
City of Phoenix  
General Obligation Bond Committee 

Streets & Storm Drainage Subcommittee 
Summary Minutes 

Friday, September 23, 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. Martin Shultz 
Mr. Ray Acuna, Vice Chair 
Mr. Ryan Boyd                          
Ms. Carole Coles Henry 
Mr. Justin Graham 
Mr. Manish Gupta 
Mr. Kevin Olson (Virtually)    
Mr. Chet Teaford  

 
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, Justin 
Graham, Manish Gupta, Kevin Olson 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. MEETING OF MINUTES  
Committee member Teaford made a motion to approve the minutes of September 9, 
2022, Streets and Storm Drainage Subcommittee meeting. Committee member 
Henry seconded the motion which passed unanimously 8-0.  
 

4. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 
Chair Martin explained that the subcommittee now has a critical task of making 
recommended funding reductions to the list of prioritized programs presented to the 
subcommittee by staff. Chair Martin stated there was additional information staff will 
share that may assist the subcommittee with making a recommendation. Chair 
Martin stated that every subcommittee member’s opinion will be respected as they 
work through the task at hand. Chair Martin stated every member of the 
subcommittee has a right to dissent and request further discussions, that is the 



democratic process of the subcommittee. Chair Martin stated the results of the 
survey will be presented by staff but asked subcommittee members not to begin 
deliberating until after the public comment period.                                      

 
5. COMMITTEE DIRECTION AND DISCUSSION 

Mario Paniagua, Deputy City Manager presented the meeting agenda that consists 
of reviewing the charge of the subcommittee, the proposed bond projects, project 
ranking and results, a deliberation and question period and discussion on the 
subcommittee’s next steps. Mr. Paniagua stated that the subcommittee members 
were charged with reducing the proposed projects' total for Street and Strom 
Drainage Subcommittee from $160.6 million to $124.1 million to help reach the $500 
million goal of the overall GO bond programs. Mr. Paniagua then introduced Kini 
Knudson, Street Transportation Director, and Eric Froberg, City Engineer who 
summarized the proposed street and storm drainage programs, the scalability of 
those programs and updated the subcommittee that the Maricopa County Flood 
Control District (MCFCD) has agreed to fund both drainage projects at sixty-five 
percent versus the traditionally local match of 50/50, savings a little over $11 million. 
Committee member Teaford clarified that Phoenix residents contribute $25.5 million 
annually to the MCFCD, Mr. Froberg stated that was correct. Committee member 
Teaford stated that over the life of this five-year bond project the residents of 
Phoenix will have contributed close to $130 million to the MCFCD which would more 
than pay for the two proposed drainage projects and wanted to know if other 
drainage projects in Phoenix are funded through the MCFCD. Mr. Froberg stated 
that Phoenix does have other drainage and flood control projects they work on in 
cooperation with the MCFCD. Mr. Froberg stated that the MCFCD’s charge is very 
regional so there are years Phoenix residents contribute more funding than we 
immediately receive back from the MCFCD, but Phoenix works with other 
jurisdictions on projects that are upstream of our City which benefits Phoenix but 
does not necessarily cost the City money. Mr. Paniagua stated that there are also 
annual operating and maintenance costs that are paid for through the contributions 
from Phoenix residents. Committee member Mr. Teaford stated that with the 
contribution level of Phoenix residents, it was reasonable for the MCFCD to provide 
a higher match for the proposed drainage projects. Committee member Boyd asked 
if the new amount needed for bond funding was roughly $19 million for the Hohokam 
project and $8 million for the Laveen project. Mr. Froberg stated yes those were very 
close to the new amounts. Committee member Acuna clarified that in the past the 
City of Phoenix relied on a 50/50 cost share with the MCFCD, and it was 
commendable that staff negotiated a 65/35 cost share arrangement. Committee 
member Olson stated this was good news on the flood projects. 

Mr. Paniagua introduced Adam Miller, Special Projects Administrator, who presented 
the results of the ranking exercise survey the subcommittee members completed. 
Mr. Miller clarified that the results are not binding and serves only to facilitate 
discussion. Mr. Miller stated the survey tool allowed subcommittee members to rank 
projects, increase, or decrease project funding, or determine if a proposed project 



should not move forward in the recommendation to the executive bond committee. 
Mr. Miller stated that when calculating the results, the median value determined the 
rank, and the average value was used for and tiebreakers. Mr. Miller recommended 
the subcommittee went to public comment before discussing the survey results. Mr. 
Paniagua provided approaches subcommittee members could take to develop the 
final project ranking and addressed a question raised by committee member Boyd 
regarding how identified bond funding for specific projects can be directed to be 
maintained, therefore not changed in any way once approved by the voters of 
Phoenix. Mr. Paniagua introduced Chris Fazio, Deputy Budget and Research 
Director to respond to this question. Mr. Fazio stated that the scope of bond 
authorizations is dependent on the language in the voter-approved bond proposition. 
Staff and Council cannot transfer authorization between bond propositions but the 
City Council, through the budgeting process can transfer funds within a bond 
proposition. Mr. Fazio stated that bond proposition language is drafted by the 
Finance Department in consultation with legal counsel and the subcommittee could 
conceivably recommend crafting a bond proposition in a way that ensures certain 
project funding amounts are set by voters and Mr. Fazio stated in that event the 
subcommittee does include language for the proposition in the final recommendation 
sent to the executive committee, it does not guarantee that executive committee will 
include it in the final recommendation to the Phoenix City Council and be 
incorporated into the actual ballot proposition. Mr. Fazio stated that in general, 
project specific authorization is discouraged as a practice, as it limits the ability to 
react to market changes.  

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 comments. City staff 
introduced the first speaker. 
 
Jocelynn Pearson was on the line virtually but was experiencing microphone 
difficulties, she was instructed to stay on the line and staff would come back to her 
for comment. 
 
Nicole Rodriguez spoke on the line in support of the Equity-Based Transportation 
Mobility project and the Vision Zero project.  
 
Staff returned to virtual participant Jocelynn Pearson for comment, but due to 
microphone difficulties she was unable to speak. 
 
Chair Martin stated the subcommittee discussions will resume and if Jocelynn is able 
to join, they can come back and hear her comments. 



8. COMMITTEE DIRECTION 
Chair Martin stated the subcommittee has the job of reviewing proposed projects 
and reducing their recommendation by $37 million and with the new information on 
the cost share percentage with the MCFCD, the amount is even less. Committee 
member Gupta suggested that since they have the subcommittee ranking of the 
projects, one through seven, and public safety seems to be a priority, he 
recommended not moving forward the lowest ranked project, Neighborhood Traffic 
Mitigation, and the difference should be applied to the lower ranked projects.  
 
Chair Martin clarified that the slide on display was a summary of the results from the 
survey completed by subcommittee members. Mr. Fazio stated that was correct and 
explained the column descriptions. Chair Martin asked if the amounts presented 
include the reduced drainage project costs that resulting from the increased cost 
sharing by the MCFCD. Mr. Fazio stated that it did not include those changes. Chair 
Martin asked if a motion would be needed to adjust the costs for the new cost share 
percentages. Mr. Fazio replied that a motion is recommended to adjust the projected 
costs of the Laveen Flood Mitigation project and the Hohokam Drainage project 
based on the revised 65/35 cost sharing proposal. Committee member Graham 
moved to adjust the projected costs; committee member Acuna seconded the 
motion which passed unanimously 8-0. 
 
Committee member Acuna spoke in support of the Vision Zero project and made a 
motion to move most of the proposed funding from the lowest ranked project, 
Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation, to the Vision Zero project committee member Gupta 
seconded the motion. Committee member Graham stated he would be in favor of 
moving most of the proposed funding from the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation 
project to the Vision Zero project and then sweep a percentage of those funds off the 
table to keep moving the subcommittee toward the goal. Chair Martin asked 
committee member Acuna if he had a specific amount in mind to move to Vision 
Zero and would he be up for then cutting the remaining amount. Committee member 
Acuna agreed and asked to open it up for subcommittee discussion. Chair Martin 
clarified moving $9 million to vision Zero and cutting the remaining $3.03 million. 
Chair Martin asked if the previous motion needed to be withdrawn or could it be 
amended. Mr. Alexander stated they would need to amend the motion. Committee 
member Acuna amended his motion and recommended transferring $9 million from 
the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project to the Vision Zero project and cutting the 
remaining $3.03 million. Committee member Gupta seconded the motion. Mr. Acuna 
thanked Mr. Knudson for all the hard work. Committee member Boyd stated that he 
supported the motion. Committee member Teaford stated he would like further 
discussion on the motion as there are more reductions the subcommittee needs to 
make. Committee member Henry also agreed that additional discussion on the 
motion was needed and stated the mission of the subcommittee is to determine 
which projects cannot reasonably be deferred is a priority and agrees that the 
subcommittee needs to come up with the overall reductions that are needed to 
comply with the suggestion of minimizing, there are overall 160 by a certain 



percentage, and then coming back with the other discussion about adding in funds 
for funding other projects. Committee member Boyd stated the $12 million cut from 
the flood control projects goes beyond the 22.7 percent in both of those, if the 
subcommittee were to take 22.7 percent across the projects it would require a 
reduction of $5 million to the Vision Zero project so eliminating the last project is 
more than enough to cover the $5 million, he supports eliminating the last project. 
Committee member Boyd wanted clarification if the storm drainage had a possible 
reduction to $14.4 million depending on an assessment and if that was a reduction 
the committee would be making, and the City would not be doing as much or is the 
notification from the MCFCD sufficient to rely on actual savings. Mr. Knudson replied 
that the cost sharing percentage change information was provided so the 
subcommittee could make a motion to reduce the proposed request of $28.8 million 
to $14.4 million for the drainage projects. Chair Martin stated he would like to center 
the conversation around the current motion. Committee member Teaford wanted to 
clarify that the $14.4 million covers a two-step program for the storm drainage 
repairs, an assessment and then the identified repairs, does the $14.4 million cover 
just the assessment or both. Mr. Knudson stated that when the proposal was 
originally developed it included both an assessment and construction going from 
years one through five, when looked at closer, because the citywide assessment is 
needed to get a better understanding, it will also put the City in a better position to 
look at this through multiple bond program cycles going forward. Mr. Knudson stated 
that the assessments would occur in the first two years of the five-year program, and 
the repairs or replacing of the storm drainage would be in years three through five, 
so the $14.4 million would cover both.  
 
Chair Martin clarified there was a motion on the floor to transfer $9 million from the 
Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project to the Vision Zero project and cutting the 
remaining $3.03 million. Committee member Teaford stated he was against the 
motion and agreed with committee member Henry that the subcommittee needs to 
make the reductions first then come back and reallocate funding. Committee 
member Olson stated he agreed that the funding reductions need to be made first 
then the subcommittee can look at moving the funds between programs. Committee 
member Graham stated that he was in support of the motion and a vote. Chair 
Martin called for the vote which ended tied at 4-4 and therefore, the motion failed.  
 
Chair Martin stated the issue is obviously important to the subcommittee and more 
discussion is needed. Committee member Olson made a motion to eliminate funding 
for the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project, and committee member Teaford 
seconded the motion. Committee Boyd agreed with the motion to eliminate the 
project but wanted clarification if the $12 million was flexible to apply to other 
projects. Committee member Henry is against eliminating the project and stated it 
has value and wanted to hear from staff if there was an adjustment of dollars that 
could be done to keep the project meaningful. Mr. Paniagua clarified the 
subcommittee can view and request calculated changes to the summary results of 
the survey without having to make any motions, and staff can perform any 



calculation the subcommittee requests for illustration to help facilitate discussions. 
Committee member Gupta stated that instead of making a percent reduction to each 
project, perhaps a 50 percent reduction to the lower priority projects and moving 
funding to top priority projects could be discussed. Committee member Olson 
withdrew the motion to eliminate funding for the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation 
project. Chair Martin asked if there was a motion to reduce the Storm Drain 
Replacement project proposal of $28.8 million to the $14.4 million. Committee 
member Graham made a motion to reduce the Storm Drain Replacement program 
from $28.28 million to $14.4 million, committee member Acuna seconded the motion 
which passed unanimously 8-0. Committee member Olson asked staff to clarify the 
total dollar amount the subcommittee needs to achieve. Chair Martin stated that a 
$36.5 million reduction needed to be accomplished. Mr. Paniagua stated that the 
new target total was $124.1 million, and as of right now considering all approved 
motions the cumulative total is currently at $134.66 million. Committee member 
Boyd stated his calculation of total reductions was $26.5 million, Mr. Paniagua stated 
that was correct. Chair Martin stated the subcommittee has another $12 million to 
reduce, Mr. Paniagua stated that to reach the goal the subcommittee would need to 
reduce another $10.5 to $10.6 million. Chair Martin clarified that if the lowest ranking 
project was eliminated that would get them to the target amount, without negatively 
impacting the remaining projects. Committee member Gupta stated that perhaps the 
Pavement Maintenance Supplement program could be reduced. Committee member 
Teaford supports the Pavement Maintenance program and does not want that 
project reduced. Chair Martin asked if there were any subcommittee members that 
felt strongly about the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project. Committee member 
Graham stated he agrees the program may need to be cut but he doesn’t want to 
lose focus on the importance of it, but funding for Vision Zero is a priority. Committee 
member Teaford stated the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project, and the Storm 
Drain Replacement project reductions would get the subcommittee to the goal 
amount and with the savings generated from the increased cost sharing percentage 
with the MCFCD would free up as much as $15 million to divert to other projects. 
Committee member Olson stated that if they eliminate the Storm Drain Replacement 
project, they are walking away from a 65/35 cost share, and the Neighborhood 
Traffic Mitigation project, which was the subcommittee’s lowest ranked priority, 
should be eliminated, then see if they need to move funding around for the top 
ranked projects Vision Zero, Equity Based Transportation Mobility and Pavement 
Maintenance.  Chair Martin asked if the subcommittee could achieve the target goal 
if the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project was eliminated and taking the net 
amount, roughly $1.5 million and moving it to the Vision Zero project. Mr. Miller 
stated they would update the table to display the totals. Committee member Graham 
stated that would be a good starting point for discussions. Committee member Boyd 
stated if the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project was cut that would leave $2 
million in excess to move, beyond the cap of $36 million. Mr. Paniagua stated the 
excess would be $1.47 million. Committee member Gupta stated that everyone 
seems to be agreeable to eliminating the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project. Mr. 
Fazio stated that eliminating the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project and moving 



the balance to the Vision Zero project bring the total to $124.1 million. Committee 
member Gupta wanted to clarify how much of the $12 million was being moved to 
the Vision Zero Project. Chair Martin clarified that the discussion is to eliminate the 
Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project and put residual funding to the Vision Zero 
project.  Committee member Gupta agreed. Committee member Graham had a 
motion to eliminate the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation project and put residual 
funding to the Vision Zero project. Committee member Gupta and Olson seconded 
the motion which passed unanimously 8-0.  
 
Chair Martin stated that the subcommittee has reached the goal of reducing the 
proposed projects by almost 23 percent and asked the subcommittee if there was 
any additional direction that needs to be taken to the executive committee and 
explained this was the maximum funding recommendation the subcommittee would 
be making. Chair Martin stated that based on the survey results the subcommittee 
has ranked the Vision Zero Project and the remaining five projects strong so he will 
support those projects during his participation on the executive committee. 
Committee member Teaford stated that he is in support of the remaining six projects 
and that public comments also supported those projects.  Mr. Paniagua stated that 
to reflect the subcommittee’s charge to the executive committee to make the 
prioritized list explicit, a motion that’s approved by the subcommittee is 
recommended. Committee member Olson made a motion to send the prioritized list 
of projects, in the ranking order as agreed by the subcommittee members, to the 
executive committee. Committee member Henry seconded the motion. Committee 
member Boyd stated he is very supportive of these programs moving forward and he 
is proud of the way the subcommittee had dialogue and came to an agreement.   
The subcommittee voted on the motion, which passed unanimously 8-0.  
 
Committee member Boyd asked the subcommittee if they want to recommend any 
voter protection language to the executive to restrict funding being moved around 
within the bond program. Chair Martin asked if non-agenda items can be discussed. 
Mr. Alexander stated that is about the subcommittee’s recommendation to the 
executive committee, so if there were conditions as part of those recommendations, 
the subcommittee would want to include that with the final recommendation to the 
executive committee. Committee member Olson stated that it’s almost impossible to 
draft language that accomplishes that goal and still leave flexibility that you need to 
have to adjust to market conditions. 
 
Chair Martin thanked subcommittee members and staff for their time.  
 

9. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Martin adjourned the meeting at 2:08 p.m. 
 


