
 
 

 
 

REQUEST FOR STATEMENTS OF QUALIFICATIONS FROM 
RIO NUEVO MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES DISTRICT (“DISTRICT”) FOR 

DEVELOPERS TO RE-PURPOSE THE HISTORIC SOLOT PLAZA 
 

Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District 
1703 E. Broadway Blvd. 
Tucson, Arizona  85719 

SOLICITATION INFORMATION AND SELECTION SCHEDULE 

District Solicitation Number: RN-2022-05-09 

District Solicitation Title: Request for Qualifications for Re-Purposing of the 
Historic Solot Plaza Project 

Release Date: May 9, 2022 

  

Final Date for Inquiries: May 27, 2022 

SOQ Due Date and Time: 
 

June 23, 2022 
4:00 p.m. (local time, Tucson, Arizona) 
1703 E. Broadway Blvd. 
Tucson, AZ 85719 

  

Oral Interviews (if necessary): July 8, 2022 (via video conferencing) 

Target Date for Selection of 
Finalists: 

July 15, 2022 

  

District Representative: Mark Collins mcollins@gustlaw.com 
520-388-4780 

RFQ Administrator: Brandi Haga-Blackman brandihb@rionuevo-
tucson.org      
520-623-7336 

* In the event that a Developer cannot be selected based solely on SOQ submitted, oral 
interviews may be conducted at the District’s sole discretion. 

 
** The District reserves the right to amend the solicitation schedule as necessary. 
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PART I.  RFQ PROCESS; AWARD OF AGREEMENT 
 

1.1 Project; Intent; Context.   
 
The District is issuing this Request for Qualifications (“RFQ”) seeking statements of 

qualifications (“SOQ”) from qualified individuals, entities or partnerships (“Developers”) interested 
in acquisition, development and/or repurposing of all or a portion of the “Historic Solot Plaza".  This 
RFQ is the first of two phases. In this first phase the District is looking for expressions of interest 
from Developers with experience in planning and development of true mixed-use projects and the 
financial capability to effectuate such projects. Firms or entities with actual experience in such 
development and in identifying specific end uses and users are preferred. 
 
 The second phase will involve negotiation of a "Development Agreement" between the 
District and the Developers whose SOQ [is the most consistent with the District's intentions for 
the development at the site of the Historic Solot Plaza.] In the event that the District is unable to 
negotiate and execute such a Development Agreement it may terminate this RFQ or seek to 
negotiate and execute a Development Agreement with the next most highly ranked Developer.  

 
a. Project Site Location.  The project site consists of approximately 1.75 acres of 
property with existing structures commonly known as the “Historic Solot Plaza" Project, as 
described in Exhibit A (the "Project Site").  Water, electric, sewer and telecommunication 
facilities exist on site.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessments were performed for the 
existing Solot properties in 2021. 
 
b. Intent.  The District seeks Proposals to identify a firm or entity to propose a viable 
plan for the financing and development of the Project Site to further the District's mission 
of facilitating and developing a vibrant downtown Tucson, subject to the 
Intergovernmental Development Agreement between the District and the Regional 
Transportation Authority for Pima County ("RTA") attached as Exhibit B-1 (the "IGDA"). 

 
c.  District-Related Benefits. Proposals should contemplate the District's ability to 
enter into a Government Property Lease ("GPLET") of the Project Site for up to 25 years, 
subject to the terms of the IGDA, In the appropriate circumstances, the rent due under the 
GPLET may be at nominal annual rates, provided that the lessee has invested or committed 
to invest the funds necessary to remodel and activate the Project Site.  The GPLET will 
include an option to purchase the Project Site at any time during the term of the GPLET, 
subject to the terms of the IGDA, including a credit against the purchase price for some or 
all costs incurred or expended by the lessee on improvements to the Project Site. 

 
d. Content. Each Proposal must be generally consistent with the Placemaking Vision 
for Solot Plaza prepared by Project for Public Spaces, Exhibit B-2 hereto, and in 
compliance with the Sunshine Mile Urban Overlay District ("SMUOD").  The approved 
version of the SMUOD is available on the City of Tucson's website (www.tucsonaz.gov).  
The District is seeking a firm or entity that can provide the planning and development 
expertise necessary to plan appropriate uses, which will ultimately be leased and then sold 
to one or more developers to repurpose, develop and operate.  The District's planning goals 
include restaurant, retail, entertainment and arts facilities, public spaces, and parking in a 
quantity appropriate to support the facilities and related activities. 
 

http://www.tucsonaz./
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1.2 Preparation/Submission of SOQ.  Prospective Developers are invited to participate 
in the competitive selection process for the Project as outlined in this RFQ.  Responding parties shall 
review their SOQ submissions to ensure the following requirements are met. 
 

a. Irregular or Non-responsive SOQ.  The District shall consider as “irregular” or “non-
responsive” and reject any SOQ not prepared and submitted in accordance with this RFQ, or 
any SOQ lacking sufficient information to enable the District to make a reasonable 
determination of compliance to the minimum qualifications.  Unauthorized conditions, 
limitations, or provisions shall be cause for rejection.  An SOQ may be deemed non-
responsive at any time during the evaluation process if, in the sole opinion of the District, 
any of the following are true: 

 
(1) Developer does not meet the minimum required skill, experience or 

requirements to perform or provide the Service. 
 
(2) Developer has a past record of failing to fully perform or fulfill 

contractual obligations. 
 
(3) Developer cannot demonstrate financial stability. 
 
(4) Developer’s SOQ contains false, inaccurate or misleading statements 

that, in the opinion of the District’s designated Project Manager or authorized designee, are intended 
to mislead the District in its evaluation of the SOQ. 

 
b. Submittal Quantities.  Interested Developers must submit one original of the SOQ.  
In addition, interested parties must submit one PDF copy of the SOQ on a CD-ROM or 
similar electronic storage device.  Failure to adhere to the submittal quantity criteria shall 
result in the SOQ being considered non-responsive. 

 
c. Required Submittal.  The SOQ shall not exceed 25 pages to address the SOQ criteria 
(excluding cover letter, resumes and the Developer Information Form, but including the 
materials necessary to address Project understanding, general information, organizational 
chart, photos, tables, graphs, and diagrams).  Each page side (maximum 8 1/2” x 11”) with 
criteria information shall be counted.  However, one page may be substituted with an 11” x 
17” sheet of paper, folded to 8 1/2” x 11”, showing a proposed Project schedule or 
organizational chart and only having information on one side.  Cover, back, table of contents 
and tabs may be used and shall not be included in the page count, unless they include 
additional project-specific information or SOQ criteria responses.  The minimum allowable 
font for the SOQ is 12 pt., Arial or Times New Roman.  Failure to adhere to the page limit, 
size and font criteria and shall result in the SOQ being considered non-responsive.  Each 
SOQ shall be submitted with the following documents: 

  
(1) Cover letter with an original ink signature by a person authorized 

to bind the Developer.  Proposals submitted without a cover letter with an original ink signature 
by a person authorized to bind the Developer shall be considered non-responsive.   

 
(2) Developer Information Form, with original ink signature. 
 
(3) References. 
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(4) Project Schedule. 
 
(5) Resumes, Licenses and Certifications (if any). 
 
(6) Acknowledgment page, with an original ink signature, for any 

Addendum received. 
  

d. Developer Responsibilities.  All Developers shall (1) examine the entire RFQ, (2) 
seek clarification of any item or requirement that may not be clear, (3) check all responses 
for accuracy before submitting an SOQ and (4) submit the entire SOQ by the official SOQ 
Due Date and Time.  A late SOQ will not be considered.  A Developer submitting a late SOQ 
shall be so notified.  Negligence in preparing an SOQ shall not be good cause for withdrawal 
after the SOQ Due Date and Time. 

 
e. Sealed Submittals.  All SOQ shall be sealed and clearly marked with the SOQ number 
and title, (RN2022-05-09) Re-Purposing of the Historic Solot Plaza Project, on the lower left 
hand corner of the mailing envelope.  A return address must also appear on the outside of the 
sealed SOQ.  The District is not responsible for the pre-opening of, post-opening of, or the 
failure to open, any SOQ not properly addressed or identified.   

 
f. Address.  All SOQ shall be directed to the following address:  Rio Nuevo 
Multipurpose Facilities District, 1703 E. Broadway Blvd., Tucson, Arizona 85719.  
Proposals must be received in the District’s office by the SOQ Due Date and Time indicated 
on the cover page of this RFQ.  Telegraphic (facsimile), electronic (e-mail) or mailgram SOQ 
will not be considered. 

 
g. Amendment/Withdrawal of SOQ.  At any time prior to the specified SOQ Due Date 
and Time, a Developer (or designated representative) may amend or withdraw its SOQ.  Any 
erasures, interlineations, or other modifications in the SOQ shall be initialed in original ink 
by the authorized person signing the SOQ.  Facsimile, electronic (e-mail) or mailgram SOQ 
amendments or withdrawals will not be considered.  No SOQ shall be altered, amended or 
withdrawn after the specified SOQ Due Date and Time. 

 
1.3 Cost of SOQ Preparation.  The District does not reimburse the cost of developing, 

presenting or providing any response to this solicitation.  An SOQ submitted for consideration should 
be prepared simply and economically, providing adequate information in a straightforward and 
concise manner.  The Developer is responsible for all costs incurred in responding to this RFQ.  All 
materials and documents submitted in response to this RFQ become the property of the District and 
will not be returned. 

 
1.4 Inquiries. 
 

A. Written/Verbal Inquiries.  Any question related to the RFQ shall be directed 
to the District Representative whose name appears on the cover page of this RFQ.  Questions shall 
be submitted in writing or via e-mail by the close of business on the Final Date for Inquiries 
indicated on the cover page of this RFQ.  Any inquiries related to this RFQ shall refer to the 
number and title, page and paragraph. 
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Inquiries Answered.  Verbal or telephone inquiries directed to District staff will not 
be answered.  Within two business days following the Final Date for Inquiries listed on the cover 
page of this RFQ, all timely inquiries and responses shall be posted on the District's webpage 
(www.rionuevo.org).  No inquiries submitted in any form after the Final Date for Inquiries will be 
answered. 

 
1.5 Addenda.  Any addendum issued as a result of any change in this RFQ shall become 

part of the RFQ and must be acknowledged in the SOQ submittal.  Failure to indicate receipt of the 
addendum shall result in the SOQ being rejected as non-responsive.  It shall be the Developer’s 
responsibility to check for addenda issued to this RFQ.  Any addendum issued by the District with 
respect to this RFQ will be available at: 

 
Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District 
1703 E. Broadway Blvd. 
Tucson, Arizona 85719 

 Rio Nuevo website at: www.rionuevo.org 
 
1.6 Public Record.  All SOQ shall become the property of the District and shall become 

a matter of public record available for review, subsequent to the award notification, in accordance 
with the District’s Procurement Code. 

 
1.7 Confidential Information.  If a Developer believes that an SOQ or protest contains 

information that should be withheld from the public record, a statement advising the District 
Representative of this fact shall accompany the submission and the information shall be clearly 
identified.  The information identified by the Developer as confidential shall not be disclosed until 
the District Representative makes a written determination.  The District Representative shall review 
the statement and information with the District and shall determine in writing whether the 
information shall be withheld.  If the District determines that it is proper to disclose the information, 
the District Representative shall inform the Developer in writing of such determination. 

 
1.8 Developer Licensing and Registration.  Prior to the award of any agreement, the 

successful Developer shall (A) be registered with the Arizona Corporation Commission and 
authorized to do business in Arizona and (B) have a completed Request for Vendor Number on file 
with the District.  The Developer shall provide licensure information with the SOQ.  Corporations 
and limited liability companies shall be able to provide a Certificate of Good Standing from the 
Arizona Corporation Commission. 

 
1.9 Certification.  By submitting an SOQ, the Developer certifies: 
 

A. No Collusion.  The submission of the SOQ did not involve collusion or other 
anti-competitive practices. 

 
B. No Discrimination.  It shall not discriminate against any employee or 

applicant for employment in violation of Federal Executive Order 11246. 
 
C. No Gratuity.  It has not given, offered to give, nor intends to give at any time 

hereafter, any economic opportunity, future employment, gift, loan, gratuity, special discount, trip 
favor or service to a District employee, officer or agent in connection with the submitted SOQ.  It 
(including the Developer’s employees, representatives, agents, lobbyists, attorneys, and 

http://www.rionuevo.org/
http://www.rionuevo.org/
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subcontractors) has refrained, under penalty of disqualification, from direct or indirect contact for 
the purpose of influencing the selection or creating bias in the selection process with any person who 
may play a part in the selection process, including the Selection Committee, District Board members 
and District staff, unless such person is designated as a District Representative.  All contact must be 
addressed to the District’s RFQ Administrator, except for questions submitted as set forth in Section 
1.4 (Inquiries) above.  Any attempt to influence the selection process by any means shall void the 
submitted SOQ and any resulting Agreement. 

 
D. Financial Stability.  It is financially stable, solvent and has adequate cash 

reserves to meet all financial obligations including any potential costs resulting from an award of the 
Agreement. 

 
E. No Signature/False or Misleading Statement.  The signature on the cover 

letter of the SOQ and the Developer Information Form is genuine, and the person signing has the 
authority to bind the Developer.  Failure to sign the cover letter and the Developer Information Form, 
or signing either with a false or misleading statement, shall void the submitted SOQ and any resulting 
Agreement. 

 
F. Development Agreement.  In addition to reviewing and understanding the 

submittal requirements, it has reviewed the sample Development Agreement attached as Exhibit C, 
including the Scope of Work attached as Exhibit C-1. 

 
1.10 Selection Criteria. 

 
A. Evaluation; Selection.  A Selection Committee composed of representatives 

from the District will conduct the selection process according to the schedule on the cover page of 
this RFQ.  The Selection Committee will create a final ranking of the Developers based upon its 
evaluation of (1) the SOQ, (2) information provided by references and (3) criteria outlined in this 
RFQ.  The Selection Committee may select up to five finalists that may be invited for oral 
interviews with the Selection Committee, if deemed necessary.  The District may conduct oral 
interviews with the selected Developers and upon completion of the final evaluation of identified 
components, will create a final list of the three most qualified Developers.  The District will invite 
those firms or entities to move forward into a Request for Proposals process. 
 

B. Waiver; Rejection; Reissuance.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
RFQ, the District expressly reserves the right to:  (1) waive any immaterial defect or informality 
in an SOQ, (2) reject any or all SOQ or portions thereof, and (3) cancel and/or reissue this RFQ. 

 
C. Protests.  Any Vendor may protest this RFQ, the proposed award of an 

Agreement, or the actual award of an Agreement.  All protests will be considered in accordance 
with the District Procurement Code. 

 
1.11 Offer.  An SOQ submittal is an offer to contract with the District based upon the 

terms, conditions and specifications contained in this RFQ and the Vendor’s responsive SOQ, unless 
and to the extent that any of the terms, conditions, or specifications are modified by a written 
addendum or agreement amendment.  Provided, however, that no contractual relationship shall 
be established until the Vendor has signed, and the District has approved, a development 
agreement between the District and the Vendor in the form acceptable to the District.  A 
sample Development Agreement is included herein. 
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PART II.  STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS FORMAT; CRITERIA 

 
2.1 Evaluation Process.  Each submittal will be reviewed for compliance with the 

submittal requirements and scored by the Selection Committee.  The Selection Committee shall 
determine if the selection can be made on the basis of the written materials only, or if oral 
interviews are necessary with up to five of the highest ranked Developers based upon the SOQ 
submittal scoring. 
 

2.2 Proposal Format and Evaluation.  The SOQ shall be organized and submitted in the 
format as outlined below.  Failure to conform to the designated format, standards and minimum 
requirements may result in a determination that the SOQ is non-responsive.  Additionally, the 
Selection Committee will evaluate each SOQ based upon the evaluation criteria as outlined in this 
document.   

 
2.2.1. General Information  
 

2.2.1.1. One page cover letter as described in Subsection 1.2(C) 
(Required Submittal). 

 
2.2.1.2. Provide Developer identification information. Explain the 

Developer’s legal organization including the legal name, address, identification number and legal 
form of the firm or entity (e.g., partnership, corporation, joint venture, limited liability company, 
sole proprietorship).  If a joint venture, identify the members of the joint venture and provide all 
of the information required under this section for each member.  If a limited liability company, 
provide the name of the member or members authorized to act on the company’s behalf.  If the 
Vendor is a wholly owned subsidiary of another company, identify the parent company.  If the 
corporation is a nonprofit corporation, provide nonprofit documentation.  Provide the name, 
address and telephone number of the person to contact concerning the SOQ. 

 
2.2.1.3. Identify the location of the Developer’s principal office and 

the local work office, if different from the principal office.  Include any documentation that 
supports the Developer’s authority to provide services in Arizona. 

 
2.2.1.4. Provide a general description of the Developer that is 

proposing to provide the Services, including years in business. 
 

2.2.1.5. Identify any contract or subcontract held by the Developer 
or officers of the Developer that has been terminated within the last five years.  Briefly describe 
the circumstances and the outcome. 

 
2.2.1.6. Identify any claims arising from a contract that resulted in 

litigation or arbitration within the last five years.  Briefly describe the circumstances and the 
outcome. 

 
2.2.1.7. Developer Information Form, with an original ink 

signature (may be attached as separate appendix). 
 

2.2.2. Experience and Qualifications of the Developer 
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2.2.2.1. Provide a detailed description of the Developer’s experience 

in providing similar services to municipalities or other entities of a similar size to the District; 
specifically relating experience with respect to the Scope of Work set for in Exhibit C-1 to the 
attached sample Development Agreement. 
 

2.2.2.2. Developer should demonstrate successful completion of at 
least three similar projects within the past 60 months.  For the purpose of this RFQ, “successful 
completion” means completion of a project within the established schedule and budget and 
“similar projects” resemble this project in size, nature and scope.  Provide a list of at least three 
organizations for which you successfully completed a similar project.  This list shall include, at a 
minimum, the following information: (a) Name of company or organization, (b) Contact name(s), 
(c) contact address(es), telephone number(s) and e-mail address(es), (d) type of services provided,  
and (e) dates of contract initiation and expiration.  These references will be checked, and it is 
Developer’s responsibility to ensure that all information is accurate and current.  Developer 
authorizes the District’s representative to verify all information from these references and releases 
all those concerned from any liability in connection with the information they provide.  Inability 
of the District to verify references shall result in the SOQ being considered non-responsive. 

 
2.2.2.3. The District’s representative may conduct any investigation 

deemed necessary to determine the Developer’s ability to perform the project.  Developers may be 
requested to submit additional documentation within 72 hours (or as specified) to assist the District 
in its evaluation. 
 

2.2.3. Key Positions  
 

2.2.3.1. Identify each key personnel member that will render services 
to the District including title and relevant experience required, including the proposed project 
manager and project staff. 

 
2.2.3.2. Indicate the roles and responsibilities of each key position.  

Include senior members of the Developer only from the perspective of what their role will be in 
providing services to the District. 

 
2.2.3.3. Attach a résumé and evidence of certification, if any, for 

each key personnel member and/or subcontractor to be involved in this Project.  Résumés should 
be attached together as a single appendix at the end of the SOQ and will not count toward the SOQ 
page limit.  However, each resume shall not exceed two pages in length. 

 
2.2.4. Project Understanding and Approach 
 

2.2.4.1. Describe the Developer’s comprehension of the District's 
goals and objectives for the Project, and the Developer's approach to managing the development 
planning process for the Project. 

 
2.2.4.2. Describe any alternate approaches if it is believed that such 

an approach would best suit the needs of the District, including the rationale for alternate 
approaches, and indicate how the Developer will ensure that all efforts are coordinated with the 
District’s Representatives. 
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2.2.4.3. Discuss any major issues the Developer may have identified 

with the Project and planning for development of the Project. 
 

Submittal Criteria 
 
Each submittal will be evaluated based on the above criteria.  The relative weight afforded 

to each of the criteria will be as follows: 
  

Experience and Qualifications of the Developer 
Project Understanding and Approach 
Key Positions 
General Information 

  Completeness of Firm's Submittal 
 

PART III.  ORAL INTERVIEWS (if necessary): CRITERIA 
 

Following evaluation of the SOQ's by the District, up to five Developers may be selected 
for oral interviews.  The selected Developers will be invited to participate in discussions with the 
Selection Committee on the date indicated on the cover page of this RFQ and awarded points based 
upon the criteria as outlined below.  Developers may be given additional information for these oral 
interviews.  These discussions will relate less to the past experience and qualifications already 
detailed in the SOQ and relate more to identification of the Developer’s project approach and to 
an appraisal of the people who would be directly involved in the Services for this RFQ. 
 

Oral Interview Criteria 
 

During any oral interviews, the relative weight afforded to each of the criteria will be as follows:  
 

Project Understanding and Approach 
Key Positions 
Experience and Qualifications of the Developer 
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PART IV.   DEVELOPER INFORMATION FORM 
 
By submitting a Statement of Qualifications, the submitting Developer certifies that it has 
reviewed the administrative information and draft of the Professional Services Agreement’s terms 
and conditions and, if awarded the Agreement, agrees to be bound thereto. 
 
 
              
DEVELOPER SUBMITTING SOQ   FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER 
 
 
              
PRINTED NAME AND TITLE   AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE 
 
 
              
ADDRESS      TELEPHONE   FAX # 
 
 
              
DISTRICT STATE ZIP   DATE 
 
WEB SITE:       E-MAIL ADDRESS:      
 
  
 

SMALL, MINORITY, DISADVANTAGED AND WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESS 
ENTERPRISES (check appropriate item(s): 
 
  Small Business Enterprise (SBE) 
  Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) 
  Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) 
  Women-Owned Business Enterprise (WBE) 

 
Has the Developer been certified by any jurisdiction in Arizona as a minority or woman-owned 
business enterprise? 
 
If yes, please provide details and documentation of the certification. 
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Exhibit A  
 

[Legal Description of Properties] 
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Exhibit B-1 
 

[Intergovernmental Development Agreement (District and RTA)] 
 
 







































































 

4254529 
12 

Exhibit B-2 
 

[PPS Vision for Solot Block] 
 
 



SOLOT PLAZA BETWEEN 
TREAT AVENUE AND 
TUCSON BOULEVARD
WITHIN THE MID-CENTURY PLAZA 
RETAIL DISTRICT



55A Placemaking Vision Plan for the Broadway Corridor

PLACEMAKING VISION
The mid-century shopping center called Solot Plaza is 
composed of 13 separate retail and commercial buildings 
set along Broadway.  With the widening of the roadway, the 
distance to the curb will be reduced to 35’ to 40’ wide, thus 
precluding a parking lot.  Rather than place a few parking 
spaces in front of the building, we are proposing to create 
a continuous walkable plaza with a planted buffer, seating 
and shade in front of the storefronts, while relocating the 
parking lot to the rear of the buildings.  Share driveways from 
Broadway Boulevard and East 10th street should be secured 
with agreements to adjacent property owners to access the 
parking lot.

The buildings have a unique architectural character and we 
propose to retain the current commercial uses if feasible.   
It is important to connect the block to nearby shopping areas 

along Broadway and to the residential neighborhoods. Solot 
Plaza should be integrated into a larger walkable area that 
will include other mid-century retail destinations such as 
the Haas block, the Inglis and Hirsch Shoes block, all within 
walking distance.  

The Solot Plaza currently has a wide parking area directly in front of the 

store entrances. The new roadway alignment will eliminate the opportunity 

for parking in this area.



56 A Placemaking Vision Plan for the Broadway Corridor

PROPOSED USES AND PROGRAMMING 
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57A Placemaking Vision Plan for the Broadway Corridor

Storefronts shopping frontage area
The Broadway Boulevard sidewalk should 
be designed to attract shoppers and be 
visible from the roadway.  A main walkway 
along the storefronts will allow people to 
walk along the store windows in the shade 
and common garden and seating areas with 
shade will encourage the use of the plaza.

Solot Plaza back entrances
Each store could have a back entrance to 
ease access from the proposed consolidated 
parking lot in the rear of the buildings. 

Solot businesses
Under ownership of Rio Nuevo, each of 
the buildings in Solot Plaza would host a 
distinct and local business which could 
utilize the outdoor amenities and attract a 
wide range of customers

Consolidated parking
A parking located in the back of the block 
will replace the parking lost to the widening 
of the roadway, and provide easy parking 
for Solot Plaza customers

The shopping area at the Solot Block 
incorporates the area between Broadway 
boulevard and the buildings and the area 
behind the buildings.  

The existing facade at 2629 Broadway is a good 
example of how an interesting facade treatment 
could provide storefront visibility and shade.

Renderings of the Sunshine Mile from the 1950s 
show precast concrete shade awnings that add 
continuity between businesses, and can be adapted 
to suit 21st century needs

Activities and seating in the shade for the common 
areas in the rear and front of Solot Plaza.

The shopping area at Solot Plaza incorporates 
the area between Broadway Boulevard and the 
buildings and the area behind the buildings.  

1  Valley National Bank, 1971
      Friedman & Jobusch Architects
Valley National Bank, led by Walter Bimson, commissioned Arizona 
architects to design a portfolio of unique buildings expressing a 
progressive image of the banking industry.  This flagship branch building 
was designed in 1971 by Bernard Friedman and John Whitmire of 
Friedman and Jobusch Architects. The sculptural architectural form 
includes expressionistic friezes by Phillip Sanderson.  This is building as 
public art and remains one of the most recognizable landmarks in Tucson. 

3  Murphey Building, 1961
      Juan Wørner y Bas, Architect
Commissioned by developers, John and Helen Murphey, as an expansion of 
the Broadway Village Shopping Center, the commercial store building was 
designed by Mexico City architect, Juan Wørner y Bas .  The building is a 
unique hybrid of modern design paired with colonial detailing.  The decora-
tive brick barrel vaults, scalloped parapet and terracotta statues of saints and 
philosophers are combined with the concrete post and beam construction 
and glass curtain walls.  The effect is distinctively Tucson.  
 

4  Hirsh’s Shoes, 1954
     Bernard Friedman, Architect
Mrs. David Hirsh commissioned Bernard Friedman to design this building 
as a free standing shop.  Though now surrounded by other buildings, it is 
still owned and operated by the Hirsh Family. 
As an ideal example of an open front facade, the interior and exterior 
zones are integrated.  Angled walls create a dynamic entrance with a 
sloping exposed frame canopy flanked on either side by cantilevered 
display cases and a planter.  Large neon letterforms are mounted on top 
of the canopy.  

2  Saltzman Building, 1955
      Bernard Friedman, Architect
One of many commercial store buildings on Broadway designed by 
Bernard Friedman, the Saltzman the building is indicative of shifting 
trends designed to engage the car and driver.  The architecture functions 
as a corner billboard with glass curtain walls, integrated panel monument 
sign and night illumination, all designed to showcase the merchandise.  
Responding to our desert climate and the need to provide protection from 
the sun, a steel shade screen is projected in front of the glass on the west 
side of the building.  

6  Dr. Martin Snyder Podiatry Building, 1966
      Howard Peck, Architect 
The 1966 building was remodeled and expanded in 1971 by the original 
architect.  The building entrance is centered and recessed with an extended 
redwood roof canopy and classic midcentury aluminum letter forms on the 
fascia.  On either side of the entrance are striking sculptural cast concrete 
relief wall panels by artist, Charles Clement.  Architect Howard Peck also 
designed the Showcase Cinema, now known as the Loft Cinema.   

11 Boulevard Shops, 1958
      Nicholas Sakellar, Architect
Built just one year after the Solot Plaza building at 2631 E. Broadway, 
this building is an extension of similar themes and materials.  A classic 
open-front design features a horizontal cantilevered roof canopy, extended 
end panels with integrated display boxes that invite the shopper to view 
the merchandise close-up before entering the store.   Decorative exterior 
columns were designed in geometric cast concrete by artist, James 
Savage.  Intended for a series of high-end fashion shops, each storefront 
was given a unique but consistent compositional identity. 

9 Nehring Insurance Company, 1958
     Friedman & Jobusch Architects
The architect fused three separate storefront offices by using a creative 
blend of materials on the facade in a layered, asymetrical compostion. 
The east unit features a random patterned ceramic tile wall panel above 
a double door.  It is surrounded by a fieldstone wall with an exposed 
aggregate concrete planter in front.  The wall tapers on one side to reveal 
a pair of glass storefronts.  A stepped redwood fascia sits on top of the 
storefronts and partially extends over and in front of the fieldstone wall.  
The effect is rustic and balanced, though thoroughly modern in character.  

8 Solot Plaza Building, 1957
     Nicholas Sakellar, Architect 
In 1956, Nick Sakellar, left the partners at Scholer, Sakellar and Fuller, and 
struck out on his own.  This project was an early commission and a joyful 
expression of desert modernism.  The narrow storefront is defined by two 
parallel walls bridged by an open fully glazed storefront.  The roof structure 
is cantilevered over the sidewalk and an opening in the canopy allows a 
single iconic palm tree to extend high above the roof.  A Mesoamerican 
inspired cast concrete frieze was designed by artist, James Savage, a device 
often seen in Sakellar’s work of this period. 

 

5  Barrows Furniture Showroom, 1957
     Ralph Haver, Architect
Advertised as the brightest spot on “The Sunshine Mile,”  the Barrows 
Showroom is the only known commercial building in Tucson designed by 
Phoenix-based architect, Ralph Haver.  This is modernism at it purist, 
featuring glass curtain walls and post & beam construction.  The low 
roof line cantilevers well beyond the glass wall, shading the windows 
while creating scale and shelter along the face of the building.   Born in 
California, Haver maintained a robust practice in the Phoenix valley from 
1945 until the mid-1980s and is well-known for his residential design.
  

7  Haas Building, 1957
     Anne Rysdale, Architect
During her early career, Rysdale worked for prominent Modernist 
architect, Arthur Brown, before establishing her own firm in the early 50’s.  
Originally built for the Desert Guild, this tall structure is nestled between a 
row of single story commercial buildings.  The effect is dramatic with a two-
story glass façade revealing an exposed open steel staircase to a mezzanine 
level and a classic bubble light fixture on a long pendant hanging in the 
lobby.   The exterior facade panel above the open storefront was designed 
for large scale signage or letterforms intended to attract passing motorists. 

12 Silvers Building, 1960
       Charles Cox, Architect
This is one of only a few known commercial buildings by architect, Charles 
Cox.  He is best known for the dynamic design of the Catalina American 
Baptist Church at 1900 N. Country Club Road.  This small storefront is 
a variation of the open front facade using an exaggerated frame around 
recessed glazing.  Mullions are located to create a pleasing composition 
of decorative tile panels and glass. The original construction plans show a 
shaped redwood frame with integral planter around the door.  This simple 
storefront is both colorful and distinctive. 
 

13 Cookey’s Union Service, 1948
        Unknown Architect
Beginning in the 1930’s,  industrial designers introduced Machine Age 
styling into automobile designs, and this concept was carried into the 
design of the ubiquitous service station.  The new sophisticated style was 
called Streamline Moderne. Cookey’s, not only expresses this popular 
trend, but physically represents the growing importance of the automobile 
in sprawling, suburban Tucson.  The material palette combines to create the 
crisp edges and rounded corners of the awning and service canopy and has 
two service bays and a glass enclosed office.

15 S.J. Lind Building, 1960
       Unknown Architect
Although not attributed to a specific architect, this small store is a 
sophisticated composition conceived by a masterful designer.   Framed 
between two exterior end walls, the interior ceiling curves out beyond the 
glass storefront, transitioning to the fascia wall above the window.  This 
sweeping detail is composed of white lightweight concrete plaster that has 
been raked, creating a undulating texture.  By 1968, the building was home 
to S. J. Lind Inc. Mutual Funds. 

14  Kelly Building, 1964
        Nicholas Sakellar, Architect
In the mid-60’s, Nick Sakellar began to develop a more organic vocabulary 
with curvilinear forms while experimenting with new materials that allowed 
sculptural expression.   This office building was and still is an important 
example of Sakellar’s work.  The second floor features a rhythmic “piano 
key” pattern of vertical windows and panels with softened edges separated 
by vertical fins.  It appears to float over the glass enclosed first level. The 
driveway entrance passes through the building and reveals a magnificent 
sculptural staircase. The glass enclosed lobby is framed in organically 
shaped wood frames and decorative bronze hardware.   

 

17 Dorson Furniture Store, 1953  
       Unknown Architect
This building, like many of the stores along Broadway, served the booming 
post-war housing market with home goods, furniture and fixtures.  Built 
by the Dorson family, the showroom was billed as Tucson’s first “all 
contemporary furniture store” and was operated by four members of the 
Dorson Family, who relocated from New York and had operated a family 
furniture business since 1915.  The company offered free decorating 
services and “everything but appliances.”  The showroom was 6,000 
square feet and featured a decorative diamond block pattern on the 
exterior west wall and a glass open front facade to emphasize the display 
of products. 
 

16 The Arizona Bank, 1964
       Friedman & Jobusch Architects
Eager to attract attention and new customers, the banking industry of this 
era commissioned prominent architects to design progressive buildings in 
a variety of styles.  This branch, while small in size, was distinguished with 
an alternating pattern of glazed corners, glass panels and brick walls with 
articulated fins.  With the automobile in mind, it features a drive-up window 
as a new service to their mobile customers.

18 Pima Plaza, 1957
       Anne Rysdale, Architect
Anne Rysdale was commissioned by Noris D. Orms to design a single-
story office building with a budget of $135,000.  Contemporary amenities 
included fully furnished office suites with refrigeration, soundproof 
partitions and a telephone answering service.  The plans included optional 
floor additions, and in 1959, Rysdale was hired to expand the Plaza with a 
second story that added  32 new offices, a coffee shop and two patios.  The 
building remains true to the original design with decorative rock walls and 
an exterior steel stair and balcony.   

19 American Optical Company, 1958
       Anne Rysdale, Architect
Rysdale, the only registered female architect in Arizona during this period, 
designed this petite asymmetrical façade with elegant proportions. A 
beveled concrete picture frame defines the entrance surrounded by an 
interlocking stacked bond red brick wall.  It is unclear as to whether the 
original door and adjacent panel had been glazed or solid, but the facade is 
beautifully composed and remains intact.

20 Arnie Rents Store Building, 1958
         Friedman and Jobush Architects 
In 1956, Bernard Friedman established a new partnership with Fred 
Jobusch.  This building is an example of their early work and showcases an 
expressive corner and storefront.  The entry soffit shelters the glazing and is 
supported by decorative concrete block columns typical of the era.  These 
cast geometric blocks, also used in the 1958 Nehring Insurance Building, 
were often employed as an economical way to emphasize the entrance and 
incorporate something decorative into an otherwise basic brick shell. 

21 Edmundo Felix Medical Building, 1965
       Cain, Nelson & Ware Architects 
On closer examination, this simple stucco façade reveals elegant details and 
organizational elements reminiscent of Mexican architect, Luis Barragan.  
A gated arched opening is complemented by a low planter wall extending 
into the courtyard and leading visitors to the front door along a lush private 
landscape. This attention to detail is also extended to the superbly detailed 
scupper on the street façade.

22 Walsh Brothers Showroom, 1963
        Place & Place Architects 
The Walsh family commissioned Roy Place and his son, Lou, to design a 
two-story showroom and office space for their contract furniture company.  
Roy Place was best known as the architect of  Spanish revival pre-war 
buildings such as the mosaic tile domed Pima County Courthouse in 
downtown Tucson.  This international style post and beam structure is a 
departure from their earlier stylistic idiom.  Comprised of brick veneer walls 
with framed infill panels and glazing on the southwest corner, the second 
level extends over the recessed entrance offering shelter from the sun.  

23 Arizona Super Service, 1950
       Unknown Architect 
In March of 1950, Sid Kaye and Royden Lebrecht announced the grand 
opening of Arizona Super Service & Home Supply.  The station was an 
authorized Gulf and Firestone products dealer and offered a “complete line 
of tires and home and auto supplies.”  The distinctly modern building was 
a clear departure from earlier service station styles.  The form responds 
to the street with a cantilevered roof canopy that extends upward and 
outward, creating a sense of openness that is further accentuated by a 
glass enclosed office. The ornamental columns are faced with decorative 
stacked sandstone.

24 Sambo’s Pancake House, 1964
        Ronald Bergquist, Architect
Designed in 1964 by Santa Barbara architect, Ronald Bergquist, in Googie 
style, the geometric asymmetrical diner is an American Classic. This 120 
seat restaurant was the second Sambo’s in Tucson. Bergquist designed 
similar expressive buildings throughout California for the Sambo Pancake 
House chain.  While each was individual in character, they all maintained a 
recognizable architectural identity.  In this example, both the exterior and 
interior, complete with swivel seats and counter service, remain intact. 

10 Broadmoor Medical Center, 1954
     William & Sylvia Wilde Architects
William Wilde was trained in Europe and later attended the Rhode Island 
School of Design.  He and his wife, Sylvia, established their design practice 
in Tucson after the war.  This project consists of multiple small buildings 
arranged around an central landscaped courtyard.  The placement of the 
individual structures respond sensitively to the site with its curved boundary 
along Manchester.  The buildings include round and rectangular shapes 
with extended overhangs, clerestory windows and contemporary detailing, 
emphasizing texture, structure and pattern.
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58 A Placemaking Vision Plan for the Broadway Corridor

LANDSCAPE CONCEPT PLAN FOR SOLOT PLAZA 
ONE EXAMPLE OF HOW THE COMMON OUTDOOR SPACE COULD BE DESIGNED

COMMON SPACES AND A WALKWAY ALONG BROADWAY:

Connect the entrances and the stores frontage zone with an 
accessible, paved walkway along the buildings.  Shade from awnings 
or other architectural elements would make Solot Plaza a clear, 
walkable shopping destination and provide the needed exposure for 
the success of the storefronts. Having pedestrians along the side of 
the road would also encourage drivers to limit their speed.

FRONT SEATING AREA:

Shade elements such as the large concrete parasols from the mid-century 
period will be tall enough not to hide the building facades. Games, comfortable 
seating, art, and other elements could make the area a destination in itself.

PARKING:

A parking lot with trees and permeable pavement located in the 
back of the building will replace the parking lost to the widening of 
the roadway. Wayfinding signage, and clear markings facilitates the 
access to retail.  Places to store bikes could be provided to advantage 
bikers wanting to shop at Solot Plaza. Signage will clearly mark the 
entrance to the parking lot from Broadway.
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VERGE GARDENS:

A planted verge with palms and low planting will create a respite 
from the busy roadway separating the Plaza area from the traffic, and 
provide a safety buffer between cars and pedestrians.

PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY:

A clear pedestrian walkway system along the back of the stores 
allows easy access from parking and creates a cohesive plaza, as it 
informs the relationship between separate businesses

CLEARLY MARKED PEDESTRIAN CROSSWALKS:

Bright, visible crosswalks make walking safer while highlighting 
the pedestrian experience of Solot Plaza, and attracting the 
neighborhood and surrounding businesses to take advantage of the 
neighborhood’s walkability

REAR ENTRANCES:

Rear entrances to the stores could host a separate business from the 
storefront, or increase pedestrian traffic from parking as well as the 
sidewalk. 

REAR TERRACES:

Terraces with pleasant seating and planting, along with shade 
underneath umbrellas, a pergola, or concrete parasols, would increase 
business and allow for shops and restaurants to utilize this space for 
outdoor dining or sales
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Although the expanding roadway reduces parking along the front of Solot Plaza, moving the parking to the back creates a wide pedesrian space that can be 
designed and managed to engage a diverse range of people and increase business in the area. The width of the sidewalk, along with the landscaped buffer 
next to the roadway, create a space that can be used for outdoor seating, easy accessibility, and events such as farmers markets or street fairs. The sidewalks 
along Treat Avenue and Tucson Boulevard give the Broadway sidewalk room to flow towards the back of the building, providing a clear route from parking to 
the street.

SOLOT PLAZA FACING BROADWAY

VISION FOR SOLOT PLAZA 
SOLOT PLAZA
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WALKABLE CLUSTER SURROUNDING SOLOT PLAZA
MID-CENTURY PLAZA RETAIL DISTRICT

Block acquired by Rio Nuevo   
Work with property owners to 
create a walkable environment
Opportunity for new development 
(business and parking)

Opportunity for structured parking
Opportunity for shared parking
Existing businesses (office or commercial)
Existing community organization (church 
or school)

SP

SP

P

P

P

SP

P

SP

Sidewalk loop on Broadway
Pedestrian street crossing proposed

N TUCSON BLVD

E BROADWAY BLVD

E 10TH STREET
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CASE STUDIES
MID-CENTURY PLAZA RETAIL DISTRICT

`

Tucson has a unique history as a destination for automobile 
tourists in the 1940s-1960s. Large neon signs used to guide 
visitors along roads such as Miracle Mile, but since then, the 
signs have faced criticism, lack of resources for repairs, and 
stringent sign codes. In 2011, the Tucson Historic Preservation 
Foundation pushed the city council to make exceptions to the 
code as it applies to  historic signs. Since then, $125,000 has been 
allocated to restore two signs along Miracle Mile, including the 
Hacienda Motel sign on the left. This grant program outlines that 
75% of funds for restoration will come from the city, with the other 
25% covered by property owners. The model could be expanded 
to restore signs in the Mid-Century Plaza Retail District.

RESTORNING NEON SIGNS IN TUCSON
MIRACLE MILE NEON SIGN HISTORIC PRESERVATION
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RIO NUEVO AND [DEVELOPER - TBD] 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

 
For reference, this Development Agreement (“Agreement”) is dated    , 2022 
(the “Effective Date”). The parties to this Agreement are __________________, an Arizona 
__________________ (“Developer”) and Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District, a tax 
levying public improvement district (the “District”).  
 

RECITALS 

A. The District is a special taxing district of the State of Arizona (the “State”) that was 
formed by the City of Tucson, Arizona (the “City”) and the City of South Tucson, Arizona under 
the Stadium District Statutes that commence at A.R.S. §48-4201 et seq.  A “District” formed under 
these statutes is defined as “… any county stadium district established pursuant to § 48-4202, 
subsection A, B or C.” §48-4201(3).  The voters who authorized formation of the District 
authorized the District to receive an incremental portion of State-shared funds derived from 
transaction privilege taxes (i.e. sales tax called “TPT Funds”) collected from within the District’s 
boundaries all of which lie within the City. 

B. Developer intends to build a mixed use project located at 2545-2635 E. Broadway 
Blvd., Tucson, Arizona, (the “Project”) as more particularly described in Section 2 below (the 
“Premises”).  The Project and thus the Premises may include some additional nearby parcels that 
are currently or may later be owned by District.  

C. The District desires that Developer cause the Project to be constructed and 
developed on the Premises to further the District’s purposes of enhancing Downtown Tucson and 
the District’s Primary Component (as defined in A.R.S. § 48-4201(4)(B)), the Tucson Convention 
Center.   The Project on the Premises (as defined in Section 2 below) will: (i) provide a significant 
investment within the District; (ii) create new opportunities for employment in the District; (iii) 
enhance retail transaction (sales) tax collections in the District; and (iv) provide greater ability for 
the District to promote new development within the District boundaries.  The value of constructing 
and operating the Project on the Premises will be analyzed through an economic and fiscal impact 
analysis to be ordered by the District and paid for by the Developer (the “Economic Analysis”).   

D. The purpose of this Agreement is to set forth each party’s benefits and obligations 
pertaining to the construction and operation of the Project.  This Agreement shall be binding upon 
its execution by authorized representatives of the District and Developer.  

AGREEMENT 
 

1. Incorporation and Representation.  The foregoing Recitals are hereby incorporated 
into this Agreement by this reference as if set forth in full, and each of the parties represents that 
such Recitals are true and accurate to the best of each signatory's knowledge, information and 
belief. 
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2. The Premises.   The legal description of the Premises is shown on Exhibit A 
attached hereto.  The exact location of the Premises is shown in an ALTA/NSPS Survey the 
(“Survey”) dated [__________________].    

 
3. Contingencies.  This Agreement and the Project will be contingent upon: (i) the 

Developer committing to develop the Premises in substantial compliance with the "Sunshine Mile" 
Urban Overlay District ("SMD") as approved by the City of Tucson on September 14, 2021; (ii) 
the Developer committing to develop the Premises in a manner generally consistent with the 
Placemaking Vision for Solot Plaza prepared by Project for Public Spaces; (iii) the District 
receiving an Economic Analysis showing that the benefit to the public from the Project exceeds 
the value of any incentives given to the Developer by the District; (iv) the District approving the 
construction costs for the Project; (v) Developer complying with A.R.S. Title 34 procurement 
requirements to the extent necessary; (vi) Developer and District agreeing to a mutually 
satisfactory form of GP Lease (defined in Section 4 below).   
 

4. Ownership and Lease of Premises.   
 

a. Ownership. The District holds, or will hold, fee title to the Premises prior 
to Developer commencing any construction.  

 
b. GP Lease.  Within six months from the Effective Date, the parties will enter 

into a Triple Net Government Premises Lease Excise Tax (the “GP Lease”) for a term of up to 25 
years from the date specified in the GP Lease, or such other term as allowed by statute.  Because 
of the governmental nature of the District, certain aspects of the GP Lease and this Agreement will 
be governed by A.R.S. §42-6201 et seq. and A.R.S. §48-4201 et seq.  Pursuant to the GP Lease, 
Developer will be responsible to operate and manage the Project and to pay all expenses relating 
to the same.   The GP Lease will contain an option in favor of Developer to purchase the Premises 
during the term of the GP Lease at the Purchase Price of $[TBD].  If the option to purchase is not 
exercised during the term of the GP Lease, Developer will have an obligation to acquire title to the 
Premises the end of the GP Lease.  

 
5. Obligations of Developer.  Developer shall have the obligation to complete the 

following during the timelines set forth herein: 
 

a. Governmental Approvals and Construction Contracts.  Developer shall 
obtain all necessary governmental approvals to construct the Project, including but not limited to 
any zoning interpretations or rezoning the Premises if necessary, obtaining design approval of the 
Project, and obtaining all necessary permits for the construction of the Project within [twelve 
months] from the Effective Date.  Developer shall also be responsible to obtain bids for the design 
and construction of the Project and shall enter into all necessary contracts for the same within one 
year from the Effective Date.   
 

b. Due Diligence.  Developer shall obtain an extended coverage commitment 
for title insurance in a form reasonably satisfactory to Developer and the District insuring each 
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party’s respective interests, as such interests may change from time to time.  The Survey shall be 
updated to comply with the requirements of the title company.  Developer shall also obtain a Phase 
I Environmental Assessment (and a Phase II if deemed necessary by the Phase I) for the portions 
of the Premises west of the eastern boundary of the Cherry Avenue right-of-way, certified to the 
District and to Developer in a form satisfactory to the District.  Finally, Developer shall obtain any 
other studies or due diligence required by the City or reasonably requested by the District.  All due 
diligence must be completed prior to Developer finalizing any construction financing.   

 
c. Financing of the Project.  Developer will obtain both construction and 

permanent financing for the Project, without pledging or otherwise relying upon any of the TPT 
Rebates to be received from the District pursuant to Section 7 below as a revenue stream for 
repayment of such financing.   During the construction period, the financing may be secured by 
the Developer’s leasehold interest in the Premises, subject to the District’s approval which shall 
not be unreasonably withheld.  Upon the Developer’s exercise of its option to purchase the 
Premises from the District, such fee title shall be free and clear of all liens or encumbrances other 
than those set forth in the District’s SWD as provided in Section 4 and the effective date of the GP 
Lease.   

 
d. Construction of the Project.  Developer shall present all stages of the plans 

and specifications for the Project to the District for the District’s (or its agent’s) reasonable review, 
input and approval.   The District shall be responsible for the cost of such review.  Upon receipt of 
the building permits required for the construction of the Project, Developer shall construct the 
Project in substantial conformance with the plans and specifications approved by the City and the 
District, and shall, subject to force majeure events, obtain a Certificate of Occupancy no later than 
[**] years from the Effective Date.  During construction of the Project, if required by the lender, 
Developer shall employ a third-party inspector, at Developer’s sole cost and expense, for the 
benefit of such lender and the District, whose role shall be to confirm that the Project is constructed 
in substantial conformance with the approved plans and specifications.  

 
e. Successor or Assigns.  Developer shall have the sole discretion and ability 

to transfer all rights and responsibilities associated with this Agreement to any entity for which it 
is at least a 50% owner.  If any transfer of rights and/or responsibilities occurs pursuant to the first 
sentence of this paragraph, Developer shall notify the District within thirty (30) days prior to the 
transfer being effectuated.  Any other transfer of rights and/or responsibilities to successor interests 
or assigns of Developer shall be subject to the prior written approval of the District, which shall 
not be unreasonably withheld. 
 

f. Excise Tax Abatement.  Developer will not seek an abatement of the excise 
tax due under the GP Lease.    

 
SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the date and year 
first set forth above. 
 
[DEVELOPER] 
 
 
 
 
 
By                                                                                         
[Name], [Title] 
 
 
 
 
 
“Rio Nuevo” 
 
Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District,  
a tax levying public improvement district 
 
 
By      
     Fletcher McCusker 
     Chairman of the Board 
 
 
By      
     Mark Irvin 
     Secretary of the Board 
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EXHIBIT A  
[Legal Description] 
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Exhibit C-1 
 

[Scope of Work] 
 

Propose a viable plan for the financing and development of the Project Site to further the 
District's mission of facilitating and developing a vibrant downtown Tucson.  The proposal must 
be subject to, and not conflict with the Intergovernmental Development Agreement between the 
District and the Regional Transportation Authority for Pima County ("RTA") attached as Exhibit 
B-1, generally consistent with the Placemaking Vision for Solot Plaza prepared by Project for 
Public Spaces, Exhibit B-2 hereto, and in compliance with the Sunshine Mile Urban Overlay 
District ("SMUOD"), the approved version of which is available on the City of Tucson's website, 
www.tucsonaz.gov. 
 
 


	PART I.   RFQ PROCESS; AWARD OF AGREEMENT
	1.1 Project; Intent; Context.
	The District is issuing this Request for Qualifications (“RFQ”) seeking statements of qualifications (“SOQ”) from qualified individuals, entities or partnerships (“Developers”) interested in acquisition, development and/or repurposing of all or a port...
	a. Project Site Location.  The project site consists of approximately 1.75 acres of property with existing structures commonly known as the “Historic Solot Plaza" Project, as described in Exhibit A (the "Project Site").  Water, electric, sewer and tel...
	b. Intent.  The District seeks Proposals to identify a firm or entity to propose a viable plan for the financing and development of the Project Site to further the District's mission of facilitating and developing a vibrant downtown Tucson, subject to...
	c.  District-Related Benefits. Proposals should contemplate the District's ability to enter into a Government Property Lease ("GPLET") of the Project Site for up to 25 years, subject to the terms of the IGDA, In the appropriate circumstances, the rent...
	d. Content. Each Proposal must be generally consistent with the Placemaking Vision for Solot Plaza prepared by Project for Public Spaces, Exhibit B-2 hereto, and in compliance with the Sunshine Mile Urban Overlay District ("SMUOD").  The approved vers...
	1.2 Preparation/Submission of SOQ.  Prospective Developers are invited to participate in the competitive selection process for the Project as outlined in this RFQ.  Responding parties shall review their SOQ submissions to ensure the following requirem...
	a. Irregular or Non-responsive SOQ.  The District shall consider as “irregular” or “non-responsive” and reject any SOQ not prepared and submitted in accordance with this RFQ, or any SOQ lacking sufficient information to enable the District to make a r...
	b. Submittal Quantities.  Interested Developers must submit one original of the SOQ.  In addition, interested parties must submit one PDF copy of the SOQ on a CD-ROM or similar electronic storage device.  Failure to adhere to the submittal quantity cr...
	c. Required Submittal.  The SOQ shall not exceed 25 pages to address the SOQ criteria (excluding cover letter, resumes and the Developer Information Form, but including the materials necessary to address Project understanding, general information, org...
	d. Developer Responsibilities.  All Developers shall (1) examine the entire RFQ, (2) seek clarification of any item or requirement that may not be clear, (3) check all responses for accuracy before submitting an SOQ and (4) submit the entire SOQ by th...
	e. Sealed Submittals.  All SOQ shall be sealed and clearly marked with the SOQ number and title, (RN2022-05-09) Re-Purposing of the Historic Solot Plaza Project, on the lower left hand corner of the mailing envelope.  A return address must also appear...
	f. Address.  All SOQ shall be directed to the following address:  Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District, 1703 E. Broadway Blvd., Tucson, Arizona 85719.  Proposals must be received in the District’s office by the SOQ Due Date and Time indicated on...
	g. Amendment/Withdrawal of SOQ.  At any time prior to the specified SOQ Due Date and Time, a Developer (or designated representative) may amend or withdraw its SOQ.  Any erasures, interlineations, or other modifications in the SOQ shall be initialed i...
	1.3 Cost of SOQ Preparation.  The District does not reimburse the cost of developing, presenting or providing any response to this solicitation.  An SOQ submitted for consideration should be prepared simply and economically, providing adequate informa...
	1.4 Inquiries.
	A. Written/Verbal Inquiries.  Any question related to the RFQ shall be directed to the District Representative whose name appears on the cover page of this RFQ.  Questions shall be submitted in writing or via e-mail by the close of business on the Fin...

	1.5 Addenda.  Any addendum issued as a result of any change in this RFQ shall become part of the RFQ and must be acknowledged in the SOQ submittal.  Failure to indicate receipt of the addendum shall result in the SOQ being rejected as non-responsive. ...
	1.6 Public Record.  All SOQ shall become the property of the District and shall become a matter of public record available for review, subsequent to the award notification, in accordance with the District’s Procurement Code.
	1.7 Confidential Information.  If a Developer believes that an SOQ or protest contains information that should be withheld from the public record, a statement advising the District Representative of this fact shall accompany the submission and the inf...
	1.8 Developer Licensing and Registration.  Prior to the award of any agreement, the successful Developer shall (A) be registered with the Arizona Corporation Commission and authorized to do business in Arizona and (B) have a completed Request for Vend...
	1.9 Certification.  By submitting an SOQ, the Developer certifies:
	A. No Collusion.  The submission of the SOQ did not involve collusion or other anti-competitive practices.
	B. No Discrimination.  It shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment in violation of Federal Executive Order 11246.
	C. No Gratuity.  It has not given, offered to give, nor intends to give at any time hereafter, any economic opportunity, future employment, gift, loan, gratuity, special discount, trip favor or service to a District employee, officer or agent in conne...
	D. Financial Stability.  It is financially stable, solvent and has adequate cash reserves to meet all financial obligations including any potential costs resulting from an award of the Agreement.
	E. No Signature/False or Misleading Statement.  The signature on the cover letter of the SOQ and the Developer Information Form is genuine, and the person signing has the authority to bind the Developer.  Failure to sign the cover letter and the Devel...
	F. Development Agreement.  In addition to reviewing and understanding the submittal requirements, it has reviewed the sample Development Agreement attached as Exhibit C, including the Scope of Work attached as Exhibit C-1.

	1.10 Selection Criteria.
	A. Evaluation; Selection.  A Selection Committee composed of representatives from the District will conduct the selection process according to the schedule on the cover page of this RFQ.  The Selection Committee will create a final ranking of the Deve...
	B. Waiver; Rejection; Reissuance.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this RFQ, the District expressly reserves the right to:  (1) waive any immaterial defect or informality in an SOQ, (2) reject any or all SOQ or portions thereof, and (3) cancel ...
	C. Protests.  Any Vendor may protest this RFQ, the proposed award of an Agreement, or the actual award of an Agreement.  All protests will be considered in accordance with the District Procurement Code.

	1.11 Offer.  An SOQ submittal is an offer to contract with the District based upon the terms, conditions and specifications contained in this RFQ and the Vendor’s responsive SOQ, unless and to the extent that any of the terms, conditions, or specifica...
	PART II.   Statement of Qualifications Format; CRITERIA
	2.1 Evaluation Process.  Each submittal will be reviewed for compliance with the submittal requirements and scored by the Selection Committee.  The Selection Committee shall determine if the selection can be made on the basis of the written materials ...
	2.2 Proposal Format and Evaluation.  The SOQ shall be organized and submitted in the format as outlined below.  Failure to conform to the designated format, standards and minimum requirements may result in a determination that the SOQ is non-responsiv...
	PART III.   ORAL INTERVIEWS (if necessary): CRITERIA
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