda Building, the Plaza Building and the Swans 
Market project.  

Here,	TOD	changed	 the	commercial	use	 to	mixed-use	and	multi-story	office	
buildings.  Included in the station is a retail plaza which has restaurants and 
an employment center.  The City Center has visibly transformed through many 
landscape and pedestrian improvements.  In the immediate area around the 
station are parks, museums, banks, hotels, grocery markets, movie theaters, 
retail drug stores, restaurants, a convention center, schools, a library, a 
community	center,	a	post	office,	religious	places,	police	stations,	child	care	and	
medical services.  These are valuable economic opportunities.  A drawback to 
the development of the area is that one developer purchased a majority of the 
land and much of the community feels that it has become overly privatized and 
is thus less inviting to the community (Caltrans, 2001b).  

St. Rose of Lima Park Station-Sacramento, California
The St. Rose of Lima Park Station is located in a downtown plaza in Sacramento, 
California, and is a prime example of the incorporation of multiple mobility 
options.  It is located within and serviced by the Sacramento Regional Transit 
District.		The	area	surrounding	the	station	is	a	transit-oriented	development	full	
of activity and demand located in the central business district of Sacramento.  
The station became a major piece of the larger transportation system of the 
metro-area	 in	1987.	 	Light	 rail	 service	opened	 to	 the	area,	providing	seating	
for 270 persons per car.  With a total city population of 407,018 and an average 
daily ridership of 3,260 the station has nine parking lots along with 19 parking 
structures, for a total of approximately 14,218 spaces.  Rail and bus service to 
this	station	continues	through	a	good	portion	of	the	day,	up	to	20.5	hours.		The	
station	provides	easy	access	for	regular	personal	vehicles	and	is	one-half	mile	
away from the nearest highway.  For those not using a car, 10 bus routes serving 
peak hours link directly to the station.  Among key points close to the station 
are the capitol building, an IMAX theatre and a Greyhound station.  Before 

the implementation of the transit 
station, the area was deemed 
underdeveloped and a problem 
in terms of crime.  The station has 
come into a more positive light, 
with	 heavy	 foot	 traffic	 due	 to	 its	
proximity to the state government 
buildings,	 eateries	 and	 pedestrian-
oriented developments (Caltrans, 
2001c).

San Francisco, California
In the South Beach area of San 

Francisco, a 303 acre redevelopment project is currently underway.  The King 
and Fourth Street MUNI (San Francisco Municipal Railway) light rail station 
and	 the	 half-mile	 surrounding	 area	 are	within	 close	 proximity	 to	 the	 South	
Beach residential district, the historic San Francisco waterfront area and the 
newly	constructed	Pacific	Bell	Baseball	Stadium.		The	plans	for	the	site	include	
five-million	square	feet	of	corporate	office	space,	a	500	room	hotel	 including	
conference	facilities,	750,000	sq.	ft.	of	retail	space,	just	under	50	acres	of	parks	
and open space and 6,000 residential units.  This project follows suit of other 
mixed-use	urban	developments	in	the	area	such	as	the	historic	waterfront	area,	
a Life Science Research Facility, as well as the University of California at San 
Francisco’s	Research	Campus.		The	site	will	be	composed	of	15%	residential-
medium/high	 density,	 five	 percent	 commercial/retail,	 40%	 industrial,	 nine	
percent	institutional,	16%	green/open	space	and	15%	mixed	office/retail	space.		
The	MUNI	itself	first	opened	in	1998,	with	an	average	weekday	boarding	of	
1,727	people,	mostly	between	the	ages	of	20-45	years.  The San Francisco station 
shows how a comprehensive plan can result in successful TOD (Caltrans, 
2001d).

St. Rose of Lima Park
Caltrans 2001c
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that	also	includes	a	park-and-ride	parking	structure.		The	station	is	located	just	
north of downtown Long Beach, California, in a relatively dense residential 
and commercial area.  Most of the residential neighborhoods surrounding the 
Willow	 Station	 are	 single-family	 residences	 built	 prior	 to	 the	 light-rail	 line	
and	station.		Since	the	Willow	Station	has	been	in	operation,	some	mixed-use	
developments have been built, although none of them are immediately adjacent 
to the station.  Unfortunately, public unrest in 1992 led to a decline in the overall 
value of the Wrigley Neighborhood and areas surrounding the Willow Station.  
In 2001, the Long Beach Redevelopment Agency implemented a new plan 
to help revitalize the Long Beach Boulevard Area.  The plans call for higher 
density	 development	 along	 the	Long	Beach	 light-rail	 corridor.	 	 The	Willow	
Station	appears	to	have	mostly	automobile	traffic	but	there	is	also	significant	
pedestrian	and	bicycle	traffic.		The	station	has	retail	shops,	restaurants	and	a	
grocery store within walking distance but no public or civic facilities such as 
a	 library,	post	office	or	performing	arts	 theatre.	 	Most	 commuters	using	 the	
station	only	come	to	the	area	because	they	are	going	to	use	the	light-rail.	 	A	
lack of open space and other types of public facilities have made this station 
primarily a commuting place rather than a gathering place or destination for 
the community.  Despite this, the Long 
Beach Willow Station has proven to be 
a	 successful	 light-rail	 station	 in	 terms	
of number of riders.  With future plans 
to recreate the surrounding area into a 
more vibrant and dense neighborhood, 
there is the likelihood that it will 
become even more successful.  The 
Camelback Corridor community and 
planners would be wise to take note 
of the important role that public space 
plays in creating a station that is more 
than just a transit center, but also a 
place of destination (Caltrans, 2001e).

Quincy, Massachusetts
Quincy, Massachusetts, has a central station minutes away from its downtown.  
In 2003, the City formed a Downtown Redevelopment Committee to review 
previous plans and actions, while calling on the public for its input to initiate 
a redevelopment strategy.  The transit hub, minutes away from Downtown 
Quincy by foot, has created numerous opportunities for more intense use and 
redevelopment.  According to the area’s strategic plan, there is the potential 
for about 1,100 housing units to be built in the city center with all housing 
units	being	within	one-half-mile	of	
the Quincy Transportation Center 
(commuter rail, Red Line, and bus 
hub).  Also, part of the plan is to not 
section off the land uses as they have 
done in the past, but to combine 
them	 into	 buildings	 with	 mixed-
use purposes.  In execution, this 
would mean a building with retail 
on	 the	 bottom,	 office	 space	 above	
that	 and	 finally	 condominiums	
and	lofts	taking	up	the	top	floors.		
This type of housing in an urban 
setting is becoming more and more desirable to people, especially to young 
professionals, empty nesters and the elderly.  The changing demographics in 
the	city	are	in	part	a	reflection	of	how	more	people	are	letting	quality-of-life	
issues,	such	as	commuting	concerns	and	public	health,	influence	their	housing	
choices.	 	 This	 is	 resulting	 in	 greater	 interest	 in	 mixed-use,	 higher	 density	
development (Dunphy et al., 2004).

Willow Station-Long Beach, California
Willow Station, Long Beach, California, and the next example from Plano, Texas 
(below), have had only partial success with their TODs.  The major highlight 
of the Long Beach Willow Station is Wrigley Marketplace, a retail strip mall 

Quincy Market
Quincy 2007c

Willow Station
Caltrans 2001d
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Eastside Village-Plano, Texas
The Plano, Texas, light rail system is an extension of the Dallas Area Rapid 
Transit (DART).  It consists of three stations, Bush Turnpike, Downtown Plano 
and Parker Road.  The rail system opened on December 9, 2002, to much 
fanfare but has since slowed in ridership and is not living up to expectations.  
Although the City has offered close to twenty million dollars in incentives, 
the areas around the system still fail to emulate the more thriving downtown 
Dallas station.  

In anticipation of the light rail, developers constructed apartments, 
condominiums and townhouses.  They hoped to entice more people to the 
downtown and to revive the economically struggling downtown district.  Even 
now businesses are still boarded up along the main downtown strip.  The two 
largest	multi-family	developments,	completed	in	2002,	are	still	struggling	with	
high vacancy rates.  The Eastside Village apartments have fared better and are 
almost	at	capacity,	while	the	15th	Street	Village	property	is	only	half-occupied.		
The cause of the lackluster sales is believed to be due to land speculation.  Local 
real estate agents report that land speculation pushed prices up to unreasonable 
levels.  Along the light rail extension 
property	 values	 have	 jumped	 50%,	
which can be a good sign, but in such 
a short period of time this increase has 
unbalanced the real estate market.  The 
City also struggled to escape the image 
of	 an	 “early-to-bed”	 arts	 and	 craft	
community and has failed to entice 
large chain stores despite a booming 
population of approximately 260,000 
(Kim, 2007). 

Overall, the light rail system has seen 
a	35%	increase	in	ridership	since	2003	

and	developments	 are	 simply	 taking	 longer	 than	 expected	 to	 flourish.	 	 The	
Eastside Plano Station did many things right, and is expected to steadily grow 
to its capacity (Morenz, 2006).  

More Examples 
For more TOD examples, refer to Appendix D that discusses the stations 
of Atlantic Terminal, the Lindbergh Station, and Mockingbird Station.  
Though	good	examples	of	 the	principles	and	components	of	 transit-oriented	
development, they do not relate well to the circumstances in the Camelback 
Corridor.  The stations’ constraints and assets do not match the Camelback 
Corridor due to their mass transit size and previous land uses.  

Conclusion
Much	 can	 be	 learned	 from	 the	 trial	 and	 error	 of	 various	 transit-oriented	
developments	across	the	United	States;	much	will	prove	helpful	in	implementing	
TOD	in	the	Camelback	Corridor.		Well-developed	partnerships	between	public	
and	private	investors	are	vital	to	a	transit-oriented	development’s	success.		These	
relationships ensure all parties’ voices are heard and taken into consideration.  

The	Camelback	Corridor	primarily	consists	of	low-density	residential	housing	
and	low-intensity	commercial	areas.		Developing	well-designed	transitions	will	
be vital to the preservation of visual and privacy aspects that the residents have 
come to enjoy and value.  The challenge will be to simultaneously preserve the 
quality	of	life	in	the	established	communities	while	integrating	them	into	the	
new	development.		However,	it	is	this	integration	that	makes	transit-oriented	
development truly successful.    

The mistakes many developers have made include ignoring the needs of 
the community and failing to create environments that enhance the whole 
neighborhood.		Transit-oriented	development	can	result	in	a	positive	connection	
between new developments and previously established ones.  Eastside Village

Move for Free 2007
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Chapter VI – Community 
Workshops and General 
Development Options 

Information about TOD principles and selected, pertinent examples of 
successful	 TOD	discussed	 in	Chapter	V	were	 combined	with	 the	 profile	 of	
the Camelback Corridor (Chapters II, III and IV) as the basis of a presentation 
at	the	first	of	two	community	meetings.		Students	used	community	feedback	
from that meeting and TOD principles to create initial development options 
for the Corridor.  They presented these draft recommendations at a second 
community	meeting	 and	 asked	 for	 additional,	 specific	 input	 and	 feedback	
from participants on particular TOD components including height, density, 
transitions, mixed use and access.  Students examined the community’s 
demographic,	 transportation,	 land	 use	 and	 zoning	 profile;	 community	
feedback	 at	 the	 two	 meetings	 and	 TOD	 research	 to	 finalize	 development	
option recommendations for this project.

In formulating development options for the Camelback Corridor two distinct 
categories	 arose:	 general	 development	 options	 and	 specific	 development	
optioss.  The general options, represented here in Chapter VI, are organized 
thematically	by	different	aspects	of	the	built	environment.		Specific	development	
options, presented in Chapter VII, are organized by geographic location along 
the Camelback Corridor and by scale of development and provide examples of 
how TOD principles and the general options may be applied.  Public input was 
integrated	with	the	general	options	to	develop	these	specific	recommendations	
and options.  To better understand how this input was collected, a description 
of the community meetings is included in this chapter.  

Community Workshops
On	October	15,	2007	and	November	15,	2007,	 the	City	of	Phoenix	held	 two	
community workshops in collaboration with the ASU Introductory Urban 
Planning Studio class to discuss the development occurring at and around 

three METRO light rail stations in the 
area designated as the Camelback 
Corridor.  The purpose of both 
meetings was to establish links of 
communication between city planners 
and community stakeholders and form 
a sense of shared ownership in creating 
a development plan for the Corridor.  
The meetings were held from 6 pm to 
8 pm at the M&I Thunderbird Bank 
building on the southeast corner of 
Central Avenue and Camelback Road 
and were attended by approximately 

70 community residents, business and property owners, area developers 
and	local	attorneys	or	consultants	at	the	first	workshop	and	55	people	at	the	
second workshop.  Both meetings included student presentations, followed by 
participatory activities.  

October 15, 2007 Community Workshop
At	the	October	15,	2007	workshop	the	presentation	by	the	ASU	planning	studio	
highlighted the following:

Current	and	existing	conditions	in	the	area	defined	as	the	Camelback	•	
Corridor

Demographics, transportation systems, land use from the General o 
Plan, zoning and existing land uses

 Transit Oriented Development (TOD)•	
Basic principles and strategieso 
Examples of TOD with similar conditions to the Camelback o 
Corridor

Community workshop 1
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Following the presentation, participants worked with student facilitators and 
note takers to record their input about the types of development they would 
encourage or embrace.  Participants broke into small groups and responded 
to	three	questions:

What kind of development along the Camelback Corridor do you 1) 
think	is	best	for	the	community?
What kind of development along the Camelback Corridor would not 2) 
work	well	for	the	community?
What other considerations and issues should be addressed or included 3) 
for	development	along	the	Camelback	Corridor?

Responses	to	these	questions	were	recorded	on	flip	charts	during	a	30	minute	
work session.  Next, each breakout group reported their comments back to the 
community,	which	were	briefly	summarized	at	the	meeting’s	end	by	Principal	
Planner Sandra Zwick of the City of Phoenix and METRO.  

The next week, students grouped and summarized the comments. Students 
organized this community input into various categories to help assess the 
community’s feelings towards TOD in the Corridor.  Certain themes developed 
among	 these	 categories,	 such	as	height	 and	density,	 safety,	mixed-use,	 and	
access.  The community’s perspectives on these themes were instrumental in 
the creation of development options which students drafted for the second 
community	meeting.	 	Refer	to	Appendix	H	for	meeting	notes	and	flip	chart	
lists. 

November 15, 2007 Community Workshop
At	the	November	15,	2007	workshop,	development	 ideas	were	discussed	 in	
greater detail.  The ASU presentation that evening highlighted the following:

A brief reintroduction of TOD strategies•	
An overview of the previous community workshop and associated •	
feedback
A representation of development options for the Camelback Corridor •	
based on community input from the previous workshop and student 
research 

Following the presentation, the community broke into discussion groups.  At 
each table, ASU students worked with community members to discuss four 
concepts:

Height and density: where low, medium and high heights/densities •	
should be located
Transitions: where transition areas were critical•	
Access: feedback on automobile and pedestrian areas of access, •	
circulation and parking
Mixed-use:	 where	 in	 the	 Corridor	 mixed-use	 would	 work	 or	 be	•	
appropriate

Participant comments were sketched onto trace paper and simultaneously 
recorded	on	flip	charts.	Single	ideas	were	written	on	colored	comment	sheets.		

These colored sheets were then attached 
onto a “sticky wall,” a large piece of fabric 
to which the papers were stuck and later 
arranged into categories as development 
issues or recommendations.  Following 
the breakout group work, the 
community assisted in the interpretation 
of the written comments and helped 
consolidate them into categories.  
Leaders then reviewed these patterns Community Workshop 2
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and themes with the community.  The next day after the meeting, students 
summarized	the	trace	paper	sketches	and	transcribed	flip	charts	notes	along	
with all colored comment sheets.  Refer to Appendix I for sticky wall comments, 
flip	chart	notes	and	trace	paper	sketch	summaries.

General Development Recommendations
Feedback from these meetings was incorporated into broad development 
recommendations for the Camelback Corridor.  The following options are 
based on student research and community feedback.  The themes which 
emerged were deemed necessary based on the demographics of the Corridor, 
issues raised by the community and factors which contributed to successful 
TOD in other cities.  The options integrate key principles of TOD, including 
height	and	density,	mixed-use	development,	affordable	housing,	circulation,	
parking, streetscapes, public spaces and art. 
 
Height and Density
Height and density were discussed in great depth by many residents at both 
community workshops.  A number of community members provided ideas 
for	 larger,	 high	 density	 developments	 being	 concentrated	 in	 specific	 areas.		
However, a few members of the community opposed any increased height 
and density within the Camelback Corridor.            

Policy Recommendations.  Community concerns were addressed in a broad 
recommendation for height and density within the Camelback Corridor that 
incorporates	 nodes	 and	 four	 categories	 of	 varying	 height	 (1-3	 stories,	 4-6	
stories,	7-10	stories,	and	11	to	approximately	20	stories)	(Figure	6.1).		A	node	
is an area of increased intensity, density and height that typically encompass 
a light rail station.  These areas (nodes) of greater height and density work 
to incorporate TOD principles by increasing activity, ridership, variety, and 
economic diversity while still appealing to pedestrians.  Locations for the 
greatest height and density include along Central Avenue south of Camelback 
Road towards the downtown core, and nodes at the corners of the three stations 

at the main intersections of Central Avenue, 7th Avenue and 19th Avenue 
along Camelback Road. 

In the preliminary assessment of the area, students considered development 
ranging from four to six stories along Camelback Road across the Corridor 
and where potential heights of seven to ten stories might be appropriate.  
However, due to the community’s expressed desire for smooth transitions, 
the areas directly adjacent to Camelback Road on the north and south sides 
between 7th Street and Central Avenue are now considered sites for potential 
development	within	one	to	three	stories.		A	number	of	specific	parcels	on	both	
sides of Central Avenue south of Camelback Road are currently zoned high 
rise	up	 to	a	maximum	height	of	250	 feet	with	development	potential	up	 to	
approximately 20 stories.  It is recommended to increase the height and density 
up	to	the	high-rise	zoning	designation	of	250	for	all parcels in this section of the 

Figure 6.1  Height and Density in the Camelback Corridor
Adapted from Google Earth

1-3	Stories
4-6	Stories

7-10	Stories
11-20		Stories

Nodes
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Camelback Corridor down 
to the Grand Canal.  This 
would provide a link to the 
downtown	 high-rise	 district	
and the tallest buildings in 
this area of the Corridor.

Transitions
Many community members 
also expressed a desire 
for seamless transitions 
from	 high-rise	 to	 low-rise	
developments	 and	 were	 interested	 in	 using	 “step-back”	 development	 to	
approach these transitional areas (Figure 6.2).  Although a few residents did 
not	anticipate	that	the	“step-back”	transition	would	be	very	effective	within	
the Corridor, a number of residents also expressed interest in this transitional 
approach where enough development area is available.  

Policy Recommendation.  A key recommendation is for transitional spaces 
within the community that blend larger scale, higher density development 
into adjacent residential areas.  By decreasing from the greatest heights at the 
light rail stations to medium heights of four and six stories between stations, to 
heights	between	one	and	three	stories	adjacent	to	single-family	homes,	smooth	
transitions	 will	 be	 created.	 	 This	 would	 provide	 the	 potential	 “step-back”	
effect that is commonly advocated when taller high density developments 
border residences.  This approach protects residents by increasing privacy 
and allowing the view from taller structures to focus outward instead of 
downward (Figure 6.2).    

Mixed-Use
While	a	number	of	community	members	advocated	mixed-use	development	
within selected areas of the Camelback Corridor, others wanted to integrate 

mixed-use	development	throughout	the	entire	Corridor.		This	includes	areas	
adjacent to Camelback Road and Central Avenue as well as the transitions 
towards the neighborhoods.  Some residents also expressed a desire for 
development	that	would	specifically	include	retail	areas	on	the	ground	level	
of	any	mixed-use	development.			

Policy Recommendations.  Mixed-use	is	an	integral	part	of	successful	TOD.		
These types of developments help to place residents near amenities and 
provide	 spaces	 that	 can	 be	 pedestrian	 and	 community	 friendly.	 	 Corridor-
wide	options	pertaining	to	mixed-use	development	are	suggested	at	a	variety	
of	scales	because	a	majority	of	the	community	so	strongly	favored	the	mixed-
use approach, especially at Central Avenue, 7th Avenue, and 19th Avenue along 
Camelback Road (Figure 6.3).  

On a larger scale, options consist of much more intense development that 
incorporates	 commercial,	 office	 and	 residential	 uses.	 	 Smaller	 and	 less	
intense developments could be placed between node developments and 
neighborhoods.  These developments would mainly consist of apartments, 
townhomes,	or	condominiums	above	commercial	uses	at	the	main	floor	and	

can act as a transition zone between 
more intense areas and the residences 
beyond.  

Areas	 for	 less	 intense	 mixed-use	
opportunities include adjacent parcels 
on the north and south sides of 
Camelback Road between 7th Street 
and Central Avenue, the north side 
of Camelback Road between Central 
Avenue and 7th Avenue, and along 
the south side of Camelback Road 
between 7th and 11th Avenues (Figure 

Figure 6.2  “Step-back” effect
City of Spokane 2006

Mixed-Use Development
Powell 2004
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increases opportunity for economic growth.  It can also lead to increased 
densities of both commercial and residential development.  While increasing 
diversity	 within	 communities,	 mixed-use	 developments	 can	 also	 lead	 to	
increased safety by adding more “eyes on the street” (Jacobs, 1961).  A change to 
mixed-use	zoning	throughout	the	TOD-1	Overlay	District	is	recommended.

Affordable Housing
A small number of citizens expressed concerned with the idea of providing 
new affordable housing in the Camelback Corridor.  However, many of the 
residents living in the western portion 
of the Camelback Corridor (west of 
7th Avenue) are renters.  Due to the 
increase in property values typically 
stimulated	 by	 transit-oriented	
development, the area is a likely 
candidate	for	gentrification,	where	high	
numbers of existing residents (renters 
in particular) are priced out of the area.  
Maintaining and even expanding the 
stock of affordable housing within the 
Corridor will continue to encourage 
income diversity.  Affordable 
housing programs have been shown 
to	promote	self-sufficiency	among	participants	and	support	property	values	
when thoughtfully integrated with the community (Drier, 1997).  Additionally, 
when integrated seamlessly through thoughtful design, affordable housing 
can	add	to	the	quality	and	character	of	an	area.

Policy Recommendations.  Housing that is made available to all income levels 
can be incorporated into new developments in a variety of ways.  One option 
is	to	set	aside	a	percentage	of	housing	units	in	each	new	development	or	re-
development	project	for	mixed-income	or	affordable	housing,	referred	to	as	

6.3).		These	areas	are	within	close	proximity	to	single-family	residences	whose	
character needs to be enhanced and preserved.  Areas for more intense, larger 
scale	mixed-use	 development	 include	 the	 adjacent	 parcels	 on	 the	 east	 and	
west sides of Central Avenue south of Camelback Road the Camelback Village 
Square	Shopping	Center	on	the	northwest	corner	of	7th Avenue and Camelback 
Road, the southeast corner of 17th Avenue and Camelback Road, and along the 
north side of Camelback Road between 19th	Avenue	and	15th Avenue.  These 
areas	are	located	at	or	near	node	developments	and	are	further	from	single-
family	residences.		Effective	transitions	can	work	to	preserve	the	multi-family	
residences that are more prevalent on the western portion of the Corridor.    

Within	 the	 Camelback	 Corridor,	 mixed-use	 is	 not	 currently	 included	 in	
the	 zoning	 code.	 	 Based	 on	 the	 finding	 that	 transit-oriented	 development	
incorporates	mixed-uses,	the	City	of	Phoenix	is	urged	to	change	the	current	
zoning.		Mixed-use	development	not	only	promotes	TOD	principles	but	also	

Figure 6.3  Mixed-Use in the Camelback Corridor
Adapted from Google Earth

Example of affordable housing
Community Housing Works 2007

Small-scale	mixed-use
Large-scale	mixed	use
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inclusionary	zoning.		With	mixed-income	housing,	the	below-market	units	are	
dispersed throughout new development. 

The	City	of	Phoenix	does	not	currently	have	any	policy	specifically	addressing	
affordable housing.  By incorporating policies for affordable housing and 
incentives to promote its development, the vibrancy of the community will be 
enhanced.  

Circulation
Neighborhood access and circulation are important issues to communities that 
surround light rail.  The concern that the expected increase in density in and 
around	the	area	will	lead	to	worsening	traffic	conditions	was	voiced	at	the	first	
community	workshop	on	October	15th.  The main themes raised were concerns 
of	safety,	speed	and	cut-through	traffic	within	residential	neighborhoods.		

At the second community workshop, many residents remained focused on 
these	issues.		In	addition	to	automobile	traffic	issues,	people	expressed	interest	
in more bike paths for general circulation and use and as a means to increase 
access to the light rail stations.

Policy Recommendations.  To 
mitigate	traffic	concerns	within	the	
Corridor, a general recommendation 
includes	 installing	 traffic	 calming	
devices.	 	 These	 include	 traffic	
circles, speed bumps and speed 
tables.  By carefully locating these 
on residential connector streets, 
vehicle volumes and speeds will 
be reduced and safety will be 
increased. 

To encourage and increase bicycle ridership, it is recommended that bike paths 
along 7th and 19th Avenues be integrated and expanded.  While the Sonoran 
Bike Path is nearby, located along 3rd Avenue, it is not clearly marked in the 
Corridor.		Incorporating	a	way-finding	system	along	this	path	and	connecting	
all paths to the Grand Canal south of the Corridor would help to encourage 
bicycle use.     

Parking
Along with circulation issues, a number of residents voiced concerns about 
parking.	 	 Intruder	parking,	where	business	or	 event	parking	overflows	 into	
residential areas, has long been a concern of residents in neighborhoods with 
heavy	 automobile	 traffic.	 	 The	 light	 rail	 stations	 along	 Camelback	 Road	 at	
Central Avenue and 19th	Avenue	will	include	two	park-and-ride	locations	that	
are	planned	to	collectively	provide	539	parking	spaces	 (Valley	Metro,	2007).		
Some	community	members	were	worried	that	the	two	light	rail	Park-and-Ride	
lots	will	create	overflow	parking	into	the	surrounding	residential	areas	due	to	
an	 insufficient	number	of	parking	spaces	and	 increased	 traffic	flow.	 	Others	
were concerned with the prevalence of surface parking lots in the Camelback 
Corridor.  

At	 the	 second	 community	 meeting,	 residents	 expressed	 interest	 in	 finding	
solutions to the anticipated parking problems by replacing plans for surface 
Park-and-Ride	 parking	 lots	 with	 structured	 parking	 that	 is	 combined	 with	
mixed-use	 development.	 	 A	 number	 of	 community	 members	 suggested	
eliminating surface parking altogether, while a few complained that the City 
of Phoenix does not provide enough parking within the Corridor as a whole.

Policy Recommendations.  To address the parking issue, two recommendations 
are made.  The Residential Parking Permit Program (RPPP), already in use in 
some Corridor neighborhoods, could be expanded.  Currently, Pierson Place 
Historic District and the St. Francis neighborhood participate in the program.  
Neighborhoods could choose to participate in this program for a nominal yearly 

Example of circulation
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fee	(Phoenix	Street	Transportation	Dept.,	2007).	 	This	program	is	specifically	
designed to control intruder parking.  

The use of residential parking permits have been found to be an effective tool 
for those areas encountering intruder parking from one particular destination 
point, such as a school or stadium.  However, if intruder parking is symptomatic 
of a larger parking and transportation problem in the Camelback Corridor, the 
RPPP will likely prove to be costly, overly bureaucratic and burdensome and 
an	insufficient	solution.

A second recommendation is for the development of structured parking in the 
Corridor.  Encouraging the development of parking structures that provides 
commercial and/or retail use space at their lower levels with parking above 
creates	 parking	 structures	 which	 are	 pedestrian-oriented	 at	 the	 street	 level	
while providing needed parking.  This option solution helps support TOD 
while also accommodating the needs of auto drivers.  It is essential that the 
supply and pricing of parking is carefully controlled to maintain the primacy 
of transit and pedestrian modes.

Streetscapes
Creating an inviting streetscape is an essential component of TOD and 
pedestrian-oriented	 spaces.	 	 Integrating	 key	 identifiable	 elements,	 such	 as	
wider	sidewalks	and	barriers	between	pedestrians	and	automobile	traffic,	into	
the built environment is essential to creating effective streetscapes.  

Currently many of the sidewalks along Camelback Road are narrow and provide 
little	protection	from	the	sun	and	heavy	street	traffic.		Residents	contributed	
a number of comments at the community meetings regarding streetscapes.  A 
dominant concern was for pedestrian safety.  A particular issue was the safety 
of pedestrians in crosswalks near the future light rail stations and from the 
addition	of	light	rail	cars	in	traffic.		Additionally,	people	voiced	concerns	about	
pedestrian safety regarding vulnerability to crime. 

Policy Recommendations.  A buffer of 
trees and other landscaping between 
sidewalks and streets will help 
create more appealing and protected 
streetscapes.  In addition, street 
furniture such as benches or planters 
can create gathering or meeting 
places along sidewalks.  Besides 
confronting the challenges presented 
by	 automobile	 traffic,	 streetscapes	
must also respond appropriately to 
the natural environment.  Providing 
shade along sidewalks is essential in 
Phoenix for even short forays by the pedestrian in the summer.  In addition 
to shade, providing wider sidewalks will serve an important role in giving 
pedestrians a sense of belonging.

While all of these improvements will make streets more welcoming to the 
pedestrian, it is the commercial and social activity along the street which have 
the potential to create vibrant urban spaces.  Alone, attractive streetscapes do 
little to create pedestrian activity.  Their presence will, however, enhance the 
pedestrians’ experience and may also signal to investors the City’s commitment 
to TOD.

With regard to safety, properly lighted and visually open streetscapes can 
increase street safety.  Visual enhancements to crosswalks and intersections 
can increase drivers’ awareness of pedestrians.  

Some community members advocated the use of bridges or overpasses as a 
solution to the issue of pedestrian crossings.  While this could be an option 
at selected sites, it is not recommended as a broad strategy for addressing 
pedestrian crossings.  These bridges serve the automobile as much as the 

Figure 6.4 pedestrian area
Austin City Connection 1995
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pedestrian.  Individuals must climb stairs or go up a steep incline, removing 
themselves from the activity of the street, to cross the street.  While separating 
pedestrians from cars and light rail vehicles seems appealing, pedestrian 
bridges generally do not serve the broader goals of TOD.

Public Spaces and Art
At	the	first	community	workshop,	a	number	of	residents	expressed	a	desire	for	
public gathering spaces, parks and other green spaces within the Camelback 
Corridor.  During the second community workshop a number of community 
members said they wanted to see incorporation of public spaces into transition 
zones to facilitate access to the light rail Corridor from the residences beyond.  
Meanwhile, community members from both meetings wanted public art 
included within streetscapes and public spaces.

Policy Recommendations.  Public spaces that include plazas, courtyards, 
urban parks and other gathering spots for the community can and should be 
developed throughout the Corridor.  These spaces help to enhance a sense of 
community	and,	when	combined	with	public	art,	can	create	a	unique	identity	
for an area.  While not many spaces within the Corridor would be able to 
incorporate these types of developments on a large scale, there are numerous 
opportunities	exist	for	small,	intimate	public	spaces.		The	field	study	identified	

a number of locations within 
the	 Corridor	 well-suited	 for	 the	
development of small urban 
open	 spaces	 (Figure	 6.5).	 	 These	
could be incorporated into new 
development,	 such	as	a	mixed-use	
project, or developed as an urban 
“pocket park.”  Opportunities 
abound to enrich the pedestrian 
ambiance along Camelback Road 
and at major intersections.  A 

certain percentage of public space can also 
be dedicated within new development.  

Additionally it is recommended that 
emphasis be placed on protecting and 
enhancing the existing green spaces 
surrounding the Camelback Corridor.  
School	fields	 that	 are	open	 to	 the	public,	
along with Colter Park on the northwest 
corner of Colter Street and 7th Avenue, 
are also important recreation areas for 
the community.  If redeveloped for more 
pedestrian use, these spaces can act as 
appropriate access points to link communities within and outside the Corridor 
to the light rail. 

Example of Community Art
Sowell 2004

Example of Public Space
Scottsdale Performing Arts 2004

Figure 6.5 Possible public space locations in the  Camelback 
Corridor
Adapated from Google Earth

Possible Public Space Locations
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Node Development
Within the Corridor, three potential node locations along Camelback Road are 
identified	at	Central	Avenue,	7th Avenue and 19th Avenue (Figure 7.2).  Intensity 
is concentrated at the intersections at these nodes and height steps down from 
taller development along the arterial streets towards neighborhoods with 
single-family	 residential	 areas.	 	 Wider	 sidewalks	 and	 streetscape	 elements	
necessarily enhance these developments.  Height at the 7th Avenue and 19th 
Avenue nodes is recommended at between seven and ten stories.  

Central Avenue and Camelback Road Node
Along	Central	Avenue	south	of	Camelback	Road,	a	maximum	height	of	250	
feet	is	proposed.		This	confined	area	of	high-rise	development	would	then	link	
the	Corridor	to	the	high-rise	district	to	the	south	along	Central	Avenue	and	into	
downtown Phoenix (Figure 7.3).  Height up to three stories is recommended 
for buildings on the northeast corner of Central Avenue and Camelback Road.  

Chapter VII - Specific 
Development Options 
Specific	 options	 have	 been	 separated	 into	 four	 types	 of	 recommendations	
that	reflect	both	geographic	location	along	the	Camelback	Corridor	and	the	
scale	of	development	in	terms	of	nodes,	large-scale,	medium-scale	and	small-
scale development.  General ideas about what constitutes these four scales 
of	 development	 are	 included	 as	 they	 are	 unique	 to	 TOD.	 	 These	 specific	
recommendations do not designate design approaches for these areas, as 
design recommendations will be the focus of an upcoming ASU Urban 
Design Studio.  However, they do combine themes of TOD with community 
concerns	 into	 sets	of	 comprehensive	options	 specifically	 for	 the	Camelback	
Corridor.		For	ease	of	reference	the	recommended	height	and	density	figure	
from Chapter VI (Figure 6.1) is repeated here (Figure 7.1).

Figure 7.2  Node Development Areas
Adapted from Google Earth
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Adapted from Google Earth
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Height of four to six stories is recommended on the northwest corner.  All 
structures	within	this	node	are	envisioned	as	mixed-use	developments	with	
the	first	one	or	two	floors	dedicated	to	retail	use.		The	retail	and	commercial	
development could extend along the arterials of Camelback Road and Central 
Avenue,	promoting	pedestrian	traffic.		At	the	intersection,	above	the	retail,	it	
is	 recommended	 that	 significant	 space	 be	 dedicated	 to	 office	 development.		
Residential	 development	 could	 be	 placed	 at	 the	 top	 floors	 of	 buildings	
southward along Central Avenue and westward along Camelback Road.

Due	to	the	proximity	of	single-family	residential	neighborhoods,	transitions	
are highly necessary even though less land is available.  Because of the 
integration	of	the	park-and-ride	lot,	transit	center	and	light	rail	station	at	this	
intersection, it has the potential to serve as a regional attraction.  Therefore, 
pedestrian-oriented	developments	will	be	extremely	important.	 	Streetscape	

improvements are 
needed to facilitate 
pedestrian activity 
throughout this node.

Because this station 
will act as a collector 
for residents in the East 
Valley, parking needs 
will be an important 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  
Parking should be as 
unobtrusive as possible 
using structured 
and, where possible, 
u n d e r g r o u n d 
parking.  

7th Avenue and Camelback Road Node 
We propose that 
the northeast, 
northwest and 
southwest corners 
at the intersection 
of 7th Avenue and 
Camelback Road 
be developed into 
mixed-use	 buildings	
ranging in height 
from seven to ten 
stories (Figure 7.4).  
Due to its proximity 
to residential areas, 
the recommended 
height on the 
southeast corner is 
four to six stories.  
The	 first	 two	
floors	would	be	dedicated	to	retail	while	two	additional	floors	would	be	used	
for	offices.		Depending	on	the	height	of	structures	at	that	location,	there	could	
be anywhere from two and six stories of residential development above these 
two	uses.		Retail	and	commercial	activities	located	on	the	lower	floors	could	
extend along the arterials of Camelback Road and 7th Avenue, encouraging 
pedestrian	traffic.

Less	intense	mixed-use	development	could	be	encouraged	beyond	the	arterials	
as development nears the established neighborhoods, depicted conceptually in 
Figure 7.4.  This development incorporates residential uses primarily, keeping 
office	and	commercial	spaces	closer	to	the	main	intersection,	encouraging	most	
of	the	traffic	flow	to	take	place	on	arterials	and	not	within	the	neighborhoods.		

Figure 7.3  Central Ave. and Camelback Rd. 
node
Adapted from Google Earth

Figure 7.4 7th Ave. and Camelback Rd. Node
Adapted from Google Earth
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At	the	current	Camelback	Village	Square	Shopping	Center,	on	the	northwest	
corner of the intersection, parking structures could be created.  These structures 
could	 incorporate	 pedestrian-oriented	 strategies	 by	 having	 commercial	
development	 on	 the	 first	 one	 or	 two	 floors	 of	 the	 structure	 with	 parking	
above.  By replacing surface parking with parking structures, a majority of the 
northwest	corner	could	then	be	used	for	mixed-use	development.		Space	within	
this area could be set aside for a public plaza or other gathering places.

Appropriately designed shading, seating and lighting will enhance pedestrians’ 
experiences.		Public	art	could	also	be	introduced	throughout	to	add	a	unique	
identity to the node’s development.  Streetscaping could extend south along 
7th  Avenue linking the Camelback Corridor and light rail with the Melrose 
District further south on 7th Avenue.  

19th Avenue and Camelback Road 
Node 
A node development consisting of 
mixed-use	buildings	between	seven	
and ten stories is proposed for the 
four corners of the intersection at 
19th Avenue and Camelback Road.  
Due to its immediate proximity 
to	 the	 new	 light-rail	 station	 and	
planned	 park-and-ride,	 this	 node	
will act as a collector for residents 
from the West Valley. 

These	concepts	of	development	are	shown	schematically	in	Figure	7.5.		Retail	
is	 shown	 along	 the	 ground	 floor	 to	 encourage	 pedestrian	 use	 and	 enhance	
walkability within the node.  An inner courtyard is also shown to provide 
public space and encourage access from the neighborhoods at the northeast to 
the	light-rail	station	at	the	intersection.		A	bike	station	could	be	implemented	

Figure 7.5 19th Ave. and 
Camelback Rd. node

at this intersection as well.  This would not only encourage alternate forms of 
transportation within the Corridor, but from neighboring communities into 
the Corridor as well.  Residences could be placed at the top levels to further 
implement	mixed-use	and	connect	residents	to	light	rail	and	other	amenities.

Large-Scale Development (Greatest Height)  
A	limited	number	of	specific	parcels	on	both	sides	of	Central	Avenue	south	
of	Camelback	Road	are	currently	zoned	for	a	height	up	to	250	feet	with	the	
development potential of approximately 20 stories.  We recommend that the 
height	 and	density	 allowances	 increase	up	 to	 250	 feet	 for	 all	parcels	 in	 this	
section of the Corridor down to the Grand Canal via Central Avenue to link 
the	Camelback	Corridor	 to	 the	Phoenix	downtown	high-rise	district	and	 its	
tallest buildings (Figure 7.6).

Medium-Scale Development
We	propose	locating	medium-scale	development	between	the	three	previously	
described nodes along arterials within the Camelback Corridor to the north 
and south of Camelback Road and along both sides of 19th Avenue north of 
Camelback Road (Figure 7.7).  A number of areas within the Corridor are 
appropriate	for	medium-scale	development.		We	suggest	that	medium-scale,	

Figure 7.6 Areas for large-scale development
Adapted from Google Earth
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mixed-use	development	be	between	four	and	six	stories	in	height	in	response	
to community comments that there be transition spaces between node 
developments and existing neighborhoods.  

The	 ground	 floor	 of	 these	 developments	 could	 be	 commercial,	 with	 the	
three	 to	five	stories	above	utilized	 for	 residences,	a	portion	of	which	could	
be allocated to affordable housing.  Integrating affordable housing strategies 
into	 the	 design	 of	 medium-scale	
developments will create opportunities 
for economic diversity while preserving 
the	 quality	 and	 character	 of	 existing	
neighborhoods.  

Parking	for	these	medium-scale	projects	
could be provided in small structures on 
top of the buildings (see photo), behind 
the buildings or in surface lots that 
would	be	specifically	set	at	the	rear	of	
properties.  By moving parking off the 

street, the development becomes walkable and pedestrian friendly.  To further 
encourage	 a	pedestrian-oriented	 environment,	 streetscape	 elements	 such	as	
ample shading, seating and lighting should be incorporated along the street.  
Sidewalks could be slightly narrower than those at node developments to 
compliment	the	smaller-scale	setting.

17th Avenue and Camelback Road
A	proposed	medium-scale	development	at	the	southeast	corner	of	17th Avenue 
and	Camelback	Road	would	include	mixed-use	structures	between	four	and	
six	 stories	 tall	 (Figure	 7.8).	 	 The	 first	 floor	would	 be	 retail	 with	 stories	 on	
the	second	floor	and	higher	dedicated	 to	 residential	use.	 	To	 transition	 this	
height back to the neighborhood to the south, parking and a small public 
green space have been incorporated at the rear of the site.  Streetscapes can 
include shade and seating 
to encourage pedestrian 
use along Camelback 
Road and pedestrian 
access	to	the	light-rail	line	
via 17th Avenue.  Because 
these developments are 
at	 a	 smaller-scale	 than	
node development, 
the sidewalks could be 
somewhat narrower to 
provide a more personal 
and intimate experience.  

Small-Scale Development
Small-scale	development	could	be	located	within	the	Camelback	Corridor	at	
areas	that	are	directly	adjacent	to	residences	(Figure	7.9).		By	creating	“step-
back”	transitions	from	node	to	smaller-scale	development	or	from	medium-
scale	to	small-scale	development,	the	established	neighborhoods	are	buffered	

Mixed-use parking structure
West Coast TND’s 2007a

Figure 7.8 17th Ave. and Camelback Rd.

Figure 7.7 Areas for medium-scale development
Adapted from Google Earth
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somewhat	 from	 the	 larger-scale	 developments	 that	 we	 suggest	 along	 both	
Camelback Road and Central Avenue.

Due	to	the	proximity	of	existing	neighborhoods,	we	recommend	that	small-
scale development be less intense and have a maximum height of four stories.  
Primary uses could consist of residential, with commercial uses on the ground 
floor	 where	 sufficient	 access	 and	 space	 is	 available.	 	 These	 developments	
could	include	townhomes,	apartments	and/or	condominiums	as	well	as	live-
work spaces.  These structures act as connectors between neighborhoods and 
medium-scale	developments	by	incorporating	compatible	uses	in	a	transitional	
form.  

11th Avenue and Camelback Road
The northwest corner of 11th Avenue and Camelback Road is one such location 
for	small-scale,	mixed-use	development	of	approximately	two	stories.		While	
the	bottom	floor	could	be	dedicated	to	retail	and	commercial	use	 the	upper	
floors	should	be	set	aside	for	residences,	promoting	pedestrian	activity.		This	
small-scale	option	creates	less-intense,	more	intimate	mixed-use	development	
with	the	opportunity	for	live-work	space,	which	may	be	appealing	to	residents	
in the surrounding neighborhoods.  

Figure 7.9 Areas for small-scale development
Adapted from Google Earth

Conclusion
Throughout	the	Camelback	Corridor	are	opportunities	for	node,	 large-scale,	
medium-scale,	and	small-scale	developments,	with	the	greatest	height	limited	
to Central Avenue (Figure 7.10).   Nodes occur along Camelback Road at 
Central Avenue, 7th Avenue, and 19th	Avenue.		The	large-scale,	tallest	heights	
are	 limited	 to	 Central	 Avenue	 south	 of	 Camelback	 Road.	 	 Medium-scale	
developments are scattered between the three nodes along arterials within 
the Camelback Corridor directly to the north and south of Camelback Road 
and along both sides of 19th	Avenue	north	of	Camelback	Road.	 	Small-scale	
developments are concentrated in transition areas primarily adjacent to 
medium-scale	developments,	with	 the	exception	of	 those	 small-scaled	areas	
located just west of the Central Avenue node, south of the 7th Avenue node on 
the west side of the avenue, and south of the 19th Avenue on the east side of 
that avenue.

These	specific	recommendations	 for	mixed-use	development	are	oriented	to	
pedestrians and incorporate TOD principles.  These recommendations also 
reflect	a	response	to	the	expressed	concerns	of	the	community.		Overall,	these	
suggestions	are	 intended	 to	benefit	 the	 community,	 enliven	 the	 commercial	
vitality of the Camelback Corridor and facilitate widespread access to the new 
light rail.
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Figure 7.10 Development concepts in the Camelback Corridor
Adapted from Google Earth
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Chapter VIII -
Recommendations and 
Conclusion

Broad	 policy	 recommendations	 were	 proposed	 for	 discussion	 at	 the	 final	
presentation on November 30, 2007.  This presentation was given by students 
to City of Phoenix staff and ASU faculty and staff from the Phoenix Urban 
Research Laboratory and the School of Planning.  This was followed by a 
lively	 discussion	 about	 the	 general	 and	 specific	 development	 options	 and	
recommendations prepared by students.   Below we present four major 
development policy recommendations to the City of Phoenix staff and 
decision-makers	regarding	what	next	steps	should	be	taken	to	continue	the	
Camelback Corridor project. We conclude this report with a synthesis of 
the	final	 in-class	discussion.	 	Students	also	 identified	what	else	 the	City	or	
next	 semester’s	 studio	 could	do	 in	 the	Corridor	 as	part	 of	 a	final	 exercise.	
The	additional	research	identified	was	beyond	the	original	scope	of	our	class	
project or emerged at the end of the semester without time for us to pursue 
in greater depth. 

Policy Recommendations
Several policy recommendations have been developed from the process of 
gathering,	 refining,	 reflecting	 upon	 and	 synthesizing	 information	 over	 the	
past four months.  They are derived from the best practices observed in 
other cities regarding TOD and light rail as well as concerns expressed by the 
community.

Enhance mixed-use zoning
Currently,	no	specific	mixed-use	zoning	is	designated	along	the	Camelback	
Corridor.	 	 While	 residential	 and	 commercial	 mixed-uses	 can	 occur	 under	
commercial zoning, density is limited.  Increasing density for individual 
projects	 requires	 a	 rezoning	 process	 which	 can	 be	 time	 consuming	 and	
costly.	 	 Changing	 the	 underlying	 zoning	 to	mixed-use	would	 remove	 this	

unintentional	barrier	and	more	accurately	reflect	the	City’s	position	towards	
mixed-use	development	along	the	Camelback	Corridor.		

Confront and increase parking
The demand for parking at light rail stations and throughout the Corridor is 
likely to exceed the supply which has been proposed by the City of Phoenix.  
Turning	 the	 current	 park-and-ride	 locations	 into	 structured	parking	would	
remedy	this	situation,	if	necessary	through	public-private	partnerships.		The	
ground	floor	 of	 these	parking	 structures	 should	be	used	 as	 space	 for	 retail	
and	businesses.		This	will	help	to	maintain	the	pedestrian-oriented	character	
of the area.  It is essential that the supply and pricing of parking is carefully 
controlled to maintain the primacy of transit and pedestrian modes.  

Create public spaces
Phoenix as a whole is severely lacking in truly public spaces.  TOD in 
general,	and	the	Camelback	Corridor	specifically,	represent	opportunities	to	
establish such spaces.  Designing an inviting streetscape is a potential solution 
and	 certainly	one	over	which	 the	 city	has	 significant	 control.	 	However,	 as	
development occurs, the city should be conscious of opportunities to create 
public spaces throughout the area.  A few of these spaces may be integrated 
into private developments, but their public status must be clearly understood.  
An explicit mandate for public space in all new development is not necessarily 
an effective strategy for creating effective public spaces.

Integrate affordability
Currently, the Camelback Corridor is characterized by a diversity of housing 
types and price levels.  This diversity contributes greatly to the importance 
and attractiveness of the Corridor.  The mix of these populations in a relatively 
small	 area	 results	 in	 a	greater	density	 and	variety	of	 required	 services	 and	
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activity for the Corridor. Given population diversity along the Corridor 
in terms of income, race/ethnicity and housing status for instance, many 
businesses and services are at present catering to each group.   However, as 
development occurs with the arrival and completion of the light rail, measures 
should be taken to preserve what exists or ensure ways to maintain this mix of 
income levels.  These measures can either be integrated into the General Plan 
and zoning or introduced with a set of incentives for developers.  

Final Presentation
A	final	presentation	of	findings	from	the	studio	was	given	on	November	30,	
2007.  This presentation largely mirrored the content and organization of 
this report.  It was delivered to an audience which included from the City of 
Phoenix Planning Department, Sandra Zwick, Principal Planner, Jan Hatmaker, 
Principal Planner and Marc Thornton, Village Planner.  From ASU were 
Wellington	“Duke”	Reiter,	Dean	of	 the	College	of	Design;	Nancy	Levinson,	
Director and Jason Franz, Coordinator, from the Phoenix Urban Research 
Laboratory.  From the ASU School of Planning were Ken Brooks, Director, 
Nabil Kamel, Assistant Professor, Sue Elliot, Business Operations Manager 
and Gloria Jeffery, Administrative Associate.  The studio’s two studio teaching 
assistants, Timothy Moore and Matthew Magaletti, were also present along 
with the course instructors and students.  

During	the	presentation,	Dan	DiVincenzo	gave	an	introduction	and	profile	of	
the	Camelback	Corridor.		Transportation,	land-use	and	zoning	issues	and	the	
principles of TOD were discussed by Ashley Zawrotny.  An overview of the 
second community meeting and general development options were presented 
by	 Ted	 Brown	 while	 Kyle	 Koelbel	 offered	 specific	 development	 options,	
including	the	concepts	of	nodes,	medium-scale	and	small-scale	development.

Discussion
The	presentation	was	followed	by	a	series	of	questions	and	discussion,	much	
of	 which	 pointed	 to	 ways	 in	 which	 the	 findings	 from	 the	 studio	 could	 be	

further developed.  The following paragraphs summarize some of the more 
significant	topics	discussed	after	the	presentation.

One broad topic under debate was the role which planners play in the creation 
and implementation of a report such as this.  A clear theme which developed 
from this discussion was that planners’ recommendations should be supported 
by	adequate	research.		Also,	planners	were	identified	as	operating	within	a	
boundary of political correctness.  These elements suggest the need for planners 
to	approach	their	jobs	and	communicate	their	findings	in	professional	terms	
that are sensitive to community feelings.  This professionalism is necessary 
because of the adversarial attitude which community members sometimes 
take towards planners.  In this situation what the planner says must be 
supported and well argued.  

A	 significant	 exchange	 arose	 regarding	 interpretation	 of	 demographic	
information in the Corridor.  While the presentation highlighted demographic 
differences and transitions, particularly those which occur when moving from 
east	 to	west	 in	 the	Corridor,	 it	was	not	 clear	 how	 this	 influenced	decision	
making.		A	broad	line	of	questioning	considered	how	demographic	transitions	
should be integrated into plan implementation.  

Other issues in the discussion included the relationship between planning 
and	other	design	fields,	planners’	capacity	to	communicate	design	projects	to	
a community and what students felt they had gained from this studio. 

Reflections and Further Research
During	a	reflection	exercise	at	the	end	of	the	studio,	students	responded	to	
four	questions.		One	of	these	questions	asked	students	to	identify	issues	for	
further research or consideration.  The following paragraphs synthesize three 
dominant themes recurring in the student responses.  A complete listing of 
the	reflection	questions	and	all	student	responses	regarding	further	research	
can be found in Appendix J.
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Community Participation
One element of this project which should be continued and expanded upon is 
community participation.  The community’s voice was central to the creation 
of the options and recommendations presented in this report.  This emphasis 
should not be disregarded as TOD moves forward in the Camelback Corridor.  
One potential area of future community involvement is in the design review 
process.  During the community meetings conducted during this semester, 
participants expressed concern regarding the design of future buildings proposed 
for the Corridor.  The City, or a subsequent studio might consider conducting 
a brief literature review to identify effective participatory design examples that 
been used in conjunction with TOD.  The results of this study could be used 
to inform how the City and studio could proceed in a participatory design 
process for the Corridor.  Besides participation in the design process, follow-
up meetings should be held regarding the activity and progress of TOD in the 
Corridor.  These meetings should serve to inform the public about proposed 

developments, while also 
gathering their thoughts 
about the direction of 
the changes which are 
occurring.  

One signifi cant shortfall 
of the participatory 
workshops and activities 
used in the creation 
of this report was that 
the attendees of the 
community meetings did 
not accurately represent 
the diversity which 
exists in the Corridor.  

The Hispanic population, 

largely concentrated in the western portion of the Corridor, was virtually 
unrepresented.  Future meetings should make specifi c efforts to include this 
and other underrepresented populations, particularly those with language 
barriers, schedules or other issues that prevent participation in general 
meetings.

Participatory activities should also extend beyond residents of the area.  
Specifi c meetings or participation techniques such as focus groups or World 
Cafés should be held for developers and business owners.  Care should be 
taken to draw other stakeholder groups more directly into the design process.

Width of Camelback Road
A second issue which has been recurring throughout the creation of this 
report is the width of Camelback Road.  A serious question is how effective 
can TOD be on the proposed six-lane road?  From an economic development 
standpoint, the proposed six-lane road could likely host a range of successful 
developments.  The continued importance, even dominance, of the automobile 
in the six-lane Camelback Corridor will severely limit the importance of the 
Corridor as a signal of paradigm shift for planning in Phoenix toward mixed-
use, higher densities and public transit.  It is recognized that implementation 
of this recommendation is highly unlikely given that construction is on-going 
at the time of this report to expand Camelback Road to six lanes.  Further 
research should create a long-term plan to reduce Camelback Road to one 
or two lanes in each direction and in general reduce the visual and modal 
dominance of the automobile in the area

Diversity
The demographic studies of the Corridor conducted for this report found 
a variety of trends regarding income, density, race/ethnicity and crime 
among other topics.  While these trends played some role in developing the 
recommendations and options proposed for the Corridor, further research 
needs to be conducted.  This research should explore ways in which future 

Final Presentation: December 2007
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planning	practice	and	policy	should	reflect	the	diversity	of	population	within	
the area, and ways in which urban form, educational systems and public 
services can respond to the area’s large renter population.  

Conclusion
The	recommendations	and	areas	in	need	of	further	research	as	defined	above	
seek to advance the prospect of successful TOD in the Camelback Corridor.  
Since TOD is an unconventional form of development for Phoenix, this report 
seeks to create understanding of the issues surrounding TOD, particularly in 
the Camelback Corridor.  It is also the beginning of a dialogue with citizens 
to assess their concerns and visions for TOD in their respective communities.  
The studio project and report constitute important resources for the City of 
Phoenix	as	it	plans	for	ways	to	integrate	land-use	policies	appropriate	to	light	
rail.   The recommendations and options discussed will also help to integrate 
TOD	into	the	rich	and	diverse	neighborhoods	adjacent	to	light	rail	and	to	find	
optimal ways to create a vibrant, accessible and economically productive new 
streetscape.  

The	class	has	made	significant	progress	 towards	 identifying	a	diverse	set	of	
development scenarios for TOD along the Camelback Corridor.  The studio 
has also uncovered unanticipated needs and complexities for further research.  
Besides providing policy recommendations and direction to the City of 
Phoenix, this report will also serve as a foundation for future planning and 
design studios that will relate future development options more accurately 
to	 the	study	area	and	fine	 tune	 the	appropriateness	of	 these	options	 for	 the	
Corridor.
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Methods Overview
A variety of methods were used by the ASU Planning Studio throughout the 
project.	 It	was	first	necessary	to	develop	a	profile	of	 the	community,	which	
involved visual assessments, land use assessments, and an examination 
of	U.S.	Census	data	 (Figure	A.1).	Once	a	community	profile	was	created,	 it	
was necessary to conduct more broad research about topics which would 
have an impact on the project. These topics included zoning, land use, and 
Transit-Oriented	Development	 (TOD).	All	 of	 this	 information	was	used	by	

the ASU Planning Studio to 
create a set of development 
options for the Corridor. 
Finally, community input 
was gathered (through 
two community meetings 
held by the City of Phoenix 
planning staff and the 
ASU Planning Studio). 
All of this information 
was incorporated into the 
development options which 
are presented in this report.

Assignments
 Land Use and Visual Assessment
The	first	step	in	the	data-gathering	process	was	a	land	use	assessment	of	the	
Corridor, followed by analysis of the Decennial Census data and zoning codes 
relevant to both the Corridor and the station areas. The land use assessment of 

the Corridor took place at various times throughout the week in late August 
and early September. The studio received neighborhood breakdowns and 
basic characteristics of each neighborhood from the City. The studio was 
broken into teams and throughout the following week, walked throughout 
the	neighborhoods	and	took	visual	 inventory	of	housing	stock,	 road/traffic	
conditions, community features and amenities, types of land uses and their 
placement within the Corridor and the neighborhood, as well as the interaction 
of the residents with their environment. 

Secondary Data Analysis
For	a	more	in-depth	analysis	one	team	from	the	studio	was	assigned	to	each	of	
the following topics: Demographics, property and real estate, transportation/
parking/circulations and descriptions/history/institutions/crime To better 
assess, synthesize, and verify the data gathered from the land use assessments, 
the studio gathered demographics data on the Corridor from the 2000 Census 
and	then	created	statistical	profiles	of	 the	station	areas	and	compared	these	
data with the data of the Corridor as a whole. 

Zoning Codes
The second phase of the ASU Planning Studio was to gain a basic understanding 
of	the	zoning	codes	for	the	City	of	Phoenix	and	to	create	site	specific	options	
within the Corridor. This allowed the studio to understand the limitations, 
potential, and mechanics of the zoning and development process within the 
Corridor. The introduction of these design concepts sought to combine the 
character of the area while working within the design constraints. It allowed 
the studio and the City to identify the types of development which could occur 
with the Corridor and the various zoning tools available to address the design 
of development.

APPENDIX - A 
Methods and assignments

Figure A.1 Research and Analysis Framework
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Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
In order to determine viable development options for the Camelback Corridor, 
it was important to consider the examples of successful development that has 
occurred	along	light-rail	lines	in	other	cities,	which	has	been	heavily	influenced	
by	 principles	 of	 transit-oriented	 development.	 Through	 an	 investigation	
of	 existing	 transit-oriented	 developments`	 the	 studio	 was	 able	 to	 pull	 out	
major	design	goals	and	concepts	of	other	 light-rail	 lines	across	 the	country.	
This	phase	 tried	 to	 compare	 statistical	 data	 of	 the	 other	 city	 light-rails	 and	
the	community	profiles	of	other	areas	and	apply	 them	to	 the	Corridor.	The	
process	of	developing,	implementing,	evaluating,	and	expanding	light-rail	in	
synonymous settings helped the City of Phoenix and the studio to identify 
strengths of other plans and where the lack of foresight led to the rails falling 
short of expectations. The research and wisdom attained from this phase 
carried the process into the next phase. 

Development Options 
In order to ensure understanding of the principles of TOD, in addition to the 
character of the Corridor, teams of students created development options for an 
area in the Camelback Corridor. The student teams were split in two with one 
team creating the development options and the other team playing the role of 
staff and creating stipulations in response to those options. This exercise gave 
us a better understanding of the zoning codes related to the Corridor as well as 
an insight into how a developer could look at the Camelback Corridor. 

Community Feedback
Community input is essential to the planning process. Therefore, two 
workshops were held. The community presentations and feedback was 
essential to the project. The meetings were designed to allow the studio to 
present	the	data	and	concepts	that	were	identified	with	Phoenix	planners	and	
how these concepts would be considered by the planning department. The 
community	was	asked	to	evaluate	the	concepts	and	provide	specific	examples	
of types, areas for, and concerns of development in their area as presented. 

The community responses were recorded verbatim and the ideas were 
used in continuing the cycle between phase three and four. The input of the 
community will be a driving force in the types of development which occur 
throughout the Corridor, and therefore, accurately recording and sorting the 
community feedback was crucial. 

Final Products: Report, Poster and Brochure
Described above. A typical end product is a report but considering the variety 
of ideas and amount of research done alternative methods were used to 
convey information
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Here is text from the abstract describing the project in the formal 
Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of Phoenix and our studio in 
the School of Planning:

“The	studio	will	engage	in	a	detailed	study	of	the	transit-oriented	development	
that will occur near the intersection of Central Avenue and Camelback Road, 
and along a portion of Camelback Road, as a result of the new light rail/bus 
stations.	The	study	area	extends	east-west	from	7th	Street	to	19th	Avenue	and	
north-south	from	Georgia	Avenue	to	Campbell	Avenue/Grand	Canal.

“Working with staff of the City of Phoenix Planning Department, the studio 
will:

assess and analyze district conditions, including district context, •	
boundaries, land uses, zoning, development restrictions, overlay 
districts, planning policies, demographic characteristics, densities, 
housing,	access,	traffic,	and	parking;	
prepare	maps	of	the	study	area;•	
identify stakeholders, including residents, institutions, business •	
owners,	commercial	interests,	non-profits,	and	policy	makers;
meet with stakeholders at public meetings to determine the concerns •	
and	wishes	of	those	affected	by	the	new	development;
identify	and	examine	comparable	cases	in	other	cities;•	
identify development opportunities.•	

“The studio will compile its analyses and documentation for CITY and provide 
community	presentations	and	a	final	report,	which	will	provide	an	overview	
of the work.”

APPENDIX - B 
Intergovernmental agreement between the City 
of Phoenix and Arizona State University
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Ages	51-77

APPENDIX - C
demographics

The	information	found	in	this	appendix	supplements	the	community	profile	
presented in Chapter II.  The focus of this work is on the characteristics of the 
neighborhoods and residents of the Corridor.
 
Figure C.1 shows how many people are living in any given census block 
within the Camelback Corridor.  As you can see, the dominant interval is 
represented by yellow. The yellow color is used for census blocks containing 
25	 to	 68	 people.	 The	 two	 clusters	 of	 red	 are	 the	 areas	 of	 the	 highest	
concentration of people. These high concentrations areas from east to west 
are	north	of	Camelback	Road	between	15th Avenue and 7th Avenue and both 
north and south of Camelback Road on 19th Avenue. 

Another way to examine population characteristics is to look at the median 
age by census block. Figure C.2 shows a general trend of age decreasing from 
east to west. Starting north of Central Avenue and Camelback Road has a 
median	age	between	40	and	50	years.	Moving	west,	the	median	age	decreases	

to a range of 31 to 39 years of age. Further west, in the densest area of the 
Corridor, age further declines to a range of 1 to 30 years old. This trend is 
paralleled by the pattern of median income within the Corridor. 

Figure C.2 Population Median Age by Census Block
U.S. Census 2000
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26-68

69-160
161-391

Figure C.1 Number of residents by census block
U.S. Census 2000
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APPENDIX - D
Transit-Oriented Development Cases

Student research on TOD projects turned up a wide range of examples.  The 
stations of Atlantic Terminal, the Lindbergh Station, and Mockingbird Station, 
though	good	examples	of	 the	principles	and	components	of	 transit-oriented	
development do not relate well to the circumstances in the Camelback Corridor.  
The stations’ constraints and assets do not match the Camelback Corridor due 
to their mass transit size and previous land uses.  

Additional Examples

Atlantic Terminal-Brooklyn, New York
Atlantic	Terminal	in	Brooklyn,	New	York,	is	a	prime	example	of	using	joint-
transit	station	development	to	improve	transit	service	and	create	profit-making	
development opportunities.  The station’s location at Flatbush and Atlantic 
Avenues is the westernmost stop on the Long Island Railroad (LIRR) Atlantic 
Branch.  The area has long been underutilized, having numerous development 
project	proposals	and	failures	dating	back	to	the	1950’s.		Spurred	by	a	growing	
demand	 for	 retail	 and	 office	 space	 near	 the	 Atlantic	 Terminal,	 the	 City	 of	
New York, the Metropolitan Transit Authority, LIRR and Forest City Ratner 
Companies	created	a	mixed-use,	TOD	project	that	would	revitalize	the	area.		
The	470,000	square-foot	development	has	four	stories	of	retail	space	below	ten	
stories	of	office	space.		The	station	connects	to	nine	subway	lines	and	serves	
an estimated 130,000 commuters a day.  The Atlantic Terminal displays how 
public-private	 partnerships	 in	 response	 to	 the	market	 can	 create	 successful	
TODs (Dunphy, et al., 2004).

Lindbergh Station-Atlanta, Georgia
The Lindbergh Station is part of the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Authority and 
is a combination of a bus and rail system in Atlanta, Georgia.   The Lindbergh 
Station	is	specifically	located	north	of	Atlanta’s	downtown	area	and	sits	on	47	

acres.	 	The	site	was	previously	developed	into	auto-oriented	strip	malls	and	
restaurants.	 	 Significant	 amounts	 of	 single	 and	 multi-family	 housing	 occur	
east	 and	west	 of	 the	 station.	 	 The	 Lindbergh	 Station	 is	 said	 to	 be	 a	mixed-
used community that includes the two Bellsouth Towers. The Towers include 
multi-tenant	office	buildings,	new	parking	decks,	 a	Main	Street	promenade,	
apartments and condominiums.  The Lindbergh Station is the second most 
occupied station in the Atlanta region, which should help attract more investors 
to the area.  The station area took former industrial sites and transformed them 
into highly active TOD thanks to the help of a major anchor like Bellsouth 
(Dunphy, et al., 2004).

Mockingbird Station-Dallas, Texas
Mockingbird station was part of the original light rail DART plan that opened 
in January 1997.  The station is located four miles north of the Dallas Central 
Business District.  This is the last station where the Red Line and Blue Line 
are together.  From this station the Red Line goes north and the Blue line goes 
northeast.  In 1997, UC Urban bought seven acres of land next to this project 
that	 included	an	abandoned	three-story	Western	Electric	office	building	that	
had direct access to the DART platform.  The next year UC Urban bought three 
neighboring acres, which also offered direct access to Mockingbird light rail 
station.  UC Urban designed and built elevators, escalators and a pedestrian 
bridge that linked their project to the light rail station.  Four stories were added 
to	the	Western	Electric	building,	which	was	converted	to	a	200,000	sq.	ft.	loft	
apartment	complex,	which	has	45,000	sq.	ft	of	ground	floor	retail	space.		The	
station	is	almost	completely	privately	financed.		The	developer	of	this	project	
paid for pedestrian amenities and transit linkages.  They received federal aid 
toward local infrastructure such as linking Katy hiking paths, biking paths, 
landscaping, sidewalks, and improvements to the DART station.  The developer 
was	required	to	build	up	too	much	parking,	but	negotiated	the	parking	down	
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from 2,200 spaces to 1,600 spaces because of the project’s shared transit nature.  
The entire project was completed in 2002 and consists of 211 loft apartments, 
140,000	 sq.	 ft.	 of	 office	 space,	 180,000	 sq.	 ft.	 of	 retail	 space	with	 restaurant	
and entertainment uses.  The residential component of the project has had 
the strongest relationship with the transit system.  The retail component is 
predominantly	 auto-oriented	 and	 the	 office	 component	has	nearly	 an	 equal	
relationship between DART and car travel. Nearby is Southern Methodist 
University, the Meadows Museum and the Gerald J. Ford Stadium (Dunphy, 
et al., 2004).
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APPENDIX - E 
visual assessment
One	of	 the	 initial	projects	 for	 this	class	was	 to	do	a	 land-use	 inventory	and	
visual assessment. This visual assessment was used as a tool to help take stock 
of the amenities and general character of the Camelback Corridor. While some 
of	this	data	was	incorporated	into	the	existing	land-use	portion	of	this	report,	
the assessment below is slightly more abstract and descriptive. This does not, 
however, make it less relevant for a complete picture of the Corridor.  The 
visual assessment looked at residential neighborhoods, commercial facilities, 
schools	and	institutions,	office	spaces	and	facilities.	

Residences and Neighborhoods 

Historic Neighborhoods
North	 of	 Camelback	 Road	 and	 east	 of	 Central	 Avenue	 is	Windsor	 Square	
Historic Neighborhood.  Homes here are comparable to French provincial and 
California	ranch	style	with	a	variety	of	Spanish	influenced	ranch	homes.		Cars	
do not have a strong presence in these homes as the garages are typically small 
and	far	from	the	street.		Windsor	Square	(Figure	D.1)	has	some	sidewalks	but	
they are not continuous on every street.  On the west side of Central Avenue, 
north of Camelback Road is Medlock Place Historic Neighborhood.  Homes 
here	are	reminiscent	of	the	bungalow	styles	with	influences	from	Spanish	and	
English revivals.  Art Deco and ranch style architecture can also be found.  
Unlike	 Windsor	 Square	 this	 neighborhood	 does	 not	 have	 any	 sidewalks	
whatsoever.  Families live towards the back of the houses and the houses 
lack front porches.  West of 3rd Avenue exists a number of apartment and 
condominium	buildings.		Many	of	these	represent	the	mid-20th century modern 
which	is	a	defining	aspect	of	central	Phoenix	architecture.		Many	have	interior	
courtyards with landscaping and pools which serve to create passive cooling 
for the buildings.  

West of Central Avenue is the Pierson Place Historic Neighborhood.  A 
wide range of architectural styles and housing types are represented in this 
neighborhood.		Garages	are	largely	located	in	the	rear	of	single-family	homes.		
Some commercial business has also begun to integrate into the edges of the 
neighborhood bordering 7th Avenue.  While this neighborhood is generally 
zoned	for	higher	density	with	a	significant	amount	of	multi-family	housing,	
no sidewalks are present, forcing pedestrians into the street.  

Neighborhood Associations
South of Camelback Road and east of Central Avenue is the St. Francis 
Neighborhood.  Sidewalks in this neighborhood are sporadic but seem to occur 
more	 frequently	 in	 front	of	multi-family	housing	units.	 	These	multi-family	
units	 often	 resemble	 large	 single-family	 homes	 and	 blend	 quite	 seamlessly	
into adjacent properties.  Brophy College Preparatory and Xavier College 
Preparatory schools and St. Francis Elementary School have a strong presence 
in the area.  This presence is visual, due to the buildings and landscaping of 
the	 campuses,	 as	well	 as	 visceral,	 represented	 by	 the	 traffic	 that	 inundates	
the	neighborhoods	when	school	begins	and	ends.		The	defining	edge	between	
the neighborhood and the schools is a fence.  To the west, the neighborhood 
is	bordered	by	several	dirt	lots	and	the	eleven-story	M&I	Thunderbird	Bank	
building.

The	Grandview	community	is	located	near	the	south-east	corner	of	15th Avenue 
and	Highland	Avenue.	This	area	has	small	single-family	housing	throughout	
it.  The area feels like it goes together well in a sense that the community is 
together on what it should feel like. The homes look like they were built in the 
1960s and 1970s.  Some have small front porches and most have open carports.  
Sidewalks are found throughout the neighborhood and make a good path for 

75



pedestrians and bicyclists alike.  Since the community has smaller homes, 
fewer areas are available for parking. Most residents park within their car 
ports and driveways, but ultimately have to park on the street because of the 
limited parking. 

Other Housing Types
In	 general,	 single-story	 detached	 homes	 visually	 dominate	 many	 of	 the	
neighborhoods in the area.  East of 7th	Avenue,	multi-family	housing	 tends	
to	 be	 small	 in	 scale.	 	 Integrated	 into	 the	 single-family	 surroundings	many	
of	 these	multi-family	 units	 appear	 to	 be	 large	 single-family	 homes	 but	 are	
actually partitioned to create individual units.  The most obvious exception 
is the Landmark Towers on Central Avenue, south of Mariposa Street.  West 
of 7th	Avenue,	multi-family	housing	takes	on	the	more	conventional	forms	of	
garden	apartments,	row	houses,	and	multi-story	apartment	buildings.		

North of Camelback Road and west of 7th Avenue, one of the main residential 
neighborhoods	 is	 a	 single-family	 neighborhood	 located	 between	 11th and 
15th	Avenues	It	consists	mainly	of	single-story	homes	on	larger	plots	of	land.		
The	homes	here	date	back	around	the	1950s	and	1960s,	including	sidewalk-
lined streets, attached and detached garages, and manicured landscaping 
with green lawns.  Another neighborhood located within our district is the 
area bordering the Target complex, on the northwest corner of 7th Avenue 
and	Camelback	Road.		This	area	includes	many	2-	and	3-story	multi-dwelling	
units.		This	sector	is	characterized	by	multi-family	housing,	including	covered	
parking, dating from the 1960s and 1970s and is pedestrian friendly.  The 
streets are lined with sidewalks and are inviting to pedestrian traffic.  The 
final	residential	sector	between	7th and 19th Avenues north of Camelback Road 
lies	between	15th Avenue and 17th Avenue, and is probably the most distinctive 
in	the	area.		The	neighborhood	includes	a	high-density	trailer	park,	as	well	as	
many	single-story	units,	both	single	dwelling	and	duplex	units.		Aside	from	
dirt	lots,	the	area	contains	chain-link	fenced	yards,	overgrown	landscaping,	
covered	and/or	yard	parking,	and	light	pedestrian	traffic.

The	Park	Lee	Apartments	are	located	in	the	south-central	portion	of	our	study	
site,	 between	 15th and 17th	Avenues	 on	Highland	Avenue.	 	 This	 is	 a	multi-
family housing community that contains residences that are all two stories 
high.  This area is very well contained and works well within itself.  It has a 
park that includes a basketball court, playground, pool, and clubhouse.  This 
neighborhood has good paths throughout that are kept open from vehicles 
because the parking areas are integrated between the clusters of buildings. 
These paths seem well lit which provide for safe areas to walk at night. 

The	final	area	of	analysis	is	between	19th and 22nd Avenues from Colter Street 
to	Highland	Avenue.		A	single-family	neighborhood	from	north	of	Camelback	
Road to Colter Street and from 20th to 22nd Avenues consists mainly of older 
homes, roughly six units to an acre.  The homes are small relative to the average 
home size and most lack garages and carports.  Despite lacking structures for 
parking,	 the	community	 is	very	automobile-oriented	with	multiple	vehicles	
parked on each property, some in front lawns.  The area lacks sidewalks, but is 
fairly	inviting	with	many	trees	and	green	yards.		A	single-family	neighborhood	
from south of Camelback Road to Highland Avenue and from 21st to 22nd 
Avenues resembles many other neighborhoods along Camelback Road.  It 
consisting	of	roughly	six	units-per-acre	which	are	mostly	farm	style,	and	there	
are no sidewalks.  Due to the proximity of Westwood Primary School a bit 
more	traffic	(both	pedestrian	and	vehicular)	is	prevalent.		This	neighborhood	
has multiple vacant lots.

Commercial 
Most	commercial	facilities	along	Camelback	Road	take	the	form	of	strip-mall	
developments.  Within this building type is a wide variety of scale.  Some 
feature only two or three storefronts with one row of angled parking in front 
while	others,	generally	more	recent	developments,	may	feature	several	big-
box retail locations, a large sea of parking and several pads adjacent to the 
street.  Clean modernist forms can be seen in many of the buildings from the 
mid-20th century.  Many have undergone renovations which have obscured 
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these features, however.  More recent buildings feature Tuscan or Spanish 
Colonial adornments, typical of recent suburban architecture.  Commercial 
and retail buildings are overwhelmingly one story.

Schools and Institutions
Schools are present in large numbers in the Camelback Corridor.  On Central 
Avenue, south of Camelback Road, are the St. Francis, Brophy Preparatory, 
and Xavier campuses.  The three schools are tied together by a common 
architectural style, set off by the St. Francis Church directly on Central Avenue.  
This church serves as a landmark for people entering the Camelback area from 
downtown on Central Avenue.  The Mount Calvary Lutheran Church and 
School	occupies	approximately	one	quarter	of	a	square	mile	at	7th Avenue and 
Colter Street.  The complex consists of the church, administrative buildings, 
and the Valley Lutheran High School complex.  The school includes several 
large	fields	and	basketball	courts.		

The area south of Camelback Road from 7th to 19th Avenues has a wide array 
of educational institutions.  Included within the study area are a middle 
school and numerous charter schools. Additionally, the residents of the study 
area travel to Central High School and two elementary schools located south 
of Highland Avenue.  The total number of students attending educational 
institutions within our site is less than 1,000.  The largest institution is the 
most traditional, Osborn Middle School which has 648 Students. Florence 
Crittenden	has	120	students	and	houses	40.	Ameri-Schools	Academy,	a	non-
traditional charter school, has 199 students. These institutions represent the 
neighborhood, boasting rising students in academics and sports.  

The Phoenix Chinese Senior Center is an important institution for the elderly 
in the area and throughout the city.  Many come from as far away as a three 
hour bus ride to seek out its services and care which include meals, daily 
language and dance lessons. 

The area between 19th and 22nd Avenues, from Colter Street to Camelback Road 
contains several schools.  The Imagine Charter School, located on 19th Avenue 
between Camelback Road and Colter Street, and Westwood Primary School 
at 22nd Avenue and Highland Avenue.  Imagine School, which is four stories 
high, lies within a much underutilized area along 19th Avenue.  The Imagine 
Charter School has a stucco exterior with small windows.  Westwood Primary 
School	is	significantly	larger	and	dominates	the	area	in	regards	to	pedestrian	
and automobile activity.

While the charter schools are public and free to anyone within the selected age 
group,	the	private	schools	have	yearly	tuition	rates	ranging	from	$4411-	$6395	
for St. Francis Xavier Elementary School, to almost $12,000 for both Brophy 
College Preparatory and Xavier College Preparoatory. Valley Lutheran High 
School has a yearly tuition rate in the range of $6000 per year. 

The three schools of St. Francis Xavier elementary, Brophy College Preparatory, 
and Xavier College Preparatory are directly adjacent to each other and form 
one	of	the	largest	school	campuses	in	Phoenix.	While	each	school	is	officially	
an independent entity to itself, the schools have shared parking lots, buildings, 
and/or open spaces. The total enrollment between all three schools is around 
3100 students. Brophy and Xavier College Preparatories each have a population 
of nearly 1300 students. Central High School is a public high school located 
just south of the Brophy campus on Central Avenue, and has an enrollment 
of 2331 students. The Osborne Middle School has a population of about 700 
students, and Solano Elementary around 800.

Office Spaces
Most	office	buildings	are	relatively	small	in	scale	and	limited	to	four	or	fewer	
stories.		The	most	significant	exception	is	the	M&I	Thunderbird	Bank	building	
located on the southeast corner of Camelback Road and Central Avenue.  
This eleven story building has a glass and stone exterior and does not offer 
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anything	to	the	pedestrian	experience.		Another	concentration	of	office	space	
is on Camelback Road between 19th and 22nd Avenues.

Public Safety Services 
Although the Camelback Corridor has no facilities of it own, below we have 
listed the closest location for both the Police and the Fire Services. 

Police
Squaw	Peak	Precinct	Headquarters
6206 N. 24th Street 
Phoenix,	AZ	85016

Fire Stations 
Fire Station 17
1531	E.	Missouri	Avenue,	Phoenix,	AZ	85014-2408,	(1	mile	east	at	16th Street) 
Paramedic/Engine	-17,	Utility-17,	and	Rescue-17

Fire Station 18
5019	 N.	 23rd	 Avenue,	 Phoenix,	 AZ	 85015-2707,	 (Camelback	 Road	 at	 23rd 
Avenue)
Paramedic/Engine-18,	 Paramedic/Engine-718,	 Rescue-18,	 and	 Peak	 Time	
Rescue-718

Fire Station 10
2731	N.	24th	Drive,	Phoenix,	AZ	85009,	(2	miles	south	at	Thomas	and	I-17)
Engine-10,	Paramedic/Engine-710,	and	Loss	Control-10.	

Fire Station 20
726	 W.	 Glendale	 Avenue,	 Phoenix,	 AZ	 85021-8630	 (2	 miles	 north	 on	 7th 
Avenue) 
Paramedic/Engine-20,	Ladder-20,	and	Ladder	Tender-20
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APPENDIX - F
Transportation
This appendix supplements Chapter III and its discussion of the future light 
rail extensions.  Through researching the transportation applied the Corridor 
a vast amount of information was found, much of which applies to the report 
and some which does not.  This information includes future extensions of the 
METRO light rail and roadway expansions for the Camelback Corridor.

 
Future Light Rail Extensions
METRO is planning future extensions of the METRO light rail.  The next 
phase,	projected	to	be	completed	in	2015,	will	contain	an	extension	to	North	
Phoenix. Additional extensions include rail south on Rural Road in Tempe, 
and east on Main Street in Mesa.  The second planned phase, projected to be 
completed in 2020, will contain an extension west towards Glendale, as well 
as	an	extension	west	from	downtown	Phoenix	towards	Goodyear.		The	final	
planned phase, projected to be completed in 2026, will contain an extension 
that	runs	up	State	Route	51	towards	north	Phoenix.

Roadway Expansion
Numerous	road	expansions	have	occurred	along	the	Corridor	due	to	 light-
rail construction, transforming Camelback Road and its crossroad arterial 
streets. Camelback Road is being widened from west of Central Avenue to 
approximately 19th Avenue to become three lanes in each direction with a 
turning lane. This will bring the western stretch of Camelback Road up to par 
with Camelback Road east of Central Avenue, which is currently three lanes 
heading east, two lanes heading west with a turning lane. This expansion 
is	 in	 line	with	 traffic	flow	counts	 for	Camelback	Road.	On	average,	 for	 the	
stretch	of	Camelback	Road	from	7th	Street	to	22nd	Avenue,	45,000	cars	drive	
Camelback	Road	in	a	24-hour	period.		The	higher	amounts	are	presumably	
on the western section of Camelback Road, seeing as many as 47,000 cars per 

day,	most	likely	due	to	its	proximity	to	I-17.	The	peak	hours	for	Camelback	
Road	are	7am-10am	and	3pm-6pm.	In	this	three	hour	period	in	the	morning	
an excess of 8,000 vehicles pass along Camelback Road. During the evening 
peak hours an excess of 10,000 vehicles pass through. The majority of vehicle 
traffic	in	the	morning	drives	east	on	Camelback	Road,	and	subsequently	in	the	
evening	Camelback	Road	is	inundated	with	heavy	traffic	heading	west.		

Figure F.1  Metro light rail Phases i-iv
Valley Metro 2006
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APPENDIX - G
City of Phoenix Zoning 
District Regulations

R-5	
Multiple	Family	Residence	(Detached	SF	5	to	6.5	or	12	w/bonus)	(Attached	
43.5	to	45.68	or	52.2	w/bonus)

Section 617. R-4 Multiple-Family Residence District. (Purpose same for 
R-3)
A.   Purpose. The purpose of the multifamily residence districts is to 
provide for alternate living styles including rental, condominiums and 
single ownership of land with multiple units thereon or single or attached 
townhomes. The density ranges offered are intended to allow for a greater 
interaction of residents with at least the opportunity for less individual 
maintenance,	unit	cost,	and	size	as	compared	with	a	conventional	single-
family residence.

C-2	 	
Commercial	-	Intermediate	Commercial

C-2	HR		
High-Rise	and	High	Density	(Combined	w/underlying	zoning)

C-2	TOD	
Commercial	-	Intermediate	Commercial	and
Interim	Transit-Oriented	Zoning	Overlay	District	One

Section 623. Commercial C-2 District--Intermediate Commercial.
A.	Purpose.	The	C-2,	Commercial	Intermediate	District,	is	a	district	of	
commercial uses of medium intensity designed to be compatible with each 
other and to provide for a wide range of types of commercial activity within 
the district.

Source:
City of Phoenix. (2007).  Chapter 6 Zoning Districts.  Retrieved December 10, 2007, 
from http://phoenix.gov/ZONING/ch006.html

R1-6	 	
Single	Family	Residence	(density	range	of	5	to	5.5	or	6.5	w/bonus)

R1-10	HP	
Single	Family	Residence	(density	range	of	3	to	3.5	or	4.5	w/bonus)	and
Historic Preservation Overlay (Combined w/underlying zoning)

Section 611. R1-10 Single-Family Residence District.
A.   Purpose. A basic purpose of these regulations is to foster the creation 
of living areas which can assist the establishment of stable, functional 
neighborhoods. An established pattern of living in this metropolitan area 
reflects	a	tradition	of	single-family	occupied	dwellings	which	also	emphasize	
outdoor living. Many of these dwellings are thereby located on relatively large 
urban or suburban lots. These regulations provide standards for dwellings 
built at low and moderate densities. While the predominant housing type is 
expected	to	be	single-family	dwelling,	provisions	are	made	for	alternative	
housing types within the same density limits.

R-3	HP	
Multiple	Family	Residence	(Detached	SF	5	to	6.5	or	12	w/bonus)	(Attached	
14.5	to	15.23	or	17.4	w/bonus)	and
Historic Preservation Overlay (Combined w/underlying zoning)

R-4	
Multiple	Family	Residence	(Detached	SF	5	to	6.5	or	12	w/bonus)	(Attached	29	
to	30.45	or	34.8	w/bonus)
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P-1	 	
Passenger Automobile Parking, Limited (Surface parking)

P-1	HP	 	
Passenger Automobile Parking, Limited (Surface parking) and
Historic Preservation Overlay (Combined w/underlying zoning)

Section 639. Parking P-1 District– Passenger Automobile Parking, Limited.
It	is	intended	that	the	Parking	P-1	District	will	provide	necessary	off-
street parking in appropriate locations for nonresidential uses located near 
residential	districts.	It	is	further	intended	that	the	development	of	such	P-1	
districts be accomplished according to an approved plan so that such vehicle 
parking may be compatible with adjacent or nearby residential uses.

Section 631. High-Rise H-R District– High-Rise and High Density District.
The	High-Rise	H-R	is	intended	to	be	a	special	district	to	allow	greater	
building height and density within those few areas of the City that, by their 
strategic location and intense land use, generate exceptional amounts of 
activity	of	a	commercial	nature.	Within	these	areas	of	greatly	intensified	
activity	the	H-R	districts	may	be	combined	with	the	R-4,	R-4A,	R-5,	C-O,	C-1,	
C-2,	C-3,	A-1,	A-2,	P-1	or	P-2	districts	and	shall	control	in	those	requirements	
which it sets forth.

TOD-1	 	
Interim	Transit-Oriented	Zoning	Overlay	District	One

Section 662. Interim Transit-Oriented Zoning Overlay District One
(TOD-1) +1
A.			Purpose	and	Intent.	The	purpose	of	the	Transit-Oriented	District	One	
(TOD-1)	is	to	encourage	an	appropriate	mixture	and	density	of	activity	
around transit stations to increase ridership along the Central Phoenix/
East Valley CP/EV Light Rail Corridor and promote alternative modes 
of transportation to the automobile. The secondary intent is to decrease 
auto-dependency,	and	mitigate	the	effects	of	congestion	and	pollution.	
These	regulations	seek	to	achieve	this	by	providing	a	pedestrian-,	bicycle-,	
and	transit-supportive	environment	development	integrating	auto	uses	
with a complementary mix of land uses, where streets have a high level of 
connectivity and the blocks are small, all within a comfortable walking and 
bicycling distance from light rail stations.

Transit-oriented	development	often	occurs	as	infill	and	reuse	within	areas	of	
existing development. The regulations within this ordinance vary in some 
cases from other ordinances, such as the Urban Residential (UR) District, 
related	to	infill	development	in	the	City,	because	of	the	additional	need	to	
support	transit	ridership.	The	Transit-Oriented	District	prohibits	uses	that	do	
not support transit ridership.
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APPENDIX - H 
Community Workshop 1
As	discussed	in	Chapter	VI,	two	community	workshops	were	held;	here	
the	appendices	discuss	them	in	detail.		The	first	community	workshop	is	
discussed here in Appendix G the second is discussed in appendix H.

The	first	community	workshop	was	held	on	October	15,	2007	from	6:00	to	
8:00 PM at the M&I Thunderbird Bank building at the southeast corner of 
Central Avenue and Camelback Road in Phoenix, Arizona, and attended by 
66 community members, business and property owners, area developers and 
local attorneys and consultants.  The room was arranged with twelve tables 
that	seated	up	to	eight;	easels	with	flip	charts	were	set	out	at	each	table.

Agenda
Sandra Zwick, Principal Planner with the City of Phoenix, ran the meeting.  
She began with an outline of the workshop’s agenda: 

Presentation by students of Arizona State University•	
Break out session for discussion and feedback•	
Reporting back to entire workshop•	
Wrap-up•	

Sandra Zwick described the purpose of the meeting: to identify o 
new redevelopment ideas linked to feedback from community

Presentation
The presentation by the ASU planning studio highlighted the following:

Current	and	existing	conditions	in	the	area	defined	as	the	Camelback	•	
Corridor

Demographics, transportation systems, land use from the General o 
Plan, zoning, and existing land uses 

 Transit Oriented Development (TOD)•	
Basic principles and strategieso 

Examples of TOD with similar conditions to the Camelback o 
Corridor

Break Out Session
Following	the	presentation	there	was	a	brief	question-and-answer	period.		
The community then broke into focus groups.  Each table accommodated 
one group and included two ASU students, one to facilitate and one to note 
comments	on	a	flip	chart.		Each	table	had	comment	sheets	for	community	
members to use.  

Three	questions	were	posed	to	the	community:
What kind of development along the Camelback Corridor do you 1. 
think	is	best	for	the	community?
What kind of development along the Camelback Corridor would not 2. 
work	well	for	the	community?
What other considerations and issues should be addressed or 3. 
included	for	development	along	the	Camelback	Corridor?

The community members were asked 
to	be	specific	and	give	examples,	
i.e.	“single-family	detached,	single-
family attached such as townhouses, 
condominiums….”  The break out 
session was allotted thirty minutes, 
allowing for approximately ten 
minutes	per	question.		The	focus	and	
intensity of discussion varied from 
table	to	table.		At	some,	an	equal	
share of time was spent on each of Break out groups at 1st workshop
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the	three	questions	and	comments	were	made	by	most	or	all	community	
members at the table.  At a few others, individuals with expertise in planning 
or	development	or	with	specific	concerns	attempted	to	dominate	the	
discussion.  Student facilitators were generally able to keep the discussion 
focused	on	the	questions	at	hand	and	solicit	contributions	from	all	seated	
at	the	table.		For	each	question	the	community	members	came	up	with	
responses and additional comments.

Detailed Community Member Notes 
During the break out session one student was dedicated to writing down the 
main ideas of the community. The next section is what the community said 
in its entirety. 

What kind of development is best for Camelback?1. 

Height
Low-rise	(four	story),	low-density,	pedestrian-related,	commercial,	•	
utilize existing businesses, underground/more parking, spas, salons, 
restaurants,	dry-cleaning,	“personal	services”	
Not	higher	than	250	feet•	
NO towers •	
6 to 10 stories•	
4 stories •	
Some people like density •	
Higher building shield/sound barrier •	
Rational density/height •	
(ridership	not	necessarily	increased	by	high-end	residential)
Incentive heights/residence that is rational and supports Light Rail •	
ridership 
Smaller/for people who already live here •	
Size of buildings •	
(No setbacks) •	

Streetscape
Barriers, planting •	
Trees on both sides •	
Buffer between sidewalk and street•	
Incorporate plantings with transit stops•	
More landscaping leading to and from stations for neighborhoods•	
Wider sidewalks •	
Environmentally friendly (Trees) •	
Transition areas•	
Greenery set back for safe automobile travel plus visibility•	
Trees and shrubs •	
Consider building shadows•	
Plants/vegetation •	

Circulation /Parking
Joggers	(bicyclists	need	to	be	considered	–	draw	them	to	area)•	
Give bicyclists a chance to go along Camelback•	
3•	 rd Avenue needs a separated bike path north of Camelback 
Traffic	calming	measures	•	
Bike paths, access, etc. •	
Light	at	15•	 th Avenue and Colter Street (Blinking pedestrian light) 
Pedestrian bridges/overpasses •	
Connectivity •	
Integration •	
North to South connectivity•	
Regarding width of Camelback (narrows at 16•	 th St to Central) (Extra 
lane) 
Feeder streets important •	
Long	process	to	shift	traffic	patterns	•	
Development	that	discourages	auto	traffic	•	
Parking Solutions: example, Reid Butler, limited surface parking, use •	
garages or underground 
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Address parking situation •	
Encourage shared parking with light rail •	

Culture
Local businesses (Not chains)•	
Maintain	local	character	and	flavor		•	
Making it a destination, not just a place •	
Similar	to	Melrose	–	7•	 th Avenue Merchants Association 
Similar to 2•	 nd Avenue and Fillmore (Historic pride)
Destination area•	
Accommodate parades•	
Keep AJ’s and Uptown Plaza•	
Readapted uses of buildings •	

Pedestrian Friendly
Gathering places•	
Friendly areas•	
Social	–	where	citizens	have	place	to	gather•	
Concerned about walkable climate (create development that •	
accommodates our climate)
Pedestrian-oriented	•	
Look towards the future (car and gasless future)•	
Mixed-use,	walkability	•	
Accessible storefronts •	
Has	to	be	exciting;	a	draw	>	make	people	want	to	get	out	of	cars•	
Daily	services	–	no	need	for	car	•	

Housing
Condos/apartments •	
Larger apartments •	
Affordable housing•	
Condos •	

Higher	quality	rentals•	
Mixed residential •	
Nice	office	buildings;	condos•	
Affordable	housing;	diverse	housing•	

Mixed Use
Office	on	1•	 st	floor,	residential	on	top
Mixed used development with business lining Corridor•	
“Live-work”	community	•	
Mix of uses, not dominant•	
Mixed-use	but	no	extreme	height•	

Expressed Community Needs
Entertainment “sections” •	
Build on top of parking lots•	
Diverse developments•	
(For all lifestyles in area)
Anchor	stores	>	draw•	
(Restaurants)
Green buildings•	
Commercial services•	
Downtown accessibility•	
Parks •	
Things that do not bring: negative intensity, hardscaping, added •	
traffic,	positive	materials	(urban	heat	island	effect)
TOD compliant•	
TOD concessions to speed up development•	
Development interest fees •	
Restaurants: upscale, delis •	
Clothing •	
Boutiques	•	
Adult entertainment: club, bar, blues/jazz•	

85



Bookstore	–	smaller	scale	•	
Mom and Pop •	
Nicer grocery store, west of 7•	 th Avenue
Pharmacy •	
Proper utilization •	
Small green areas (walk dog) •	
No signage (integrated signage along Central Avenue)•	
More protection for Mom and pop businesses•	
More green space •	
Want athletic tracks•	
Restaurants •	
Medical •	
Retail •	
Safety/security	(especially	multi-family	housing)•	
No dollar stores •	
No mom and pop•	
No independent convenience stores•	
Material of buildings•	
No	graffiti	art	•	
Courtyards/enclosed seating areas•	
Materials that respect area•	
Depends on neighborhoods from Camelback and to Northern•	
Re-develop	Target	center	at	7•	 th Avenue 

What is there?
14 existing restaurants, 3 dry cleaners•	

2. What you do not want to see in your community?

Services
Gas stations/“Circle K”•	
Check cashing/smoke shops•	

No storage/check cashing/auto dealerships•	
Laundromats •	
Check cashing stores •	
Liquor	stores•	
Auto body shops•	
Repair/used car lots •	
No garbage facilities even in the back, they smell•	
(Put them underground) 
No storage facilities•	
Place	them	toward	the	rear	->	out	of	sight•	
Fast	food	solo->	no	integrate	with	developments	•	
No	liquor	and	auto	stores•	
No massage parlors•	
No payday loans•	
No	drive-through	anything•	
Check cashing convince stores•	
Fast food chains •	
Auto repair •	
No	drive-through	•	
Used car lots•	
Quick loan/money changing•	
“Hole in the wall shops”•	
Car dealerships•	
Fast food vendors •	
Not adult shops •	
Rent to own stores•	
No signage/adds everywhere•	
Billboard •	
Noise level increasers•	
Porn shops •	
Restrictions on numbers and type of businesses•	
Pawn shops•	

86



Less	liquor	stores/adult	stores•	
“Big box” retail •	
No adult oriented places •	
After	hours	businesses	(1am-2	am)	•	
Adjacent to residential •	
Scattered development •	
No	morals	->	too	much	maintenance	•	
Chain stores •	
Adult stores •	
Cigarette stores •	
Dollar stores •	

Height and Density
All maximum height building/development •	
All  mixed heights/increase at nodes •	
Scaling of heights  •	
Enough room between homes and new high density areas•	
250	foot	high	rise•	
High density (more than 4 stories)•	
Intrusions on height looking into neighboring yards/property that •	
why we don’t live in L.A. 
No more than 10 stories•	
Focus on density/intensity at nodes•	
Streetscape•	
Wall dividing areas •	
Avoid barren space •	
Avoid	un-shaded	walkways;	need	for	coverage	all	the	way	thru	•	

Circulation and Parking
Smaller parking lots may push autos into neighborhoods •	
Don’t want parking in neighborhoods •	
Huge parking lots above ground •	

No	large	surface	lots	in	front	of	stores->	towards	the	back	•	
No	above	ground	parking,	non-visible,	big	open	lots	•	
Reverse lane•	
Parking lots •	
Boring parking structures •	

Culture
Disneyland architecture with crazy themes•	
We	need	our	own	identity->	conditioning	space	to	be	cool	•	

Miscellaneous
Small business destruction•	
Can’t see CBC as 2 mile outdoor mall •	
Space is too piecemeal•	
Big lot sizes•	

3. Other considerations/issues

Want
Pedestrian-oriented	signage	•	
Outdoor seating/business areas•	
Vertical	surfaces	should	have	anti-graffiti	coating	•	
Noise: air blowers, garbage trucks •	
3 cores:•	
(Central Avenue/Camelback Road)
(7th Avenue/Camelback Road)
(19th Avenue/Camelback Road)
Sustainability•	
Bring in professionals•	
Streetscape•	
Landscape barrier•	
Artwork•	
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Parks instead of vacant land•	
Bridge Melrose/7th Avenue area to Corridor•	
Comfortable transit stations•	
Good lighting and security•	
Streetscape/shade•	
Shade•	
Vegetation/shading•	

Circulation /Parking
Pedestrian overpasses •	
More	bike	paths-along	canal•	
How do we cross canal    •	
Bike paths•	
Work with SRP on canal/bike path issues •	
People will park at Target center to ride •	
On-street	parking	•	
Cross-walks	not	just	major	intersections	•	
Bike accommodation •	
Pedestrian Friendly•	
Make it pedestrian friendly •	
Need walkability: be able to walk to everything you need •	
Mixed Use•	
Multi-use	is	always	a	good	thing	•	
Encourage	street-side	development	of	residential/retail/mix-use	•	
right at street level 
Height•	
Once	high-rise	starts,	it	won’t	stop	•	
Step-down	might	not	work	•	
Height/density restrictions may reduce/prevent affordability•	
NOT	ALL	AGREE-	modify	TOD	overlay	to	incentives	for	height/•	
density to create more/affordable housing
Concerned about heights overwhelming neighborhoods •	

Services•	
No street food vendors •	
Service/city accessibility to neighborhoods •	
Higher density: more children, accommodate more educational •	
services for kids 
Services close to transit stations•	
Safety•	
Public safety important •	
Make sure lighting is not too intrusive (focus in safety) •	

Additional Comments

People’s Feelings
Is	Nile	15-19	Avenue,	Camelback	to	Montebello,	density	12000?•	
Melrose is and shouldn’t be old town Scottsdale•	
Need	more	time	to	flesh	these	ideas	out•	
One meeting for such an important issue is completely unrealistic, •	
need a task force approach
I am concerned that many people at this meeting live miles away •	
from the Camelback Corridor who are very vocal about development 
ideas	that	conflict	with	those	of	the	neighborhoods	closest	to	the	
Corridor.

Community design requests
All	the	wonderful	planning	and	beatification	will	be	useless	if	there	•	
is no follow through to ensure cleanliness and control of trash.
Let’s	keep	some	local	funk	and	flavor,	otherwise	to	sterile.•	
You should include community services like community college, •	
police sub station, court, etc.
Give	us	a	LGO	(La	Grande	Orange)	find	ways	to	incorporate	art/•	
local artist, etc.
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Random “Facts” that the community gave us about planning
Density will bring us better options for shopping and will provide •	
longer term tenants/better tenants.
“Bus” originates from “omnibus” something for everyone.•	
Overlays	require	light	rail	to	be	markets.•	
Concessions for lot coverage in relation to shade (public), signage •	
compromise. Contribution for large parking garages as a trade off 
for	number	of	space	(parking)	required	by	type	of	business.
La	Mesa-San	Diego	population	50,000Camelback,	20,000,	not	•	
compatible.
Increased property prices also increase rents. The demographics will •	
change.

Community comments, ideas, and concerns
Maybe a few community leaders could come to a class and describe •	
their neighborhoods.
Please remove some of this planters (see map) so that I can make a •	
left turn to St. Francis.
Keep me in the loop please•	
Great group ideas and presentations.•	
Please provide alternative ways for others to get involved in the •	
process that cannot attend meetings.

General Topic Questions 
Who	will	use	the	light	rail?•	
Is	Uptown	Plaza	zoned	as	C-2	TOD	or	Planned	Shopping	Center?•	
Who	use	the	bus?•	
Will garbage location be close to residential or closer to street with •	
the	increase	of	density?
Excess	city-owned	property	along	TOD	cannot	be	sold	with	•	
stipulation/waiver/quit	claim	of	signage/billboards	and	other	
green	space.	Is	this	in	the	city	plan	to	control?

Please	acquire	whatever	general/specific	data	is	available	re:	air	•	
quality	and	air	temperature	differentials	at	street	side	“where	the	
pedestrians will be.” Please suggest some mitigating designs. 

The following comments will provide clues for development options for 
the Corridor

You should include community services like community college, •	
police sub station, court, etc
Density will bring us better options for shopping and will provide •	
longer term tenants/better tenants
Lets	keep	some	local	funk	and	flavor,	otherwise	to	sterile•	
Concessions for lot coverage in relation to shade (public), signage •	
compromise. Contribution for large parking garages as a trade off 
for	number	of	space	(parking)	required	by	type	of	business

Report Back 
A reporting back session followed during which one community member 
(or student, if no community member was willing to speak) reported back 
to the entire room the comments and ideas generated during the break out 
session.		Most	community	members	read	from	the	flip	charts	with	minimal	
explanation,	one	or	two	hardly	used	the	flip	charts	for	reference	and	
instead provided feedback as they chose.  Sandy Zwick then summarized 
the individual comments with a grouping of “wants, don’t wants, and 
other concerns” based what had been reported.  The community was 
notified	of	the	next	community	meeting,	scheduled	for	November	
15th	–	same	time	and	place	–	which	would	include	the	incorporation	
of	the	themes	identified	by	the	community	during	this	meeting	into	
development options and ideas. 
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APPENDIX - I 
community workshop 2

As discussed in Chapter VI two community workshops were held, here the 
appendices discuss them in detail.  The second is discussed here in appendix G 
the	first	community	workshop	is	discussed	in	appendix	F.

The	second	community	workshop	was	held	on	November	15,	2007	from	6:00	
to 8:00 PM, at the M&I Thunderbird Bank building at the southeast corner of 
Central	Avenue	and	Camelback	Road	in	Phoenix,	Arizona.		Approximately	50	
community members, business and property owners, area developers and local 
attorneys and consultants attended.   The room was arranged with ten tables 
that	seated	up	to	eight.		Each	table	was	equipped	with	a	flip	chart	for	recording	
comments,	5	½”	x	8	½”	sheets	of	colored	paper	for	using	on	a	“sticky	wall”	and	
an aerial map of the Corridor with three sheets of overlay tissue for sketching 
ideas.		By	a	show	of	hands,	approximately	three-fourths	of	the	audience	had	
attended	the	first	community	workshop.

Agenda 
Sandra Zwick, Principal Planner with the City of Phoenix, ran the meeting.  She 
began with an overview of the planned schedule: 

Presentation by students of Arizona State University•	
Break out session for design discussion and posting onto the “sticky •	
wall”
Consolidation of sticky wall comments and ideas with community •	
feedback
Wrap-up•	

Sandra Zwick described the purpose of the meeting:o 
Invited	community	input	regarding	area-specific	design	concepts	o 
based on TOD

Presentation
The ASU presentation highlighted the following:

A brief reintroduction of TOD strategies•	
An overview of the previous community workshop•	
A representation of design concepts based on community input from •	
the	previous	workshop	and	student	research	–	these	were	presented	
as design options

Break Out Session
After the student presentations, the students led discussions with facilitators, 
recorders	 and	 flip	 charters	 to	 obtain	 information	 regarding	 height	 and	
density throughout the Corridor.  The facilitator encouraged feedback for the 
discussion by asking community members:

Height and Density1. 
a. Where should the greatest heights and density be allowed in the 

Camelback	Corridor?
b. Where should medium heights and density be allowed in the 

Camelback	Corridor?
c. Where should the lowest heights and density be in the Camelback 

Corridor?

2. What locations are critical to incorporate transition areas into new 
development?

3. Circulation/Parking/Access
a. What kinds of access would you like to see to light rail stations, 

and	neighborhood	amenities?
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Overall, the community members provided a great deal of suggestions and 
varied ideas as to what would work best for the Camelback Corridor.  These 
responses can be found, in their entirety, below. 

Community Member Responses

Height and Density1. 
Where should the greatest heights and density be allowed in the a. 
Camelback Corridor?

No high rise unless enough setback •	
No more than one story•	
Set back are unrealistic for the area •	
No	high-rise	anywhere	in	Corridor•	
“I don’t want it in my neighborhood”•	
Height is debatable: (More development to the street)•	
Over 9 stories:•	
(S.W. corner of Central and Camelback)
(N.W. corner of 7th Avenue and Camelback)
(S.E and S.W. corner of 19th Avenue and Camelback)
(7th	Avenue	and	Camelback	(village	square))
(19th Avenue and Camelback (node whole))
(Density on screen)
7•	 th	and	Central	access	limited-	165	feet
Along Central:•	
(Step down)
(125	canal	to	Camelback)
Nothing•	
None•	
Spread height and density out•	
15•	 th Avenue need development
Central	Avenue>10-15	stories	•	

b.	 Where	should	access	to	stations	and	neighborhoods	be	located?

4.	 Where	 would	 mixed-use	 development	 work	 along	 the	 Camelback	
Corridor?

Overview of Break Out Comments
The comments by the community members varied greatly, from wanting no 
height anywhere, to wanting increased height and density all along Camelback 
Road.  In general though, most community members stated that the greater 
heights and density should be located at the main intersections (Central 
Avenue, 7th Avenue, and 19th Avenue).  The lowest heights and density were 
typically desired closest to existing residential areas. 

The transition areas were also a topic of much discussion.  The community 
members stated transition areas should be located by the residential areas, and 
anywhere there was a variance between heights.  In general, the community 
members also indicated a desire for transitions between parking areas and 
residential or commercial areas. 

While	 the	questions	regarding	 the	 types	and	 locations	of	access	 to	 light	 rail	
stations received many different responses, a clear theme of bicycle access was 
noticeable.  The vast majority of community members wanted to see bike paths 
integrated into the Camelback Corridor.  Parking was also a major concern of 
community	residents,	specifically	intruder	parking.	

The	 responses	 for	 where	 mixed-use	 developments	 would	 work	 varied	 as	
much as all the other answers, from anywhere to only at the proposed node 
locations.	 	 However,	 no	 community	member	 stated	 that	mixed-use	 should	
not go anywhere.  All the community members indicated a strong desire for 
mixed-use	somewhere	within	the	Corridor.	
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East to West: (Higher density in the east)•	
Avoid high density south of M&I Thunderbird Bank•	

Where should medium heights and density be allowed in the b. 
Camelback Corridor?

3•	 rd and 6th Avenues, medium height density
7•	 th Avenue, 19th	Avenue,	maybe	15th	Avenue	–corners	
Not high near Osborn school •	
Monitor type of retail•	
Maximum development on nodes and Central Avenue corridor •	
No	5-8	stories	along	Camelback:•	
(Keep step backs in mind)
(Between Central and 7th Avenue)
7•	 th Avenue and Camelback (Southside)
17•	 th Avenue
19•	 th	–	9	stories
7•	 th Avenue to Central
3•	 rd go higher 
South higher •	
North higher•	
Idea of nodes is great•	
Same for up to 4 stories•	
All along Camelback:•	
(Nothing near Central (North))
(Nothing higher than M&I)
(½	mile	east,	west	of	central)

Where should the lowest heights and density be in the Camelback c. 
Corridor?

North side of Camelback between 7•	 th Avenue and Central Avenue:
(North side of Camelback between 19th Avenue and 7th Avenue)

(Corner of 19th Avenue on the North and South side of Camelback)
West	side	of	5•	 th,	3-4	stories	multi	family
Up to 4 stories:•	
(Between 19th Avenue and 7th Avenue South side of Camelback)
(Between 7th Avenue and Central Avenue on South side of 
Camelback)
(On N.W. corner of Central)
1-4	stories:	(Uptown	plaza)•	
Maximize around stations:•	
(Down to 4 stories in West (19th Avenue))
(7th Avenue 8 story)
At major corners •	
Only 3 major nodes: (No more than 10 stories)•	
Central And Camelback:•	
(Transition down toward North)
(3-5	story	max)

What locations are critical to incorporate transition areas into new 2. 
development?

The areas between 7•	 th	and	15th Avenue south of Camelback 
Anywhere adjacent to residential areas. •	
Low density development 1 to 3 stories. •	
Property values around the node. And who decides the development •	
On	third	and	6	medium	heights;	wide	areas	should	have	height;	small	•	
on Camelback east of Central. 
Who	will	park	at	the	Park-and-Rides?•	
3rd	Avenue	point	–	north	and	south	side	of	Camelback.•	
Everywhere along the Camelback Road between residential and •	
commercial. 
Only new housing at 7•	 th	 Avenue	 and	 Camelback;	 any	 place	 of	
residential transitions up to the street and along TOD boundary
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Green space between nodes. •	
Transition	areas	–	Central	and	Camelback	•	
The intersection is less crowded than Central Avenue. Maintain •	
mixed-use	north	of	Camelback,	there	is	a	potential	parking	problem.	
MU parking structures, permits are an option. 
7•	 th Avenue 
Parking at Charlie’s (bar) is already full, they need more parking •	
for light rail because parking is already crowded in neighborhoods 
directly north of Target. 
Crossing limited to main intersections •	
Link development to areas south on 7•	 th Avenue, do this through bike 
paths, small trolleys and shade. 
Target	Center	-	public	common	area	connected	to	the	school	•	
Ten stories on the corner•	
19•	 th	Avenue,	three	to	five	stories	maximum

Circulation/Parking/Access3. 
What kinds of access would you like to see to light rail stations, and a. 
neighborhood amenities?

Concerned with parking in residential areas•	
No need for speed bumps•	
Pave canal for bikers•	
Using Sonoran bike path  •	
Bike paths•	
Lots of ways to walk  •	
Be able to make a “U” turn at each intersection•	
Keep	all	traffic	on	major	arterials•	
Limited access from neighborhoods to arterials with maximum •	
security
Stop reducing parking at businesses•	

Where should access to stations and neighborhoods be located?b. 

Cul-de-sac	within	St.	Francis	Neighborhood	•	
Assuming streetscape is pleasant along Camelback, residents don’t •	
mind walking to Camelback from neighborhoods to get to stations/
nodes
Central, 7•	 th Avenue and 19th Avenue need bike path 
North already paved  •	
Parking garage on 7•	 th Avenue with high rise 
Problem with privatively owned property east of central Avenue •	
Green spaces along Camelback at Camelback and Central station •	
3•	 rd Street and 1st Street (stoplight) 
Dead end Mariposa and Pearson •	
Area	of	Brophy	–	problem	area	•	
Access reduction south of Camelback at 19•	 th Avenue 
Concerned about parking along 17•	 th Avenue 
Restricted access out of park and ride going south on 3•	 rd Avenue into 
neighborhoods
An overpass between 7•	 th Avenue and Central Avenue
Bike station on the southeast corner of Central Avenue and Camelback •	
Road with a bike path along Central Avenue towards the canal
Bike path on both sides along the Camelback road.•	
The bike path should connect to the park located on the north side of •	
Camelback on 7th Avenue
Concern	of	traffic	on	3•	 rd	Avenue	–	traffic	in	neighborhoods	to	park	and	
ride

Where would mixed-use development work along the Camelback 4. 
Corridor?

Best at proposed “ node” locations•	
Anywhere, as long as development is tasteful. •	
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Mixed-use	anywhere	there	is	small	or	medium•	
7th to 3•	 rd	=	mixed-use	(	north	of	Camelback)
No	mixed-use	near	single-family•	
Don’t	want	tall	near	single-family•	
15•	 th to 19th Avenues	should	be	mixed-use	(	north	of	Camelback)
Mixed-use	7•	 th to 11th Avenues ( north and south of Camelback)
Height	15•	 th-19th-7th Avenue
Mixed-use	along	Camelback	Road	between	Central	and	7•	 th Avenue 
Horizontal building •	
No vertical building•	
Parking structure•	
Shops below•	
Parking on top•	
7•	 th Central structure 
Charge for parking•	

 (Private, permit, public parking)
Throughout whole Corridor•	

 (Retail on bottom)
 (South of Camelback along central)
 (Some on Camelback east of central)

Currently all “ garbage” •	
All along Camelback•	
Especially nodes•	
Parking	garage	wrapped	by	mixed-use•	
7•	 th Avenue	15th Avenue
Small	scale,1-3	stories•	
Already a lot of lower income housing•	
Area very diverse now•	
Apartment managers + landlords meet regularly to discuss safety•	
11•	 th	Avenue	-15th Avenue
Safety cleanup needed•	
Especially south of Camelback•	

Other concerns:
Safety-	during	the	day•	
(7th	Avenue	and	15th Avenue need light)
Around the nodes and scale areas•	

Sticky Wall Analysis
The sticky wall was also a large 
component of the breakout sessions.  
The	 same	 questions	 were	 asked,	
and while the initial comments 
were recorded, additional ideas 
were	 written	 on	 the	 5	 1/2”	 X	 8	
1/2” colored sheets.  These sheets 
were placed on the sticky wall 
and organized by general topic.  
Once the breakout sessions were 
complete, everyone in attendance 
assisted in further organization 
of	 the	general	 and	more	 specific	
themes.  These themes also varied 
considerably, and also can be 
found in their entirety below.

Community Member Comments from Sticky Wall

1. Height and Density
Where should the greatest heights and density be allowed in the a. 
Camelback	Corridor?			(Over	9	stories)
Where should medium heights and density be allowed in the b. 
Camelback	Corridor?	(5	to	8	stories)
Where should the lowest heights and density be in the Camelback c. 
Corridor?	(Up	to	4	stories)

Sticky wall analysis
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Tallest Number of Stories
12 story south of Camelback along Central•	
Height: nothing over 10 stories •	
10 stories maximum•	
Nothing more than M & I Bank •	
Nothing more than nine stories •	
Central and Camelback: big •	
Height	 along	 Central/Canal	 to	 Camelback	 165	 feet-125	•	
feet 

Nodes
Height	at	15•	 th Avenue (potential node) 
Height node idea, liked •	
Node concept makes sense •	

Where High (General)
High rise buildings along Camelback only! •	
Anywhere wide (land wise) that’s where high rise should go •	
High height and density at intersection •	
Height and density spread out •	
Maximize around stations •	
East-west	high	density	in	east	•	
No high rise anywhere •	

Where Medium (General)
Mixed-use	in	nodes	and	medium	•	
Maximum	5-8	stories	•	
Medium near commercial •	
No	5-8	between	nodes•	

Specific Where Medium 
3•	 rd-6th Avenue medium heights 

Medium	density	5-7	stories	19•	 th Avenue and Camelback 
5-7	stories	at	7•	 th Avenue and Camelback 
Density at 7•	 th	Avenue	and	15th Avenue 

Small Scale
No more than one stories between nodes•	
2	stories	(low-rise)	all	across•	
Small/medium	height	15•	 th-19th Avenue
Lower heights at historic neighborhoods•	
Small scale south side of Camelback between 7•	 th Avenue and Central 
Avenue
Small scale near neighborhoods•	
Areas around Osborne Middle (School) limited height•	

2.  What locations are critical to incorporate transition areas into new 
development?

General Transitions
Transition down towards neighborhoods•	
Residential commercial transitions everywhere #1•	
Med/small transitions between nodes•	
3-5	story	transition	area•	
Everywhere where medium height is located•	

Specific Transitions
Transition	at	Village	Square	#6•	
Old Target, lot south of M & I Thunderbird Bank #2•	
New housing only possible in old Target complex #8•	

Types of Transitions
Buffers, more barrier for neighborhoods•	
Protection w/green space around neighborhoods #8•	
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Public common areas•	
Wall heights transitions + sound barriers #1•	

Step Back
Step down idea, liked•	
To any residential area, step down•	
As	long	as	step	back	is	implemented	buildings	–	okay•	
Corner development to be setback w/streetscape at intersections•	

3.  Circulation/Parking/Access 

What kinds of access would you like to see to light rail stations, and a. 
neighborhood	amenities?
Where	should	access	to	stations	and	neighborhoods	be	located?b. 

Sidewalks
Level sidewalks, nice streetscapes •	
Skywalks over Central •	
Proper sidewalks and streetscapes going into the neighborhoods•	
Narrower streets/w/calming wider sidewalks separation between •	
street and people

Crosswalks
Pedestrian•	
Cross-walk•	
M	+	D	–	Block•	
8•	 th Avenue and Central
Pedestrian crossing at 3•	 rd Avenue
Cross-walk	between	7•	 th and 11th Avenue mid block to get to the bus
Can live with current pedestrian crossing •	
More connection for pedestrians along 11•	 th Avenue 
Crossings at Central Avenue and 7•	 th. Street

Lighted ground crossings •	
Crossing issues at 7•	 th Avenue and Central Avenue

Bike Paths/Bikes 
Bike paths on Central Avenue, 7•	 th Avenue, 19th	 Avenue	 and	 15th 
Avenue
Bike path/water fountain/shade used bikes, walks skateboard, roller •	
blade
Bike path along Camelback (separated) •	
Bike path down 3•	 rd Avenue to connect to Sonoran bike path
Dedicated bike path •	
Bike	path-	low	lead	lighting	•	
Tree only (natural) shade •	
Bike paths on south side of Camelback •	
Bike racks at stations •	
Bike lanes in neighborhoods •	

Canals and Pedestrian Paths
Link Melrose to Central•	
Canal Avenue for better access•	

Lights
3•	 rd Street and 1st Street need stoplights
U-turns	out	every	light•	

Turning Places
Left hand turns onto Central from Camelback•	

General Parking Miscellaneous
Not enough parking city is cheap •	  
No surface parking •	
Parking permits •	
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Parking Locations 
Parking south of Camelback west of Central •	
Parking an issue around stations •	
Parking near transit stations •	
Put parking behind buildings •	
Depending on type of business should dictate parking and access •	
Where	to	put	parking?		How	do	we	keep	big	sidewalks	(small	lots	->	•	
rear parking) 
Parking at location people will not walk across multiple crosswalks to •	
get where they need to go 

Parking Structures 
Parking structures OK •	
Parking garage on 7•	 th Avenue, north of Central where Target was 
Good design for parking structures •	
Mixed use parking garage •	
City	should	have	LARGE	developments	required	to	provide	parking	•	
within structure 
No	structure	lead	parking	–	All	garage	(above/below)	–	Mixed	use	–	•	
Current proposal is NOT ADEQUATE
Underground	(1/2	below	½	above)	parking	2-3	above	•	

Access 
Shuttles are good•	
7•	 th Avenue and Central big for access

Access General 
Easy	access	north-south	•	
Central is least crowded of major intersections •	
Neighborhoods around 7•	 thAvenue busy 
Access reduction •	

Deny access from neighborhoods from park and rides “pork •	
chops!”?	
In	favor	of	cut	through	traffic	limiting	measures	•	
Access: limited to areas around stations •	
Around nodes •	

Cut-Through Traffic
Cut	 through	 traffic	 around	 7•	 th Avenue to 3rd Avenue, Highland to 
limit 
Cut	through	traffic	on	3•	 rd Avenue

Dead End
No dead ends at Mariposa and Pierson St. and 1•	 st Street

St. Francis, Brophy, and Xavier Issues
Dead end Mariposa and Pierson, want Brophy•	
Concerned	about	parking-	Brophy/Xavier•	
Brophy	area	is	a	traffic	problem•	
Access from St. Francis to Central ingress/egress•	
Access:		more	cul-de-sac	homes	within	St.	Francis	neighborhood•	

Where would mixed-use development work along the Camelback 5. 
Corridor?

Where for General
Mixed-use	where	wide	land	area	is	available•	
Mixed-use	throughout	Corridor•	
Mixed-use	good	throughout	Corridor	as	long	as	it	abides	by	setbacks	•	
starting at 1 story
Mixed-use	over	course	of	Corridor•	
Mix-use:	all	along	Camelback;	retail,	residential,	lots	of	greenery•	
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Where Specific Mixed Use
Mixed-use	north	of	Camelback,	west	of	Central	•	
North	of	Camelback	15•	 th-19th	Avenue	mixed-use
Mixed-use	north	of	Camelback	Road,	3•	 rd-7th Avenues
Mixed-use	along	Camelback	between	Central	and	3•	 rd Avenues
Charlie’s Bar area has good potential •	
Between Central + 7•	 th street 
No	problem	with	all	mixed-use•	
Mixed-use	at	15•	 th 

Mixed-use	south	of	Camelback	Road	along	Central	Avenue•	
Mixed use at nodes•	
Mixed-use	At	high	rise	areas•	
At nodes•	
Mixed-use	at	nodes.	Possible	everywhere•	
Tasteful	mixed-use	development•	

Mixed Use and Height
Mixed-use	up	to	3	stories•	
Mixed-use	everywhere,	2-3	stories•	
2-3	Stories,	mixed-use	•	
Modern	2/4	stories,	low-scale	mixed-use•	
Low-scale	1-3	stories	between	nodes•	
#7	picture,	low-scale,	mixed-use	development•	
Have	 stations	 3-5	floors;	 station	 on	bottom,	 commercial	 on	 top	•	
(Apartment)

Arrangement and Layers of Mixed Use
Stacked	horizontal	(layers)	mixed-use	better	than	(vertical)	live-work•	
Retail on bottom•	
Mostly one bedroom or studio apartments above commercial (right •	
type of people)
Mixed-use	above	commercial	development	and	car	parking•	

Income Housing
Provide	 sufficient	 occupations	 and	 income	 to	 support	 high	 dollar	•	
development (general opinion)
More high income housing (they wanted more diversity of housing •	
including	 more	 high-income	 housing).	 	 (Student	 presentation	 only	
discussed	low-income/work-force	housing)
Socio-economic	 profile	 of	 the	 light	 rail	 users	 (will	 tell	what	 kind	 of	•	
apartments to build) 
No	more	mixed-income	housing•	
High-income	housing	only	Central	to	7•	 th Avenue on Camelback

Miscellaneous Other Concerns
Tear	down	Camelback	Square-	Start	Over	•	
Walk-up	•	
Leave Uptown Plaza alone •	
More public restrooms in general •	
No Buildings in my backyard •	
Dirt	lots-BLAH!		•	

Design
Angle	 buildings	 as	 transition	 to	 protect	 single-family	 homes	 near	•	
narrow	mixed-use	development	
Angled housing hiding options •	
Current retail on Camelback east of Central are “garbage” •	

Safety
Security cameras from neighborhoods to station•	
Without safe streets no one will go to businesses after dark•	
Very	 important	 -	 safety	 concerns	 for	 neighborhood	 around	 15•	 th  
Avenue
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Parks
Local parks are uses•	
Want greenbelt west of Central•	

After	finishing	the	organization	of	comments	on	the	stick	wall,	Sandra	Zwick	
briefly	summarized	the	meeting	and	explained	the	next	steps	for	the	project.		
In Spring 2008, the Urban Design Studio at ASU will take over for the next 
phase of the project.  Sometime in the Spring, another community meeting will 
be held, and the status of the Camelback Corridor project will be conveyed at 
that time. 
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In addition to the ideas about citizen participation, the width of Camelback 
Road and diversity  some other ideas about what should be done in the future 
for Camelback road are as follows:  

What remaining tasks or future research should be done as the next steps 
by the City of Phoenix and/or by next spring’s urban design studio?

Overall,	 work	 on	 transition	 from	 5-6	 lanes	 at	 Camelback	 to	 one	•	
each way—suggest using AIA’s model of Pearl City (I have a book) 
that models incremental shift from wide “ugly” boulevard to TOD 
Corridor
We did very extensive work in this studio class and I think all of our •	
work is very valuable to the City of Phoenix and the design studio 
class should be able to use this info to come up with better ideas and 
designs in the Camelback Corridor
Continue	 to	 involve	 community,	 bring	 in	 new	 ideas;	 facilitation	 is	•	
most important thing!  Understand TODAY’s demographics and 
where they might/should go
Continue with involving the residents and maybe have a separate •	
workshop for developers.
Incorporating more green spaces and gathering places. Making sure •	
the Corridor will be accessible to all ages and incomes.  Find a way 
to reduce the width and speed on Camelback Road, TOD will never 
take	root	next	to	a	6-lane	road
Future City meetings and input regarding building and landscape •	
design to blend into existing setting
What	type	of	design	to	be	implemented	into	the	Corridor?		Continue	•	
to show the historical neighborhoods and not wash them out by 
having modern design in the facade of the Corridor

Implementing	these	ideas	and	finding	support	for	some	open	ended	•	
statements
Study on design review boards and their implementation in TOD•	
Seeking out policy recommendations to ensure certain standards are •	
kept with regards to TOD and METRO light rail
Complete	the	report;	probably	show	possible	buildings	that	could	go	•	
in the area to make residents more aware of the buildings that will 
exist
Changing the General Plan and overlay for the Corridor.  Maybe look •	
more	into	mixed-income	housing
Remaining task should be to improve and polish the report so that it •	
could be reviewed and our plans will be successful
To see these projects through to the next level.  Try to get developers •	
and	city	officials	to	agree	on	something
It is great and does not need further research•	
There must be a way to convey to residents [to] live in the city and not •	
the	suburbs;	higher	densities	and	DIVERSITY	are	a	part	of	city	life
More intense study in the neighborhoods•	
It would be helpful to make public our research•	
The	specific	design	elements	such	as	building	material,	setbacks	and	•	
advanced	 topics	 such	 as	 possible	 overlays,	 further	 acquisitions	 and	
possible	 incentive	 packages;	 [address?],	 the	 actual	 planning	 policy	
part of planning (the implementation and review).
Look	in-depth	at	design	features	for	the	Corridor;	contrive	to	receive	•	
resident feedback
A	market	demand	survey/analysis	could	be	done	to	find	out	what	types	•	
of	services	will	be	most	effective	(coupled	with	community	feedback);	
also, creativity from designers is a must and cannot be minimized
More	in-depth	look	at	main	types	of	business	the	Corridor	needs.•	

APPENDIX - J 
future research responses
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Investigations into property owners along the Corridor and a •	
conversation with them about the opportunities
Answer	 questions	 such	 as	 “How	 to	 draw	 families	 besides	 single	•	
people	into	the	area?”	and	what	design	options	to	consider	for	making	
the Corridor an entertaining district and a hub in the Valley 
What the community wants exactly in their area and help propose •	
something	to	give	 it	 to	 them;	we	 just	 laid	 the	 foundation	now	they	
need to go into it
Specific	design	options	for	the	Corridor;	fix	zoning	code	to	specifically	•	
dedicate	mixed-use
Further development options, possible design or signage, guidelines, •	
ordinances
More	visual	design	and	community	 feedback	about	 specific	design	•	
guidelines
I think they should be stubborn with developers to carry out the •	
recommendations that we made
A	 follow-up	 community	 meeting	 to	 further	 address	 concerns	 and	•	
inform the residents of progress
Closer neighborhood feedback analysis•	
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