
 

City of Phoenix  
General Obligation Bond Committee 

Streets & Storm Drainage Subcommittee 
Summary Minutes 

Friday, September 9, 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           None 
Mr. Ray Acuna, Vice Chair 
Mr. Ryan Boyd                          
Ms. Carole Coles Henry 
Mr. Justin Graham (Virtually) 
Mr. Manish Gupta 
Mr. Kevin Olson     
Mr. Chet Teaford  

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Martin called the Streets & Storm Drainage Subcommittee to order at 1:00 
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 and previously absent 
subcommittee members 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 Olson made a motion to approve the minutes of August 19, 
2022, Streets and Storm Drainage Subcommittee meeting.  Committee member 
Henry seconded the motion which passed unanimously 8-0.  
 

4. ITRODUCTORY REMARKS 
Chair Martin explained the process he will use for recognizing committee members 
wanting to speak and emphasized the subcommittee’s goal of recommending $500 
million of projects to move forward to the executive committee. Given that the 
current total is over the $500 million target by 23%, the subcommittee members are 
challenged with not only looking at their specific items but also how those will 
balance with the other subcommittees. He stated all the subcommittees are tasked 



 

with identifying, prioritizing, and recommending projects for the executive committee 
to finalize the most urgent needs the bond will fund. Chair Martin also stated the 
subcommittee members will hear about how City staff can assist in developing a 
prioritization tool for the subcommittee to use to begin facilitating discussions.   

 
5. COMMITTEE DIRECTION AND DISCUSSION 

Mario Paniagua, Deputy City Manager welcomed everyone in attendance and 
introduced Kini Knudson, Street Transportation Director, Eric Froberg, City Engineer, 
Adam Miller, Special Projects Administrator and Micah Alexander, Assistant City 
Attorney.  

Mr. Paniagua presented a review of the meeting agenda to summarize what the City 
Council and executive committee have charged the subcommittee to accomplish, 
and potential facilitation options staff can develop to assist the subcommittee while 
working towards a prioritized recommendation for the executive committee. Mr. 
Paniagua emphasized that the executive committee will then use all the 
subcommittees’ prioritized lists to then recommend only $500 million in projects, 
which is 77.3% of the total proposed programs, to move forward to the City Council 
for consideration. Mr. Paniagua explained that the subcommittee could rank the 
projects presented or scale back on proposed programs and that staff would be 
sharing various options to consider. Chair Martin stated that as items are presented, 
he will ask the subcommittee members if they have any comments, as he wanted 
the meeting to be interactive.  

Mr. Knudson provided a summary of the seven programs presented to the 
subcommittee, criteria to consider when prioritizing proposed street and storm 
drainage programs, potential prioritization methods and approaches and information 
on which projects were scalable. Committee member Teaford asked if it would be 
viable to ask for more funding for pavement maintenance. Mr. Knudson explained 
that increasing or decreasing proposed pavement maintenance supplement is the 
charge of the subcommittee and any of the proposed programs are scalable except 
for the drainage projects as those funded with a fifty-fifty match from the Maricopa 
County Flood Control District (MCFCD). Chair Martin asked if the City Council action 
taken on the Vision Zero implementation have any impact on the proposed bond 
programs presented. Mr. Knudson replied that City Council approved the Vision Zero 
action plan and allocated ten million dollars in General Funds, Highway User 
Revenue Funds and Transportation 2050 Funds but the program funding proposal 
presented to the bond subcommittee is in addition to what the City Council already 
approved.  Committee member Boyd asked how much money was shifted into the 
pavement program from Transportation 2050 light rail program two years ago. Mr. 
Knudson replied that no money has been moved from the light rail program to the 
pavement program, that in 2018 the City Council voted to advance $200 million of 
the Street Transportation Department’s portion of Transportation 2050 set aside for 
pavement maintenance in future years to accelerate current paving activities. Mr. 
Paniagua followed up and stated that at that time a light rail project in West Phoenix 



 

had been delayed to the end of the program and the City Council redirected $153 
million to pavement maintenance, that action applied to future funding and not 
current dollars. 

Mr. Knudson continued the presentation and described each project scalability and 
the cost savings and how this could be accomplished. Committee member Acuna 
asked if storm drain pipe failures are sudden and catastrophic. Mr. Knudson replied 
that most breaks are sudden, and the impact and severity can vary from closing a 
lane of traffic to closure of an entire intersection for days or even weeks. Committee 
member Acuna stated that when considering priorities, if a storm drainage pipe 
break occurs there is also an impact to utilities and new pavement overlays. Mr. 
Knudson agreed that if a pipe breaks at an intersection there is infrastructure that 
could be damaged as well. 

Mr. Knudson explained that the Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation program focuses on 
reducing traffic speeds and volumes in neighborhoods and the Vision Zero plan 
approved by City Council focuses on high fatality and serious injury locations, but 
both programs could be leveraged for federal grant funding opportunities in the 
future. Mr. Paniagua emphasized the Vision Zero funding approved by City Council, 
along with federal grant funds, is still not enough to accomplish the plan, this request 
for additional Vision Zero funding through the bond program is still a critical need. 
Committee member Gupta asked what exactly was the overall Vision Zero plan. Mr. 
Knudson stated Vision Zero is a resolution adopted by the City Council in February 
2022 and the goal of Vision Zero is to drive fatalities occurring on our roadways 
eventually to zero by 2050.  

Mr. Froberg presented additional information on the storm drain and drainage 
programs and stated that included in the meeting materials was a memo 
summarizing committee member Boyd and Mr. Froberg’s dialog that helps clarify the 
terminology used and responses to questions that were asked during the 
conversation. Also Mr. Froberg wanted to address a question from the last meeting 
regarding the Laveen Flood Mitigation program and the number of structures, 
residents, and acres the new projects will protect, he stated the information will be 
provided to the subcommittee in a follow-up memo. Mr. Froberg explained that the 
Hohokam drainage project involves building a series of channels, basins, and pipes 
so this drainage project is only scalable in groups, but the Laveen drainage project is 
a series of smaller individual projects that function separate and are scalable, both 
drainage programs are eligible for leveraging funding with the MCFCD. Committee 
member Acuna stated that the leveraging of matching funds is a competitive factor 
when determining project prioritization but asked for clarification on the type and 
origin of matching funds. Mr. Froberg replied that leveraged funding is local and 
comes from property taxes paid in Maricopa County that are set aside to financially 
assist with mitigating flooding and proposed projects are submitted to the MCFCD 
for funding assistance. Mr. Froberg explained that requesting a 50 percent funding 
match is the baseline but there are exceptions, for planning purposes, a 50/50 match 



 

is assumed. Committee member Acuna asked if the City knew how much tax the 
MCFCD collected just from properties in the City of Phoenix. Mr. Froberg said he will 
follow up and provide the subcommittee the total amount generated but that Phoenix 
was the largest contributor to the MCFCD. Committee member Teaford asked about 
the Laveen Drainage program involving projects outside the Phoenix city limits and if 
the MCFCD could fund more in those areas and if there was an example of the 
MCFCD funding more than a 50 percent for a project. Mr. Froberg replied that 
funding is negotiable and the MCFCD could fund 100 percent or even less than 50 
percent depending on the project, but that 50 percent seemed to be the threshold.  
Mr. Froberg explained that areas outside the City may benefit from these types of 
drainage projects, but Phoenix owns the infrastructure and needs to maintain it. 
Committee member Gupta asked if any information was available on the number of 
residents that would be protected in each of the four independent areas in the 
Laveen Flood Mitigation program proposal so the subcommittee could have that to 
help with prioritizing the proposed projects. Mr. Froberg replied that information 
about the benefitting areas number of structure protected did not make it into this 
meeting packet, but a follow-up memo with this information will be provided to each 
subcommittee member. Committee member Teaford clarified the scalability of the 
Hohokam Drainage Program would be projects 1-4 would have to be bundled and 
projects 5-8 must be bundled, Mr. Froberg replied that was correct. 

Committee member Graham asked staff to clarify if the leveraging of Vision Zero 
could be accomplished and what funding sources would be possible. Mr. Knudson 
stated with the infrastructure bill passed by the federal government last year, 
numerous new grant programs are becoming available frequently and these new 
program grants could potentially provide new funding opportunities for the City of 
Phoenix’s Vision Zero action plan. Mr. Paniagua clarified that new federal grant 
programs, such as the Safe Streets for All, are awarded through a competitive 
process with other jurisdictions and are not guaranteed funding. Committee member 
Teaford asked if the granting agency gives more consideration to jurisdictions willing 
to provide higher matching funds when applying for the grant. Mr. Knudson replied 
that each competitive grant has some sort of fund matching requirement and some 
jurisdictions overmatch to show commitment to investment when the funding is 
extremely competitive and the City of Phoenix has over matched with local funding 
before, but regularly matches funding at 50 percent. 

Committee member Henry asked if the cost of delaying the Hohokam and Laveen 
drainage projects has been identified since the study was conducted years ago and 
has the cost of delaying the project been considered. Mr. Froberg replied that the 
City had not conducted a cost benefit study of delaying the Hohokam and Laveen 
drainage projects. Committee member Boyd asked if the MCFCD funds were 
competitive. Mr. Froberg stated that the City is required to submit an application for 
funding. Sometimes, the MCFCD is curious to see how the GO Bond works out. A 
successful outcome with the GO Bond funding would help increase the MCFCD’s 
interest in moving these projects forward as they fund the other 50% of the costs. 



 

Chair Martin asked if it is anticipated that the Hohokam drainage program project 
grouping of 1-4 would be completed within the five-year bond period or if it is 
staggered in that it would be completed outside the five-year plan and what the 
timeframe for the other proposed projects presented to the subcommittee is, as the 
estimated project competition date may impact the priority ranking of the committee 
members. Mr. Froberg replied that the estimated drainage project costs presented to 
the subcommittee do include inflationary factors and the intent is to have the projects 
completed or close to completion in five years.   

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. 
 
Dan Penton spoke in support of T2050 funding for public transportation services and 
safe crossings for pedestrians and wanted to know more about T2050 planned 
transportation improvements and he supports funding for Laveen conveyance 
channel improvements. Chair Martin asked if Mr. Penton had a specific question for 
staff, Mr. Penton replied that he would like to know more about how those projects 
would be prioritized and how they would be determined, although there was not a 
specific project in mind.  Mr. Knudson replied that the Equity-Based Transportation 
Mobility project that was presented to the subcommittee for bond funding was in 
addition to planned T2050 funded mobility improvements. Mr. Knudson explained 
that the City identified twelve mobility areas with overlays of demographic and 
socioeconomic criteria such as zero car households, poverty, high crash areas and 
many others to determine where mobility improvements are needed the most.  
 
Opal Wagner spoke in support of funding improvements for pedestrian safety in the 
Willo Historic District and cultural areas within the district and supports funding to 
implement pedestrian scramble crosswalks to get across Central Avenue and 
Camelback Road. Mr. Knudson replied that Phoenix currently has two active 
pedestrian scrambles by the Arizona State University downtown campus and plan to 
implement more in the downtown area as the light rail construction is completed. Mr. 
Knudson explained that most of the current Zero Vision funding is for traffic signals 
and intersection safety measures, but the Vision Zero project proposed to the bond 
subcommittee could include installing pedestrian scrambles. 
 
Eric Gilmore provided a handout to the subcommittee (attached to this memo on the 
last page) and spoke in support of funding drainage improvements in the historic 
Willo district of Phoenix and stated that a representative from the City came out to 
the neighborhood in 2017 and 2018 and a team determined there were either no 



 

storm drains, or current storm drains built in the 1940s through the federal Works 
Progress Administration program that are not substantial enough to hold the amount 
of rain that falls. Chair Martin asked if there was a current process in place to 
remediate this area. Mr. Knudson replied that within the streets storm drain program 
provided to the subcommittee, $160 million of prioritized current drainage needs 
were presented. However, there were also unfunded future identified capital needs 
presented to the subcommittee,  a program called Local Drainage Solutions, which 
this project would quality under, but it was not included in the prioritized needs for 
the subcommittee.  Mr. Acuna stated that these types of smaller projects can fall 
between the lines and asked what the average time it takes to get a project identified 
and put onto a priority list and how many of those types of projects exist. Mr. Froberg 
replied there are hundreds of those types of smaller local mitigation projects and 
limited resources as there is no dedicated funding for storm drain projects, but the 
little funding received is allocated to these types of smaller projects.  Mr. Froberg 
also stated they do try to leverage those projects with street projects to accomplish 
more with the small amount of storm drain funding received but that specific project 
in the Willo neighborhood would fall into the future needs category. Mr. Knudson 
stated the MCFCD provides a small project assistance program that can be applied 
for with a local funding match for these types of smaller projects, but the projects 
identified for potential bond funding in the Hohokam and Laveen areas are larger 
capital projects and the smaller drainage projects are in a program that has limited 
funding but is leveraged with county funding. Mr. Acuna asked if staff could check if 
Mr. Gilmore’s project is on the smaller drainage project list. Mr. Froberg stated this is 
a project that is within the Local Drainage Mitigation program and the City is aware 
of this project. Chair Martin asked Mr. Gilmore if this was the first time he’s 
communicated this problem to the City prior to this subcommittee meeting, Mr. 
Gilmore replied that it had been communicated to the City before, most recently with 
the adopted 3rd and 5th Avenues Improvement Project. Mr. Gilmore stated that this 
project was not included in those adopted improvements. Chair Martin asked Mr. 
Gilmore when this was submitted to the City. Mr. Gilmore replied he had records 
dating back to 2017. Chair Martin asked Mr. Froberg if this project was put on a list 
in 2017, Mr. Froberg replied that he would have to look and see where it ranks in 
comparison to the other hundreds of drainage complaints the City receives.  
 

 
8. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

Mr. Miller gave a presentation on the direction from the executive committee, and 
ways staff can develop a survey tool for the subcommittee members to use that will 
assist in facilitating the prioritization of the programs at the next meeting and the 
time frame to get this accomplished. Mr. Miller emphasized there is no prescribed 
method for prioritization and it’s at the discretion of the subcommittee but if directed 
by the subcommittee, staff can develop a survey tool and make it available for 
committee members. Mr. Miller stated that staff could then summarize those results 
and make them available to subcommittee members for the next meeting. 
 



 

Committee member Graham asked if the survey tool could provide a place for 
members to enter values for each program. Mr. Miller replied that the survey would 
just be for the program ranking order and the option to recommend more or less 
funding would be a qualitative question on the survey so staff would report back the 
number of subcommittee members that selected those options and the results that 
would be reported back to the subcommittee would be the median ranking along 
with high, low and average. 
 
Committee member Henry wanted to know if this was a best practices tool and has it 
been used successfully in other jurisdictions. Mr. Miller stated he did not know, but 
City staff have made is available to the subcommittee as an option and at the 
subcommittee’s discretion. 
 
Chair Martin stated he preferred to have the discussions in an open and transparent 
environment and for subcommittee members to be ready to defend their positions on 
the program rankings. Chair Martin supports the survey tool but wants an interactive 
discussion. Chair Martin asked if meetings were limited to two hours, Mr. Paniagua 
replied that staff was available to support the committee for as long as needed and 
the length of meetings can be determined by the subcommittee.  
 
Committee member Acuna stated he is also in support an interactive discussion. 
 
Committee member Boyd stated he was ready to begin discussing prioritization and 
asked Chair Martin if he wanted subcommittee members to wait on this tool before 
beginning discussions. Committee member Boyd supports the survey tool but also 
feels an interactive discussion is needed as he is in support of the Vision Zero and 
transportation mobility programs. Committee member Boyd stated it’s the role of the 
subcommittee to narrow down the prioritization list and not develop just a priority 
ranking and have the executive committee make the decision. 
 
Committee member Henry stated she prefers a blended approach with a survey tool, 
public comments, and interactive discussions among subcommittee members. 
 
Committee member Teaford stated that he supports the blended approach to 
discussion but supports the funding of Vision Zero and a pavement maintenance 
program and feels the storm drain replacement project could be delayed due to the 
uncertainty of the project, but the Hohokam and Laveen drainage projects rank high 
due to the leveraging the City receives through the MCFCD. 
 
Chair Martin agreed with a blended approach to subcommittee discussions and 
asked Mr. Miller how this approach would work. Mr. Miller stated that subcommittee 
members would receive an electronic survey in their email that will ask members to 
rank all the proposed projects and assign a value to those projects. Mr. Miller stated 
that staff will then summarize the results and provide the information to the 
subcommittee.  Mr. Martin asked if the responses will be anonymous.  Mr. Alexander 



 

stated that those surveys could be disclosed if a public records request was 
received. Chair Martin emphasized that discussions about potential projects among 
subcommittee members had to occur at the meetings and no discussions are to take 
place outside the meeting, Mr. Alexander concurred and stated each subcommittee 
member would receive an individual survey to complete.  
Mr. Miller wanted to clarify that a subcommittee member’s individual survey 
responses would be provided if a public records request was received but that the 
individual survey results would not be published for this meeting. Mr. Alexander 
stated that was correct and only collated data would be shared with the 
subcommittee. Committee member Gupta asked if the results would be collectively 
submitted and be made public or would everyone’s individual selections be available 
publicly. Mr. Alexander stated that each survey creates a record with the 
subcommittee member’s name. 
 
Committee member Graham agrees with the hybrid approach to subcommittee 
discussions. 
 
Committee member Gupta stated he would appreciate if staff could make 
recommendations as they are the individuals with the most experience in these 
matters. 
 
Committee member Boyd stated that he is ready to listen and negotiate amounts for 
each project in a good faith effort and also wanted to see the actual bike lane results 
and other results of the T2050 program. 
 
Committee member Teaford asked if the subcommittee needs to propose the 
prioritized recommendation to executive committee in a defensive manner due to 
having to compete with project recommendations from the other subcommittees and 
should this subcommittee review the projects being proposed by the other 
subcommittees to be on the offense, and how to best move forward. Chair Martin 
stated his role is to bring forward to the executive committee the prioritized 
recommendation of this subcommittee and is committed to explaining the 
subcommittees recommendation, Chair Martin stated he is serving on the executive 
committee and is willing to take any direction from this subcommittee to the 
executive committee and will advocate for those project funds. Chair Martin also 
stated he does not expect everything the subcommittee asks for to be approved and 
there may be augmentation by the executive committee, but there will be competing 
priorities. 
 
Committee member Henry reemphasized the subcommittee’s specific charge, to 
look at the priority items, the project values, and determine which projects cannot 
reasonably be deferred, and Chair Martin’s role on the executive committee will be 
to evaluate all the projects. 
 



 

Mr. Paniagua stated that Mr. Miller needs clear direction from the subcommittee to 
develop and send out a survey and which projects to include in the survey. 
 
Committee member Olson made a motion for Chair Martine’s guidance to City staff 
to develop a survey tool that includes all projects and values presented to the 
subcommittee. Committee members Gupta and Acuna tied for seconding the motion 
which passed unanimously, 8-0. 
  
 

9. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Martin adjourned the meeting at 2:31 p.m. 
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