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

Subcommittee Members Present                    Subcommittee Members Absent 
Mr. Robin Reed, Chair 
Dr. Heather Carter 
Mr. Austin Kennedy 
Ms. Verma Pastor 
Mr. Duke Reiter 
Mr. Todd Sanders 
Mr. Larry Sandigo 
Dr. Jacque Sokolov 
Dr. Jeff Sprout 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Reed called the Economic Development & Education Subcommittee to order 
at 1:06 p.m. with committee members Heather Carter, Austin Kennedy, Verma 
Pastor, Duke Reiter, Todd Sanders, Larry Sandigo, Jacque Sokolov, Jeff Sprout 
present. 

2. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 22, 2022, MEETING MINUTES 
Committee member Sokolov made a motion to approve the minutes of the August 
22, 2022, Economic Development & Education Subcommittee meeting. Vice Chair 
Carter seconded the motion which passed unanimously, 9-0. 

 
3. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

Chair Reed briefed on the overview of GO Bond meeting and goals and noted that 
the subcommittee had a limited time to reach their recommendations before 
submitting them to the Executive Committee.  
 
Chair Reed announced the Executive Committee would hold a public hearing on 
September 14 at 6 p.m. 
 
Chair Reed turned the meeting over to Deputy City Manager Ginger Spencer.  

 
4. CAPITAL NEEDS & PRIORITIZATION & EVALUATION PROCESS 



 

Ms. Spencer introduced presenter Community and Economic Director Chris Mackay, 
Assistant City Attorney Tom Stack and Deputy Budget & Research Director Chris 
Fazio. 
 
CED Director Chris Mackay presented on the five areas of the submission 
requirements for GO Bond prioritized projects: 

 Must not already be covered under the scope of an existing project or 
program 

 Discuss if partial funding would be beneficial, and if so, describe how the 
other funds would be raised 

 Must have complete scope and document the source of estimated costs, 
including operating costs if City impact 

 Must demonstrate an urgent need 
 Must demonstrate the ability to expend approved funding within a 5-year 

period 
 

Ms. Mackay presented the proposed future needs project of $15 million from Arizona 
State University for the ASU Health Technology Center. This would combine the original 
future capital needs proposal of an Advanced Nursing Facility and Microelectronics 
Health & Service & Technology Center into one proposed request.  
 
Ms. Mackay explained that in the 2006 Bond Program the citizens voted and approved 
$223 million to advance the cities partnership with ASU. That partnership led to the 
Cronkite School of Journalism, the College of Nursing and Health Innovation, 
modernization of the original post office in the Student Union, revisioning of Civic Space 
Park and the Taylor Mall Streetscape. 
 
Ms. Mackay noted that the city also finds other creative ways to partner with our 
universities outside the bond program. This included an investment from Economic 
Development, Downtown Reinvestment Fund, and an Intergovernmental Agreement.  
 
Ms. Mackay explained that if this proposed program moved forward for ASU the scope 
of work would be an entirely new set of programs centered around Public Health 
Technology, including advanced training and degreed programs and the retention of an 
existing workforce. It would also help to advance discoveries in Microelectronic based 
solutions for the improvement of human health and application of discoveries in our 
health care ecosystem.  
 
Ms. Mackay explained that the city investment that is being proposed would help with 
the public infrastructure and with public building improvements for a total development 
of $75 million to $130 million. With the $15 million Bond request ASU would leverage 
other funds; to include state, federal, university and philanthropic funds. 
 
 



 

Ms. Mackay presented that this proposed $15 million bond program for ASU would 
provide an opportunity for the City and ASU to continue their partnership and focus on 
the Semiconductor, Bioscience and Health Care Sectors and would help advance the 
pipeline in these advanced technology sectors and create the workforce that is in high 
demand.  
 
Ms. Mackay explained that partial funding would be beneficial to the project and ASU is 
seeking other funding sources to cover the remainder of the project. The project would 
be able to be completed within a five-year period if the other funding sources are 
secured and the project would require minimal city staff services other than the 
management of the initial start of the program and would not impact the ongoing city 
budget.  
 
Ms. Mackay concluded that when looking at the updated summary for consideration the 
Rio Reimagined land acquisition prioritized proposed bond project for $23.5 million over 
the five-year period is still staff’s recommendation and the project under the future 
capital needs projects would be the ASU Arizona Health Technology Center which has 
been updated to $15 million in one year and combined the Advanced Nursing Facility 
and the Microelectronics, Health and Sciences Technology Center that were presented 
on at the meeting on August 22.  
 
Member Sokolov asked for further explanation and in greater detail some of the things 
that are envisioned when talking about the Health Technology Center update and 
advanced nursing facility and wondered if it was an essential need because more 
nurses are needed. Member Sokolov also asked if a correct characterization of this 
proposed project meets a very significant need that we have in our community, both in 
emergency response and staffing and that every health care institution needs nurses 
and nurse practitioners.  
 
Ms. Mackay confirmed that characterization and added that Arizona, specifically 
Phoenix, has been successful over the last few years attracting major microchip 
manufactures and will continue to move forward in human health. The chip 
manufacturers will play a significant role in advancing human health and advancing 
human health outcomes.  
 
Member Sokolov stated the microelectronic aspect really does synergize with the 
advanced nursing piece in the sense that immersive technology and the initiative at 
ASU gives health care professionals to ability to simulate real life situations in a meta 
universe. Member Sokolov also state that after speaking with ASU staff in attendance 
they communicated that in this vision they anticipate using immersive technology as 
part of the microchip technology as well as the objectives of looking at the outcomes in 
relation to the care of our population. 
 



 

Ms. Mackay agreed with this statement and noted that these advanced microchip 
technologies that are being used in mannequin simulators can simulate surgery, 
childbirth, CPR training, and help train nurses.   
 
Member Sandigo asked if there was a pot of money set aside for each subcommittee in 
the sense that if a future capital needs project is bumped up to the prioritized project list 
is that in addition to the Rio Reimagined dollar amount or is the math reconfigured and 
some from the Rio Reimagined project is taken away and reallocated for a project that 
is brought up from the future needs list to the prioritized list.  
 
Ms. Mackay deferred Member Sandigo’s question to Mr. Fazio.  
 
Mr. Fazio explained the subcommittee doesn’t have a target dollar amount. The 
subcommittees will identify, by rank, the capital need priorities to the executive 
committee and the executive committee have a $500 million number to work with. Going 
into this process the results of the Capital Needs Study, the total for all prioritized capital 
projects is $647 million. Overall, this will have to be a cutting exercise, at the 
subcommittee’s discretion.   
 
Member Sanders asked what the estimate would be on those dollars leveraged for the 
ASU project and what sources are being looked at to bring down the dollar amount.  
 
Ms. Mackay asked ASU staff to speak directly to the additional funding sources they 
have identified.  
 
Dr. Sally Morton from Arizona State University’s Knowledge Enterprise stated they will 
be gathering funds from many sources to include the university, state philanthropic 
sources as well as federal sources. Dr. Morton noted that there are many opportunities 
on the federal front and that they are confident they will be able to raise the remaining 
funding.  
 
Member Sanders asked how much ASU would be able to leverage in funding with the 
$15 million dollar investment.  
 
Dr. Morton stated that they are anticipating that the building would take somewhere 
between $75 million and $130 million to build, somewhere between an 85 and 100 
percent return on capital investment (ROCI). 
 
Vice Chair Carter asked for additional information on location of the project, and on the 
state funding. Vice Chair Carter asked If the state funding was within an existing 
approved state funding source or would there be a required new ask of the state 
legislature to do capital investments. 
 



 

Ms. Mackay stated that the location has not been identified but that their request is 
listed as city wide, meaning they have not identified an exact location yet, but identifying 
a location will be the next step as they move forward.  
 
Ms. Mackay asked Dr. Morton to answer the question related to the state funding 
source.  
 
Dr. Morton responded that it would fall under the former law and that they are also part 
of the new economy initiative, which has just started their second year. Dr. Morton 
stated they do not anticipate an additional ask to the state for this project.  
 
Vice Chair Carter asked when they are looking for space for this project in the City of 
Phoenix if there is space available at the Bioscience Campus or are they at capacity? Is 
there room and should something new be built when we’re still trying to build out 
capacity on existing projects?   
 
Ms. Mackay responded that the Bioscience core in downtown Phoenix is a total of 30 
acres and the city does have an Intergovernmental Agreement with the University of 
Arizona (UofA) on the South side of Fillmore and ASU on the North side of Fillmore. 
Wexford Science and Technology has completed a building on the Bioscience Campus, 
and they are approximately 75 percent occupied with ample room to grow. The Phoenix 
Biomedical Campus (PBC) is planned to be 6.9 million square feet and is only about 
half built out. There are parking lots that exist on site and other things that allow us to 
continue to grow the PBC in an urban environment. There is room to build on the initial 
twenty-five acres near Mayo where ASU built their Health Solutions Center and there is 
an area on the ASU West campus where there is also room to build.  
 
Vice Chair Carter asked that if this project was ever bumped up from the future capital 
needs projects list to the prioritized project list would the build be done in that five years 
or would it extend beyond the five years of the bond.  
 
Ms. Mackay responded that it is up to the committee to decide to move this project to 
the prioritized list and move it forward to the executive committee. The subcommittee 
would be responsible for ranking the projects in order, then those ranked projects go to 
the executive committee. The executive committee ranks all the subcommittee groups 
together and would move their project rankings to city council. Council will then decide 
which projects move forward to the citizens to vote on in November of 2023. 
 
Vice Chair Carter asked how this could be a collaborative project with other universities 
specifically in the health sciences and working together. 
 
Ms. Mackay asked staff from ASU to answer Vice Chair Carter’s question. 
 



 

Dr. Morton answered she sees ample opportunity for collaboration with both the UofA 
and Northern Arizona University as they often do projects with both UofA and NAU. 
What is envisioned is at the forefront of health sciences and that they don’t stand alone, 
each university has its own strengths.  
 
Vice Chair Carter asked if there were other projects brought forth by other universities. 
 
Ms. Mackay responded that ASU was the only university that submitted a formal 
request prior to the issuance of the information from out bond committee. UofA is 
moving forward with some concepts around their Center for Advanced Molecular 
Immunotherapies (CAMI) program and seem to be working on their own with other 
funding sourced and chose not to submit a formal request.  
 
Vice Chair Carter asked when adding up the $500 million for the bond and looking at all 
the other subcommittees do the other subcommittees prioritized projects equal $500 
million and if this subcommittee changes something, even though it is up to the 
executive committee, they are technically working at a zero sum because everything 
already equals $500 million. 
 
Ms. Mackay responded our starting point right now is above $500 million and all 
subcommittees are looking at things differently.  
 
Member Sokolov stated an observation in relationship to the follow-up related to the 
funding, one of the things that often happens is some programs are a bit more 
innovative and near term and are often synergized by private sector and in other 
governmental programs. When looking at a $135 million project there is a potential for 
another $25 million of new market tax credits that could potentially be applied to these 
types of projects in underserved areas.  
 
Chair Reed asked if the amounts for the prioritized project as well as the future needs 
projects amounts are inclusive of the operational or holding costs associated with these 
projects. 
 
Ms. Mackay responded there are not really any holding costs associated with these 
projects. We have funding that exists in CED’s budget to able to maintain the land sites 
that are owned by CED. CED would have the funding source available to maintain the 
land while a request for a proposal to bring future development. There is also a funding 
source in CED’s operating budget.  
 
Ms., Mackay stated that The UofA’s proposal in the center for Advancement Molecular 
Immunology is looking at other revenue sources and they may be sending the 
subcommittee letter with that request, but the city is working with them on other funding 
sources.  
 



 

 
Member Sprout asked for clarification on if there are other projects that have been 
submitted for partial funding like ASU’s project or are most project submission for full 
funding. 
 
Ms. Mackay responded that they would move forward with any project that received any 
funding and projects are considered complete when obligating the money that has been 
committed. The money would be uses for leverage on land acquisition to put the city at 
the table.  
 
Member Reiter asked about what the definition of a completed project for something like 
the proposed ASU project would be.  
 
Ms. Mackay responded that she sees a project complete when funding has been 
allocated, out through contracts, and it is moving forward in the project.  
 
Member Sanders asked if Mr. Fazio agreed with the definition of Ms. Mackay’s definition 
of a project being complete.  
 
Mr. Fazio explained that it’s important to expend the funding within a reasonable time 
having sold the bonds. From that perspective it wouldn’t be concerning to be obligating 
in year five and expending in year six. It would be more concerning to be obligating or 
having a conceptual partnership in year five for something that may not be moving dirt 
until year ten. Agrees with the definition with the caveat that the actual delivery would 
have to be shortly after.  
 
Chair Reed opened the floor to public comments. 
 
5. CALL TO THE PUBLIC 
Mr. Chris Camacho spoke in support of the $15 million ASU proposed bond package.  
 
Mr. Nikhil Dave spoke in support of prioritizing the $15 million ASU project. 
 
Ms. Cyndy Gaughan spoke in support of prioritizing the $15 million ASU project.  
 
Ms. Amy Woof spoke in support of prioritizing the $15 million ASU project.  
 
Mr. Chris Anderson spoke in support of prioritizing the $15 million ASU project.  
 
Dr. Sally Morton spoke in support of prioritizing the $15 million ASU project stating 
within ten years the project would include close to 5,000 high paid/wage jobs, a labor 
income of $306 million and an economic output of $864 million. They anticipate over 
$90 million in new state taxes, $18.5 million in new county taxes, and $19.2 million in 
new city taxes during the first ten years.   



 

 
Mr. David Krietor spoke in support of prioritizing the $15 million ASU project for three 
main reasons: 

 Aligning educational initiatives with strong economic development demand 
 Leverage, the ASU project will leverage at least five times the investment from 

outside sources 
 No ongoing operating expenses or the City of Phoenix 

 
Chair Reed opened the meeting for comments and discussion among subcommittee 
members. 
 
Member Sanders asked Mr. Fazio for clarification on the $500 million for all projects 
including the future projects.  
 
Mr. Fazio explained that all the projects identified under the Capital Needs Study totaled 
$1.2 billion and of that $647 million was identified by staff to be prioritized and was the 
starting point for subcommittee discussions. Subcommittees may want to add projects 
like the ASU project being discussed today and the starting point is at the 
subcommittee’s discretion.  
 
Member Sanders asked that if the committee decided to recommend moving the ASU 
project forward it would then go the executive committee and they would decide if it 
moved forward to the council.  
 
Mr. Fazio explained that a critical piece of the subcommittees work is identifying the 
relative priorities of the needs so when the executive committee is drawing the line by 
subcommittee, that the recommendations of this subcommittee convey how this 
subcommittee believes.  
 
Member Sokolov asked if city staff had an idea if some of the proposed bon 
recommendations have additional funding sources or additional funding opportunities. 
 
Mr. Fazio explained that some of the City of Phoenix dollars being proposed under this 
bond program result in matching funds from other entities, for example, county or state 
partners. In the case of the $23 million for the Rio Reimagined project the city can 
strategically deliver a much larger return that $23 million. 
 
Member Sokolov asked if the city has calculated return on investments (ROIS) at least 
in categories. 
 
Mr. Fazio stated that the city has not anticipated calculating ROI on the approved bond 
program.  
 



 

Ms. Mackay explained when looking at the $23 million for Rio Reimagined would be 
leveraged to $80 to $100 million in construction before the ROCI over a period of time 
by the jobs that would be created.  
 
Member Sokolov stated when looking at the ASU proposal or another similar proposal 
you could argue that Biotech return is going to be even higher.  
 
Member Reiter clarified to Chair Reed what the process for this subcommittee would be 
to decide, if we agreed, to move one or both projects forward to the executive 
committee as prioritized projects knowing that we are going into this process with a cap 
of $500 million, but with over $600 million in proposed projects. Then there would need 
to be cutting at the executive level.  
 
Chair Reed agreed. 
 
Ms. Spencer explained that the subcommittees have four projects that total $46 million, 
with one of them being the priority project. The committee will be asked to decide if they 
believe these projects warrant moving to the executive committee. The subcommittee 
will have also decide if they agree with the dollar amounts that staff are requesting.  
 
Ms. Spencer turned the meeting over to Mr. Fazio to further explain how the 
subcommittee will move forward.  
 
Mr. Fazio explained we are at the halfway point of the subcommittee meetings and 
executive committee’s direction is the subcommittees will need to identify the highest 
priority items for this bond program that can not be deferred, which breaks down into 
four decision point: 

 Identify the projects that will be evaluated 
 The committee will need to rank the selected projects 
 Determine the funding amount for each project 
 Identify the projects that will not move forward to the executive committee 

 
Mr. Fazio explained there is no method for how the subcommittee would come to its 
recommendations, but staff has facilitated a ranking option that could be used by the 
subcommittee. It is in survey form and would be sent to committee members individually 
for each committee member to evaluate and rank the projects that the individual 
committee member believes merits more or less funding than what was identified in the 
capital needs study. Staff would come back to the subcommittee with the results of the 
survey as a starting point for the subcommittees discussion. Staff would need the list of 
projects that are due to be evaluated identified no later than the end of the next 
subcommittee meeting. Staff would present the data and aggregate for sake of 
efficiency. The results of the individual committee members ranking would be public 
record.  
 



 

Vice Chair Carter asked absent of using the survey the other option is just a general 
discussion at the dais moving forward. 
 
Mr. Fazio responded that there is no requirement to use the survey tool.  
 
Member Sokolov asked if the survey tool could be used as an advisory tool. 
 
Mr. Fazio responded that it would not be a binding survey it would be viewed as a poll of 
committee members and where they stand going into the deliberations process.  
 
Ms. Spencer added that if the ranking tool is used you would only be ranking the 
projects that the subcommittee recommends moving forward. If the committee doesn’t 
recommend a project to move forward, there is no guarantee the project could be 
brought in the future for the committee to rank.  
 
Chair Reed confirmed if the survey ranking would be an optional process for the 
subcommittee.  
 
Vice Chair Carter asked what other subcommittees are doing and have any of them 
made this decision yet. 
 
Mr. Fazio stated that all subcommittees are in a different place in the process and have 
at least two subcommittees that have facilitated the ranking system. We have not had 
any subcommittees make a deliberate decision to do an open forum of ranking of 
projects.  
 
Member Sokolov asked if they want to move the ASU project to the prioritized list so 
that it could be included in the survey tool.  
 
Mr. Fazio responded if the committee wants to use the survey tool, the decision that 
staff would need to know from the committee what projects you want to evaluate. So 
that could be the prioritized needs plus all future capital needs or something in between. 
 
Vice Chair Carter stated that before the committee starts talking about priority that we 
need to redefine what the ASU ask is.  
 
Ms. Spencer responded that the two original ASU future needs items have been 
combined into the one submittal from ASU. 
 
Vice Chair Carter asked before it goes to the tool the committee should figure out what 
is moving forward.  
 
Member Sanders asked that if we chose the two of the four projects to go to the tool, 
the two what weren’t moved to the tool would fall off the table. 
 



 

Mr. Fazio responded that would be correct unless during the subcommittees third or 
fourth meeting the subcommittee revisited its decision and elected to put one of the 
project back in.  
 
Vice Chair Carter asked that the first order of business would be to make a formal 
motion to revise the ASU ask. Then then after that they would need to decide by end of 
next meeting on whether to use the ranking tool. 
 
Mr. Fazio responded that the ranking tool can be decided by the end of the next 
meeting. 
 
Vice Chair Carter stated in discussion that she was comfortable changing the ASU 
request to the requested $15 million in one year, combining the two original future 
needs requests and recommended not discussing the ranking tool until the next 
subcommittee meeting. 
 
Member Sprout clarified that the two proposals for the Advanced Nursing Facility and 
Micro Electronics Health Center would turn into the one ASU projected that is being 
voted on.  
 
Ms. Mackay responded that the new ASU project would combine the two projects into 
one project so that neither project gets left out.  
 
Member Sprout asked when the subcommittee received the initial presentation was it 
already expected that ASU would be taking the two projects and making it one.  
 
Ms. Mackay responded that it was originally two separate projects and due to the 
timeline to get the information for the original projects submitted it was presented into 
two project and was already on the agenda as two projects. By the time the 
subcommittee had met for your first meeting ASU had rethought the original projects 
and combined them into the one they presented today.  
 
Vice Chair Carter asked if city staff could bring back detailed information on how the 
dollar amounts were selected for each proposed project so there can be a more robust 
discussion at the next meeting before the ranking is discussed.  
 
Ms. Spencer responded that staff would bring back more detailed information on the 
third meeting. 
 
Member Sandigo stated that he sees overwhelming support for public safety, 
specifically firefighters from the community and asked if there was a way for their 
subcommittee to endorse Public Safety.   
 
Ms. Spencer responded that when the subcommittee makes its final recommendations 
and if it is the desire of the committee to say they also support the Public Safety 



 

subcommittee recommendations, noting the tie in with Economic Development the 
committee can add that to their recommendation. 
 
Mr. Stack stated that the Economic Development could also attend Public Safety 
subcommittee meetings and voice your support.  
 
Member Sokolov asked if the Public Safety subcommittee discussed educational 
requirements necessary to increase the workforce for the firefighters and emergency 
medical technicians that are necessary for public safety.  
 
Ms. Spencer responded that the Public Safety subcommittee is considering requests 
that are capital infrastructure requests for police and fire. 
 
Member Sokolov asked that the capital money that goes into the items mentioned and 
there would also be money that goes into additional training and personnel would be the 
Public Safety subcommittees responsibility. 
 
Ms. Spencer responded that it would fall under the Public Safety subcommittees 
responsibility for public safety related bond items.  
 
Member Pastor had the same questions related to Public Safety and if the Public Safety 
subcommittee would come up with solutions for their own proposed bond programs. 
 
Ms. Spencer responded yes, that is correct. 
 
Vice Chair Carter made a motion to revise the two ASU projects totaling $10 plus million 
into the current request for the ASU Health Technology Center to the total of $15 million 
as presented today. Committee member Sanders seconded the motion, Committee 
member Sandigo abstained. Motion passed, 8-0. 
 
Chair Reed confirmed the next meeting date as September 22.  
 
6. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Reed adjourned the meeting at 2:37 p.m. 

 
 


