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, Travis County Commissioners Court Agenda Request
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Meeting Date: April 17, 2012

Prepared By/Phone Number:
Belinda Powell, Strategic Planning Manager, Planning & Budget Office
(512) 854-9506

Elected/Appointed Official/Dept. Head: Roger Jefferies, Coun
Executive of Justice and Public Safety (612) 854-4759

Commissioners Court Sponsor: County Judge Samuel T. Biscoe

AGENDA LANGUAGE:

CONSIDER AND TAKE APPROPRIATE ACTION ON A SUMMARY
REPORT BY ERNST & YOUNG WHICH INCLUDES A FEASIBILITY
ANALYSIS OF DELIVERY OPTIONS, AND A VALUE FOR MONEY
ANALYSIS FOR A NEW CIVIL AND FAMILY COURT HOUSE

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY OF REQUEST AND ATTACHMENTS:

On January 3, 2012 the Commissioners Court contracted with Ernst &
Young (E&Y) to develop an analysis for options to deliver a new Civil and
Family Court House at the site located at 308 Guadalupe.

The attached presentation and summary report developed by the Ernst &
Young consulting team includes recommendations on delivery options and
a value for money analysis for a new Civil and Family Court House in
Travis County. The analysis was completed with input from the public,
various civil court stakeholders, elected officials, and the Court House
Internal Team.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends approval and acceptance of the report.

ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES:
NA

AGENDA REQUEST DEADLINE: All agenda requests and supporting materials must be submitted as a
pdf to Cheryl Aker in the County Judge's office, Cheryl. Aker@co.travis.tx.us by Tuesdays at 5:00 p.m.
for the next week's meeting.
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FISCAL IMPACT AND SOURCE OF FUNDING:
All funds for the Ernst & Young contract have been encumbered.

REQUIRED AUTHORIZATIONS:

Roger Jefferies, County Executive, Justice and Public Safety
Cyd Grimes, Purchasing Agent,

Belinda Powell, Planning Manager, PBO

John Hille, County Attorney’s Office

Steve Manilla, County Executive, TNR

Leslie Browder, County Executive, PBO

Leroy Nellis, Special Projects, PBO

Roger El-Khoury, Director, Facilities Management

Leslie Stricklan, Facilities Management

ATTCHEMENTS:
Ernst & Young presentation

Copies to:

The Honorable John Dietz, 250" District Court

The Honorable Lora Livingston, 261% District Court

The Honorable Rosemary Lehmberg, District Attorney
The Honorable Eric Shepperd, County Court at Law #2
The Honorable David Escamilla, County Attorney

The Honorable Amalia Rodriguez-Mendoza, District Clerk
The Honorable Dana DeBeauvoir, County Clerk

David Escamilla, County Attorney

Peg Liedtke, Civil Court Administrator

Cyd Grimes, Purchasing Agent

Susan Spataro, County Auditor

James Collins, First Assistant County Attorney

Roger Jefferies, County Executive Justice and Public Safety
Steven Manilla, County Executive of TNR and FMD
Roger El Khoury, Director Facilities Management

John Hille, Assistant County Attorney

Tom Nuckols, Assistant County Attorney

Leslie Stricklan, Senior Project Manager, FMD

AGENDA REQUEST DEADLINE: All agenda requests and supporting materials must be submitted as a
pdf to Cheryl Aker in the County Judge's office, Cheryl. Aker@co.travis.tx.us by Tuesdays at 5:00 p.m.
for the next week's meeting.
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Introduction to the feasibility study

Reference to final report:

p. 4
_Projectparticipants . J Projectscope _ProjectGoal
» Travis County » Ernst & Young was engaged by » The goal of the study was to present

Commissioner Court Travis County to perform a feasibility to the County with an assembled list of
» Ernst & Young LLP (Ernst & Young) analysis of a Public-Private Partnership options that met the agreed-upon Evaluation
» Internal Team (PPP) for a new Civil and Family Criteria, and were legally permissible,
» External stakeholders Courthouse in Austin, TX. physically possibie and financially feasible.
Weeks

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Review and report on responses {o the
Request For Information (RF1) Jan 6, 2012
Communicate fitness for purpose and physically possible » Public meetings
project plans and facilitate input by stakeholders through » Meetings with other stakeholders
various stakeholder meetings

Facilitate development of stakeholder objectives and Evaluatio
Criteria

Develop components to analyze project concepts- Identification Presented & accepted
of options March 7, 2012

I Develop components to analyze project concepts- Risk matrix

Develop components to analyze project concepts- Real estate
market analysis

o Legally permissible review (done solely by Hawkins Delafield .
and Wood LLP)

Develop components to analyze project concepts- Options
analysis report
Develop components to analyze project concepts- Value-for-
Money (VEM) analysis; Present result of the VfM analysis in a

summary report April 17, 2012
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What we found

Reference to final report:
pp. 4-23

All procurement options: Design-Bid-Build (DBB), Design-Build (DB), Design-Build-Finance-Maintain-Operate
(DBFM(O)) are financially feasible

DB and DBFM(O) both have the ability to provide VM when compared to DBB

Qualitative benefits exist for DB and DBFM(O) including risk transfer, flexibility and accelerated timetables

Commercial development was excluded from the base case but offers potential flexibility

Commercial development could offer up to $23m of value to the County, but could also offer no value
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Methodology

Reference to final report:

pp. 28-44

Procurémentinputs’ - L
6 I'O mnlp P (w2 AfSeeslius o Inputs

Descriptions of all available optlons

Muiti-criteria assessment

RFI responses v v

Py SICalI DU s o e S S 9 Procurement -

Site configuration and orlentatlon to Great &: htgi/smal Criteria

Streets and Republic Park ptions B

Site location L ]

Stakeholder & public meetings 7

Objectives and constraints Filters

Real estate analysis e e

Parking requirements

Travis County Central Campus Master Plan imm o
RFI responses - Thinking :::::
Fifteen Evaluation Criteria approved by & Debate 1220000

Commissioners Court on Feb. 28, 2012

_Procurementmethods -. Options (4) i
Scenarios

o[ “ws
v

Govemance @

*Central Campus Master Plan concept options report, Broadus and Associate, August 2011 =y,
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Introduction to the project

Inputs
|
] v
AR Evaluation
& Physical Criteria
Options A
I ]

Filters

Thinking
& Debate

Options
Scenarios

¥

Value-for-
Money

1CBD: Central business district
2 CBD-CURE: Central urban

redevelopment
3 FAR: Floor-area-ratio

Site descr__iption_

Courthouse needs through 2035

\ 40

VWY e,

Reference to final report:
pp. 45-52

City block at 308 Guadalupe St. in Austin, TX
Purchased by Travis County in Dec 2010 for
$21.75m
Currently a surface parking lot
Zoned CBD ' and CBD-CURE?
Permitted FARS is currently 8:1 _
Recently approved Downtown Aust|n Plan
(DAP) proposes increasing FAR _to_2_5 1

» Significant uncertainty remains . ;
_regarding City's requurements in-

~exchange for increased density

Not hindered by Caprtol view restrictions -

“Maximum buildable at 25:1 FAR 3 equates
_.to1 9m square feet (gross) SRR

> Antncrpated need for 510 500 Square Feet (SF) of gross space through 2035 per Centra! Campus

Master Plan

» 188,300 SF for secured parklng facrllty wrth sally port and 538 below-grade parkmg spaces - "ﬁ' e

> 'RFI responses were used as input

RFl was issued in April 2011; there were 21 respondents.
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v v
Procurement
Evaluation
& Physical 5
Options Cntle i
L ]
¥
Filters
Thinking
& Debate
Options
Scenarios
Value-for-
Money

Reference to final report:
pp. 53-61

Objectives and constraints

2. Objectives: 3. Constraints:
» Project objectives » Internal constraints
» Procurement objectives » External constraints

4. Evaluation Criteria to assess merit of each procurement objective

Asset quality and longevity Risk allocation

» Timeliness > > _
» Flexibility » Maximizes competition » Costcertainty
» Design _ : » Local participation » Value-for-Money
» Integration with community » Fairness and transparency » Affordable
» Maximizes site development »- Environmental sustainability » Parking
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Real estate analysis

Reference to final report:
pp. 62-119

Inputs ”To determme the market—supported uses for the Slte Ernst & Young analyzed market data and held
I drscuss:ons with looal market partlcrpants Sk s = e

Procu?emem B Evaniations| » Downtown Austin has remained a strong and diverse economic center in recent years despite the
e . Criteria recent economic downturn '
I » Demand for commercial space (e.g., office, multi-family residential, retail) is anticipated to increase,
Y resulting in continued improvements in the fundamental performance of commercrat properties and
BULBES increases in new construction ]
Trinking Key takeaways —
& Debate )
» Significant uncertainty exists regarding market-supported uses 3 __,_____] 1 l '_" '*'__1
Options given the development timeline | e
Scenarios » Market supported uses may change dependmg on a vanety of == ' l I I
v factors, including future supply. : I| lll I I {
Value-for- » Timing is a key variable that can have a substantlal lmpact. I L
Money on the success of a project :
» There is a potential for overbuilding in muttl-famlly and
_ hotel uses - 15| [ emiiiosiors AL l
» Site programming is limited by parkmg needs therefore |t |s_ il - g
- unlikelythata 25:1 FAR could be achieved RN 4 b1
‘» The City of Austin is anticipated to mandate ground ﬂoor retail T ¥
i space to continue Great Street “philosophy” - B 4
» Grade A office appears at this time to offer the hlghest and . g e
 bestuse BE |
» Extensive developments are bemg pursued in the Downtown | oottt et i
~Austin area g i

TNOSF: Net occupiable square feet, ——— e — ' S
(leasable area) » Office: 350,000 NOSF! (388,889 GSF2) S :
2 GSF: Gross square feet, » Retail: 70,000 NOSF'(92,400 GSF?)
(constructible area)

Page 8 Summary report of feasibility analysis of delivery options and Value-for-Money analysis Ell ERNST & YOUNG
DRAFT - Confidential for discussion purposes only Quality In Everything We Do



Procurement options

Reference to final report:
pp. 120-123

v 4
Procurement st
Evaluation |
& Physical :
Options | _F:riteri.a. S R T s e e A S
L DBB
g Traditiona! Rt
- Filters «
Tady delivery

Thinking
& Debate

Options
Scenarios

Degree of public sector risk

o 1
DBF ;

¢ Design Buiid Finance '
¢

]

H

Value-for- D 3 dDFBFM Maint :
Money esign Build Finance Maintain !

t

DBFM(O} .

m Design Build Finance Maintain Operate !
]

Degree of public sector involvement

Procurement Options  Financing Options Maintenance and Operations
DBB County County
DB County County
PLTO Private County
DBF Private County
DBFM Private Private/County
DBFM(O) Private Private/County
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Multi-criteria assessment

(Procurement options) PR St

pp. 124-142

The Internal Team 'eva!uated each procurément option égaihst thé 'indivi'c-it')al Evaluation Criteria on a
scale of one to five. The individual procurement option scores were compiled from proposed scores
from each of. the followmg sub-teams:
FProcurement : :
wrmaica [ SChoner .
__Options . > Ernst & Young : : ——— e
~» Planning and Budget Offlce 24 : %_ b |
R ~» Facilities Management Office : [ps: i omiwae, eCer ey aog e |
» Purchasing Office : : s i
- » County Attorney’s Offl_ce g
Thinki EoS Gl e
&D';b:tg %’,{:._:“ = —|
Once compiled, the individual Evaluation Criteria 5 == ME L e
opti i foll : | iy i —
sCzn::;:s scores were weighted as follows 4?—“ . i
J, '%%N W pooes___
VR Pro_curement Weighted average score | = Co
Money options == =
» DBB 197.22 !'“H%'E“——;W i |
> DB 210.36 ;JF;J = } &
» PLTO 196.69 | w e e e e £
» DBFM 200.63 lLT: i —
» DBFM(O) 228.98 i
w —m.w«mo i
Short-listed procurement options for evaluation:
» DBB (Basellne optlon)
» DB S
> DBFM(O) g e =
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Physical options

Reference to final report:
pp. 143-155

Option 1: Courthouse only Option 2: Courthouse + commercial

» Free-standing Courthouse only | »> Single structure

v
Procurement » Dual tower
& Physical
Options » Dual tower phased

» Maximum buildable

Thlnklng Ba)
- &Debate Cren
5 4 Court-
Options house
Scenarios
Value-for-
Money

[imisicticas]

Parking
(below grade)

Considerations:

Parking
(below grade)

¥
]
]
]
]
I
]
1
]
1
]
'
]
]
1
]
i
i
]
1
1 9
1 mercial
i
1
i
i
]
i
t
t
H
i
H
I
i
i
1]
¥
1
i
1
i
1

» Courthouse space requirement
» Parking requirements

» Above-ground structure

» Site layout
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Decision drivers for selection of options

Reference to final report:
pp. 156-159

» Real estate analysis »  Office v
3 » Multi-family | For sale
Commercial » Multi-family ' For rent
component » Hotel
pma » Retail v
[ Il_ers )

* Procurement description » DBB v
Thinking Multi-criteria assessment » DB v
& Debate e o z ; » PLTO

ype of procuremen > DBF
Options » DBFM
s“':f““ » DBFM(O) v
V:,',‘;::;' Site configuration Courthouse only
i Site location » Free-standing
Stakeholder and public Courthouse only v
meetings Courthouse + commercial
@ Physical layout Ot_>jec.tives_and Eval_uati_oni » Single structure
Criteria » Dual tower
Real estate review “» Dual tower phased v
Parking requirements » Maximum structure
Central Campus Master
Plan i
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Selection of project delivery options
for analysis

Option 1: Courthouse only Option 2: Courthouse +
| Procurement office + retail
. &Physical
|. Options:

Com- .
Court- Court- e

house house

" Thinking
- & Debate

+{ €:510,500 GSF

Reference to final report:
pp. 156-159

Flexible “air rights™
preserves optionality

O: 388,889 GSF

C: 510,500 GSF

ORI Parking r
8cet:Evios (above - P: 367,500 GSF
Value-for- grade) - and
Money P:188,300 GSF d - R:92,400 GSF
.-=-=—_=:......____.. mé_______t and
T oo
arking arking d o
{(below.grade) (below.grade) P:188,300 GSF
Option/Scenario Physical Procurement
Option 1, Scenario 1.1 Courthouse only DBB
Option 1, Scenario 1.2 Courthouse only DB
+(8)+ - ;
Option 1, Scenario 1.3 Courthouse only DBFM(O)
Option 2, Scenario 2.1 Courthouse + office + retail DBFM(O)
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Project costs

Construction costs per option scenario R

pp. 160-172

Constructlon costs for the dellvery opt:ons ‘were modeled from usmg standard mdustry modelmg

resources RS Means and Marshall & Swift. The modeled values were valldated via companson
agalnst documents and mput from the County and other comparable pro;ects ' -

[ Procurement '

g Physical  Evauation Construction costs per opti
:. ggﬂ?{ Crienn . $450,000 o]ns ruction costs per : ption scenario .
= ; ; : $404,122
e e e -] 1 1 ]
“ Filters 4 $400,000 ! ! !
] : o i 1
** £ $350,000 : -
¥ Thinking : ; :
S $300,000 $291.608 5 : :
! ! $268,828 |
——
- Sczn:rri‘:s $250’000 T i j !
Value-for- $200,000 b
Money
$100,000 -
= Soft Costs $50,000 -
Parking (above + below + $0 - ¢
excavation) Procurement option DBB (public fmance) 1 DB (public fmance) 1 DBFM(O) (private finance)
ORetail (hard cost) Physical option Courthouse only , Courthouse only , Courthouse only , Courthouse +
: A ! office + retail
B Office (hard cost) GSF (incl. parking) 698,800 : 698,800 : 698,800 1,547,589
Cost/GSF (incl. parking) $417 : $407 ! $385 ' $261
ooy e st | —FAR o1 : 91 : o1 : 20:1
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Project costs (continued)
Operations, maintenance and repair costs (Courthouse only) reeemcs w s repor

pp. 173-177

'O&M :Cqé"tg'__fpr_ the proposed. co_urthou-se were modeled :Qsing:ind_u:Stfy ?'éféndérd sof_t'v(/ére,'V-V'hit_e_stoﬁ:e._
“Research. The models were 'approved by the Project Executive, and the estimates were validated

- via discussion with_ the Internal Team and by other _County_operatigns resources that were-inVolyé’d ih &
Procurement _the.pro(_;es__s, = e Matunies SRaate s IRt ] ; : .

- & Physical
_Options AGa

Total life cycle costs over 30 years

180,000

_ Fikers 21 3
“* § 160’000 I’ ““““““ ) R T Ay b R | TS
; 3 B i '—1_ . O&M savings utilizing
ThInKI i i LA S AR LA
;pre'b:t?a_ é 140,000 +———— g0 ] ___$fil_5:’f___5 5 private operator
120,000 +—— e
Options $37.161
_ Scenarios
100,000 - —
Value-for-
Money 80,000 -
Total: $157,750 - Total: $130,178
40,000 - s
20,000 - e
) Total life cycle Total life cycle
(County operator) (private operator)

Maintenance and repair

m Operating costs
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Risk analysis

Risk quantification results S o T e
pp. 178-188

Ernst& You_r?g'-and_--the'I'ntuér'hal,Tear'n"héld-é_-'tr_]umber_ 'of risk.w’o_fk’éhbés -.to.-estim'ate the_like-lyl-f'riéksg__-~
values, allocations and mitigation plans associated with each procurement option. The charts below:

present the estimated value of risk for each delivery model, the allocation between transferred risk and
risk retained by the County, and the estimated value of each risk category within each risk allocation. . =

Fer nt | et
SEOptionsisss Hedtas e HIe Expected net present cost (NPC) per
rocurement option
—v , $25,000 P s
Filters o Total: $22,912
= - 4 :
ﬁ* § $20.000 }"Transferred
S g Total: $17,757
- » b r : F
- opuons‘ $1 5,000 -
.~ Scenarios
L i Total: $10,426
Value-for- $1 0,000 $20,132 Retained
Money
$13,870
$5,000
$4,232
$-
DBB DBFM(O)
' Planning and construction (retained)
Operations (retalned)
B Planning and construction (transferred) 62%
I Operations (transferred)
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VM analysis

Reference to final report:
pp. 189-216

"\/fM__c_:ar_h be expﬁesééd quantitatively a;s the difference i._n_ net pféééﬁt.. cost(NPC) between the )
- proposed alternative procurement option and the Private Sector Comparator (PSC): ST

3

“Procurement

& Physical E\gr:?:::n VfM : == NPCPSC E NPCA]tematwe

.Options - E

s "Filters '
' ' Expected NPC and savings per
Thinking. 22 procurement option
____&D_ebt_ne ) ® $330,000
% )
[~
 Opions g 9320000 . |
Scenarios 2 $310,000 The analysis
P oA - - shows that the
Money $300,000 NPC of the
: - DBFM(O)is $12m
I than the NPC
$290,000 o2 [ of the DBE option,
$280,000 REZE a 3.7% savings;
I renpCaig
$270,000 DBis $11.5mless
- than the NPC of
$260,000 the DBB option. a
- 3.6% savings.
$250,000
DBB DB DBFM(O)
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Value-for-Money analysis (continued)

Reference to final report:

pp. 189-216
Total Costs to the County DBB DB DBFM(O)
Total NPC Total NPC Total NPC
($°000s) ($000s) ($'000s)
Construction phase costs
Design and construction costs 207,822 201,592 0
County funding for DBFM(O) 0 0 115,615
Transferred risks 2,780 3,887 0
Retained risks 14,206 7,610 3,870
Owner's costs 27,765 26,855 26,001
Honorarium 0 763 763
252,573 240,707 146,249
Value-for-
Money
Operating phase costs
m Operating costs 49,021 49,021 0
Retained operating costs risks 5,925 6,260 362
Maintenance costs 16,873 16,873 0
Total service payments under DBFM(O) 0 0 165,740
71,819 72,154 166,102
Project Discount Rate: 7.0% Total NPC of County Costs 324,392 312,861 312,351
Value for Money 11,533 12,042
3.6% 3.7%
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Governance

Reference to final report:
pp. 217-234

In order to achneve the deswed outcome of a weII developed and well-managed Courthouse, the County
- should put into place a governance model which ensures that the Project is adequately managed Eemals
| Options L
EEermEa Project Manager
+ ers
— * Internal Team Advisory Team
Thinking Rl o
3 _&D_eba_te o
Options | Financial/Risk Manager | | Client Representative
- Scenarios

~ Value-for-

“Money - Lessons learned g et Governance tools
Empowerment B
R e
Report lines : It i i T R N

3 T80 Rutms & Renpuiraiiamens.
&2 T e e S i 2 G2

Commitment from the Commissioners and/or
Steering Committee

- 3
. “j ix fv i S i s} DS g E
Experience == PRSP peRT f5)
| I < -
Timetable e e ]
d n-ouu-:: Lra ..._"_ I
Communications plan Lon s g e ] I |
Stakeholder liaison involvement e e T = _
Resource allocation L SR A R e —
:-:",E:E?.:‘ﬁﬂ S5 l
=SS5 St
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Next steps

Reference to final report:
p. 235

 The nextlogical steps include completion of the following:

> Convene a recommendation committee: Convene a committee comprising members of the
T Evaluation Internal Team, Judges and other designated stakeholders to make a go-forward recommendation
: Criteria for the Commissioners Court based upon this feasibility study

> Select a procurement method: Based on this document and further consultation, determine the
appropriate procurement method option and the physical option to be procured

> Complete a project charter: Complete a high-level project charter that draws upon this feasibility
study and mandates the project manager to execute the Project

> Select a project manager: Select the internal project manager (County project manager) to lead
. the Project

s‘ZE,‘,'E,?Zs »  Hire external support. Depending on the procurement method, hire the appropriate external
support, such as client representative and/or financial/risk manager

| Vailue-for- >

Money i Complete the initiation: Complete all initiation activities and progress to the planning stage

' Govemance

Summary points

All procurement options: DBB, DB, DBFM(O) are financially feasible. DB and
DBFM(O) both have the ability to provide more Value for Money when compared to
DBB

Qualitative benefits exist for DB and DBFM(O) including risk transfer, flexibility and
accelerated timetables

Commercial development was excluded from the base case but offers potential
flexibility; the commercial development could offer up to $23m of value to the County,
but could also offer no value
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Appendix A

Summary of meetings, interviews, and workshops held

Real estate discussion participants

Reference to final report:
pp. 39-40,321

 Stakeholder meetings -

John Baird, Vice President, Commercial Texas

Will Douglas, Senior Associate, CB Richard Ellis

- Stephen  Drenner, Partner, Winstead Attorneys Real Estate
Development and Investments

Julie Fitch, Economic Development Director, Downtown Austin Alliance
Jerry Frey, Senior VP, CB Richard Ellis

Charles Heimsath, President, Capitol Markets Research

Troy Holme, Senior VP, CB Richard Ellis

Mike Kennedy, President, Commercial Texas

Michael Wardlaw, Sales Associate, CB Richard Ellis

- Other commercial real estate market participants, including appralsers :

developers and university faculty from a Iocal university

; Ad'dition'a! information_: gathering meetings

Judge John K. Dietz, 250th Judicial District Civil Court;
Judge Eric Shepperd, County Court at Law #2 Bench; Judge
Lora Livingston, 261st Judicial District Civil Court on January
17,2012 -

Council of Civil Judges on January 18, 2012

Civil and Family Courthouse staff on February 3, 2012

City of Austin on January 25, 2012

Austin Bar Association on January 25, 2012

Downtown Austin Alliance on January 26, 2012

- Hispanic Chamber of Commerce on January 30, 2012
~ Greater Austin Chamber of Commerce on February 8, 2012

- Public nnformatlon-gathenng sessions held on January 18 and February 2 2012

Commnssnoners Court public voting sessions

3 Votlng session on January 24, 2012 for the presentatnon of the RFI anaIysns
Work session on February 23, 2012 on the Stakeholder objectives, constraints and Evaluation Crltena
Votlng session on February 28, 2012 on the Stakeholder objectlves constramts and Evaluatlon Crrterla 3

Internal Team meetings

% Objectnves-settmg workshop, January 26,2012
- Physical design and construction options workshop, February 16 2012
Procurement Workshop |, February 21, 2012

. Operations & Maintenance and Constructlon cost models and analysns revrew February 24,2012

_ProcurementWorkshoplI February 28,2012
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Appendix B

Statement of assumptions and limitations ST e

p. 334

This report (the Report) has been prepared by Ernst & Young from information and material supplied by the County for the sole purpose of
assisting the County in its setting of procurement objectives and criteria for the assessment of potential procurement options for the new Civil and
Family Courthouse Project.

The nature and scope of our services was determined solely by the Agreement between Ernst & Young and the County. Our work was performed
only for the use and benefit of the County and others who read this report that were not a party to our agreement with respect to the nature and
scope of such services do so at their own risk. We assume no duty, obligation or responsibility whatsoever to any other parties that may obtain
access to the Report. The services we performed were advisory in nature. Ernst & Young did not render an assurance report or opinion under our
contract with Travis County, nor did our services constitute an audit, review, examination, forecast, projection or other form of attestation as those
terms are defined by the American institute of Certified Public Accountants. None of the services we provided constituted any legal opinion or
advice.

In the preparation of this Report, Ernst & Young relied on information provided by the County and third parties, and such information is deemed
to be complete. Ernst & Young has not conducted an independent review of completeness, accuracy or validity of the information received from
any party.
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