
City of Phoenix  
General Obligation Bond Committee 

Streets & Storm Drainage Subcommittee 
Summary Minutes 

Friday, August 19, 2022, at 1:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
200 W. Jefferson St. 
Phoenix, Ariz. 

Subcommittee Members Present                    Subcommittee Members Absent 
Mr. David Martin, Chair           Mr. Justin Graham 
Mr. Ryan Boyd            Mr. Manish Gupta 
Mr. Ray Acuna             Mr. Kevin Olson 
Mr. Chet Teaford             
Ms. Carole Coles Henry     
  

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Martin called the Streets & Storm Drainage Subcommittee to order at 1:02 
p.m. with committee members Ray Acuna, Ryan Boyd, Carole Coles Henry and 
Chet Teaford present. Chair Martin welcomed everyone and asked Spanish 
interpreters to introduce themselves. 

2. OPEN MEETING LAW 
Chair Martin read the procedures of the Arizona Open Meeting Law and noted that 
public comment would occur at the end of the meeting with comments limited to two 
minutes per speaker. Chair Martin explained how the public could access the bond 
program process to participate and provide feedback. 
 

3. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 
Chair Martin explained the Mayor and City Council approved moving forward with a 
proposed General Obligation (GO) Bond program of $500 million. GO Bond 
programs help to fund critical infrastructure and rehabilitation needs of City facilities.  
The subcommittees are tasked with identifying, prioritizing, and recommending to 
City Council the most urgent needs the bond will fund. Chair Martin stated it will be 
important for the subcommittee to bear in mind they will not be able to address every 
need through this bond program, but that City leadership plans to conduct a $500 
million bond program every five years. Chair Martin also asked the committee 
members to introduce themselves.  

 
4. APPOINTMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEE VICE CHAIRPERSON 

Committee member Boyd made a motion to nominate Ray Acuna to be the 
subcommittee vice chairperson. Committee member Acuna accepted the 



nomination, Committee member Teaford seconded the motion which passed 
unanimously, 5-0. 

5. CAPITAL NEEDS STUDY AND COMMITTEE DIRECTION 
Chair Martin stated City staff will present the capital needs study. 
 
Mario Paniagua, Deputy City Manager, welcomed everyone in attendance and 
thanked everyone for their time. Mr. Paniagua introduced other presenters, Kini 
Knudson, Street Transportation Director and Eric Froberg, City Engineer. Mr. 
Paniagua gave a presentation on how current Streets Transportation Department 
projects are currently funded and where those funds originate from and presented 
how much bond funding is being requested for prioritized street and storm drainage 
projects. Mr. Paniagua emphasized projects are not being presented in the order of 
importance. 
 
Mr. Knudson delivered a presentation on proposed Equity-Based Transportation 
Mobility improvements and the recently conducted mobility study criteria and results.  
Mr. Knudson highlighted that the requested GO bond funding for this project would 
be a supplement to current funding since there would be a gap between the 
estimated revenue over the next ten years and the estimated costs. 
 
Committee member Boyd asked if this project was eventually approved what 
protection would the voters have from the funding being redirected for a different 
project or program.   
 
Mr. Knudson stated that past funding allocations were discussed by the Citizen’s 
Transportation Commission and funding has not been diverted from approved 
subprograms and any funding approved through the GO Bond process is additional 
funding and would allow for further improvements.  
 
Mr. Knudson provided a presentation on the proposed Pavement Maintenance 
Supplement project which would complement the current street paving schedule and 
allow the department to repair and replace primarily residential streets at a faster 
rate. Mr. Knudson presented information on conducting pavement condition 
assessments, data collection activities and types of pavement treatments.  
 
Committee member Acuna inquired what a resident could do if they felt their street 
should be paved sooner than scheduled. Mr. Knudson recommended residents 
contact the department and request that an assessment be conducted. 
 
Committee member Boyd asked if the proposed supplemental paving activities will 
include other improvements such as bicycle and pedestrian amenities. Mr. Knudson 
responded that the proposed project is focused primarily on residential streets and 
amenities like bike lanes are primarily installed on collector streets of 
neighborhoods.  Mr. Knudson stated that ADA curb and ramp improvements are 



always installed when pavement overlay is occurring. In addition, he provided 
information on the City’s Cool Pavement program.  
 
Committee member Boyd followed up and asked if a bicycle boulevard has been 
considered in this proposal. Mr. Knudson stated they are currently updating the 
bicycle master plan and transportation plan and the city is looking to see where the 
two plans can connect and provide a network of travel. 
 
Committee member Henry asked why the number of proposed neighborhoods for 
paving is listed on the agenda is 45 but the presentation stated 35 and where can 
residents find out when their street is being paved. Mr. Knudson explained that the 
current paving program supports funding for 45 neighborhoods over the next three 
years but if this request is approved it would provide the supplemental funding for an 
additional 35 neighborhoods to be paved over the next five years. Mr. Knudson said 
the department has a Pavement Dashboard, an interactive map on the department’s 
website that residents can access to find out information on street paving. 
 
Mr. Knudson presented information on the proposed Storm Drain Replacement 
Program and stated there is currently no designated funding for this program and 
replacement occurs when a repair is needed. 
 
Committee member Teaford stated that if storm drain replacement is reactive and no 
designated funding exists then perhaps bond funding is not the appropriate funding 
mechanism, maybe after the assessment is completed, the number needing 
replacement amount being requested could be reduced. Mr. Knudson replied that 
yes, the assessment could reduce the number of projects included in this proposal 
and the subcommittee could reduce the number going forward to the executive 
committee, if approved to advance.  
 
Committee member Acuna stated that our City has aged and wanted to clarify that if 
approved, this program appears to be the City’s beginning commitment to 
maintaining its investment of existing systems versus expansion of the existing 
system however, the current program is not priority driven but is addressed by 
problematic approach.  Mr. Knudson replied that was correct. 
 
Committee member Teaford asked how much a priority assessment would cost. Mr. 
Knudson replied he would gather that information and have it available for the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Knudson presented the information on the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation 
project. The current process for the installation of neighborhood traffic calming 
devices is through a resident petition process with the cost shared with residents. 
This project proposes the same resident petition process, but the City would pay all 
costs. 
 



Committee member Boyd wanted some clarification on if the process was resident 
driven, would safety needs and assessments be the determining factor on 
installation. Mr. Knudson stated that the next project being presented addresses 
safety and this proposed project is to continue the current resident request process 
as it involves the neighborhood community supporting the installation.  
 
Committee member Teaford asked how effective neighborhood involvement is for 
these projects, are only a few residents more vocal than others and therefore the 
installation decision may not be the majority.  Mr. Knudson stated that the initial 
petition requires approval from seventy percent of neighborhood residents and one 
hundred percent before installation, but those numbers could change under the 
direction of the committee or City Council, expansion of this program is the objective.   
 
Committee member Boyd asked if projects on busier streets push traffic into a 
neighborhood’s residential streets, shouldn’t installation of traffic calming devices in 
those impacted residential streets be proactive versus request driven. Mr. Knudson 
replied that in the downtown and midtown areas where a majority of development is 
occurring, each project is different, but the City does try to mitigate traffic moving 
through residential neighborhoods.  
 
Mr. Knudson presented the information on the Vision Zero Implementation project, a 
supplement to the Council-approved Road Safety Action Plan and Vision Zero 
resolution, which incorporated the principles of Vision Zero into the approved plan.    
 
Committee member Teaford asked how much of the funding for this project could be 
leveraged. Mr. Knudson replied the recently passed bipartisan infrastructure bill has 
funding available through a safe street grant application program; the City plans on 
applying for thirty million dollars of funding, requiring a match of seven and a half 
million dollars, and other opportunities for funding will be pursued.  
 
Chair Martin asked if there was a timeframe for applying and expending the grant 
funds. Mr. Knudson stated the timeframe for the proposed project and expending of 
grants funds were both five years, but there will also some future local funding 
opportunities available to leverage. 
 
Committee member Acuna commented that both engineering and law enforcement 
provide traffic safety but wanted to clarify that the proposed project focuses on 
funding for engineering activities to increase traffic safety and not enforcement type 
activities. Mr. Knudson replied that the proposed funding request is only for capital 
investments and engineering services to improve traffic safety, as this is for GO 
Bond programs and only capital type improvements will be funded, but other 
allocated funding at the City level can be used for enforcement activities.  
 



Committee member Acuna asked how enforcement connects with engineering. Mr. 
Knudson stated that engineers try to guide or influence behavior when designing 
infrastructure but ultimately behavior cannot be controlled. 
 
Committee member Henry asked if community education and outreach activities are 
built into the Vision Zero proposed project. Mr. Knudson replied that these services 
along with enforcement are provided through local funding in the City budget, not 
through the GO Bond process. 
 
Committee member Teaford stated that the Vision Zero project and the Equity- 
Based Transportation Mobility project appear to be redundant.  Mr. Knudson clarified 
that equity projects are to implement improvements in neighborhoods to help 
residents safely get to public transportation corridors and Vision Zero is a citywide 
safety program focused on all streets and all roadway users with a concentration in 
problematic traffic areas.  
 
Committee member Boyd wanted to emphasize vulnerable road users and the 
importance of designing roadways that provide safety for all types of users. 
Committee member Boyd supports education and enforcement activities, but a focus 
on the engineering and design components of roadway improvements that provide 
safe access for all users, not just drivers, is important. Committee member Boyd 
expressed his concern and asked how the funding could be guaranteed to go to 
those actual improvements but not the already existing traffic signals. Mr. Knudson 
stated that the funding would go to the most critical intersections based on data and 
the department would focus on developing strategies to help reduce fatalities in 
those critical areas first. Committee member Boyd stated he looked forward to 
viewing the full plan once developed.  
 
Chair Martin stated he found the similarity between Vision Zero project and 
Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project and asked if the projects could be combined.  
Mr. Knudson replied that projects are separate in that the Neighborhood Traffic 
Mitigation is focused on residential streets and the safety and mobility improvements 
needed for residents to access transportation corridors and the Vision Zero project 
focuses on fatalities, and most of those instances occur at intersections and major 
collector streets.  
 
Mr. Froberg presented information on the Hohokam Drainage Program and clarified 
that the project is not easily scalable, partially implementation is possible, but the 
improvements would need to occur in a specific order to be effective. Mr. Froberg 
also stated that both drainage projects being presented will provide a ten-year 
protection from flooding and Maricopa County Flood District would provide half the 
funding for implementation of these two projects. Mr. Froberg stated these projects 
were selected based on the drainage study conducted by the Maricopa County 
Flood Control District which recommended constructing a series of storm drain 



extensions to protect residential homes, businesses and roadways from future flood 
damage. 
 
Committee member Teaford asked if the eight proposed areas identified for 
improvements from the Hohokam study are leveraged with funding from the 
Maricopa County Flood Control District and if there was a timeline on receiving the 
funding. Mr. Froberg stated that yes, if these projects are approved the county would 
match the funding and there was no timeline on the available funding. Committee 
member Teaford asked if the provided estimates included inflationary cost 
increases. Mr. Froberg stated that the estimated costs  provided to the committee 
reflect cost increases over the project life of five years.  
 
Committee member Henry asked if any new developments have occurred within 
those eight areas since the study was conducted, if new developments have 
occurred, and if those changes have been considered when developing this 
drainage plan. Mr. Froberg stated that yes, as best as the department could, it 
anticipated future land use and zoning changes when developing the proposed 
drainage projects, but larger pipes could be used if needs change.  
 
Committee member Acuna stated he supports these drainage projects and 
leveraged funding, but if approved, the department will need to educate residents on 
the elements of the drainage plan so they understand the improvements will happen 
over a five-year period not immediately. Mr. Froberg agreed that flooding is one of 
the most devastating events and he supports leveraging more funding in the future 
from the Maricopa County Flood Control District. 
 
Mr. Froberg presented information on the Laveen Flood Mitigation.  
 
Committee member Teaford wanted to clarify that the Laveen Flood Mitigation 
project benefits city council district 8 as well as district 7. 
 
Committee member Boyd asked if there were estimates on the number of residents 
each of these projects will impact.  Mr. Froberg replied they do not have that 
information, the study focused on flood areas, but the department could provide that 
information at the next meeting if the committee requests it for a future agenda item. 
 
Committee member Teaford recommended including the undeveloped land in this 
area since it is being developed for residential houses when looking at the benefits 
of this project. i 
 
Chair Martin wanted to emphasize that not only are people impacted by flooding, but 
all their belongings and property have also been destroyed.  He didn’t want to lose 
sight of that and wanted to know the total cost of the damage. Mr. Froberg replied 
they will work on getting that information for the committee. Chair Martin stated he 



didn’t want staff to track down financial information he just wanted to highlight that 
flooding has layers of impact to residents. 
 
Mr. Paniagua mentioned the quick overview of future capital needs and the details of 
those projects that were provided to the committee members in the meeting packet. 
 
Chair Martin wanted to clarify that three of the proposed projects, the Hohokam and 
Laveen drainage projects and the Vision Zero project all have some leveraged 
funding. Mr. Paniagua stated that was correct, however, for the proposed Equity-
Based Transportation Mobility project, the requested funding is supplemental to 
current funding, but there may be opportunities in the new infrastructure bill for 
matching funds. Mr. Knudson stated that for pavement improvements, HURF and 
T2050 are the current funding sources, and federal funding is not available for these 
activities. Chair Martin voiced his support for securing any leveraged funding 
opportunities. 

 
6. ETHICS AND COMMITTEE GUIDELINES 

Micah Alexander, Assistant City Attorney provided the public and committee 
members meeting ethics guidelines and requirements for all participants. 

 
7. CALL TO THE PUBLIC 

Chair Martin explained how the public comment process works and informed 
attendees there were speakers waiting to provide public comment. City staff 
introduced the first speaker. 
 
Stacia Hurst spoke in support of allocating ongoing funding for flood control 
assistance in neighborhoods and taking a proactive approach. 
 
Nicole Rodriguez spoke in support of the Equity-Based Mobility program and the 
Vision Zero project and asked the subcommittee to support those projects as well. 
She also supports funding for the proposed drainage projects. 
 
Drew Bryck spoke in support of issuing a GO Bond and the proposed Hohokam and 
Laveen drainage projects. 
 
Chad Kordylas spoke in support of funding for public safety. 
 
Robert Graham spoke in support of adding funding for the Greening Lower Grand 
Avenue Plan as part of the bond program. He also supports the complete streets 
concept. 

 
8. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

Chair Martin asked the subcommittee members if there were any members that want 
to bring forward a project for discussion and consideration.  



 
Committee member Boyd suggested providing some information about bioswales 
and stressed there may be opportunities to combine projects and items and that 
more than one improvement can be installed simultaneously to maximize the 
investment. Committee member Boyd submitted a letter to Chair Martin requesting 
cost estimates for the installation of traffic protection devices. The Street 
Transportation Department provided a reply, and that written response is included in 
this minutes as an attachment. Committee member Boyd also stated that metrics, 
the number of bicycle miles and the number of shaded bus stops these programs 
will fund are something the voters will want to know. 
 
Committee member Teaford stressed that Vision Zero and various neighborhood 
mobility projects will require a significant public education and public awareness 
programs. 
 
Committee member Henry also wanted to stress the importance of safety and 
awareness education for the public in the areas highlighted in the presentations and 
perhaps seeing what some of those public education plans consist of. 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Martin adjourned the meeting at 2:50 p.m. 
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To: David Martin  

Chair – GO Bond Streets and Storm  
Drainage Subcommittee  

Date: August 18, 2022 

  
From: Kini L. E. Knudson 

Director 
 
RE: Subcommittee Member (Ryan Boyd) Information Request Dated July 21, 2022 

Regarding Cost Estimates for Traffic Protection Devices 
 
The Street Transportation Department (Streets) was forwarded July 21, 2022, correspondence from 
Ryan Boyd, a member of the GO Bond Streets and Storm Drainage Subcommittee, requesting cost 
estimates for the installation of traffic protection devices.  Streets staff compiled the following 
information in response to this request.   
 

Traffic Control Device Description Estimated Cost 
Installation of flex delineators for protected bike lanes (per mile).  $           16,000  

Installation of concrete dividers for protected bike lanes (per mile).  $           13,500  

Cost for the installation of the two-lane cycle track (per mile).  $        500,000  

Installation of corner islands at intersections to protect bicycle lanes.  $           40,000  

Cost of repainting lane markings and if there is a difference between 
standard lane marking and parking or bike lane markings (per mile).  $           25,000  

Construction of basic concrete medians (per mile).  $        104,025  

Construction of pedestrian safety islands on medians.  $           50,000  

Construction of standard 5 foot sidewalks (per mile).  $        500,000  

Construction of wider 8 foot sidewalks (per mile).  $        720,000  

Planting of trees for 75% shade on a one-mile segment.  $           80,000  

Installation of HAWKs.  $        400,000  

Installation of rapid flashing beacons.  $        200,000  

Installation of new traffic signals.  $        800,000  

Installation of speed cushions.  $           15,000  

 
Copy to:  GO Bond Streets and Storm Drainage Subcommittee Members 


