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1. Port of Houston Authority

A status report and update of the Port's activities and its capital improvements
program is behind the Port tab. The chairman of the Port Commission, Jim Edmonds.
will address the court.

Operating revenues in 2005 increased by $20 million, or 15%, compared to 2004,
going from $135 million to $155 million. Total volume and tonnage of break bulk
cargo, general cargo, auto imports and exports, and bagged goods went up.  Container
tonnage increased by 1.9 million tons. Operating revenue and fonnage increased at
Barbours Cut Terminal and other terminals.

The first phase container terminal project at Bayport is expected to open for business
along with a new cruise terminal. The Port is providing a three-mile buffer zone
around the Bayport facility that will include a 20-foot tall landscaped sight and sound
berm as mitigation for environmental impacts. The buffer zone will also include part
of a stonm water collection system to protect Galveston Bay.

A wider and deeper Ship Channel was dedicated by ceremony last August. It is now
530 feet wide and 45 feet deep compared to 400 feet wide and 40 feet deep before.

The Port has also worked to improve security along the Ship Channel with use of
federal security grant funds, and has an agreement with Hamis County for
participation in ITC's regional radio program as part of the security system.

The Port will request that the court authorize issuance of bond funds to continue
improvements.  Management Services will work with Port officials and the financial
advisor for necessary financing, including a possible refunding issue. The cument
status of debt service for the Port is shown in tables that are behind the Schedules tab
at the back of this book. Debt service requirements will be reviewed again in
September when the court considers annual ad valorem tax rates.
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2. Harris County Hospital District

A report from the President/CEO of the Hospital District is behind the district tab.
The amount of the current capital expenditure budget 1s $36,168, 104,

Data submitted shows $10 million for replacement of medical technology equipment
such as infusion pumps and patient monitoring systems; $2.5 million for medical
waste removal and automated supply and pharmacy dispensing units; $15.7 million
for clmical mformation systems, patient management and accounting systems, and
radiology imaging; and $7.9 million for renovation and construction projects for
various hospital and clinic facilities.

Projects to be done from the districts 2015 Capital Plan are shown for the period
through FY 2009-10 in the total amount of $169.1 million. The listing shows planned
expenditures for a replacement facility for the Martin Luther King Clinic, a new
ambulatory clinic in the Alief area, expanded emergency center at Ben Taub Hospital,
a new ambulatory diagnostic and specialty clinic at Ben Taub, a new cmergency
center at LBJ Hospital, a new ambulatory diagnostic and specialty clinic at LBJ,
construction of a madiation therapy center, and land for development of Casa de
Amigos Clinic.

Management Services and the financial advisor will assist the district with possible
bond financing plans. The district will report to the court again at Mid-Year Review,
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3. Harris County Public Infrastructure

a. Toll Road Authority

. Status

A status report on the toll road system from Public Infrastructure is behind the
PID tab. The estimated cost of the TRA five-year plan is $618.4 million. A

list is included with a map showing the major projects.

The total five-year estimate does not include construction costs for three
potential joint projects with the Texas Department of Transportation. Those
are segments of the Grand Parkway or SH 99, the Hempstead Highway from
[H 610 to Huffineister, and Beltway 8 NE from US 59 to US 90. The county
is a partner with the state on the Katy Freeway-IH 10 reconstruction project.
The county’s share is $250 million. A final payment is due in June 2007,

The PID report addresses a funding agreement proposal from TxDot on the
three potential toll corridors listed above. Those projects would add 814
miles to the TRA system between 2010 and 2013 at an estimated cost of $2.1
billion. TxDot's proposal secks a single payment from the county of $1.235
billion plus an undetermined percent of annual gross revenue over a period of
4) vyears. The PID director, after consultation with cowrt members, will
prepare a response to the proposal.

The funds paid to TxDot, according to the proposal, would be used "to
advance" other state projects within the five-county Houston district, which
includes the counties of Hamis, Fort Bend, Galveston, Montgomery, and
Waller.

2. Studv of Alternative Futures

The court on October 25, 2005, January 24, 2006, and February 7, 2006
authorized steps for a study of altemative financial futures for the Hamis
County toll road system. Three tracks were developed for the study: Track A,
County Owned and Operated and Publicly Owned Alternatives: Track B,
Asset Sale; and Track C, Concession Agreement. Copies of executive
summaries are behind the TRA tab, including a summary by the county's
financial advisor, First Southwest. A separate briefing book has been given to
court members that includes the complete reports, a list of legal questions and
responses, and traffic and revenue analyses.
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Track A Citigroup and Siebert Brandford Shank & Company prepared the
County Owned and Operated report. Their study noted that the county's
current enterprise fund structure has “demonstrated remarkable fmnancial and
operational success" and should be continued as "“the organizational building
blocks" for the future.

The study does not recommend a Regional Mobility Authority "in isolation,"
but said features of an RMA could possibly be combined with the county's
structure.  Statutory amendments would be required for the county to use "the
most beneficial features” of an RMA which would mean greater flexibility in
the use of excess revenues and such tools as comprehensive development
agreements.  For a more traditional RMA, existing law would have the
govemnor appoint a board member or the board chairperson, depending on
which statute is used. The county could seek to develop a hybrid structure
with an RMA serving as an extension of the county for issuance of bonds for
new projects. The RMA would issue its own bonds to fund the county's
"pooled”  projects, and HCTRA would provide support by contract for
assistance with debt coverage and maintenance and operations.

The Citigroup-Siebert team recommends that the county carefully consider its
toll road future and evaluate its options and the possible value of its own
bonding capacity. The report said that capacity, given certain changes in debt
structure and toll policy, could be approximately $8 billion over time,
including $1.3 billion for pooled projects. Factors that should be evaluated
are the degree of local ownership and control the county desires to retain and
treatment of excess revenues.

The team recommends that the county, with continuation of a County Owned
and Operated system, adopt a “forward-looking” toll policy that would
establish a regime of future toll increases that could be authorized by the court
to balance growth of the system and operational costs, and increase value and
bonding capacity.  Rating agencies, the report said, would show added
confidence as the system expands.

In valuing the system, Citigroup and Siebert used the traffic and economic
data provided by Wilbur Smith Associates. The other two study teams also
used the Smith analyses, which created three scenarios for toll rate
assumptions: a base case in which rates are assumed to remain at current
levels; a case in which inflation would be used to adjust tolls; and a case for
optimized rates that would be intended to generate maximum revenue
potential at peak and non-peak traffic periods. The traffic and revenue
forecasts go to 2025 md are then extended to 2055 for a 50-year period with
nominal growth rates assumed m segments subsequent to 2025,

Using these assumptions. and incorporating certain debt structure changes as
discussed above, the Citigroup-Siebert report shows the HCTRA enterprise
valuation could range from $8.2 billion to $15.5 billion to $20.6 billon.

-
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Track B This track. studied by JP Morgan and Popular Securities, concerned
the possibility of a sale of the toll road asset, which the study team believes
would attract investor and buyer interests from across the U.S. and the globe.
This study said, however, that the county should be cautious, and revenue
maximization by asset sale should not become the county's "sole objective.”
Instead, the county’s goal should be to obtain the highest price based on the
level of control the county wishes to exercise after a sale, and the level of risk
the county is ready to retain. The study recommends the county use a
"control’value continuum" in assessing objectives.  In retaining the highest
level of control of operations and decisions, the value of the sale for the
county would be at the lowest point, and retention of little or no controls
would produce the highest yield.

The study points out that the county, despite a sale, could not walk away from
responsibility.  Depending upon the terms of the sale agreement and the
owner's financing conditions, if the new owner became insolvent or
neglectful, the asset could revert to the county. A limiting factor in a sale at
this time is that changes would be necessary in state law, and certain
governmental approvals would be necessary. But if the county pursued those
changes and clearance came for such a sale. the county would need an
"ironclad" contract to maintain provisions the county believed to be
appropriate and in the best interest of the public.

In such a contract there would be, said the study, a "direct correlation”
between the rate at which tolls would be permitted to increase and the value
the county would realize from the sale. Projections of toll rates, traffic
growth, and operating and capital expenses would be key drivers. Other
factors in valuation would be whether the owner would pay property taxes or
be granted a full property tax abatement.

JP Morgan and Popular said eventual bidders would probably have different
perspectives on assumptions and would have separate forecasts prepared by
their own consultants. Their bids would probably be based on higher traffic
data than the county studies used.

The study said sale proceeds could result in a gross value for the county of
between 53 billion and $20 billion, with "expected ranges" falling between §7
billion to $14 billion. Net proceeds would be subject to debt defeasance costs
and the impact of taxes. The total of these reductions from the gross values
could be between $2 billion and $4 billion.

IP Morgan and Popular said the county should remain cautious, however, as
"it would be imprudent” for the county to make decisions based on the highest
value numbers as such estimates would be calculated on the more optimistic
assumptions. By use of them, the county could have a "successful sale." but
end with "a failed public policy."
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The study team recommends that the county, if it chooses an asset sale,
proceed by use of the "controlvalue continuum” process, and identify the
conditions 1t wishes to see mn a sale, and determine the level of control it is
willing to allow a new owner.

Track C. Goldman Sachs and Loop Capital studied the concession track.
Similar to the asset sale, the amount of value from this model would depend
on whether the county would desire an active role in oversight of a leased
system and retention of a portion of operating revenues.  Another important
factor would be the length of the @ncession. A concession term of less than
50 wyears, linked with retention of strong oversight and decision-making by the
county, and extraction of a percentage of ongoing operating revenues, would
result in a low upfront yield for the county.

A concession term of 75 wyears to 99 vears, with a low level of county
intervention and control, and no percentage of operating revenues, would
bring the most upfront value. County operating standards could be established
in the concession contract.

An obstacle to such a lengthy concession term is that state law provides that
the length of a contract supported by toll revenue must be limited to the life of
the bonded debt supported by the tolls, and that debt life cannot exceed 40
years from issuance.

A concession could be for the complete HCTRA system, including the
existing roads, projects in process, and those planned. Or, it could be for parts
of the total system. The Goldman-Loop team recommends the county avoid
attempting to include all of the components in a concession proposal.

The report said a full system proposal, including planned projects, would
mtroduce  "uncertainties”, leaving the county with the possibility that it would
not receive fair value. Such a proposal, requiring a transaction that could
exceed $10 billion, with unproven projects in the mix, would require a large
consortium with a variety of equity parmers. The result could be that proven
components of the existing toll road system could be "marginalized" and only
a partial premium would be paid for them. Rather, the report said, the best
strategy would be to seck a concession on the existing elements of the system,
and add other components at later periods. Problems with this strategy,
however, could be that additional transactions would become costly and time
COnsuming.

The report said the range of valuation from the existing system could be fiom
$7.5 billion to $10 billion for a 50-year concession, $9 billion to $12 billion
for a 75-year agreement, and $10 billion to $13 billion Hr a 99-year contract,
These would be gross proceed figures which could be subject to reduction by
debt defeasance cost and state and local taxes. The total of these potential
reductions could be between $2 billion and $4 billion.
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Again, legal obstacles would have to be overcome for the county to have a
concession contract that is supported by tolls that go beyond 40 years from
issuance of debt.

First Southwest In its summary of observations, the county's financial
advisor, First Southwest, points to the difficulties in the various approaches
and the legal obstacles that must be overcome. With a sale or concession, $2
billion would be required to defease the county's toll road debt, and the county
would be required to repay $90 million to the Federal Highway
Administration for its loan of funds to the county's system, or HCTRA would
be required to use the value of those funds on projects that would be eligible
for federal assistance,

Without legislative changes. an asset sale or concession would be subject to
the owner or concessionaire paying state and local taxes that could reduce the
asset's value on the market by up to $4 billion. Restrictions on use of
proceeds would occur after debt defeasance. First Southwest said the ability
to conduct and complete any sale or concession would run into legal obstacles
until legslative action is taken. Defeasance of debt would bring in questions
as to whether tolls could be continued for support of a concession or to
finance system operations.

Shifing to an RMA structure could mean a multi-county board with
imvolvement of TxDot and the governor. Control by the county would be
limited. A hybrid RMA approach could be used for new projects, but that
approach would have to be carefully researched for any legal changes that
would be necessary for the county to gain flexibility bevond its current
capabilities for operations and debt issuance,

Staying with the County Owned and Operated path and gaining advantages by
new debt management strategies. such as use of longer terms, withdrawal of a
tax pledge, and changing debt coverage levels, would have to be reviewed.
The outcome could be increased funding capabilities for the system.
However, this gain could only be accomplished with a new toll policy, one
that would incorporate consistency and dependability to provide the funding
necessary for operations, maintenance, expansion, and debt service.

Another factor, according to First Southwest, is that the court must be aware

of the "potentially significant impact” of TxDots policies on the financial
condition and capabilities of HCTRA and the county for mobility funding.
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Summary and Recommendations

Certain common threads run through the three studies and the review by First
Southwest. The county's toll road system has good credit ratings based on
strong historical growth and conservative management, and its financial
position is considered healthy. The system is highly regarded by investors
who consider the asset to be of superior quality. The system has become
essential to the economic growth of the county and this region of Texas, and
projections of steady population and economic growth support the need for
HCTRA to expand to help meet transportation requirements for the area. The
toll road asset has significant value, and there is a definite market in the US.
and across the globe for a sale or concession proposal, if either could be made
possible, and the value at stake could be considerable.

Another thread is that whatever path the county takes, the future must involve
a consistent toll policy for revenue to assure proper management and
maintenance of the roadways for motorists, and debt service coverage for
investors.

There is also another common and important thread:  the county, given its
gpals and objectives, should be cautious. There are obstacles in each path that
has been studied. The court and management should prepare a future for the
toll road system that is not based on how much upfront money the county
could gamer, but on a financial alternative for the system that would be in the
best interest of the public and the motorists. A viable, well funded.
dependable system, well managed, enabling a driver to reach a destination in a
reasonable time, with easy access and exit points, has been and continues to
be the primary concem. The following options are presented for
consideration.

Option_a. If the court is interested in a standard regional mobility authority,
as allowed by state law, an asset sale, or a concession, management and
financial and legal advisors should be instructed to prepare a recommendation
on the steps that should be followed. including any statutory changes that
could be presented to the Texas Legislature. The recommendation should
include proposed agreements with the appropriate financial banking and legal
firms and the financial advisor, First Southwest. The report given fo court
should include timetables and cost estimates.

Option_b. If the court chooses to proceed with a County Owned and
Operated plan, the court should instruct management and financial and legal
advisors to prepare recommendations that would outline the steps that should
be taken to achieve the status of possibilities discussed in the review and
studies. Timetables, cost estimates, and agreements with the appropriate firms
should be recommended. A report should be presented to court for
consideration.
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b. Flood Control District

A report from the director of the Flood Control District is behind the PID tab.
The report includes a map and list of active projects and available funding in the
amount of $212.6 million.  Plans are for about 56% of these funds, or $119
million, to be expended or encumbered on studies and projects this fiscal year,
and another 35%, or 574 million to be expended in FY 2007-08, 6%, or $13.6
million in FY 2008-09, and the balance, 3%, or %6 million between FY 2009-10
and FY 2010-11.

The director is asking that additional funds be made available to continue with
studies and projects in various watersheds in the approximate amount of $482.3
million over the period of FY 2006-07-FY 2010-11. A map and list of
"candidate” projects is included behind the tab.

The district’s capital improvement projects are classified in nine categories: (1)
Federal flood damage reduction along main channels of watersheds; (2) Federal
Emergency Management Agency mitigation to reduce insured losses through the
National Flood Insurance Program: (3) Non-federal main channel flood damage
reduction projects; (4) Tributary flood damage reduction; (5) Upgrades to existing
FCD infrastructure to facilitate maintenance; (6) Acquisition of property in
floodplains for conservation and reclamation purposes; (7) Support for certain
projects in growth areas; (8) Support for development of certain new drainage
infrastructure; and (9) Participation in local government flood damage reduction
projects that are outside of FCD rights-of way.

Plans for additional funding of $482.3 million for the "candidate" projects would
allow $238 million, or 49%, for studies and projects that would qualify for
Federal funding in the amount of $217 million. Those funds would be available
for direct expenditure, matching grants, or reimbursements. Most of the funding
would be wsed for scheduled phases of ongoing projects.  The director is asking
that the court continue a high level funding stream so that engineering work, right
of way purchases, and construction can continue as necessary in accordance with
the district's master planning process in all watersheds.

As reflected in the proposals, PID has developed a relationship between the FCD
Dhvision and the department's Engineering Division that has allowed greater use
of FCD properties for park purposes. and for park lands to incorporate FCD
projects.

Management Services is reviewing the request for additional funding and will
report with a recommendation and timetable.
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¢. Roads and Parks

PID has provided a status report on available road funds and projects planned for
the period of FY 2006-07-FY 2010-11. The report shows that Precinct 3 will be
out of funds in FY 2007-08, and Precinct 4 will be in the same condition in FY
2009-10. Plans will need to be considered for additional resources that can be
allocated if construction plans are to be continued as scheduled.

Also included is a report on the status of park funds and park projects planned by
the precincts for the period of FY 2006-07-FY 2007-08 in the total amount of
$42.6 million. Additional resources will be needed toward the end of that period
if phns for parks development and improvements are to continue. PID's report
states that future projects under review total over $200 million.

The county has 149 park sites on 24,597 acres of land.

d. Other PID items

1. CAMS.

PID, as authorized by the court, is developing a County Asset Management
System for tracking of county infrastructure. It will be a central system for
recording county-owned facilities and land. Approximately $1.8 million has
been provided to this point. PID said that another $1.9 million will be
required by September to continue the development. Management Services
will review the request and prepare a recommendation.

2. Utility Relocations,

PID notes that over the past year telecommumcation companies have
requested reimbursement of costs for relocation of  their facilities  within
county road improvement projects. The County Aftorney has provided a brief
on this subject and a copy is behind the PID tab. Companies have in the past
paid the cost of relocating cable and other facilities in public right of way
when the county widened or improved a road. Recent cases in various courts
have indicated a change in interpretation of law on this subject 18 occurring
and the county's expenses for road and flood control projects could be
increased as a result. The County Attorney said the answer may be for the
Texas Legislature to be asked to amend the Transportation Code to clarify the
obligations of ufility companies with facilities that are located within public
rights of way.

-10-
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3. LaPorte Landfill.

PID is requesting 53,750,000 for engineering services and construction
funding for remediation of the LaPorte landfill. Design is approximately 95%
complete and subject to final review and approval. Following construction to
correct deficiencies, annual maintenance will be required at an estimated cost
of  $50,000. Management Services will review the request for a

recommendation on funding.

A proposal for acquisition of the property has been received by the Right of
Way Division and is under review. Responsibility for remediation could shift
to a new owner with the county being requested to improve access to the
landfill site.

4. Construction Programs.

PID status reports on building construction in the courthouse complex and
future projects are noted in the County Buildings section of this CIP report.

-11-

-327- Capital Improvement Program



4, County Buildings

A report on capital improvements for buildings by the FPM director is behind the
Buildings tab. Included is a list of all county facilities and a map of the downtown
complex, A report by PID on the status of projects in the courthouse complex and
future projects is behind the PID tab.

4. Juvenile Facilities

1. The Juvenile Court judges have requested that certain changes be made in
their courts i the Juvenile Justice Center, and Juvenile Probation has asked
for other changes. These requests will be reviewed and a recommendation
will be made to Commissioners Court.

2. Commissioners Court earlier made the decision not to move the Constable of
Precinct | and JP 1.2 from Annex 2 to the Juvenile Justice Center when it
opened, and to reconsider the question at the CIP session. The Juvenile Board
sent the court a resolution asking that the JJC be used selely for juvenile
justice and related agencies, which was the onginal concept for the facility.
The Constable also requested that his offices remam in Annex 2 at 1302
Preston at this time and that his move be made to another planned facility at a
later date. JP 1.2 also could remain at 1302 Preston until a permanent location
is approved for that court, which would not have to be in the courthouse
complex.

If the court 15 in agreement, a plan can be developed by FPM with the District
Attorney for his Juvenile Trial Bureau to move into available space in the JIC,
and with the Juvenile Probation Department director for programs that would
be appropriate for other open areas. The offices should be made available
with the understanding that there would be no additional county funds spent
for changes or renovations at this ime.

3. The Juvenile Board has requested funding be made available for replacement
of the W. Dallas Detention Center. The board has also requested that a
detention facility be made available for females on an interim basis at the
Youth Village, and on a long term basis in a new facility on the grounds of
Burnett- Bayland.

Meanwhile, the City of Houston has expressed interest in selling six acres of
property it owns that is between W. Dallas and Allen Parkway. That property
is adjacent to approximately five acres the county owns on W. Dallas where
the Juvenile Detention Center is located.  City representatives said if the
county decided to sell its property along with the city's acreage that a premium
price could be obtained because of the location of the land.

ST
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Whether or not the court wishes to have such a proposal developed with the
city, it seems to be an appropriate time for a master plan to be developed
between the court and the Juvenile Board for faciliies and locations to
provide for juvenile justice and related programs.  Juvenile Probation has
requested that such a plan be developed for the Bumett-Bayland grounds

where the department hopes to locate a female housing facility, replace
cottages for boys, and provide related programs and services.

As noted, Juvenile Probation is asking for funding to renovate a facility for a
new female residential program at the Youth Village on an interim basis. The
director is also requesting funds for 32 new positions for the program.

The department 1s also requesting that the court authorize FPM to locate two
facilities that could be purchased by the county for Juvenile Justice
Alternative Education Program schools, and that funds be made available for
video surveillance purposes at all residential facilities.

FPM is requesting approval of §1,170,000 for construction of a new bulkhead
on the shoreline at the Youth Village to prevent further soil erosion. The
Juvenile Board has asked that this project be reviewed by PID to determine
whether the work needs to be done at this time.

b. Jail Facilities

A report will be prepared for the court with recommendations for the Sheriff's
new Central Processing Facility and other proposed capital needs for the jail
system.

Funding for replacement of the security system at the 701 San Jacinto jail in the
approximate amount of $4.5 million will be placed on the court's agenda.

¢. Criminal Justice Center

1. FPM has estimated the cost of providing additional security monitoring
equipment for the Criminal Justice Center at $145,000. Funds will be
provided through the District Attomey's discretionary account.

2. A security study of courthouse facilities in the downtown complex by the
National Center for State Courts has been authorized by the court and findings

and recommendations will be presented at the Mid-Year Review in
September.

o
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d. New Projects

I. Jury Assembly Plaza. This facility, on the block bounded by Franklin,
Caroline, Congress, and San Jacinto, i1s scheduled for construction to begin in
May 2007, upon completion of expansion of the county's parking garage at
1401 Congress. Jury assembly will be moved from Congress Plaza to the new
site and will be tunnelconnected to the Crniminal Justice Center, Juvenile
Justice Center, and the new Civil Courthouse. The estimated cost is $16.8
million. PID anticipates construction will require a period of 14 months.

2. Family Law Center. The last piece of the county's master plan for court
facilities to be connected to the new Jury Assembly Plaza is the Family Law
Center, which is at 1115 Congress and across San Jacinto from where the
plaza will be built.

FPM said the current facility could be renovated at an estimated cost of $42
million.  However, FPM notes that such a renovation, which would be
extensive, would not resolve the problem of overcrowded facilities. For
adequate expansion and renovation, includng a parking garage, FPM
estimated the cost would be $80.6 million.

Replacement of the building at the current location with a new structure facing
the Jury Assembly Plaza would cost approximately $903 million, including
demolition of the existing facility.

Under any of the options above, the current Family Law Center would have to
be emptied and courts and staffs relocated pending renovations or
construction.

Another option would be to locate the new structure on the block where the
Coffee Pot Building is located on San Jacinto across from the Criminal Justice
Center. FPM estimates the cost for a new building at that site would be $90.1
million, including demolition of the existing facilities.

If the court chose the last option, the courts and related personnel could
remain in the existing Family Law Center during the construction period.

3. DA's Building. FPM recommends that the old District Attorney's Building,
which is next to the Family Law Center at 201 Franklin, be demolished. The
estimated cost for that work would be $1.1 million. The Family Law Center
and the DA's Buldmg are the only buildings on the block, which is bounded
by San Jacinto, Congress, Fannin, and Franklin. The balance of the block
includes a small park space and an open plaza.

-14-
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4. Historic Courts Building. Design work is proceeding for the First and 14th
Courts of Appeals to move from South Texas College of Law faciliies to the
historic Civil Courts Building at 301 Fannin. The total cost is estimated o be
$65 million. Phase I will be demolition and abatement of the interior at an
estimated cost of $8.8 million. Phase Il will be the renovation work at an
estimated cost of $56.2 million. Completion is expected to be in the last
quarter of 2009,

5. Administration. The downtown master plan included a new Administration
Building that would allow consolidation of administrative and technology
support functions. Cumrently they are housed in the Administration Building
at 1001 Preston, the Anderson-Clayton Building at 1310 Prairie, the Drug
Building at 406 Caroline, and Congress Plaza at 1019 Congress. The plan
called for the new structure to be i the block where the Coffee Pot Building
is located at 102 San Jacinto. Depending on the location of the Family Law
Center, the new Administration facility could be in the block where the FLC
and DA Building are at present, bounded by San Jacinto, Congress, Fannin,
and Franklin. Upon completion of the new building, the current
Administration Building, Congress Plaza, Drug Buildng, and Anderson-
Clayton Building could be sold.

If the court decides to pursue this plan, it is recommended that approval of
requests for interim relocations by various administrative and technology
offices be held to a minimum. The court should decide on such requests on a
case-by-case basis with relocation and renovation costs being avoided unless
absolutely essential for important functions to be performed.

The estimated cost for a new Administration Building would be
approximately  $131.2 million, according to FPM, excluding costs for
demolishing any structures that may be on the site.

6. Security Building. FPM is recommending that a security facility be located
at Congress and Caroline adjacent to the Central Plant at 1303 Preston.
Constable of Precinct 1 would be located at the facility for law enforcement
security for the courthouse complex. The estimated cost would be $12
milhion.

7. Wilson Building. The state has created a fourth TV-D court in Harris County
for child support matters. FPM said that space is available in the Wilson
Building near the other three courts. The estimated cost is $601,000.

8. Medical Examiner FPM said Wilson Architectural Group has prepared the
design for a new crime lab for the Medical Examiner that would cost
approximately $63.7 million,
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9. Other Projects. FPM has listed other projects for various facilities within
and outside of the downtown complex, including certain outlying annexes.
Some of the projects, such as relocations, depend on policy decisions made by
the court in connection with items shown on previous pages of this report.
Management Services will review the complete list of requested work with
FPM and recommendations will be provided to the cowt as funds are
available. Requested use of space in the old 1301 Franklin jail facility will be
reviewed after completion of recommendations that are necessary for the
Sheriff's Detention Bureau.

T
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5. County Library

Materials from the director of the County Library are behind the Library tab.

The director has listed eight new branch projects in the total amount of $46.4 million.
She has also requested $412,000 for replacement of public access computers, laptops,
and self-checkout machines.

The new branch projects are for renovation of Parker Williams in Precinet 1, §1.3
million; a new branch in Barrett Station, Precinct 2, at a cost of $4.2 million: an
expansion of Meador in Seabrook, Precinct 2, at a cost to the county of $4 million; a
new branch in McNair, Precinct 2, at a cost of $5.4 million; a replacement facility for
Stratford, Precinct 2, at a cost of 554 million with a possible lease or donation of
property from Goose Creek ISD; a replacement for Baldwin Boettcher in Precinct 4 at
a cost of $8.7 million with a possible joint agreement with North Harris College; a
possible joint project with Cy-Fair College for replacement of Fairbanks at a cost of
$8.7 million in Precinct 4; and a replacement for Kingwood in Precinct 4 at a cost of
$8.7 million with a possible joint agreement with the City of Houston, and with the
city requested to pay for construction, opening day collections, technology, and
furnishings, and with Hamis County operating the facility and the city providing an
annual amount for a portion of operating costs.

A report from the Library director conceming the annual cost of operations for
branches is included in the attached materials for reference along with a list of the
county's 27 branch libraries.
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6. Reliant Park

The Hamms County Sports & Convention Corporation is requesting $2.833.200 for
capital improvements for Reliant Center, Reliant Astrodome, and Reliant Arena, and
for parking, traffic, and site improvements.

The court is also requested to add $958.844 to the $904,000 that was approved last
year for repairs to the Reliant Arena roof.

The comporation said it will be seeking $4.9 million for repairs and improvements at
Reliant Park in FY 2007-08, $4 million in FY 2008-09, $3.4 million in FY 2009-10,
and $3 million in FY 2010-11.

Management Services will review the requests with corporation board and staff
members for a recommendation to court. A review is also underway concerning the

status of the hotel occupancy tax fund and payments that are required for debt service
and other expenses.

A report from the HCSCC executive director on the capital improvement program is
behind the Reliant Park tab.

-18-
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June 20, 2006

The Honorable Robert Eckels, County Judge, Harris County

The Honorable El Franco Lee, Commissioner, Precinct One, Harris County
The Honorable Sylvia Garcia, Commissioner, Precinct Two, Harris County
The Honorable Steve Radack, Commissioner, Precinct Three, Harris County
The Honorable Jerry Eversole, Commissioner, Precinct Four, Harris County

Dear Members of Harris County Cammissioners Court:

As Chairman of the Commission of the Port of Houston Authority, | am pleased to
submit this update on the PHA's activities and its capital improvement program.

For the past 90 years, the port has served as Houston's most important link to the
rest of the world, and that connection grows stronger every day. During 2005, the
PHA made significant accomplishments, resulting in a revenue increase of 15
percent and total tonnage growth of seven percent (not counting the Bayport
Industrial District, which is a tenant of the PHA)

ACTIVITY AT THE PORT OF HOUSTON AUTHORITY DURING 2005

Moving 28.261 million tons of cargo (not counting Bayport) along the Houston Ship
Channel in 2005, the Port of Houston Au thority continued to serve as the main driver
of global trade and commerce. According to the PHA Trade Development Division,
mare than 3,300 vessels and 4,300 barges transport goods through PHA facilities
each year, and approximately 100 steamship lines offer service linking Houston with
just over 1,000 ports in more than 200 countries. Additionally, more than $650
million in state and local tax revenues were generated by business activities related
to the port, according to a 2002 economic impact study by Martin Associates, which
has conducted studies for 120 parts in the U.S. and Canada_ This number is
expected to increase greatly when the firm releases the resuits of its latest economic
impact analysis later this year.

Increases in the volume and tonnage of break bulk cargo, general cargo, auto

imports and exports, and bagged goods enabled the PHA to post record-level

operating revenue of $155 million in 2005, an increase of $20 million

{or 15 percent) from operating revenue of $135 million in 2004 The total volume of
twenty-foot equivalent units for TEUs, the standard unit of measurement in containerized
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shipping) rose 10 percent for a total of nearly 1.6 million TEUs, Both the total container
volume and total tonnage surged to record levels in 2005. Container tonnage during the
yvear totaled 15 million short tons compared to 14 million short tons in 2004

The PHA recently observed a historic 50" anniversary in the container business. On
May 2, 1956, the first ever containerized cargo arrived at a Houston dock aboard a
vessel that onginated in New Jersey. That was a first for the maritime industry and it
turned out to be a revolutionary event that has poised the PHA for leadership along
the 1.5, Gulf Coast as it expands its capacity. Since that first container delivery to
Houston, the PHA has enjoyed many years of record-breaking results in the
container business.

UPDATE ON CARGO TERMINALS

The increase in operating revenue is consistent with the increased lonnage we
experienced in 2005, Portwide, container TEUs increased 10 percent. Tonnage rose
approximately 1.9 million tons, for yet another record.

Part of that increase is attributed to additional TEUs at Barbours Cut resulting from
increased trade volumes with Asia (up 58 percent in 2005), shorter dwell times for
cargo on the dock, and efficiencies in operations. Additionally, the PHA

experienced steady growth from the northern European, Mediterranean, and Central
and South American markels, which are all historically strong markets. Moreover,
major retailers continue to find it more economical to ship Asian products by water

through the Panama Canal to Houston as an alterative to West Coast ports of
entry.

Containers continue to be a very strong business line for the PHA. Houston is
almost a 50-50 import to export port. This means that there is always cargo to load
into emply containers, which is attractive to shippers. Houston is a gateway for not
just consumers but also producers of goods in this region. Facilities, steamship
lines, equipment and experience are available to meet their needs.

some of the PHA's most notable successes have occurred at the Barbours Cut,
Jacintoport, Care, Turning Basin, and Woodhouse terminals.

Operating revenue at the Barbours Cut Terminal increased 13 percent over the

previous record year of $89.6 million. Total tonnage rose 9 percent over the
previous year's record year.

Tonnage at Barbours Cut Terminal totaled 14 million short tons, and we are very
optimistic about future growth opportunities. Also, this terminal has been running

near full capacity, but enhanced operations have improved efficiencies allowing for
increased handling of cargo.
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Likewise, the Jacintoport Terminal experienced a large increase in operating
revenue of 12 percent over the previous year of $4 4 million. Revenue at the Care
Terminal rose 6 percent because of changes to the tariff and enhanced operational
efficiencies.

The Tuming Basin Terminal experienced a large increase in general cargo for an
increase of 27 percent over the previous record year of nearly 1.2 million. Total
tonnage increased by 475,485 (or 15 percent) over 3.18 million.

Revenue al the Woodhouse Terminal rose 61 percent because of increased rates
as well as increased lonnages. Bulk tonnage tripled from 2004 to 2005. Increased
cargo of steel and plywood also contributed to the increase.

BAYPORT CONTAINER AND CRUISE TERMINALS

Clearly, business is strong at the port and will only continue to grow. To
accommodate that anticipated influx of business, the new container and cruise
terminal at Bayport is under construction. To date, 22 contracts have been awarded,
including 17 construction contracts and five wharf crane contracts — all totaling more
than $323 million in construction, crane, and other equipment contracts. The first-
phase container terminal project is expected to be completed and open for business
in the late summer of this year. The new cruise terminal, able to accommodale the
largest cruise ships sailing in the Gulf of Mexico, will be completed in April 2007.

As mitigation for the Bayport project’'s environmental impacts, a three-mile long
buffer zone is being built around the Bayport facility and will include a landscaped
sight and sound berm that will be 20 feet tall. The buffer zone also includes part of
an extensive storm water collection system that will protect Galveston Bay.

Although the Bayport properties contained only a small number of jurisdictional
wetlands, the PHA's environmental commitments were exceedingly strong. The
PHA purchased the Memorial Tract adjacent to Armand Bayou Nature Preserve and
created more than 70 acres of new wetlands, a replacement for those lost at Bayport
at a ratio of 3.4-to-1. Additionally, more than 100 acres of wetland and upland
habitats at the Memorial Tract will be enhanced under that project. The PHA also
purchased the 400-acre Banana Bend wetland area to be donated to Harris County,
and acquired a 500-acre tract as a conservation easement for prairies.

In designing Bayport we took a new approach — and looked for ways to construct the
facility while protecting Galveston Bay. Although the existing PHA container
terminals have an impeccable storm water quality record, all of the areas at Bayport
will drain into “first flush” ponds before further release. Any sand or other material
washed into drains by the first inch of any rainfall will be collected in the first flush
ponds for later disposal. Should a container be found to be leaking, it will be moved
to a special containment area. All motorized equipment at Bayport will be new, with
state-of-the-art engines that minimize emissions of all kinds.
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The PHA's environmental excellence also extends to the construction phase.
Contractors have been using water distributors almost continuously for two years to

preclude dust from leaving the site — and have done an admirable job, considering
more than 400 acres are under construction.

The PHA also takes seriously its relationship with its neighbors. Although the
Bayport Terminal has been envisioned for more than 40 years and is adjacent (o the
massive Bayport Industnal District, the PHA is taking extraordinary measures to
minimize disruption to the surrounding communities and plants. The PHA is
improving Port Road and its drainage, to serve the area for the next 30 years. In
one of the biggest applications in the U.5., the PHA has replaced more than 130
heavy equipment backup alarms with devices that warn personnel of their presence
but which cannot be heard 100 feet away. Those same alarms will be used when
the terminal opens, and cranes are being ouffitted with special mufflers and sound
reducing devices. Lighting will provide for safe operations at night, but lights will be
shielded and poles blackened to preclude direct glare or reflections.

The facilities are being constructed in ways and in revised locations that minimize
traffic, sound and other possible impacts. The initial wharves contain more than
1500 drilled shafts in the foundation, constructed that way instead of using driven
piles. The concrete batch plant was erected away from neighborhoods, and is
screened by a tree line. Equipment on the ground is regularly baffled, and turned off
when not in use. More than 6,000 feet of 20-ft. high, heavily landscaped berms are
being built to screen the terminal from neighbors residing south and east of the
terminal in this phase of construction alone. Most importantly, the facility, its
processes and its workers logether are planned to be 1SO 14001 compliant at
opening. This is all part of making Bayport the "greenest” port facility on the U.S.
Gulf Coast, and a leader in environmental controls nationally. These are just a few
examples of the ways in which Bayport's construction has been environmentally
friendly as well as a good, quiet neighbor to the community.

Small businesses are working side-by-side huilding the Bayport Container Terminal.
They are handling $82 million — or 79 percent -- of the initial phase of work on
Bayport, including but not limited to the container yard, dredging and wharf
construction. Overall, Bayporl's prime contractor Zachry Construction Corporation

has committed 73 percent of its work for the first phase of Bayport to small
businesses.

B_aypun is expected to create about 39,000 jobs and contribute more than $1.6
billion to the Texas economy through wages and tax revenues over the next

several years. It is a fact that when the port grows, Houston and Texas grow.
We must grow to keep pace with our customers' needs.

During 2005, the PHA also welcomed the decision by the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Fifth Circuit affirming the 2004 judgment by Judge Vanessa Gilmore of the U.S.
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District Court for the Southern District of Texas, confirming the federal permit for the
PHA's Bayport Container and Cruise Terminal project. The affirmative ruling by the
Fifth Circuit's Judges Will Garwood, Jerry E. Smith, and Edith Brown Clement

upheld Judge Gilmore's decision granting the motions for summary judgment filed by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and PHA, and denying the motions filed by
opporents of the Bayport project. The Fifth Circuit endorsed Judge Gilmore's ruling,
rejecting challenges to the permit that the Corps granted to PHA to allow
construction to proceed, and dismissing the challenge filed by Bayporl opponents.

A related state court case also was resolved in the PHA's favor.

The PHA was gratified to prevail in these Bayport matters. The decision of the Fifth
Circuil showed that system works. All interested parties have had a voice in shaping
Bayport and their voices have been heard. As a result, we have a better project.

PORT SECURITY

Security is a well integrated initiative along the Houston Ship Channel. The
cooperation of federal, state and local agencies is a true asset for the port when
addressing security threats. Continually building upon these strong relationships and
keeping our elected officials apprised of security initiatives are the keys that have
helped the PHA 1o receive nearly $32 million in federal security grants.

Partnership agreements with the small cities that surround the port also play a key
role in our security efforts. For example, the PHA has entered into inter-
govemnmental agreements with several local law enforcement agencies for additional
securnty services at our terminals. Additionally, an inter-local agreement between the
PHA and the Harris County Central Technology Regional Radio Center makes
available equipment installation and personnel training for the advanced radio
system at the Port Coordination Center. This agreement provides a vital link
between PHA and other governmental and law enforcement agencies throughout
Harris and the surrounding counties.

The $4.35 million state-of-the-art Port Coordination Center — known as the PCC, for
short - opened in 2004 and was put to its real first test during last September's
threat by Hurricane Rita as the port and businesses along the Houston Ship Channel
were shut down for days. The PCC is equipped with some of the most
technologically advanced communications systems and data sharing equipment in
the industry to facilitale immediate and accurate communication exchange.

Modeled after the mission control and emergency operations centers located at
NASA's Johnson Space Center, the PCC is the integrated communications center
for the men and women who make up the Port Coordination Team. This coalition of
local, county, state and federal law enforcement agencies who protect the port and
the surrounding ship channel communities, all converge on the PCC during
emergencies such as Hurricane Rita, indusirial accidents, natural disasters or
terronst threats,
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SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

The PHA Small Business Development Division continued to open doors for local
small businesses. By the end of 2005, a total of 1,150 qualified companies had
registered in the program with another 19 pending approval. In just four years, the

PHA has created opportunities for many local business men and women o qualify
for contracts.

I'he program encourages contractors to make good faith efforts to include smaill
business participants on qualified contracts. In 2005, about $47.5 million (or 30
percent) of all eligible contracts were awarded to small business primes and sub-
contractors. Another 48 percent of purchase orders and check requests under
$25,000 went to small businesses, totaling nearly $3.2 million. Bayport Cruise
l'erminal construction contracts continue the strong emphasis, with approximately
$22 million of construction work sub-contracted to small businesses.

The Small Business Development Division was extremely pro-active in networking
and outreach efforts. The division's staff participated in more than 150 expositions
and events hosted by local chambers of commerce and business associations
reaching more than 5,000 business owners and other individuals. The division
conducted two classes for Port University and held 11 monthly business
development forums.

All-day sessions were offered to train current and prospective vendors on how to do
business with the PHA and how to navigate the Vendor Information System, known
as the VIS, These were held in conjunction with the University of Housten's Small

Business Development Center, Houston Community College and San Jacinto
College.

PLANNING A STRONGER PORT

During 2005, the PHA Division of Planning and Environment provided added focus
on long-term planning and preparation for future growth. This division directs the
PHA's long-term financial and strategic planning, capital development programs,
facility planning and environmental programs.

Two departments report to the division: Environmental Affairs and Financial
Planning. In addition, the division oversees the Houston Ship Channel Industry
Group, the PHA's participation in the Harris County Freight Railroad Corridors and
Urban Mobility Program and the Bayport Container and Cruise Terminal project.

The division, in coordination with the executive office, participates in a financial

operating strategies work group, which defines and recommends funding aptions for
the PHA capital programs.
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TRADE DEVELOPMENT

During 2005, the PHA Trade Development Division continued to increase the
business and frade as well as promote the PHA's overall mission.

A review of 2005 shows the following new business and expanded services calling
at PHA facilities:

« CMA CGM service to east Asia

+ NYK RO-RO Caribbean and Central American service

« American RO-RO service to the Middle East

s Chipolbrok easthound service from Asia

« BBEC Line to the western coast of South America

« BEC Line to the eastern coast of South America

Promotion of the PHA facilities to container carriers, general cargo and automobile
carners, major retailers and distribution centers, steel shippers and energy-related
project shippers has led to the following examples of business success:

+ Increased import activity by major retailers that have shifted their routing over
PHA and accounted for most of the 58 percent increase in trade with east Asia.

» Expansion and additional steamship line services to accommodate the
growing import requirements by major retailers.

« The heaviest piece ever discharged over PHA's Turning Basin — a 628-ton
pressure vessel destined for the Suncor Refinery in Colorado.

s A total of 90,000 tons of poultry exported from the PHA’s Turning Basin on 18
refrigerated vessels.

s The first shipments of equipment for the Toyota manufacturing facility in San
Antonio.

= The first exports of steel plates processed in Baytown to India (totaling 60,000
tons).

The interest by East Asian carriers was also successfully promoted by the high level
meetings conducted with these steamship line accounts during PHA's East Asia
trade mission, organized by the Trade Development Division.

During 2005, commissioners, executive staff and representatives from the Trade
Development Division participated in trade missions to East Asia, Central America
and South America. The division also participated in customer events in Mexico,
New York and the mid-west U.S. in addition to attending the Seatrade Cruise
Convention. A reception and golf outing for customer appreciation as well as a
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reception for the Consular Corps also were coordinated by PHA Trade
Development.

FOREIGN TRADE ZONE

There were 16 general purpose zone sites included in the Houston Foreign Trade
Zone in 2005. Eleven of these sites had activaled areas. During 2005, the zone had a
total activated area of 1,228 585 square feet of warehouse space and 619 acres of
uncovered and tank storage areas within the general purpose zone.

The general purpose zone has 15 operators, including Jacob Stern & Sons, Exel Inc.,
Dynamic Ocean Services, CooperT.Smith, R Warehousing & Port Services, Odfjell
Terminals, Kinder Morgan Liquids Terminal, Oiltanking, Volkswagen, Manchester
Terminal, Elite Airfreight, Exel Global Logistics, Jacintoport International, Wartsila North
Amenca and Katoen Natie Gulf Coast. There are also 14 subzones within the Houston
Zone, all of which are activated.

The top five commadities by value received at the Houston Zone in 2005 were
petroleum products, chemical products, steel products, computer equipment, and
machinery and parts. In 2005, shipments of steel products were up from the previous
year by 141% al the general purpose zone. Computer equipment received at the zone
was about the same as last year. Movements of petroleum products were affected to
some extent by refinery shutdowns due to hurricanes Katrina and Rita. Admissions of
petroleum products were up by 13%, while shipments of chemical products decreased

by 34 percent. The Houston zone's imports of machinery and parts decreased 59
percent.

Improvements at zone facilities during the year included asphalt patching and adding
utility buildings and new liguid bulk storage tanks. Also, two ship docks at one of the
liquid bulk storage facilities were dredged to 45 feet deep in order to handle larger
vessels. During 2005, the ExxonMobil refinery sub-zone received approval from the
FTZ Board to expand its scope of manufacturing authority in order to increase capacity.
Also, the Michelin distribution facility in Houston was approved as a sub-zone.

Merchandise received at the general purpose zone increased 2.2% from the previous
year. Merchandise received in foreign status was up 11.6%, while domestic status
goods were down 8%. Exports from the zone were down by 11.3%, while merchandise

forwarded to the U.S. market decreased by 7.8%. Shipments to other U.S. FTZ's were
up 12.7%.

The zone served 196 business firms during 2005 and handled various merchandise
from 79 different countries of origin. In 2005, the Grantee, Zone Operators and Zone

users employed 584 people full-time within the general purpose zone.
PUBLIC AFFAIRS
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The Public Affairs Division promoted the PHA’s achievements in many ways during
2005, Celebrations coordinated by the division marked the completion of the
Houston Ship Channel deepening and widening project, the volunteer community
service contributions of PHA employees, new milestones in the Small Business
Development Program, and much mare.

A tanker bound for the ExxonMobil terminal acted as the first vessel to enter the
wider and deeper Houston Ship Channel on August 18 following a ceremonial
ribbon-cutting by the PHA commissioners and a host of elected officials that was
witnessed by more than 300 contractors, environmental and mantime leaders, and
other port stakeholders.

Now at 530 feet wide and 45 feet deep, the channel is an integral par of the
Houston region's industrial, environmental and recreational interests. For fiscal year
2007, the Galveston District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is requesting
$71.28 million in federal funding for construction general costs. A total of $23 1
million in federal funding has been requested for FY 2007 operations and
maintenance costs. These funds are needed to protect taxpayers' investment in the
Houston Ship Channel, and to attract more world commerce to Houston.

Being a good neighbor means supporting the community, which PHA conveys
through the activities of its volunteer organization, the PHA Community
SupPORTers. During 2005, the SuPORTers, including PHA commissioners,
executives and staff members, participated in diverse community events and
activities such as blood drives, food drives, trash-bashing community cleanups and
outreach with local school students. Overall, PHA volunteer work contributed 441
service hours to the community.

The 2005 Junior Achievement Program at Jackson Middle School and Port of
Houston Elementary School also received help from the PHA SupPORTers. Mentors
taught students from kindergarten to 8th grade. The PHA's support for educational
advancement was reflected through thousands of dollars in college scholarship
awards for several local high school students and summer internship opportunities
for college students who reside throughout Harris County.

Public Affairs also succeeded in various government relations endeavors focusing
on gaining favorable federal and state legislation on port security, Houslon Ship
Channel maintenance, transportation, freight rail and various policies with significant
impacts on the PHA's routine administrative business practices. Numerous briefings
and tours were hosted for elected officials and their staffs from the local, state and
tederal levels. Meetings were also conducted with representatives of diverse
business chambers of commerce and associations. Through these multi-faceted

collaborative efforts, the PHA achieved unprecedented levels of favorable legislation
and funding.
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In 2005, the PHA was successful in garnering $125 million of federal grants,
appropriations and authorizations for priority port projects. The successes include:

«  $69.6 million for the Houston Ship Channel related projects;

« $41.6 million in transportation projects authorized in the SAFTEA-LU
transportation reauthorization act; and

+« 514 8 million in Port Security Grants.

The PHA worked diligently with the state's lawmakers to achieve passage of key
legislation to enhance the operational policies, procedures and secunty measures at
Houston’s port.

HB 1705 by Rep. Dennis Bonnen and Sen. Ken Armbrister was signed into law to
make the state's laws on dredge placement consistent with the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and with other federal and state laws.

HB 1002 by Rep. Frank Corte and Sen. Mario Gallegos allows Texas ports to use
devices to read the magnetic strips on drivers’ licenses in order to provide a
temporary pass to port visitors. The Maritime Transporation Security Act of 2002
and other federal regulations require ports to control access and maintain an
accounting of who is on the property. This legislation allows Texas ports to efficiently

and accurately account for the hundreds of first time or infrequent visitors to porls
every day,

More than 90 years ago, Houstonians bragged about being the city where 14 rail
lines converge on the sea. The multiple rail lines that wind across Harris County
developed in what was once farmland and seemingly good locations for rail lines
have since become the middle of neighborhoods and business districts.

A recent study authorized by Harris County and co-sponsored by the PHA identified
more than 750 public at-grade crossings (where rail lines cross public streets)
throughout the county. These sites were estimated to cause more than 30,000
vehicle hours of delay per day. In addition, emissions from idling vehicles slowed by
al-grade crossings were found lo contribule to the area's poor air quality.

HB 2958 by Rep. Peggy Hamric and Sen. Jon Lindsay was passed to authorize the
creation of freight rail districts in Harris County and its surrounding counties. The

district, named the Gulf Coast Freight Rail District, will manage a freight rail corridor
program to reduce roadway congestion and help lower air emissions resulting from

vehicle idling at crossings and move products to and from the marketplace in a more
efficient manner.
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HB 769 by Rep. Wayne Smith and Sen. Kyle Janek makes a minor change in the
CSP law by allowing Texas ports more time to adequately evaluate and rank
proposals for projects

The PHA along with the Texas Ports Association requested validation of the acts
and proceedings of the governing board of navigation districts and public port
authorities. HB 1097 by Rep. Dennis Bonnen and Sen. Tommy Williams prevents
work stoppage on projects that would otherwise be hampered by minor technicalities
and reduces frivolous litigation and ensure the timely completion of projects.

SB 1786 by Sen. Mario Gallegos and Rep. Peggy Hamric assists navigational
districts and ports throughout the state in several ways. The legislation makes
various changes in the procurement processes of ports, limits the ports’ liability on
safety and security policies, and allows ports to partner with entities in adjacent
counties.

The PHA is sincerely thankful for all of the hard work of the delegation of state
legislators representing Harris County and the rest of the port area in Austin.

Additionally, PHA's Public Affairs Division continued to manage the development of
copy, creative production and media placements for “The Port Delivers the Goods”
public awareness campaign. The integrated marketing communications campaign
was designed to build awareness of the port among its diverse stakeholders in the
local community and throughout the global maritime shipping industry through
creative, consumer-oriented and commercial business development advertisements
and news/editorial features highlighting the port's vital economic impac!, invalvement
in the community, commitment to the environment, rapidly rising stature in global
trade and commerce and overall contribution to the good quality of life for everyone
in Houston and throughout Texas.

The campaign was integrated mainly through the use of multiple local media platforms
-- radio, television, newspapers, magazines, local chamber of commerce publications,
special event program booklets and the Internet -- to provide outreach to diverse
commercial/industnal, ethnic and socio-economic audiences. The 2005 campaign
involved more than 50 media partners comprising more than 80 newspapers,
magazines, radio stations, TV channels and specialized media services. As courlesies,
many media pariners provided a variety of products, services and public event
opportunities that added value without additional costs. The 2005 campaign achieved
approximately $858 000 in such added value contributions, representing a return of

more than 56 percent on the PHA's $1.5 million investment in media advertisements
and promotions.

THE NEED FOR FUNDS TO ADDRESS CURRENT PROJECTS

The following chart illustrates the PHA's proposed bond sales as of Apnl 2006:
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The growth of our business continues to require the most aggressive capital projects
program that the PHA has underaken.

CONCLUSION

As we look toward the future, we relish the challenges and opportunities that are
essential to our American system of commerce. We are in an excellent position to
capitalize on the opportunities in the marketplace and to help shape the future of the
maritime industry. We will continue to be guided by our customers, our employees,
and our overall commitment to excellence in delivering the goods.

Respectfully submitted,

5@“ o Jodmndy

James T. Edmonds
Chairman, Port of Houston Authority

cc:  Commissioners, Port of Houston Authority:
Kase Lawal
Steve Phelps
James Fonteno, Jr.
Jimmy Burke
Janiece Longoria
Elyse Lanier

Executive Direclor, Port of Houston Authority:
H. Thomas Kornegay, P.E., P.P.M.

STATE OF THE PORT LETTER
Page 12 of 12
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By 100X AA764, Housion, 17X T7M00-A7HU wswt - fedonediner com

June 1, 2006

Dr. Richard Raycraft

Director, Management Services and
County Budget Officer

1001 Preston, Suite 938

Houston, TX 77002 -1817

Dear Dr. Raycraft:

As per your request, attached is our Fiscal Year 2007 Capital Budget (Exhibit 1), which
was approved by the HCHD Board of Managers and the Harris County Commissioner’s
Court an February 23, 2006 and March 7, 2006, respectively, and our long range capital
plan (Exhibit 2) for the Harris County Hospital District.

We will present the annual capital requirements for FY 2008-2010 during each year’s
budgeting process. This will include ameounts sufficient to maintain a safe and accessible

environment for our patients as well as the normal replacement of capital equipment.

The second schedule (Exhibit 2) reflects our long range strategic capital plan. Internally,
we refer to this as the Project 2015 Capital Plan, The key components include:

» Construction and equipping of a replacement facility for our Martin Luther King
Clinic.

¢ Construction and equipping of a new ambulatory clinic in southwest Harris
County currently identified as the Alief Clinic.

¢ Construction and equipping of an expanded Emergency Center at Ben Taub
Hospital.

s Construction and equipping of a new Emergency Center at LB] Hospital.

s Construction and equipping of a new Ambulatory Diagnostic/Specialty Clinic
Tower associated with Ben Taub General Hospital.

W improve owr comannine s health by delivering igh grualioy bealth cove v Harris Counry residenrs
wrtred P feintingr the nexd goeneration of healih peojessionals
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+ Construction and equipping of a new Ambulatory Diagnostic/Specialty Clinic
Tower associated with LBJ Hospital,

s Construction and equipping of a Radiation Therapy Center.

HCHD management is currently working with architectural/engineering firms to design
these projects in more detail and to develop more refined expense estimates. As a result,
the attached capital plan should be considered as a preliminary estimate of our future
capital plans.

Concurrently, Management is evaluating options for funding these projects and the
development of a long-range financial plan that reflects both the capital and operating
impact of these projects. We anticipate reviewing more specific information with the
Board of Managers and subsequently with the Harris County Commissioner’s Court.

Feel free to contact me should you have any questions or need any additional
information.

Sincerely,

David S. Lopez
President / CEO

Cec:  George Masi, Sr. Vice President
Chief Operating Officer

Liz Alhand, Sr. Vice President
Chief Financial Officer
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PO BOX 66TON, Hoaston. TX 77260-6769
waw. hohdonline.com

David 5. Lopez, President/CED
2525 Holly Hall, Suite 134
Houston, Texas 77054
Office: 713-566-6403

Fax: 713-566-6401

DATE: June 14, 2006
TO: Dick Raycraft, Ph.D.

Director, Managem ices and County Budget Officer
FROM: Mr. David 5. Lope

President & CEO

SUBJECT: INFORMATION RELATING TO LONG-RANGE CAPITAL PLAN

Ms, Liz Alhand, Chief Financial Officer, has indicated that additional information is required
related to our long-range capital plan as communicated in my correspondence dated June 1,
2006.

Attached is a description of the key items included in the approved Fiscal Year 2007 capital
budget. As of May 31, 2006, approximately $6,144,000 has been spent under the District's
standard authorization process, It is anticipated that these expenditures will be funded from
current cash flow unless the Board of Managers decide to utilize tax-exempt financing sources.

Additionally, we are in the preliminary stages of planning for and estimating the cost associated
with several major capital expenditures associated with our 2015 Capital Strategic Plan as
outlined in my prior correspondence (attached). We have engaged the services of external

consultants to provide assistance in developing comprehensive architectural and engineering

estimates for these projects. Once these plans have been finalized, we intend to present them
to the Board of Managers for approval,

During the next few months, we will be reviewing the funding alternatives for these capital
projects as well as the expected operational impact they will have on our system.

Feel free to contact me should you have any questions or need any additional information.
D5L:dn
Attachment(s)

xC: Mr. George Masi, Chief Operating Officer
Ms. Liz Alhand, Chief Financial Officer
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Harris County Hospital District

Fiscal Year 2007 Capital Budget

Exhibit 1

Medical Capital
District-wide Support Services
Information Technology

Capital Improvement Projects

2007 Approved Capital Total

510,022.949
2,494.610
15,730,545

7,920,000

536,168,104



Harris County Hospital District

Summary of 2007 Capital Budget

Medical Capital $10.0 M

This amount includes replacement of existing technology to address
obsolescence and patient safety issues. The replacement of infusion pumps and
patient monitoring systems are the only expenditures included in this total that
exceed $1M.

District-wide Support Services $2.5M

This amount includes District-wide improvements such as safe removal of
medical waste; automated supply and pharmacy dispensing units. None of these
expenditures exceed $1.0M.

Information Technology Projects $15.7 M

This amount includes the following key projects: Clinical Information Systems
(EPIC); Patient Management/Patient Accounting System (PMPA) and Radiclogy
Imaging (PACS).

Capital Improvement Projects $7.9M

This amount includes:

= Renovation and construction at CHP 516 M
« Renovation and construction at Ben Taub Hospital $20M
* Renovation and construction at LB] Hospital $1.1 M
» Roof replacement at Quentin Mease Hospital $0.2 M
« Renovation and safety improvements at

Thomas Street Clinic $0.3 M
» District-wide Improvements $2.7 M
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Recommended Capital Projects Praject 2015
Capital Funds Required

New MLK Clinic {CHP)}
Capital
A&E
Constructionfequipment
Total Capital

New Alief Clinic {CHP)
Lang
Capital
ALE
Construcliocn/sguicment
Total Capital

Casa Future Development
Land
Capital
ARE
Construction/equipment

Emergency Center (BT)
Capital
ALE
Construclion/eguipment
Total Capital

Emergency Center (LBJ)
Capital
ARE
Construction/aguipment
Total Capital

Radtation/imaging Center
Capital
ARE
Construction/equipment
Total Capital

Capital Improvement Program

Exhibit 2
Y07 FY08 FYOoo FY10 Total

$ 1,000000 § - 5 . 5 - L 1,000,000
3 ; $ 4,000,000 54000000 § 4000000 $ 12,000,000
3 1,000,000 § 4,000,000 § 4,000,000 § 4,000,000 § 13,000,000
5 589,227 $ 669,227
$ 1,000,000 § . $ . $ - 3 1,000,000
3 2 $ 4,000,000 5 4,000.0 $ 4,000,000 5 12,000,000
$ 1,669,227 § 4,000,000 § 4,000,000 § 4,000,000 § 13,569,227
$ 1,342,215 5 1,342,215

3 : $ 5 - $ -
$ - 5 .
3 1342215 5 z 5 3 B 3 1,342,215
5 s 8 W % 5 = 8 3
$ 1,000,000 _$ 2,000,000 § 3,000,000 3 - 3 5,000,000
§ 1,000,000 § 2,000,000 § 3,000,000 3§ - 3 6,000,000
§ 1,500,000 3 . 5 - $ . 5 1,500,000
3 - $ 8,000,000 § 5500000 3 ’ § 13,800,000
$ 1,500,000 § B00D,000 § 5,500,000 3 " S 15,100,000
$  A00,000 - 5 - $ - 5 800,000
5 - $ 4,700,000 § 8,500,000 $ 11,200,000
§ 800,000 5 4700,000 S 6,500,000 % $ 12,000,000

iod2 LA:cmb, 042106
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Specialty Clinics [LBJ)
Land
Capital
ABE
Construction/egquipment
Total Capital

Specialty Glinics (BT)
Cagital
AZE
Consfruction/equipment
Tetal Capital

GRAND TOTALS
Grand Total Land
Grand Total ARE
Grand Total Construcfion/equipment

Totai Capitai

TOTAL CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS = 3168.1 MILLION

$ 1,500,000 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 1,500,000
5 - § 1,500,000 § 8,000,000 _§20000000 § 29,500,000
§ 1,500,000 § 1,500,000 5 8,000,000  F20.000000 & 31,000,000
3 2000000 § - 3 - 5 - 5 2.000,000
5 - $20,000,000 520,000,000  $35000000 5 75.000,000
$ 2,000,000 §$20,000,000 $20,000,000 $35000000 § 77,000,000
5 20114492 § - ] $ - § 2,011,442
§ 7.8500.000 § - § - ] - 5 7,800,000
$ 1,000,000 544200000  $51.100,000 §$63,000.000 § 158,300,000
$10,811,442  $44200,000 $51,100,000 $63000000 § 169,111,442
daof 2 Laspmb, 342106
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HARRIS COUNTY

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT 1001 Preston, 7" Floor
Houston, Texas 77002
(713) 755-4400
MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 8, 2006
TO: Dick Raycraft
County Budget Officer
CC: Art Storey Mike Talbott Ron Krafka
Gary Stobb Mike Strech Bob Gaskins
Jackie Freeman Elmo Wright
FROM: Charles Dean

HCPID Planning Manager

SUBJECT: Planning Activities for Capital Improvement Plan — June 2006

The Public Infrastructure Department (PID) is a confederation of four formerly independent
county departments, plus two added “divisions”. Presently we have the Toll Road Authority, the
Flood Control District, Engineering, and Right-of-Way — plus an Operations/Planning division
with independent sections for Capital Planning and Storm Water Quality and a construction
division for the administration of major construction programs in the Courthouse Complex and
for the Toll Road Authority. The reports for those entities are presented in the following pages
and summarized below:

The Toll Road Authority. The Harris County Toll Road Authority (HCTRA) is responsible for
planning, implementing, and operating the County's toll road system. At present, there are over
100 miles of toll road operated by HCTRA within Harris County. Behind the HCTRA tab are (1)
a list of planned projects with estimated expenditures for the next five years, (2) HCTRA Major
Projects Map, and (3) a list of precinct road projects funded by the HCTRA Connectivity
Program. Furthermore, there are on-going discussions that will help determine the direction and
role that HCTRA will play in the region’'s transportation system.

a. Potential Sale of HCTRA. 5Since last fall, County staff and a team of financial,
engineering, and legal consultants have been studying financial alternatives for the toll
road authority. These alternatives include an outright sale of the authority, leasing all or
part of the authority and the authority's future revenue, or maintaining the authority under
County ownership and County control. Discussion of the financial alternatives is to be
placed on the Commissioners Court agenda June 20, 2006.

b. TxDOT Proposal Concerning HCTRA. The Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDOT) has recently proposed to HCTRA a general funding agreement that includes an
upfront payment and annual gross revenue sharing for 40 years for future projects for
three toll corridors: SH 99 (Grand Parkway Segments E, F-1, F-2, and G), Hempstead
Highway, and Beltway 8 NE. The total length of these three projects is 81 miles and the
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HCPID 2006 CIP June 2006

estimated project cost is $2.1 billion. An agreement with TxDOT may be required if
HCTRA is to be an "implementing partner” for construction and operations of these
highways as toll roads. PID is currently working on a response to the proposal and will
report back to Commissioners Court at the appropriate time.

c. IH-10 Toll Lanes. The County is a partner in the TxDOT managed reconstruction of
IH-10 (Katy Freeway) from IH-610 to west of SH 6. The tri-party agreement between the
Federal Highway Administration, the State of Texas, and Harris County describes the
County’s responsibilities for the reconstruction of IH-10, specifically the managed lane
facility to be constructed between IH-610 and SH 6 and operated by HCTRA. The
County’s financial obligation to the reconstruction totals $250,000,000 with periodic
payments made by the County to meet this obligation. The final payment is due June
2007.

d. HCTRA Projects. The total estimated cost of the Toll Road Authority's current five-
year CIP is $618,390,000. This amount does not include the construction costs of the
three potential joint projects with TxDOT: SH 989 (Grand Parkway Segments E, F-1,
F-2, and G), Hempstead Highway, and Beltway 8 NE. Planned projects include the Sam
Houston Tollway lane widening projects, improvements along the Hardy Toll Road and
the Downtown Connector, and other miscellaneous projects within the toll road system.
Attached is a list of planned projects with estimated expenditures for the next five years.
Also attached is the HCTRA Major Projects map.

e. HCTRA Connectivity Program. A program (o fund "connectivity” between the
expanding toll road system and county thoroughfares that feed the toll road system was
initiated in 2001. It is recommended that the $20 million annual allocation for this fiscal
year be equally distributed to each precinct. Attached is a list of precinct road projects in
the Connectivity Program.

The Flood Control District. The Flood Control District currently has $212.6 million available
for its capital projects program. About $137 million (64%) is programmed for Federal
partnership projects that can leverage up to $118.3 million additional Federal expenditures,
matching grants, and reimbursements. It is anticipated that these available funds will be
expended on active projects within the next twelve to fifteen months. About $23 million is
required immediately for the Sims Bayou Federal Project to ensure that the District keeps up
with the Corps of Engineers’ construction schedule. The Flood Control District's complete
repaort is forwarded under separate cover.

a. Funding Considerations. It is critical to continue to adequately fund the $212.6
million active project list and fund the $482 million candidate projects list. Annual
funding of $200 million for the District's capital projects is recommended, $170 million
from County sources and $30 million from other sources (primarily Federal).

b. Federal Partnerships. The District's partnership with the Federal government
includes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and FEMA. The following projects with the
Corps of Engineers represent more than $1.3 billion in project needs that can easily
support $100 million per year in funding: Brays Bayou ($483 million), Sims Bayou ($344
million), Hunting Bayou ($176 miillion), White Oak Bayou ($150 million), Clear Creek
(3129 million), Greens Bayou ($39 million), and potential projects on Halls Bayou and
Buffalo Bayou. After Tropical Storm Allison, the District has partnered with FEMA on

-2
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purchasing homes in the flood plain. FEMA grants to date total $101 million with more
grant applications pending.

¢. Candidate Projects. The District has identified a 3482 million candidate project list
based on near-term watershed objectives. Funding at levels less than $200 million per
year will affect the timing of the projects. Priority will be given to Federal participation
projects that will leverage additional Federal funds. Lower priority projects may not be
funded for a decade or more if funding levels remain less than $200 million per year.

The Engineering Division. Funding for current road and bridge Capital Projects primarily
consists of the balance of the $475 million of road bonds approved by voters in November 2001,
the annual allocation from the Toll Road Authority, and an estimated $75 million remaining from
the current METRO general mability funding program; a total program over the last five years of
some $750 million. Behind the Engineering Tab are (1) current status of road bond funds for each
precinct, (2) list of road projects anticipated for construction over the next five years, and (3)
METRO General Maobility Program.

a. Road Program. Attached is the current status of road bond funds for each precinct.
This summary describes the current available bond balance, the remaining funds to be
issued to each precinct from the 2001 Bond Fund Referendum, and planned
expenditures from FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11. Also attached is the estimated
construction costs and anticipated bid dates for capital road construction projects over
the next five years. The schedules for these projects are subject to change based on
funding availability and needs of the precincts.

b. METRO General Mobility Program. METRO's most current funding projections are
dated Movember 2005. Attached is a list of projects in the METRO General Maobility
Program. Approximately $75 million is available for future designated projects through
2009.

c. CAMS. On September 28, 2004, Commissioners Court authorized the negotiation of
consultant agreements for development of a County Asset Management System
(CAMS) for tracking of county infrastructure. PID has successfully defined the high level
needs and is defining workflows to develop a centralized system for recording all county
owned infrastructure and land. The CAMS effort continues to go forward consistent and
within the 3¥-year CAMS $4 million program. Funding in the amount of $1,880,000 is
required by Sept 1, 2006 to continue the development of the centralized system that was
first presented at the June 2004 CIP Review. The project has received approximately
$1.810,000 to date.

d. Telecommunication Facility Relocations. Throughout the last fourteen months,
telecommunication companies have requested reimbursement for all costs associated
with the relocation of their facilities within a number of County road improvement
projects. Reimbursement for all of these relocations could significantly impact the
project cost and design considerations on most future County road improvement
projects. The County Attorney’'s office is assisting Engineering in formulating a plan of
response that could potentially reduce the County's exposure to the telecommunication
industry's position.
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e. Buildings. The forward planning for county buildings is being done and reported by
the Department of Facilities and Property Management (FPM). A special report on the
courthouse complex construction follows below.

The Courthouse Complex. PID has been assigned three major projects in the downtown
courthouse complex: the Harris County Parking Garage Expansion (Phase Il), the 1910 Civil
Courts Building Renovation (Phase | and I}, and the Central Plaza/Jury Assembly/Caroline
Street Tunnel Expansion. A total of 584 942 000 in project funding will be required to construct
these projects. Behind the Courthouse Complex tab is a table showing costs to design,
construct, and occupy these facilities. Tolal costs for approved and future projects (not
including new Central Processing Facility) are projected to reach $378 million. Current status of
the Courthouse Complex is described below.

a. Harris County Parking Garage Expansion {(Phase ll}. The Phase |l expansion will
increase the capacity of the Harris County Parking Garage from 1,200 to 2,000 parking
spaces. The project is currently scheduled to bid June 2006 with anticipated completion
by June 2007. Construction funding in the amount of $12,078,000 is required by July,
2006. Total project cost is estimated fo be $13,062,000, a $1,644,000 increase in
budget.

b. 1910 Civil Courthouse Renovation. The renovation of the 1910 Civil Courthouse
will be completed in two phases. Phase |, an interior demclition and abatement, is
currently expected to bid in August 2008 with anticipated completion by May 2007. The
estimated cost of Phase | is $8,828.000. An architectural review will be performed after
Phase | to determine the scope of work required to complete the renovation of the
building. Phase |l should be bid by late 2007 at an estimated cost of $56,172,000 and
will require two years to complete. Total estimated project cost for Phases | and 1l is
$65,000,000. PID will require construction funding in the amount of $5,000,000 by
August 2006.

ssembly/Caroline Tunnel Expansion. Construction of the project is
scheduled to begin upon completion of the Parking Garage Expansion, approximately
May 2007. Construction funding in the amount of $14,414,000 will be required in May
2007, with construction anticipated to last for a 14 month period. Total estimated project
cost is $16,750,000.

d. Future Projects. The Construction Programs Division anticipates managing the
following projects subject to Commissioners Court approval. Required budgets and
estimated construction start dates are noted and the total budget for these projects
(excluding the Central Processing Facility) is currently estimated to be $283,167,000.
The estimated project cost for the Central Processing Facility will be available later this
year. These projects are more fully described in FPM's report.

Future Projects Est Const Start Est Project Cost

District Attorney Building Demalition 2006 $1.085.000
Mew Central Processing Facility 2007 TBD
Mew Family Law Building 2007 576,409,000
Mew Medical Examiner Offices 2007 $63.720,000
New Administration Building 2008 $131,207.000
Mew Downtown Security Building 2009 510,746,000
Total $283,167,000

-4-

-357- Capital Improvement Program



HCPID 2006 CIP June 2006

Parks. Funding for parks primarily consist of the balance of the $60 million of park bonds
approved by voters in November 2001. Behind the Parks tab are (1) current status of park bond
funds for each precinct, (2) precinct park projects to be funded from the balance of the $60
million in bonds, and (3) inventory listing of existing county parks.

a. Park Bond Program. Attached is the current status of park bond funds for each
precinct. This summary describes the current available balance, the remaining funds to
be issued to each precinct from the 2001 Bond Referendum, and planned expenditures
for FY 2006-07 through 2007-08. The precincts have projects planned for the full
expenditure of the balance of the 2001 Park Bond Referendum. It is important to
continue to provide sufficient funding for the precincts’ park programs.

b. Future Park Projects. The precincts are currently reviewing future park projects
that total over $200 million. Additional funding sources for these projects will be
required.

c. Inventory of County Parks. The County has 149 park sites totaling 24,587 acres of
land. The County's parks make up 21% of the total number of public parks within the
County, and 49% of the total acreage of public park land. Attached is an inventory of
existing county parks per precinct.

LaPorte Landfilll On April 12, 2005, Commissioners Court approved the preliminary
engineering report by the consultant, CH2M Hill, for the remediation of the LaPorte Landfill and
authorized the consultant to proceed with the design phase. The Remediation Design Project is
approximately 95% complete and is awaiting final review and approvals. The estimated cost to
correct the deficiencies is $3,500,000 and $250,000 will be required for construction phase
engineering services. After construction is completed, annual maintenance of the facility is
estimated to be $50,000. Construction funding in the amount of $3,750,000 will be required in
FY 2006-07. Recently, The Right of Way Division received an alternative proposal for acquiring
the site with a request for reallocating the remediation funds on new road construction for
improved access to the site. The new land owner would be required to remediate the site.
Funding is required to correct the deficiencies or pursue the opportunity of selling the property
with improved access. We will continue to monitor the progress of the potential sale of this

property.

Attachments
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MEMORANDUM

Harris County

DATE: May 23, 2006 Hood Control District
TO: Arthur L. Storey, Jr., P.E. gl

Harris County Public Infrastructure Dept. 13 G84-5000
FROM: Michael D. Talbott, P.E. - v

Director \\%
RE: June, 2006 — Capital Improvement Program Review
Recommendations

# Reliable and predictable annual funding of $200 million for capital projects is
recommended (about $170 million from local funds and $30 million from
partnerships).

o 3482 million in priority projects are provided on a list of "candidate projects”
based on near-term watershed objectives. Additional projects or phases exist
well beyond the $§482 million near-term objectives. This candidate project list is
based on the presumption of annual funding of $200 million and includes funding
for all 9 project categories.

» The candidate project list is influenced by the amount and timing of actual
funding. Funding at levels significantly less than $200 million per year will affect
the candidate project list. Specifically, the categories providing for Federal
participation would be recommended for priority access to available funding.
Lower priority programs or projects would be recommended for future funding
and may not be funded for a decade or more.

= An immediate need is to identify about $23 million for the Sims Bayou Federal
Project to ensure we keep up with the Corps of Engineers' construction schedule.

« Crucial to recommending a realistic Capital Improvement Program, the District
must know.

1)  How much the funding amount will be (including
how long an amount is supposed to last)?
2} When will funds be available?

Overview

Flooding is this area’s natural disaster. It is a part of our history, it will be a part of our
future = it is part of our culture as a community. People cope with the natural flood
potential in order to take advantage of everything else this community has to offer.

Tremendous projects have been built that have reduced the risk of flooding. In fact, our
floodplains are smaller today than they were 100 years ago. While great progress has
been made to reduce the risk of flooding, a lot remains to be done.

A Divigion of Harris Coeanty Public Infrestructure Depariment
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Scope and Scale of the Flooding Problem

The scope of what the District does is not that complicated. There are only a few things
you can do with flood water — you can move It, you can store it, or you can move the
people to higher ground (and you carry flood insurance for the times you can't do
enough of those three things). All communities deal with floodwaters in a similar
manner. What sets the District apart from other communities is the scale of what we
need to do: 3.9 million people, 1,500 channels, 2,500 miles of channels (most built prior
to current criteria), 34 incorporated cities, 500 square miles of defined floodplains, the
natural threat of flooding including non-floodplain sources (sheet flow and ponding), elc.

Reducing the risk of flooding can be accomplished — all it takes is money (lots of
moneay). It's estimated that significantly reducing the flood risk of just the channel
system is at least a $6.0 billion undertaking (ongoing studies will define this number
more accurately). Even at aggressive funding levels, addressing the $6.0 billion
problem will take many decades. Making meaningful progress requires dedicated
funding and the leadership of an entity like the Flood Control District.

Our success will be judged on what gets built between floods. Not aggressively
addressing the flooding threat will manifest in the continued misery of flooding and
missed opporiunities to address the problem in an economical fashion. Missed
opportunities guarantee that addressing the problem in the future will be more difficult
and expensive. The answer for lower priority projects will have to be “No” or "Wait."

The District developed 9 categories of projects several years ago to help consider
relative priorities and project functions. The categories start with core responsibilities of
the District (the basic reasons the Disirict was created) and extend through auxiliary
projects that all help reduce the threat of flooding or establish essential infrastructure. A
description of the 8 categories is attached.

Also in the attachment is supporting documentation for "active projects” being executed
from existing funding and “candidate projects” proposed for future funding. Included are
maps of general project locations in the county, specific project maps for select
watersheds, along with photographs of hallmark projects. Many projects are providing
features that endorse the multi-use concepts that the community enjoys (and now
expects) from our partnership projects. No longer do we need to present concepts in
artist's renderings — we have photos of the real thing: Awesome projects, on the
ground, reducing the risk of flooding.
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Recommended Funding Level

Annual District CIP spending from all sources of about $200 million is recommended.
This represents funding from District/County sources of about $170 million and $30
million from other sources (primarily Federal). This recommendation is based on the
following considerations:

« An aggressive CIP is appropriate for the next several decades to address the
historic and natural threat of flooding.

» The foundation of District funding must be the Federal projects which alone can
demand about $100 million per year. These projects bring at least 50% and as
much as 75% Federal financial participation. We solicited the Federal
government's financial assistance for these "mega-projects” and we must provide
the necessary financial support.

» At this funding level, measured progress can be made for all project categories
(Federal partnerships, District main channel projects, tributary projects, and
auxiliary projects to support District infrastructure and local government projects).

s Even at this funding level, “capital rationing” is occurring because there are more
projects (and the capability to produce them) than funding allows.

s There is an increased public awareness of the flooding threat and an expressed
willingness to fund effective projects to reduce the threat.

« There is support for popular multi-use and quality-of-life initiatives on District
praperty (by appropriate sponsors) that the CIP helps enable.

e There is support from watershed and neighborhood organizations, the Greater
Housten Partnership, and quality-of-life interests.

Federal Partnerships as the CIP Foundation

The District's partnership with the Federal government through the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, and increasingly through FEMA, forms the foundation of the District's CIP for
the next fifteen years or more. That Federal partnership was one of the primary
reasons the District was created neary 70 years ago.

The Corps of Engineers partnership brings “mega-projects” along the main channels
that can take more than a decade to complete. These serve as the backbone of the
primary flood damage reduction system by bringing flood risk reduction to tens of
thousands of businesses and residences, and allowing the other drainage systems to
function better, The projects also provide opportunity (and funding) for quality-of-life
projects such as environmental enhancements, trails, and recreation.

These projects alone represent more than $1.3 billion in project needs that can easily
support $100 million per year in funding. They are capital-intensive projects that require
steady funding to maintain momentum and continuity. Ongoing multi-year Corps
projects include: Brays Bayou ($483 million), Sims Bayou ($344 million), Hunting
Bayou ($176 million), White Oak Bayou ($150 million), Clear Creek ($129 million),
Greens Bayou ($39 million), and potential projects on Halls Bayou and Buffalo Bayou.
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Since Tropical Storm Allison, FEMA has been an outstanding partner in providing
project funding for the buyout of homes hopelessly deep in the flood plain, bringing up
to 75% of the total project cost. Through FEMA grants and separate District initiatives,
more than 2,200 homes have been purchased, residents moved to higher ground, and
the homes demolished. These homes will never flood again — the only ones we can
guarantee will not. FEMA grants have brought about $101 million to this community
over that period, and more grant applications are pending.

The Federal government was invited into this community to provide these types of
projects, and as the local sponsor, we need to live up to our commitment in order to
maintain the Federal interest in providing financial assistance.

Active Projects (Funded)

The District has about $212.6 million in currently available funds for capital projects
{from all sources). Of this amount, 92% ($194.9 million) is programmed in support of
active studies and projects (the remaining 8% is for Contingency and Escalation).
Consequently, funding does not exist for any “new starts” including “next phase” funding
of ongoing studies and projects.

About 64% ($137 million) of available funding is programmed in support of our primary
strategic goal: Federal partnerships. It is estimated that these funds will leverage up to
%$118.3 milion in additional Federal funds by way of direct Federal expenditures,
matching grants, and reimbursements. This emphasizes the importance of our Federal
partnerships in implementing the flood damage reduction plan and why they should be a
top priority.

It is anticipated that available funds will be substantially expended on active projects
within the next twelve to fifteen calendar months.

Near-Term Funding (Candidate Projects)

Near-term funding capability of $482.3 million is recommended based on near-term
watershed objectives. Additional projects or phases are defined well beyond the $482
million near-term objectives. This candidate project list is based on the presumption of
annual funding of $200 million and includes funding for all 9 project categories.

The candidate project list is influenced by the amount and timing of actual funding.
Funding at levels significantly less than $200 million per year will affect the candidate
project list. Specifically, funding to the categories providing for Federal participation
would be recommended for priority access to available funding. Lower priority
programs or projects would be recommended for future funding and may not be funded
for a decade or more.
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Items of note regarding the candidate project list include:

« The list is based on a review of the entire capital improvement portfolio and near-
term goals (2-3 years based on $200 million per year).

» Almost 50% ($238 million) is in support of studies and projects that qualify for
Federal funding partnerships. This will leverage up to $217 million additional in
Federal funds through direct expenditures, matching grants, or reimbursements.

s About $23 million is needed at this time (immediately) to avoid delays in
construction of the Federal project ocn Sims Bayou.

» About 88% ($424 million) is for continuation, or "next phase funding” of ongoing
projects and studies that are in various phases of completion.

Very little funds are provided for “new starts.”
About 60% (3291 million) is for actual construction and 25% (3120 million) is for
right-of-way acquisition.

= |t is anticipated that the $482 million of nearterm funding needs would be
actually spent over about four years. However, the last two years would see
spending on only construction (at a sub-$200 million recommended annual rate),
which does not allow for any lead activities such as engineering and right-of-way
acquisition for continuation of the recommended level of activity.

CIP Trends and Analysis

The CIP is essentially a continuation of programs and projects presented to
Commissioners Court over the past several years. Adjustments have been made to
reflect an increased level of sophistication in our budgeting and project management
capabilities, and to reflect the most recent considerations.

The District continues to refine its CIP project management capabilities, which enables
the development of sophisticated project scheduling, status, and funding projections.
Close work with the Auditor's office is also ensuring accurate representation of funding
resources in IFAS.

New projects continue to be defined through the District's Watershed Master Planning
process that will influence the later years of the CIP. The multi-agency Urban
Stormwater Management Study (FloodWise) will also help define consistent strategies
for public and land development projects.

The District is developing additional analysis of its CIP considering the funding
categories discussed previously, the project management capabilities, and the results of
the large regional studies. The analysis will review the trends in proposed projects as
the program matures and we move from Federal and main channel projects to more
tributary and local projects.

We are also reviewing Federal reimbursement scenarios, as it is likely the
reimbursements will begin to lag significantly behind our earned amount.
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Concept Pitch for Future Funding

There is a strong relationship between District projects and guality-of-life issues,
including the reduced risk of flooding and multi-use of District and park land. In fact, the
County's Parks Master Plan states that 50% of the County's needs for park land can be
met on District land (| believe the number is higher). Many projects now exist where
parks and recreation facilities exist on District land, and recently, District projects are
even being built on park land. It's just good stewardship of public land. (Example
photographs are included in the attached June 2006 CIP Report.)

With the 2003 Texas Constitutional Amendment that allows conservation and
reclamation districts to do parks and recreation, it may be possible to combine the
collection of funding for those functions through the District's ad valorem tax rate.
Funds collected for parks and recreation could then be distributed by interlocal
agreement to the various entities that do those functions.

Funding for District projects and parks and recreation could be provided by bonds, pay-
as-you-go, or some combination. Currently, the District's tax rate is about 3.3 cents per
$100 out of a voter-authorized 30 cents (of which no more than 15 cents can be for debt
service on bonds),

Ongoing District studies such as FloodWise (Urban Stormwater Management Study)
and the Watershed Master Plans are engaging the public to determine what types of
flood damage reduction facilities they desire (and are willing to pay for).
Overwhelmingly, the multi-use projects are very appealing to the public, which further
illustrates the strong relationship District projects have with alternate uses (we only
need them for flooding occasionally).

By engaging the public on what they could get for their money (flood damage reduction
and quality-of-life functions) it may be possible to determine what level of funding they
are willing to provide for these two crucial community elements. This support might be
confirmed through an “advisory vote” or referendum.

Attachments

Attached is CIP documentation for active projects and candidate projects:
+ Project Category Description
+ June 2006 CIP Report

FYO8-07 Juma CIP Ravew dos
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HCFCD Capital Improvement Program
Funding Categories (Priorities)

The District has developed an approach to classify projects into nine categories. The
categories are also a general indication of relative prionty (although not absolutely).
Categories 1 through 5 are considered “core functions” related to the District's primary
mission and should be given highest priority regarding funding. Categories 6 through 9
are legitimate District functions, but are considered “auxiliary functions” and qualify at a
lower priority when it comes to funding.

The recommended spending level of $200 million per year is distributed throughout
these categories at a level that will make noticeable progress in all areas. Annual
funding at a lower level would require slowing all categories down or
reducing/postponing lower priority categories.

Project Description
Category
1

Federal Flood Damage Reduction Projects: These are generaily
large projects along the main channels of certain watersheds. These
projects serve as the backbone for area drainage systems that benefit
tens of thousands of people and allow ftributary and local drainage
systems to function better. Sponsoring these projects was one of the
primary reasons the District was created in 1937, Federal projects
provide 50-75% of the project cost.
2 FEMA Mitigation Grants: FEMA provides competitive grant funding to
communities to reduce the number of insured losses through its
Mational Flood Insurance Program. FEMA provides up to 75% of the
cost for gualified projects.
| 3 Main Channel Flood Damage Reduction Projects: Similar to the
| type of projects under Category 1, but without a2 Federal partner.
| 4 Tributary Flood Damage Reduction Projects: Typically benefits a
smaller area and population, and addresses a more “local’ flooding

problem.
5 HCFCD Infrastructure Auxiliary Projects: Provides upgrades to
axisting District infrastructure to facilitate maintenance activities |
(typically acquisition of sufficient right-of-way to provide efficient |
maintenance access). i
6 Flood Plain Acquisition and Preservation: Acquisition of primarily |
undeveloped property located within a floodplain for conservation and
reclamation purposes.
7 Frontier Projects: Support for projects in growth areas that meet
District objectives of providing responsible regional public infrastructure.
Harris County Auxiliary Projects: Support for development of new
District drainage infrastructure in conjunction with Harris County's
Road & Bridge program. N

9 Local Government Auxiliary Projects: Participation in appropriate
local government flood damage reduction projects outside of District
right-of-way.

HCFCD Core Functions

Functions
[+ +]

HCFCD Auxiliary

Attachment = HCFCD June 2006 CIP
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l. INTRODUCTION

Harris County Flood Control District is pleased to submit this information in
support of the June 2006 Capital Improvement Program Review.

L. AVAILABLE FUNDING

Available funding for capital improvement projects as of April, 2006 is:

Fund Total Cash | Encumbered | Programmed "E:;::ELE
3310 — Reimbursement $18,833,830 $2,485,761 | $14,990,618 | 51,357,451
3320 — Bond $81,256,910 | $40,840,703 | $39,201,817 | $1,214,390
3970 — Comm. Paper $112,475225 | $31,248,745 | $66,134,459 | $15,092,021
Totals: | $212,565,965 | $74,575,209 | $120,326,894 | $17,663,862

This does not include the following impact fees available for watersheds with
adopted regional program:

Watershed Available Balance Percent of Total Funds
Brays Bayou $3,601,966 22 8%
Cypress Creek $3,965,541 | 25.1%
Greens Bayou $2,081,056 | 13.2%
Langham Creek $2,775,650 17.5%
Sims Bayou $1,073,524 | 6.8%
White Oak Bayou $2,324 356 14.7%
Total: $15,822,003 |

It is anticipated that available funds will be substantially expended within the next
twelve to fifteen months.
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Form 413 and Active Projects

Form 413 in Appendix A lists all active projects by watershed and their estimated

cash expenditures as of April, 2006.

Funding of active capital projects by category includes:

Category Funding .F ;:I:E:‘::l:fs
Federal Flood Damage Reduction Projects $103,579,000 48.7%
FEMA Mitigation Grants $33,401,000 15.7%
Main Stem Flood Damage Reduction Projects $20,597,000 9.7%
Tributary Flood Damage Reduction Projects $29,880,000 14.1%
Major Maintenance Projects $3,324,000 1.6%
Flood Plain Acquisition and Preservation Projects $3,243,000 1.5%
Local Participation Projects $877,000 0.4%
Contingency and Escalation Funds $17,665,000 8.3%

Total: | $212,566,000

Funding of active capital projects by watershed includes:

Percent of Total

Watershed Funding Funds
Addicks Reservoir $409,000 0.2%
Armand Bayou $4,585,000 2.2%
Barker Reservoir $3,534,000 1.7%
Brays Bayou $62,363,000 29.3%
Buffalo Bayou $5,026,000 2.4%
Clear Creek $1,061,000 0.5%
Cypress Creek $£3,384.000 1.6%
Goose Creek %1,121,000 0.5%
Greens Bayou (Without Halls Bayou) $12,424,000 5.8%
Halls Bayou $17,386,000 8.2%
Hunting Bayou $6,482,000 3.0%
Little Cypress Creek $76,000 0.04%
San Jacinto River $258,000 0.1%
Sims Bayou 517,776,000 8.4%
Spring Creek $1,508,000 0.7%
White Oak Bayou $16,942,000 7.8%
Willow Creek 2,010,000 0.9%
County Wide $38,556,000 18.1%
Contingency and Escalation $17,665,000 8.3%

Total: $212,566,000

Capital Improvement Program
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Funding of active capital projects by activity includes:

Activity Funding EAre o It
Feasibility Studies $12,503,000 5.9%
Project Development Phase $4,924 000 2.3%
Design Phase 35,414,000 2.5%
Construction Phase $98,448,000 46.3%
Right-of-Way Acquisition $59,021,000 27.8%
Utility Adjustments $11,379,000 5.4%
Support Activities $3.212,000 1.5%
Contingency and Escalation $17.665,000 8.3%
Total: $212,566,000

Federal Return on Investment

Approximately $136.9 million of available funds are programmed in support of
various projects and activities that qualify for federal participation in the form of
direct expenditures, matching grants, or District expenditures that qualify for
reimbursements under the 211 program. The potential federal return on active
projects is:

HCFCD Funding for Federal & FEMA Support: $136,980,000
Potential Reimbursable Amount: $ 64,500,000
USACE Construction on Sims Bayou: $ 36,800,000
Active FEMA Grant Funds: $ 17,038,000

The potential reimbursement amount is dependent upon execution of project
cooperation agreements, federal appropriations, etc.

The USACE Construction on Sims Bayou is for active construction projects. The

HCFCD funding does not reflect previous expenditures for right-of-way, utility
adjustments, etc.
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1. CANDIDATE PROJECTS

Recommended Funding: $482.3 Million: Appendix B provides a list of
candidate projects and programs nominated for “next funding” considerations.
The proposed $482.3 million provides funding in each of the nine categories
while maintaining progress on several major flood damage reduction projects.

Proposed funding by category includes:

Category Funding 'll‘::t:‘i‘:'::;g's
Federal Flood Damage Reduction Projects 5206,020,000 42.7%
FEMA Mitigation Grants $32,000,000 6.6%
Main Stem Flood Damage Reduction Projects $85,900,000 17.8%
Tributary Flood Damage Reduction Projects $51,850,000 10.8%
Major Maintenance Projects $1,500,000 0.3%
Flood Plain Acquisition and Preservation Projects $20,000,000 4.1%
Frontier Program 515,000,000 3.1%
Harris County PID Support Projects $20,000,000 4.1%
Local Participation Projects $20,000,000 4.1%
Contingency and Escalation $30,000,000 6.2%
Total: 462,270,000
Proposed funding by watershed includes:
Percent of Total
Watershed Funding Einda
Brays Bayou $86,970,000 18%
Buffalo Bayou $12,500,000 2.6%
Clear Creek $2,500,000 0.5%
Cypress Creek $15,000,000 3.1%
Goose Creek $5,000,000 1.0%
Greens Bayou (Without Halls Bayou) $34 900,000 7.2%
Halls Bayou $24,000,000 5.0%
Hunting Bayou $43,250,000 9.0%
Little Cypress Creek $2,500,000 0.5%
San Jacinto River $5,650,000 1.2%
Sims Bayou $39,750,000 8.2%
White Oak Bayou $29,500,000 6.1%
Willow Creek $9,250,000 1.9%
County Wide $141,500,000 29.3%
Contingency and Escalation $30,000,000 6.2%
Total: $482,270,000
Capital Improvement Program -378-




Proposed Funding by activity includes:

Activity Funding Receai o noul
Feasibility Studies $9,950,000 2.1%
Project Development Phase $3,450,000 0.7%
Design Phase $18,450,000 3.8%
Construction Phase $291,151,000 60.4%
Right of Way Acquisition $120,350,000 | 25.0%
Utility Adjustments $8,919,000 | 1.8%
Contingency and Escalation $30,000,000 6.2%
Total: $482,370,000

It is anticipated it will take approximately four years to expend all the funds.
Projects not on the candidate list will need additional funds.

Federal Return on Investment:

Approximately $238 million of candidate funds are programmed in support of
various projects and activities that qualify for federal participation in the form of
direct expenditures, matching grants, or District expenditures that qualify for
reimbursements under the 211 program. The potential federal return on the
candidate projects is:

Candidate Funding for Federal & FEMA Support: $238,020,000
$110,200,000
$ 72,000,000
$ 35,000,000

Potential Reimbursable Amount:
Proposed USACE Construction on Sims Bayou:
Future FEMA Grant Funds:

The potential reimbursement and future FEMA grant amounts are dependent
upon execution of project cooperation agreements, federal appropriations, etc.

The USACE Construction on Sims Bayou is for pending construction projects.
The HCFCD funding may not reflect previous expenditures for right-of-way, utility
adjustments, etc.

-379- Capital Improvement Program



HCED

Engineering

~9F

Capital Improvement Program -380-



MEWLWNS puod 41D PEoMSkH Bodal 412 9002 didOH -8z -

(LOE) 669 08S'F 965'€9 FOE'LOL soue|eg PaZUOYINY JSION A4 JO pu3l
000'S BLLYL 0LE'LL 08€'SlL 0SZ'9¢ sjuedioiped juior
000°9 000'81 9zg'a/ 880°65 Z¥a'GL sainjipuadx3 josloid pauueld
6.5'501L (WoZ1$) @2uejeg puog L00Z

LLE LY 90/L/C JO SE 3|qejieAy spund  §
(z86'C6) (zer'09) (B59°.c) (851°6) 896'CE aJue|eg pazuoyiny Jajop A4 o pul
000°S 9/9'G| 005'GL ¥09°L2 LLEZL sjuedioiued julor
005'8€ 005'8¢ 000'vt 0£L'02 ¥16'05 sainjipuadx3 joeloid pauueld
00F'6¥ (WEELS) @oueleg puog LOOZ

GZZ'ee 90/L/€ JO SE 3|qejieAy spund ¢
18Z'vl 182'51 600°LL 615'GS ELE'FE aJuejeg pazuUoyIny JSJOA A4 Jo pul
000's 09621 8.2'0¢€ 969'8¢ G.6'01 sjuedioiped juiop
000°9 389'F1 89Z'69 06% L4 oFL'El sainyjipuadx3 josfoid pauueld
EL'LS (mze$) eoueeg puog L00Z

LPE'6E 90/L/€ JO SE B|qe|leAY spund  Z
689'€ G89'LY 5Z1L°19 GZ6'E9 GZ5'8. aouejeg pazuoyiny JSJOA A4 Jo pu3z
000°s 009'g 009°g 009'ZZ 000'G sjuedioiyed juior
966'2F 0F0'9Z 00t LL 002'LE 000'9 sainjipuadx3 josloid pauueld
+29'61 (wogs) eouejeg puog LODZ

L8362 90/L/C JO SE 3|qejieAy spund |

FI-0L0E2 Ad  OL-600Z Ad 60-8002 Ad 80-L002 Ad L0-9002 Ad NOILLdI®DS3d 12d

(000°k X $) SIUNLIANIAXI QINNV I

S103rodd avod
AGVINAINS ONIANNS - NV1d LNJWIAOUdINI TV LIdVD

9002 ‘g sunr
LNINLEVHIA FHNLON™FLSVEANI 2179Nd ALNNOD SIHYVH

Capital Improvement Program

-381-



June 8, 2006

CIP Road Projects FY 2006-07 - FY 2010-11

CIP No

B10003
B10401
B10203

B10608

B10501
B10301

B10602
B10603
B10606
B10607
B10604

Capital Improvement Program

PROJECT
PRECINCT 1

FY 2007-08
Beamer Rd. - Dixie Farm Rd. to W. Bay Area Blvd. (By TxDOT)
El Dorado Blvd. - Beamer Rd. to Bougainvilla Ln.
Hughes Rd. - Sageblossom Dr. to Barry Rose
Total FY 2007-08
FY 2008-09
Riceville School Road - BW 8 to Fort Bend county line (By TxDOT)
Total FY 2008-09
FY 2009-10
Aldine Mail Route - Aidine Dr. to Aldine Westfield Rd.
Beamer Rd. - W. Bay Area Blvd. to FM 528
Total FY 2009-10
FY 2010-11
C E King Pkwy. - Tidwell Rd to BW &
Chrisman Rd. - Aldine Maile to FM 525
Friendswood Link Rd. - West Bay Area to El Dorado Blvd,
Scott 3t. - BW 8 to Fugua Rd.
West Montgomery Rd. - West Gulf Bank to West Mount Houston Rd.
Total FY 2010-11

-29 -

-382-

HARRIS COUNTY PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT

ESTIMATED
CONST COST

22,000,000
3,000,000
6,000,000

31,000,000

4,500,000
4,500,000

17,700,000
4,000,000
21,700,000

13,140,000
8,200,000
4,950,000
4,160,000
4,380,000

35,830,000
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CIP Road Projects FY 2006-07 - FY 2010-11

ESTIMATED
CIP No PROJECT CONST COST
PRECINCT 2

FY 2006-07
B20009 Haden Rd. - IH 10 to end of Diamond Alkali 1,400,000
B20201 Industrial Rd. - Federal Rd. to Sheffield Bhvd. 3,200,000
B20510 Pasadena Blvd. - Strawberry Rd. to Burke Rd. 2,250,000
B20209 Racoon Dr. - Lynchburg Cedar Bayou to Massey Tompkins 4,100,000
Total FY 2006-07 10,950,000

FY 2007-08
B20206 Barbours Cut (Crestlane) - SH 146 to Barbours Cut Terminal (By TxDOT) 9,700,000
B20401 Barbours Cut (Crestlane) Qutfall 500,000
B20508 Burke Rd. - Red Bluff Rd. to Southmore St 2,810,000
B20502 Crenshaw Rd, - BW & to Space Center Blvd, 3,100,000
B20501 Dell Dale St. - Woodforest Blvd. ta Wallisville Rd. 7,800,000
B20007 Genoa Red Bluff Rd. - BW 8 to Baywood 7.700.000
B20207 Main 5t. - SH 225 to Southmore St. 6,900,000
B20204 McNair/Barrett Station Area Drainage 2.480.000
B20012 North Main St. - Clinton Dr. to end of Main St. (By TxDOT) 4,420,000
B20511 Pasadena Blvd. - Burke Rd. to Pansy Rd. / BW 8 to Red Bluff Rd. 3,800,000
B20504 Scarborough St. - Southmore St to SH 225 2,240,000
B20212 Sens Rd. (Seg 2) - North H St. to SH 225 2,300,000
B20205 Shaver St - SH 225 to Southmore St 6,725,000
B20404 ‘Woodforest Blvd. - Freeport to Haymarket 4,000,000
Total FY 2007-08 64,575,000

FY 2008-09
B20203 Fairmont Pkwy. - SH 146 to 16th St. 2,310,000
B20005 Gellhorn Dr. - IH-610 to McCarty Rd. (By TxDOT) 10,680,000
B20008 Genoa Red Bluff Rd. - Baywood to Red Bluff Rd. 6,200,000
B20503 Genoa Red Bluff Rd. - Red Bluff Rd. to Fairmaont Plwy. 5,550,000
B20405 Pansy St. - Crenshaw to Old Vista 5,500,000
B20213 Repsdorph Rd. - MASA Rd. 1 to 1.2 miles north 6,300,000
B20214 Repsdorph Rd. - Repsdorph southeast to SH 146 1,600,000
B20211 Sens Rd. Seg 1 - Spencer Hwy. to North H 5t. 5,840,000
B20505 Southmore St (Seg 1) - Richey St. to 500 ft. East of Johnson Rd. 6,760,000
B20403 Thompson Rd. - Ellis School Rd. to SH 330 T7.000,000
Total FY 2008-09 57.740,000

FY 2009-10
B20507 Railroad Ave. - Center St. to SH 225 1,600,000
B20506 Southmore St (Seg 2) - 500 fi. east of Johnson Rd to Strawbery Rd. 5,640,000
Total FY 2009-10 7,240,000

-30- HCPID 2006 CIP report.xls:Road CIP Bid Projects
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CIP Road Projects FY 2006-07 - FY 2010-11

ESTIMATED
CIP No PROJECT CONST COST
PRECINCT 3
FY 2006-07

B30211 Bellaire Blvd. - Howell Sugarland Rd. to Eldridge Plwy. 1,500,000
B30404 Bellaire Bivd. - SH 6 to Howell Sugarland Rd. 1,700,000
B30519 Clay Rd. - Diversion channel from Peek to U101-09-00 1,700,000
B30047 Clay Rd. - Elrod Rd. to Lakes of Bridgewater Dr. 2,700,000
B30048 Clay Rd. - Peek Rd. to Elrod Rd. 5,800,000
B30306 Cypress Rose Hill Rd. - US 280 to Cypress Mill Park Dr. 4,300,000
B30106 Grant Rd. - Cypress Creek to Lakewood Forest 2,600,000
B30015 Grant Rd. - Jones Rd. to Cypress Creek Bridge 4,200,000
B30015 Grant Rd. - Jones Rd. to Lakewood Forest Clearing Contract 240,000
B30310 Greenhouse Rd. - Clay Rd. to Kieth Harrow 2,900,000
B30023 Huffmeister Rd. - Ravensway Dr. to Telge Rd, 8,100,000
B30023 Huffmeister Rd. - Ravensway Dr. to Telge Rd. Clearing Contract 400,000
B30025 Jarvis Rd. - Skinner Rd. to Barker Cypress Rd. 3,200,000
B30104 Kingsland Blvd. - Katy Fort Bend Rd. to Grand Plkwy. 2,300,000
B30204 Spring Cypress Rd. - US 280 to Barker Cypress Rd. 8,200,000
B30204 Spring Cypress Rd. - US 290 to Barker Cypress Rd. Clearing Contract 300,000
B30049 Woest Little York Rd. - Deep South Dr. to Barker Cypress 1,700,000

Total FY 2006-07 51,840,000

FY 2007-08

B30413 Cypress N. Houston Rd. - Barker Cypress to Island Shore 900,000
B30103 Cypress N. Houston Rd.- Eldridge Pkwy. to Oak Plaza 4,500,000
B30406 Cypress Rose Hill Rd. - Cypress Mill Fark Dr. to Manor Bend 5,100,000
B30411 Cypress Rose Hill Rd. - Manor Bend to Little Cypress Creek 4,900,000
B30020 Greenhouse Rd./ Park Row - IH 10 to Saums Rd. 10,000,000
B30027 Katy Fort Bend Rd. - IH 10 to Colonial Plowy. 2,100,000
B30403 Kieth Harrow Blvd. - Fry Rd. to Mountain Forest 600,000
B30412 Kieth Harrow Blvd. - Tain to SH & 1,300,000
B30407 Mason Rd. - Maple Village Dr. to Schiel Rd. 2,400,000
B30031 Morton Rd. - Mason Rd. to Raintree Village Dr. 3,200,000
B30415 Mueschke Rd. - US 280 to 1 mi narth 4,400,000
B30032 Park Row Blvd. - Ricefield Rd. to Barker Cypress Rd. 4,000,000
B30208 Skinner Rd. - Jarvis Rd. to Spring Cypress Rd. 1,600,000
B30311 Skinner Rd. - Spring Cypress Rd. to Huffmeister 7,600,000
B30212 Spring Cypress Rd. - Barker Cypress Rd. to Huffmeister 2,700,000
B30408 Spring Cypress Rd. - Hempstead Hwy. to US 290 1,300,000
B30105 Various Locations - Paving and Intersection Improvemeants 2,200,000

Total FY 2007-08 58,800,000
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CIP Road Projects FY 2006-07 - FY 2010-11

CIP No

PROJECT

PRECINCT 3 (Cont'd)

B30
B20421
B30308
B30409
B30312
B30418
B30507
B30416
B30401
B30504
B30209
B20505
B30105

B30511
B30510
Ba0417
B30502
B30602
B30515
B30509
B30420
B30307
B30405
B30503
B30105

Ba0s12
B30009
Baoo7
B30520
Ba0402
B30035
B30105

FY 2008-09

Cypress M. Houston Rd. - Huffmeister Rd. to Westgate
Cypress M. Houston Rd. - Oak Plaza to Jones Rd.
Greenhouse Rd. - Rebel Yell Dr. to Caledonia

Katy Fort Bend Rd. - Franz to Morton

Morton Rd. - Williamette to Mason

Mueschke Rd. - 1 mi north of US 290 to Sandy Hill Circle
Mueschke Rd. - Sandy Hill Circle to Little Cypress Cresk
Park Row Blvd. - Westgraen Blvd. to Price Plaza
CQueenston Blvd. - Langham Creek to FIM 529

Tuckerton Rd. - Point Park Dr. to Huffmeister Rd.
Tuckerton Rd. - Telge Rd. to Huffmeister Rd.

Tuckerton Rd. - Telge to HCFCD U106-09

Various Locations - Paving and Intersection Improvements

FY 2009-10

Cypress Rose Hill Rd. - Little Cypress Creek to Grant Rd.
Cypress Rose Hill Rd. - Grant to Lake Cypress Hill
Eldridge Pkwy. - Bissonnet to Harris/Ft. Bend county line
Howell-Sugarland Rd. - Bissonnet to Beechnut

Kluge Rd. - Huffmeister to Little Cypress Creek

Mason Rd - County line to Chesterwick

Mason Rd. - Chesterwick Dr. to Rock Canyon Dr.

Mason Rd. - Schiel Rd. to Schiel Rd.

M. Eldridge Pkwy. - Cypress N. Houston to Cypress Creek
Queenston Blvd. - Clay Rd. to Kieth Harrow

Saums Rd. - HCFCD Unit U101-02-00 to CoH city limits
Various Locations - Paving and Intersection Improvements

ESTIMATED
CONST COST

1,000,000
1,300,000

900,000

4,800,000

4,000,000

5,800,000

5,400,000

1,700,000

1,900,000

700,000

1,400,000

1,700,000

9,400,000

Total FY 2008-09 40,000,000

2,400,000
3,000,000
1,500,000
1,800,000
2,300,000
1,000,000
1,200,000
3,600,000
1,600,000
4,100,000
1,100,000
11,400,000
Total FY 2009-10 35,000,000

FY 2010-11

Cypress Rose Hill Rd. - Lake Cypress Hill to Juergen Rd. 2,500,000
Cypresswood Dr, - Grant Rd. to N. Eldridge Pkwy. 600,000
Grant Rd. - Lakewood Forest to Old Kluge Rd. {(Malcomson Rd.) 3,300,000
Mueschke Rd. - Little Cypress Creek to Wilks 3,000,000
M. Eldridge Pkwy. - Cypress Creek to Grant Rd. 2,300,000
South Fry Rd. - IH 10 to Kingsland Blvd. 600,000
Various Locations - Paving and Intersection Improvements 22,700,000
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CIP Road Projects FY 2006-07 - FY 2010-11

ESTIMATED
CIP No PROJECT CONST COST
PRECINCT 4
FY 2006-07

B40003 Aldine Westfield Rd. (Seqg C) - Hydro55 St. to Farrell Rd. 5,300,000
B40010  Brittmoore Rd. (Seg A) - Clay Rd. to 1150 ft. south of Tanner Rd. 4,120,000
B40509 Changeable Lane Assignment / Roadway Improvements (By TxDOT) 1,050,000
T40009 CMAQ Il - West Rd. and Bammel N. Houston Corridors (By TxDOT) 9,600,000
B40011  Cutten Rd. - Greens Bayou Bridge to FM 1960 9,500,000
B40513 Ella Blvd. - Spring Cypress Rd. to Falvel {(Phase 2) 1,500,000
B40027 Grant Rd. - Copeland Rd. to SH 249 6,740,000
B40027 Grant Rd. - Drainage and Wetland Mitigation 400,000
B40032 Kuykendahl Rd. {Phase |1} - Rhodes Rd. to FM 2820 3,980,000
B40017 Kuykendah! Rd. @ FM 1960 - Grade Separation (By TxDOT) 15,000,000
B40062 Precinct 4 Miscellaneaous Intersection Improvements 471,000
B40507 T.C. Jester Blvd. (Seg D) - Slashwood to Louetta 1,000,000
B40510 T.C. Jester Blvd. (Seg E) - FM 2920 to south of FM 2920 1,100,000
B40508 Tomball Cutfall - M125 Improvements 741,000
B40408  Will Clayton Pkwy. (Seg C) - Atasca Oaks to W Lake Houston Pkwy. 2,700,000

Total FY 2006-07 63,202,000

FY 2007-08

B40403 East Richey Rd. - Hardy Rd. to Aldine Westfield Rd. 4,200,000
B40410 Ella Bivd. - Louetta Rd. to Spring Cypress Rd. 1,800,000
B40411 Falvel Rd. - Ella Bivd to FM 2920 1,600,000
B40025 Gosling Rd. - Kuykendahl Rd. to FM 2920 (By TxDOT) 1,800,000
B40029 Hollister Rd. (Seg 1) - BW B to West Greens Rd. 2,110,000
B40402 Hollister Rd. (Seq 2) - West Greens Rd. to Bourgeois Rd. 3,370,000
B40406 Jones Rd. - FM 529 to US 280 4,070,000
B40504 Kuykendah! Rd. (Seg C) - Augusta Pines Dr. to Spring Creek 4,500,000
B40502 Permry Rd. (Seg A) - FM 1960 to Mills Rd. 5,700,000
B40503 Perry Rd. (Seg B) - Mills Rd. to SH 249 5,600,000
B40407 T.C. Jester Blvd. (Seg B) - Ivy Falls Dr. to Cypresswood Dr. 5,380,000
B40505 T.C. Jester Blvd. (Seg C) - Cypresswood Dr to Spring Cypress Rd. 4,700,000
B40059  Will Clayton Plwy. (Seg A) - US 58 to 8 Houston Avenue 1,870,000
B40080  Will Clayton Pkwy. (Seg B) - S Houston Ave to Wilson Rd. 2,440,000

Total FY 2007-08 49,240,000
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CIP Road Projects FY 2006-07 - FY 2010-11

ESTIMATED
CIP No PROJECT CONST COST
PRECINCT 4 (Cont'd)
FY 2008-09
B40404 Ella Blvd. - Gears Rd. to Rush Creek Dr. 6,200,000
B40401 Hollister/Duncan Rd. (Seg 3) - Bourgeois Rd. to FM 1960 4,910,000
B40304 Kuykendahl Rd. {Seg A) - FM 2920 to Willow Creek 14,400,000
B40305 Kuykendahl Rd. (Seg B) - Willow Creek to Augusta Pines Dr 5,800,000
B40301 Stuebner Airline Rd. (Seg A) - Spring Cypress Rd. to Thora Ln. 4,810,000
B40302 Stuebner Airline Rd. (Seg B) - Thora Ln. to FM 2920 4,000,000
B40306 T.C. Jester Blvd. (A) - North of Spears Rd. to FM 1960 4,540,000
B400G64 \West Greens Rd. (Seg A) - SH 249 to Cutten Rd. (By TxDOT) 9,500,000
B40054  West Greens Rd. (Seg B) - Cutten Rd. to Hollister Dr. 9,445,000

Total FY 2008-09 63,805,000
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Harris County Public Infrastructure Department
CIP Park Projects FY 2006-07 -- 2007-08

Estimated
Pct. PROJECT Pjct Cost

3 Art Storey Park - bridge, pavilion, restrooms 550,000
4  Arthur Bayer Park - Concession, pavilion, ballfields 1,100,000
4  Bane Park - park development 1,000,000
3  Bear Creek Pioneer Park Phase 1 - complex, pavilions, trails 3,473,000
3 Bear Creek Pioneer Park Phase 2 - water plant 450,000
3 Bill Archer Park - Dog Park 150,000
3 Bill Archer Park - various improvemeants 3,550,000
2 Burnet Memorial Park 2,200,000
2 BW 8 Regional Sports Park Phase | 4,400,000
4  Crosby Park - Ballfields, parking 880,000
2  East Harris County Sports Complex Phase | 5,000,000
1 El Franco Lee Park - Community Center/Park Office 2,500,000
1 ElFranco Lee Park - Phase 4 roadway, parking lots (center) 543,000
1 ElFranco Lee Park - Phase 6 roadway, parking lots (complex) 1,523,000
1 ElFranco Lee Park - Phase 7 roadway, parking lots (fields) 1,675,000
1 ElFranco Lee Park - Pressbox, concession & ballfield 924,000
3 George Bush Park - restrooms, playground 500,000
1 Hutchison Park - exercise equipment 120,000
4  Jesse H. Jones Park - Canoe launch stabilization 113,000
4  John Pundt Park - Park station & amenities 1,400,000
3  Katy Park - water well, lighting 250,000
3  Kieb Woods Nature Preserve - homestead, pavilions, nature center 700,000
4  Lindsay Lyons Park - Concession, pavilion 400,000
4  Matzke Park - Parking lot, roadway 450,000
4  Matzke Park - Restroom 230,000
4 Mercer Arboretum - walkway bridge 100,000
1 Park land acquisition 5,000,000
2 RioVilla Park - Phase 2 development 120,000
1 Sheldon Park Sports Complex - Master Plan 2,648,000
4 Southwell Park - Parking lot 100,000
4  Spring Creek Park - Restroom, parking 550,000

Total FY 2006-07 -- 2007-08 42,619,000
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Capital Improvement Program

HARRIS COUNTY

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT

County Parks - Total Acreage

June 8, 2006
Precinct One
Alexander Deussen Park
Almeda Park

Barbara Jordan Park

Bill Crowley Park

Blueridge

Brays Bayou Hike & Bike Trail
Challenger Seven Memorial Park
Choate Park

Christia V. Adair

Dixie Farm Road Park

Dow One Park

Dow Two Park

Dwight D. Eisenhower Park

El Franco Lee Park

Ella Blvd. Hike & Bike Trail
Finnegan Park (joint City-County Pk.}
Frankie Carter Randolph Park
Gerber Park

Heritage Park Hike & Bike Trail
Hunting Bayou Hike & Bike Trail
Hutcheson Park

Kirkwood South Park

Lincaln Park

Mickey Leland Memorial Park
Morman Way Park

Oxnard Park

Pep Mueller Park

Cluebedeaux Park

Reliant Park

Sagemeadow Park

Sheldon Sports Park

Sims Bayou Hike & Bike Trail 1
Sims Bayou Hike & Bike Trail 2
Sims Bayou Hike & Bike Trail 3
Southbelt Hike & Bike Trail
Street Olympics Complax

Tom Bass Regional Park Section |

Tom Bass Regional Park Section |l Golf

Tom Bass Regional Park Section Il

Sub-Total

-41 -

Acreage

309
43
6
3g
296

326
41
T8
40

683
365

I -
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-t
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283
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292
50
115
3,145

HCPID 2006 CIP reporl.xls 2008 Park Invanlary



HARRIS COUNTY

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT

County Parks - Total Acreage

June 8, 2006

Precinct Two

Allison Peirce Wetlands Sanctuary
Armand Bayou Park

Bay Area Park

Baytown Park (Seniors Sports Complex)

Beltway & Sports Park
Buffalo Bend

Burnett Park

Cedar Bayou Park

Cedar Grove Park
Channelview Sports Complex
Channelwood Park

Clear Lake Park Morth

Clear Lake Park South
Cloverleaf Park

Dads' Club Sports Park

East Harris County Soccer Complex
Edna Mae Washington Park
Grays Sports Complex
Highlands Park

Highlands Sports Complex
[-10 at Beltway 8

James Bute Park

James Driver Park

Jim & JoAnn Fonteno Park
Leon Grayson Community Center
Lynchburg Ferry Site
Meadowbrook Park

Moncrief Park

Morthshore Park

Morthshore Rotary Park
Riley Chambers Park

Rio Villa Park

River Terrace Park

Roy D. "Kipper” Mease Park
Seabrook Sports Complex
Space Center Blvd Wetlands
Stratford Park

Sylvan Beach Park

Sub-Total
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Acreage

6
2,500
64

6

173
10

10
170

el |

43
16

34
180

215
14
297

24
13

|
4,081
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HARRIS COUNTY
PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT
County Parks - Total Acreage

June 8, 2006

Precinct Three Acreage
Alief Amity Park 11
Arthur Storey Park 175
Bayland Park B8
Bear Creek Park 3,080
Beelar Memorial Park 1
Bishop Fiorenza Park 13
Brays Bayou Hike & Bike Trail 250
Bud Hatfield Park 53
Carol Tree Park 2
Cypress Park 118
Cypress Top Park 2
Danny Jackson Family Bark Park 3
E. Shadow Lake Park 1
Flag Tree Park 2
Four Seasons Park 3z
George Bush Park 7,800
Gessner Park 1
Hockley Park 10
Housman Park 1
John Paul's Landing 865
Katy Park 100
Kleb Woods Nature Preserve 130
Langham Creek Park 190
Mary Jo Peckham Park For All Children 32
Mally Pryor Memaorial Orchard 1
Monsignor Bill Pickard Park a
Moritz Pech Famity Park i}
Mew Kentucky Park 4
Mob Hill Park 13
Mottingham Park 23
Paul D. Rushing Park 2186
Ray Miller Park 15
Regency Park ]
Saums Park 1
Sport Park a
Stein Family Park 4
Telge Park 111
Telge Road Wesl ]
Terry Hershey Park 112
Westview/Moritz Park 1]
Zube Park 133

Sub-Total 13,589

-43 - HCPID 2006 CIF report xls:2006 Park Inventary
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HARRIS COUNTY

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT

County Parks - Total Acreage

June B, 2006

Precinct Four

A, D. Dyess Park

Arthur Bayer Park

Bane Park

Bracher Park

Creek Drive Park

Crosby Park

Crosby Sports Complex

Cypress Creek Park Project Site 6
Cypress Creek Park Project Site 7
Cypress Creek Park Project Site 8
Cypresswood Golf Course

Don Collins Park

Elizabeth Kaiser Meyer Park
Fritsche Park

I. T. May Park

Independence Park

Jesse H. Jones Park and Mature Center
John Pundt Park

Klein Park

Kuykendahl Road Park
Lindsay/Lyons Sports Center
Little Cypress Preserve

Matzke Park

Mercer Arboretum & Botanical Gardens
Rice Tract

Richard P. Doss Park

Roy Campbell Burroughs Park
Samuel Matthews Park

Southwell Park

Spring Branch Park

Spring Creek Park

Sub-Total

Total County Acreage

-397-

Acreage
114
22
15

46
13
BE
74
234
852
65
286
91
69

226
380

107
108

19
249
189

33
320

B

5

1

114
3,783

24,597
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HARRIS COUNTY

DATE:
TO:
cC:

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT 1001 F‘r»alst::m,?t'FI Floor
Houston, Texas 77002
(713) 755-4400
MEMORANDUM
June 12, 2006
Dick Raycraft
Mike Stafford Gary Stobb
Charles Dean Jackie Freeman
Mike Talbott Mike Strech

FROM:

Bob Gaskins
Art Storey % ].o{ak

SUBJECT: Utilities Relocations

Enclosed is a current memorandum from County Attorney Stafford concerning utilities
relocations. According to Stafford, the county will be paying more, much more, for road
projects because of recent case law on utilities, who relocates them to resolve conflicts,
and who pays. This matter should be mentioned in the session on capital projects.
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MEMORANDUM

TO:  Arthur L. Storey P.E.
Executive Director
Public Infrastructure Department
1001 Preston, 7th Floor
Houston, TX 77002

CC: Jackie L. Freeman, P.E.
Will Puffer, P.E.
Mike Reily

June 9, 2006

RECEIVED

JUN 1 2 2006

Public Infrastructure
Department

FROM: Mike Stafford
County Attorney

RE: County’s obligation to pay for relocation of utilities within the public right of way

Traditionally and as the result of various statutes, electric companies, telephone
companies and other utilities have been permitted to place their cables and other facilities in
county roads and rights of way without having to pay a fee. When the county widened or
otherwise improved the road the utility companies were required to move their facilities at their
own cost to make way for the road improvement. In cases where the county acquired private
property which was subject to a superior easement owned by the utility the county paid the
company for any required utility relocation.

The common Jaw rule requiring the utilities to pay the cost of relocating their facilities
in the public right of way has been changed by court rulings in two recent law suits filed
against Harris County.

In CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC v. Harris County Toll Road Authority,
the federal district court in Houston ruled that Texas Transportation Code §251.102 was a
modification of the common law rule and now requires a county to pay the cost of relocating
any utility where right of way has been acquired. That section provides that “a county shall
include the cost of relocating or adjusting an eligible utility facility in the expense of right of
way acquisition.” The district court found that when Harris County asserted its right to use
right of way formerly maintained by the City of Houston for the construction of the Westpark
Tollway, the County “acquired” right of way and therefore had to pay Centerpoint over $10
million to relocate its utility lines. The district court’s decision was affirmed by the United
States Court of Appeal, Fifth Circuit. A petition seeking review before the United States
Supreme Court is pending.

A similar case was filed by Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (now AT&T Texas)
contending that it was compelled to relocate telecommunications facilities in the Westpark
Tollway. Harris County Civil Court at Law No. 1 followed the U.S. District Court’s example
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and awarded AT&T a judgment in excess of $1.5 million. That case is currently on appeal to
the Texas Court of Appeals, 1% District.

The County contends that Section 251.102 of the Transportation Code requires payment
only to “eligible” utilities, which are those that are entitled to reimbursement as the result of
another law, for example when the utility has a pre-existing easement in the land being
acquired or when federal law may provide reimbursement for such costs.

In recent correspondence, AT&T asserts that the County has no authority to compel the
relocation of utilities within the public roadways in any circumstances. AT&T states that it will
voluntarily pay the cost of utility relocation if the project involves a road widening, If any
other road improvement is required such as drainage improvements then AT&T will require
Harris County to pay the estimated cost of the work prior to AT&T’s relocating the facilities,

In a case currently pending in the 189th District Court of Harris County, the County was
compelled to file suit in order to obtain an agreement from AT&T fo move its facilities to
permit the reconstruction of Cutten Road in Precinct 4. The County deposited $300,000 with
AT&T to obtain its agreement to begin the utility work. Ultimately the trial court will
determine whether any of this money will be refunded to the County. This case involves the
combination of private easement rights and utilities located within the public right of way.

It is anticipated that if AT&T and other utilities prevail in their interpretation of state
law, the County’s budget will be significantly impacted by the additional fees paid to utility
companies to move their facilities. Mike Reily, Utility Coordinator for the County’s Public
Infrastructure Department reports that within the past year AT&T has demanded payment in six
projects with a potential combined liability of over $700,000.00. In addition delays in
completing the projects have been experienced as a result of AT&T’s refusal to commence
work without first being paid. A report concerning those projects is attached to this
memorandum as Appendix A.

Tom Rackley, the Harris County Flood Control District's Utility Coordinator, reports
that the Flood Control District is facing a similar situation. AT&T facilities cross Sims Bayou
as a result of their right to be in a public road right of way. A determination has been made that
ATE&T has no rights that are superior to that of the District at this location; however, AT&T
refuses to relocate the facilities to make way for a District project without a prior agreement by
the District to fully reimburse AT&T for the relocation.

Willard Puffer, Director of CAMS, Public Infrastructure Department expresses concern
that the County’s ability to maintain its road system will be impaired because of the
significantly higher costs associated with future road and drainage improvement projects where
utilities may be affected. As a result the value of the roads as assets on Harris County’s
financial report may be adversely impacted.

Thus far the courts have not agreed with the County’s interpretation of the
Transportation Code and the County should consider looking to the state legislature to amend
the Jaw to clarify the rights and obligations of utility companies with respect to their facilities
located within the public right of way.

Capital Improvement Program -400-



APPENDIX A

County utility adjustment projects involving AT&T Texas
from April 19, 2005 through May 11, 2006

Proposed Reconstruction of Spring Cypress Road from FM 249 to 1900* West of Burlington
Northern RR, Precinct 4, Harris County, Texas - AT&T had facilities that were in an easement,
our construction called for a new storm sewer to cross their easement. The County Attorney
(CA) determined the language allowed for crossing the easement without reimbursement.
ATE&T has invoiced in the amount of $3,565.77, Harris County has declined payment.

Proposed Drainage Improvements Phase 2 at Rosehill Ranches Subdivision, Precinct 3, Harris
County, Texas - AT&T had facilities that were placed in Harris County ROW by statute, their
facilities were not in conflict, but had to be temporally removed as the soil necessary to support
their cable had to be removed to allow for the construction of a concrete channel. AT&T sent a
letter stating they would forward an invoice requesting payment, but we have not received one
at this time.

Precinct One Hambrick Road Drainage Improvements (this project was/is to be worked by
Precinct personnel) - AT&T had facilities that were placed in Harris County ROW by statute,
their facilities were in conflict, even to the point where some of their cables were exposed in
the ditch at the time the project was initiated. AT&T has submitted an agreement requiring
payment in the amount of $30,493.78, which we have not processed.

Proposed Installation of Sidewalk and ADA Ramps on the West Side of Champions Forest
Drive from Lichen Lane to Silver Shadows Drive, Precinct 4, Harris County, Texas - AT&T
had facilities that were placed in Harris County ROW by statute. AT&T provided a letter prior
to bidding the project indicating their facilities were not in conflict. During construction some
of their buried cable was found to be in conflict with a proposed drain pipe. They had to
relocate their facilities, sent a work order in the amount of $10,224.39, followed by an invoice
in the amount of $10,224.39. The CA provided correspondence on 31 May 2006 declining
reimbursement, which will be forwarded to AT&T.

Proposed Reconstruction of Cutten Road from 500° South of FM 1960 to Greens Bayou
Bridge, Precinct 4, Harris County, Texas - AT&T had facilities that were in an easement as
well as in the existing ROW by statute, our construction called for a new storm sewer to cross
their easement. AT&T submitted a work order in the amount of $157,675.23. which was not
processed. District Court action was filed to compel relocation of the facilities. Harris County
paid AT&T $300,000.00 to be deposited with AT&T and upon Court determination the
$300,000.00 will be portioned out as required. In this case AT&T does have a privale
easement in a significant portion of the land and this particular dispute concerns the
interpretation of the private easement agreement.

Proposed Reconstruction of Main Street from SH 225 to 500 Feet South of Southmore, Precinct
2, Harris County, Texas - AT&T had facilities that were placed in Harris County/City of
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Pasadena ROW by statute. This is a joint venture between Harris County and the City of
Pasadena. The project scope is to replace the existing aged/deteriorated pavement and storm
sewer system. Because of the time that has passed since the roadway and storm sewer system
was originally constructed, drainage requirements have changed, resulting in the need to
increase the size/capacity of the storm sewer system. The County started the design of this
project in 2002-2003, sent preliminary drawings to SBC in February 2005, had numerous
coordination meetings and exchange of information with SBC over a thirteen, to fourteen
month period, and reduced the number of direct conflicts from approximately sixty, to nine or
ten and now AT&T is indicating/demanding reimbursement for the adjustments because this
project is not a road alignment, or widening project. We have received a work order in the
amount of $531,280.78.
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ExecutiveSummary

Harris County (the “County”) has requested an in-depth study with respect to ownership and future
development of the Harris County Toll Road Authority (the “Authority” or "HCTRA"). The study
addresses several key issues:

1. Identify possible long term funding solutions that would bolster the County’s and HCTRA's
ability to provide for future infrastructure funding needs while maintaining financial strength and
strong fund balances, all to be consistent with desired long term County financial goals.

2 Develop an analytical framework for the County to evaluate financial alternatives for HCTRA in
terms of operations, toll rate setting mechanisms and policies, and their residual impact on
future County and HCTRA development.

3. Determine the financial capacity of the existing system and identify avenues to pursue to
increase the financial capacity of the toll road system (as defined below) to aid in increasing
mobility within the County.

4. Explore recent trends in public-private partnerships to determine if these financing mechanisms
could produce a better economic result, both immediately and over a prolonged period of time,
in financing future projects, compared to what is currently available to the County under the
existing structure.

5. Quantify the financial, structural, and operational differences and considerations into three
principal financing alternatives; County Owned and Operated, Asset Sale, and Concession
(each track is defined below), realizing that many permutations could be developed
incorporating elements of each of these three approaches.

6. Understand and quantify the changes in how mobility projects are funded within the State of
Texas and the applicability to the County and HCTRA in undertaking future projects while
working with the Texas Department of Transportation (“TxDOT") to increase mobility within
Harris County.

This report is designed to provide a financial framework for the analysis of financial alternatives under
which the County can make policy decisions regarding how the County values HCTRA'’s toll road
system (the “System”), considering operational issues, revenue generation capacity, future funding
capacity, and certain legal issues that affect value and the ability to continue expansion. This report
and the accompanying reports of the investment banking firms analyzing their respective tracks
provide background into the changing infrastructure finance marketplace. The reports also identify the
financial capacity of the System under various assumptions.

This executive summary should be read along with the supporting detail of the attached individual
reports and their supporting documentation, including the Wilbur Smith Associates (“WSA”) traffic and
revenue report. All references to financial condition and data are as of the date of this report. Financial
conditions, future bonding capacity, valuations and differences in financial alternatives will change from
the date of the respective reports.

Background

On February 7, 2006, Harris County Commissioners Court (*Commissioners Court”) adopted a
resolution authorizing Harris County Management Services and the Authority to prepare a study (the
“Study”) analyzing financial alternatives related to the financing and operation of HCTRA. A team
approach was selected to address each of the main financial alternatives. First Southwest Company
(“First Southwest’) has served as the contracting advisory firm; First Southwest in turn has

..j: First Southwest Company 1
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subcontracted with six other investment banking firms, divided into three teams. The selection of the
team members included the input of officials from Harris County and HCTRA, and was approved by
Commissioners Court during its February 7, 2006 meeting. By selecting three independent teams to
study separate opportunities (or “tracks”) for the System, the County and HCTRA intended to draw
upon a wide range of experience and resources. The separation of the Study into three components
allowed each team to maintain a particular focus on a particular outcome, with the three outcomes
compared at the end of the study. In order to keep the analysis comparable, First Southwest, working
in conjunction with County and HCTRA staff, developed standard assumptions for all teams to use to
produce their results. As with any study, the quality of the inputs significantly influences the results.
With respect to traffic and revenue forecasts, WSA, HCTRA'’s long time traffic and revenue consultant,
prepared revenue projections used as the basis for the financial analysis. The three cases WSA
prepared include:

. Scenario A: Base Case, which provides for constant toll rates at current levels through the
forecast period.

« Scenario B: Inflation Case, which increases toll rates at assumed inflation rates. Tolls are
assumed to be increased approximately every 5 years.

. Scenario C: Revenue Maximization Case, which allows toll rates to rise to their “optimized
rate” which will generate the maximum amount of revenue, even at the expense of
decreased road use.

The investment banking teams that were selected and their assignments are illustrated in the following
table:

County Owned & Operated AssetSale :-"Iconcesslon Agreement -
Track 1, TeamA . i Track2,TeamB ..o 00 0 Track3, TeamC .
Citigroup Capital Markets JPMorgan Goldman Sachs

Siebert Brandford Shank Popular Securities Loop Capital
Explore Existing Financing Options/ Debt ] Valuation of Asset using: Valuation of Concession under various terms/
Capacity Asset Valuation time frame:
Alternative Financing Options Discounted cash flow Short-term Concession
TIFIA/SAFTEA-LU Comparable Entities / Transactions Long-Term Concession (50, 75, 99 Years)

Internal Rate of return

Analysis of Current Constraints: Identification of key terms & conditions: Identification of key terms & conditions:
Project Prioritization System Expansion System Expansion
Existing Indentures/Laws Control/ Tolling Strategies Control/ Tolling Strategies
Tolling Strategies Operating Standards Operating Standards
Rating Impacts Retained Ownership Retained Ownership
Operating Entities: Determine key terms, valuation impact Determine key terms, valuation impact

Enterprise Fund
Qualified Management Contract

State Law Options:

County Transportation Corp. Comparison of Differences in Asset vs. Concession Valuation
Regional Mobility Authority and terms and conditions

Public offering

zﬁ First Southwest Company 2
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Current Financial Condition

HCTRA essentially came into existence in 1984, and since that time has come to operate more than
491 lane miles of toll roads. HCTRA has enjoyed considerable financial success, as indicated by both
its increase in net operating revenue over time, as well as by the ready acceptance of its bonds in the
capital markets. The System generated net revenue in excess of $137 million for fiscal year 2006
(unaudited), which reflects an increase from $110.7 million the prior year, with expectations that the
current trend will increase. The current uninsured natural ratings of the senior-lien revenue debt
($1.295 billion currently outstanding) are “A+” by Fitch, "A1” by Moody's and "AA-" by Standard &
Poor's. The subordinate lien revenue bonds ($711 million currently outstanding), which also carry an
additional pledge of the County’s ad valorem tax, currently carry uninsured natural ratings of "AA+" by
Fitch, “Aa1” by Moody’s and “AA+” by Standard and Poor's. The subordinate lien bonds have a higher
rating than the senior lien bonds because of the credit support of the full faith and taxing powers of the
County, though no debt service on these subordinate lien bonds has ever been paid with ad valorem
tax revenues. The County's strong financial position benefits the credit rating of the subordinate lien
bonds, thus lowering the capital cost to HCTRA. A brief summary of HCTRA'’s financial operating
results for fiscal years ending 2005 and 2006 (unaudited) appear in the following table. The unaudited
2006 figures are subject to change as the audit may require.

Harris County Toll Road Authority
Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Assets
{In Thousands})
For Fiscal Years Ending February 28
1112008 % o Percentage - 12005 ¢
' {(unaudited) Change - (audited)

Revenues:

Total Revenues 373,594 15.30% 324,030
Expenses:

Operating Expenses 69,290 20.75% 57,381
Depreciation 55,344 28.97% 42,913
Nonoperating Expenses 111,658 -1.24% 113,064
Total expenses 236,292 10.75% 213,358
Income Before Contributions And Transfers 137.302 24.06% 110,672
Contributions 2,918 -76.70% 12,523
Transfers Out (20,241) 0.55% (20,130)
Change In Net Assets 119,979 16.91% 103,065
Net Assets-Beginning 150,732 47,667
Net Assets-Ending $ 270,711 79.60% $ 150,732
Expenses as a % of Revenue: 63.25% 65.85%
Expenses excluding Depreciation & Nonoperating

Expenses as a % of Revenue: 18.55% 17.71%

Source: 2005 figures from Harris County Toll Road Authority CAFR; 2006 figures from Harris County Auditor's Office, as
of April 2006; percentages calculated.

As these numbers reflect, gross revenues compared year-to-year have increased by 15.3% with net
income increasing by 24.06%. The increase in operating expenses net of depreciation was offset by an
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increase in lease revenues and charges for services. The charges for services include the fee that
HCTRA receives to offset expenses related to operating the Fort Bend Toll Road.

In June 2005, Commissioners Court addressed the prioritization of HCTRA capital projects with the
adoption of a 5-year Capital Improvement Program (“CIP”). This benefited HCTRA by signaling to the
credit markets and the rating agencies an intent to narrow the focus for further development and by
indicating that the management of HCTRA and the County would evaluate strategically the growth of
the System.

Long-Term Funding Solutions

One of the primary goals of this study was to explore the financial opportunities and resources avatlable
to the County and HCTRA. As stated earlier, HCTRA currently enjoys strong financial results and
access to the capital markets. Since the inception of HCTRA in 1983, and in particular during the last
several years, the financial resources available to HCTRA and the County continue to develop,
providing additional project capacity. An important development in the United States during the last two
years is the increased acceptance of private, non-governmental investors acquiring long-term financial
and operational interests in public toll roads. This has occurred in Texas with the Trans Texas Corridor
project, and most notably outside Texas with the granting of concessions of existing toll roads in
Chicago and in Indiana, among others. In addition to concessions, there have been sales of municipal
assets similar to HCTRA's purchase of the Ship Channel Bridge in 1994 from the Texas Turnpike
Authority (which is now a division of TxDOT), as well as investments in greenfield projects.

Because of these developments, the Study has attempted to construct an analytical framework in which
to evaluate financial alternatives, which led to the focus on the three identified tracks. Each track
contains many different features, risk profiles and constraints. The individual team reports detail the
many different permutations of the basic tracks, and these separate reports should be referenced for a
more detailed analysis.

The 5-year CIP for HCTRA includes anticipated needs in excess of $1.3 billion assuming all indicated
projects are undertaken. Two of the projects might be considered to be secondary in priority, and if
excluded would reduce the plan size to approximately $1 billion. The foliowing table provides more
detail on the HCTRA 5-year CIP (excluding projects presently under construction):

Harris County Toll Road Authority
5-Year Capital Improvement Program
Project Cost and Current Status (Spring 2006)

i - | ESTIMATED "| ESTIMATED | o » _
PROJECT | Goupierion | ALIGNMENT - | PrOJECT COsT | STATUS

Beltway 8 East 2010 US 59to US 90A (13 rmles) $295,738,000 Design Phase thru 7/07
Brazoria Toll Road 2010 IH 610 to Alvin (20 miles) $237,725,322 'Completed Fea5|btllty
- SH 288 . o . Study
Grand Parkway - 2011 IH 10 to US 290 (13 miles) $139,815,000 Completed Schematic
Segment E Design
Hardy Toll Road 2010 IH 610 to CBD (3 miles) $138,684,000 Final Design Est. 7/07
Extension , B . o e
Hempstead Toll 2013 IH 610 to Jones Road (13 $242,300,000 Completed Conceptual
Road (US 290) miles) ] Design

*  Ft. Bend Parkway On-Hold US 90A to Post Oak (1.6 $53,840,000 On hold
Phase 1l miles)

*  Fairmont On-Hold BW 8 to SH 146 along Red $205,425,000 On hold
Pkwy/Red Bluff Bluff (9 miles)
Road

$1,313,5627,322

* Indicates Secondary Project Source: Harris County Toll Road Authority Staff.

," First Southwest Company
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in addition to these needs, the County anticipates continued funding of connectivity projects at the
precinct level, which in the recent past has generally amounted to $5 million per precinct each year,
except in 2004 when an aggregate of $67.5 million of mobility funding occurred. Each of the three
alternative tracks provides capacity to meet these needs in addition to bolstering the County’s funding
for public infrastructure and improving connectivity with the System. However, each track has different
implications relating to financial and operational issues for the County and the System beyond these
immediate needs.

Evaluating Alternatives

To assist Commissioners Court in evaluating the future development and operation of the System, the
study team has developed a financial framework and the resultant operational environment for each
separate track.

The driving question revolves around what should be maximized:
« Netrevenues, or
« Road utilization, or
« Some combination of net revenues and road utilization.

Currently, Commissioners Court has the authority to set tolls, select projects and set operational
standards subject to compliance with financial standards contained in the existing bond indentures and
with federal and state laws regarding operation and construction. These characteristics will continue to
hold true under the County Owned and Operated track but will change depending upon the nature of
either an Asset Sale or a Concession. Alternatives under any of the tracks could result in a
diminishment of County control, depending on the particular details of the alternative and any governing
agreements. The amount of change in control will depend upon the terms and conditions contained
within a sale or concession agreement. The value received in a sale or concession correlates inversely
with the amount of control retained, which can be referred to as the control/value spectrum.

CONTROL / VALUE
SPECTRUM

Control

Investors will demand a minimum amount of control per level of bid in order to protect their anticipated
returns, which limits how much control can be retained by the County in a sale or concession
transaction.

In valuing the System under any of the three tracks, toll revenue (a function of toll rates and
traffic) drives value more than any other factor. HCTRA, on average, has operating expenses,
exclusive of debt service, depreciation and transfers for connectivity, which amount to approximately
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15% to 21% of revenues. HCTRA currently outsources approximately 70% of operational expenses’
thereby extracting private-side operational efficiencies. Therefore, the value proposition going forward
primarily depends upon the management of debt service and toll revenue. County management of tolls
going forward will be a driver of value in any scenario. In other words, the value proposition must be
balanced between achieving desired results for both road utilization and net revenues.

References to value in this study generally focus on the present value of projected cash flows after
meeting costs for operations, debt service and maintenance. In some cases, value equals the
consideration paid today, particularly in the case of an asset sale or concession. Value may be realized
over varying lengths of time, including immediately, or in many different combinations. If a payment is
made at inception of the transaction, and there are no future payments, the present value discount
factor of the other party still remains important to the County. If a private entity has a higher discount
factor than the County, and all other factors are equal, then the value payable by the private entity
should be less than that of an equivalent value measured at the County’s discount rate. The opposite
would be true if the County’s discount rate is higher than the private entity's discount rate.

If payments are made over time, the creditworthiness of the private entity and the details of its financing
arrangements should be of increased concern to the County. The County should consider the
creditworthiness of the private entity as with any contractual relationship, but particutarly in this case
because of the reliance on the private party to operate the System in a prescribed way, and the
heightened monitoring costs and exposure if the counterparty cannot meet these contractual
requirements.

As reflected in the reports for Tracks 2 and 3, sale and concession agreements have value and control
factors that the County or HCTRA can alter during the negotiation process, resulting in an impact on
valuation. Some of the key value and control factors are:

o Future toll increases, including the appropriate toll inflator factors (CPI, GDP, other)
« Operational standards
« Capital improvement and maintenance, including quality levels during the contract period
and conditions upoen return, if appropriate
+ Toll road utihzation and impact on alternative free routes
« Participation in ongoing projects
« Development of future projects within a defined area other than tolled projects
« Handling of governmental functions such as:
« Policing
- Safety
« Emergency usage
« Toll enforcement
+ Personnel issues related to current employees of the System
« Requirements regarding defeasance of existing System-related debt?
« Taxation
+ Remedies with respect to each party’s ongoing performance

Certain factors may impact value but may not be controllable through the contract terms and conditions.
These include the cost of defeasing HCTRA'’s debt, and the potential impact of property, sales, and
income taxes.” From whatever value might be received in a sale or concession, approximately $2
billion would be required to defease® all outstanding System-related debt®, and the County could be

' HCTRA

? Fulbright & Jaworski, L.L.P. Legal Memo

* Fulbright & Jaworski, L.L.P. legal memos regarding defeasance of outstanding debt and state and local taxes
* JPMorgan/Popular Securities Report Dated June 2006, page 21

5: First Southwest Company
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required to repay the $90 million Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”") loan or use that amount of
the proceeds for projects eligible for federal assistance.® Without future legislative changes, an asset
sale or concession will be subject to state and local taxes.” The effect of local property taxes might
further impair the value of the asset by approximately $2 billion to $4 billion, according to one estimate .’
Comparing differences between the expenses of a private sector operator versus the County and
HCTRA provides key insight into the value proposition for the potential investor.

In addition to the factors above that may affect value to the County, there most likely will be restrictions
on the use of net proceeds after the defeasance of debt. The County may be required to dedicate a
share of net proceeds proportional to the federal assistance received in building the System, with such
funds to be used for projects qualifying under Title 23, United States Code. The remaining net
proceeds would be available for other purposes.®

Because the System addresses an integral part of the mobility needs of Harris County, involving more
than 335 million'® transactions during the last year, and because the County will continue to have an
interest in promoting mobility within Harris County even after a conveyance of the System, the County
would have a strong continuing interest in the operational performance and capacity of either a
concession or a privately-held toll road. The County would need to retain appropriate staff in order to
monitor the performance standards within the contract. At a minimum, ongoing audits and engineering
reports would be necessary. When considering the sale or concession results, the County and HCTRA
should factor in these ongoing costs. A concession or sale does not eliminate the County’s ongoing
operational costs.

Legal ability to consummate any sale or concession remains a key obstacle, without further action by
the Texas Legislature. The length of any contract supported by tolls must be limited to the amount of
time the tolls can stay in place, which under current law is 40 years from the date of bond issuance.'’
Many, though not all, recent concessions extend for much longer than 40 years, as the Goldman/Loop
Report discusses. Concessions outside the United States have often been for shorter periods of time;
many European or Australian concessions exist for 30 to 40 years or less. Tolls exist on the System
currently under specific provisions of Chapter 284, Texas Transportation Code, which tie the toll
collections to the life of the bonds supported by the tolls. If a sale requires defeasance of System-
related debt, the continuation of tolls cannot be taken as a given.'

Once a concession or sale is consummated, the County would be bound by the contractual agreements
of the transaction, meaning that any necessary future changes by either side will result in further
negotiations. Such negotiations might require an additional exchange of compensation in return for
future needs. Similar to other private party contracts, the contract should be viewed as the start of
future negotiations, particularly because these contracts tend to cover a very substantial period of time.

® Fulbright & Jaworski L.L.P. legal memo

® Fulbright & Jaworski L L P. legal memo

" Fulbright & Jaworski L.L.P. legal memo

¢ JPMorgan/Popular Securities Report Dated June 2006, page 18
® Greenberg Traurig, LLP, legal memo

% Wilbur Smith Associates Report Dated April 19, 2006, page 10
' Bates & Coleman, P.C. legal memo

'? Andrews Kurth LLP legal memo dated March 3, 2006
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Potential issues that could create a monetary payment on the part of the County or HCTRA to the
concession or sale counterparty would include:

« Changing the permitted toll structure (i.e. altering the rules for escalating tolls in the future)
« Building any competing free or tolled roads (and defining which roads are “competing”)

« Impeding access to the sold or concessioned road

+ Allowing governmental usage of the sold or concessioned road

In selling the System outright, or effectively limiting control for a long period of time by a concession,
the County will be held to the tolling regime in the contract for sale or concession. Changes in these toll
schedules will result in economic changes to the owner or concessionaire for which compensation may
be owed by the County. If the changes impair or lower the value to the concessionaire or owner, then
the County may be out of pocket for the cost of the impairment, as seen in the recent amendment to the
Indiana Toll Road Concession and Lease Agreement.” The issue focuses on how compensation might
be triggered and how the amount of compensation might be determined. The County must consider if
the calculation of the compensation trigger and amount depends upon a traffic and revenue forecast
that is more aggressive than the County normally would accept. In such a case, changes triggering
compensation may have the effect of locking in the high forecast for the counterparty without the benefit
of actual experience.

The development of new competing roads could impair the value of the System in any of the three
tracks. With continued ownership through the County, competing roads, either free or tolled, that
create diversion from the toll road are absorbed in a reduction in net revenue (unless toll rates are
adjusted at the same time). However, in a sale or concession arrangement, if not specifically
negotiated in advance, the mere possibility of new competing roads could cause a diminution in the
value received or trigger a compensating event in the future. This may be acceptable if the County can
adjust the contract terms in the future to arrive at a cost value that would be similar to the cost the
County or HCTRA would incur under a continued ownership scenario.

With the continued ownership of all or part of the System, depending on the decisions made by
Commissioners Court, HCTRA remains exposed to the continued operational and financial risks
currently experienced. In the case of a sale or concession agreement, a majority of these risks can be
shifted, depending upon the terms of the agreement, leaving enforcement as the biggest remaining
issue. However, if the transfer of the System is incremental or partial, the County remains exposed to
changes in future traffic and revenue projections. In any case, the County should strongly consider an
analysis regarding the probability of meeting the traffic and revenue projections upon which a sale or
concession value depends.

When evaluating the differences in present value financial outcomes, the County should keep the
foregoing discussion in mind. All outcomes have differences in degrees of control, ongoing costs and
risks. Before undertaking an approach other than continued ownership, a clear understanding and
assignment of value and ongoing risk must be undertaken to place the valuations in context. The
highest price may not necessarily be the best value for the County over a prolonged period of time.
Because most bids are based upon present value numbers, the County should understand the
differences between the discount rate applicable to the County compared to the discount rate
acceptable to the private consortium, and the implication of the difference in discount rates on future
performance or compensation under the contract. Small differences in present value discount rates
can significantly impact the present value of an asset.

"* First Amendment to the Indiana Toll Road Concession and Lease Agreement dated April 12, 2006

__? First Southwest Company
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When evaluating any track, the County should evaluate worst case scenarios and develop and quantify
future actions needed to correct such scenarios. As stated earlier, this could potentially require the
County to provide compensation to a purchaser or concessionaire, or repurchase the System at some
future time (or assume ownership, subject to the rights of creditors of the concessionaire or owner).
Situations involving concessions that have been repurchased by governmental entities, if any, and the
cost and procedures for addressing such potential occurrences, need to be understood.

When analyzing any transaction, potential impact to the County's credit rating must be understood.
The strength of the County’s credit rating provides support for the outlook of the System and affects the
ability of the County to undertake other projects efficiently and provide the many and varied
governmental functions that the County undertakes. In very informal conversations with rating
agencies, they have indicated that the rating impact of a sale or concession of HCTRA assets would
need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, factoring in the use of any up-front proceeds as well as
the economic structure of the transaction. The rating agencies have indicated that because the
unlimited tax and subordinate lien bonds have been paid for by revenues of the System without past
use of ad valorem tax levies, and because no tax has been levied for maintenance and operation, a
sale or a concession most likely would not have a significant rating impact, if any, in either direction
even though the transaction might eliminate debt carrying the County’s ad valorem tax pledge.

These factors, including how the County places a value on continued future expansion, tolling, and
operational flexibility, could impact whether the County or HCTRA should proceed with a transaction.

Current Financial Capacity

The County can use the built-up equity value of the existing system and its expected future toll
revenues in a number of ways to bolster and enhance the ability to meet future financial needs. The
Citigroup / Siebert Brandford Shank team (“Citigroup/Siebert”) addresses in detail the potential funding
that the current system could support, as well as some approaches for the County to consider
regarding future structure of ownership and operational control of the System without the sale or
concession of assets to a private entity.

The level of toll revenue (rates and traffic) provides the key to increasing the value of the
System to the County and HCTRA, regardiess of which alternative is pursued. Using the
assumptions in the WSA projections for toll rate growth in step with future predicted inflation, and
further assuming the County decides to ieverage the System aggressively, the County may be able to
support more than $8 billion of additional projects or spending.” This assumes targeting the Senior
Lien revenue debt of the System at current rating levels (A+/A1). The County might decide to accept a
lower rating by reducing the bond covenant regarding annual debt service coverage ratio or
requirements, which would increase slightly the cost of borrowing. This reduction in coverage
requirement would aliow the County to leverage the System to a greater extent to increase the ability to
finance projects today, and accordingly reduce the amount available for future pay-as-you-go project
funding or funds that could flow through the indentures for any lawful use."®

Leveraging the System aggressively beyond today’s levels would allow the County and HCTRA to
approximate the present value proceeds of either an Asset Sale or Concession. In addition to
increasing the present funds available, the County could avoid the cost of defeasing more than $2
billion in outstanding debt, though to make changes in the current lien structure, some defeasance
would likely be necessary. This approach also alleviates the issues raised with respect to state and
local taxes in the privatization context. Continued ownership of the System would preserve the upside

** Citigroup/Siebert Report
' Discussion with Andrews Kurth LLP, regarding flow of funds
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of appreciation in System value for the County and HCTRA (as well as continued exposure to the
associated risk that System value might decrease in the future), and provide a potentially regenerating
source of capital, as long as future System projects continue to be undertaken, and provide positive
cash flow. The County and HCTRA also maintain control of tolls, operations and maintenance, and
future expansion of the System.

However, issues are associated with increasing the amount of debt on HCTRA assets as the public
may not differentiate the difference between HCTRA-revenue supported debt and County tax-
supported debt as readily as the financial markets and rating agencies do. Rating agencies have
historically been reluctant to reward systems with high leverage. Higher leverage should correlate with
increased debt service costs, most likely resulting in higher tolls over a prolonged period of time.

The Citigroup/Siebert team looked at a number of possible structures for the System, each of which has
attributes that might be viewed positively or negatively, depending on policy decisions to be made by
the County and HCTRA. These structures include a regional toll authority (Chapter 366, Texas
Transportation Code) and a regional mobility authority or “RMA” (Chapter 370, Texas Transportation
Code), in addition to the current structure (under Chapter 284 , Texas Transportation Code).

Key Features:
¢ Creation Efforts

» Governing

* HCTRA -

. Chapter 284, Trans. Codé :

None required

Commissioners Court

" Regional Toll Authority
. Chapter 366, Trans. Code

Orders adopted by two or
more counties

Multi-County Board plus 1
appointment by Governor

Regional Mobility Authority
Chapter 370, Trans. Code

One or more counties submit
requestto TTC; TTC action

Mutlti-County Board plus Chair
appointed by Governor

e Property taxes available
for both O&M and debt
service

* Excess toll revenues
remain with County

from multi-county projects

+ Bonds Property tax and/or revenue | Revenue only Revenue only
¢« Powers Adequate; pooling projects, Adequate; operating contracts, | Broad
operating contracts, projects in multiple counties
extending projects into (member counties)
adjacent counties
Advantages: * Local control + Diverse base of revenues » Broad definition of

“transportation projects’

* May impose tolls after
bonds paid/defeased

¢ Comprehensive
Development Agreement
(CDA) powers

¢ Revolving fund ability

Disadvantages:

« Authority to impose tolls
expires when bonds
paid/defeased

« No CDA powers; no
design-build

* New projects may not
access State highway
system without TxDOT
Approval

* Projects may be pooled
only one time.

« Limited local control due to
muiti-County Board

+ No CDA powers; no design-
build

e TxDOT control

* Limited local control due to
multi-County Board and
TxDOT appointment of chair

* Excess toll revenues could
defauit to TxDOT Mobility
Fund

Source: Citigroup/Siebert Report.

The preliminary financial resuits as of the date of this Study, which are qualified by reference to the
Citigroup/Siebert Report including the underlying assumptions behind such estimates, indicate under
the inflation scenario that $8.2 billion could be financed for new infrastructure, and the enterprise value
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in that case would be approximately $15.5 billion. Additional details of the range of estimated values
appear in the following table, but the Citigroup/Siebert Report contains much more detail on these
estimates and their underlying assumptions.

~ Summary of Valuation Estimate = Track 1=~ County Owned and Operated -

Wilbur Smith Tolling Assumption [—7 Base Case | Inflation Case | Optimized Case

Pooled Projects Funding ' $1,305,266,387 $1,305,266,387 $1,305,266,387
Additional Bonding Capacity (2007)° 3,232,477,439 6,901,767,160 9,5627,526,816
Franchise Value to County (Years 1—50)3 2,906,677,456 5,267,643 425 6,853,947,208
Franchise Value to County (Years 51-7’5)3 736,656,519 2,034,538,219 2,931,192.243
Total Enterprise Value ~$8,181,077,800 $15,509,215,191 $20,617,932,654

1 — Construction Fund Deposit necessary to fund Pooled Projects.

2 — Additional bonding capacity created by leveraging the system to 1 5x through one 40-year debt issuance
(HCTRA Sr. Lien, A1/A+)

3 — Present value of excess revenues at 6.5% over the next 50-75 years (leveraged to 1.0x, similar to a
subordinated equity position)

Note: Preliminary, subject to change. Subject to market conditions. Source: Citigroup/Siebert Report.

Significant variance in projected present values of the System exist, and these present values are
highly sensitive to changes in the level of tolls (rates and traffic) as well as the discount factors and
interest rates. The Study includes a wide range of tolling approaches to give Commissioners Court an
idea of the revenue-generating capacity of the System, and the impact that a change in tolling approach
can have. Ultimately, Commissioners Court must decide upon the appropriate tolling strategy. We
have begun developing preliminary tolling strategy thoughts, but will need the input of Commissioners
Court to further refine them. Across the nation and throughout the world, toll roads are revisiting tolling
strategies. Options include tying toll increases to a fixed growth amount or percentage, an inflation
index, an economic growth index, a mobility congestion index, a minimum annual fixed percentage, or
some combination. This topic warrants significant consideration by the County and HCTRA, and
requires further tolling and traffic sensitivity studies. We are willing to work with HCTRA and its traffic
and revenue consultants in analyzing the financial impact of various tolling strategies.

In developing and exploring alternative financial structures within the County Owned and Operated
track, the Citigroup/Siebert team considered a concept of incorporating a new RMA formed exclusively
for new development. The new RMA would receive support contractually from HCTRA and its existing
road system, without transferring the existing System to the RMA. The County would pledge a
particular amount, to be paid from System revenues, to support the RMA in development of new
projects. The resulting arrangement would support more than $7.6 billion of debt, plus cover the RMA’s
operating and maintenance and other sufficient payments to provide the RMA with 1.75x coverage.'®
In comparing this approach to that of the County operating HCTRA as currently structured, the County
must weigh the policy advantages and disadvantages of the RMA structure at least as much as the
economics of the comparable potential financing costs. The County should pay particular attention
to governance issues related to such a structure and the extent of its financial exposure.

° Citigroup/Siebert Report
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Current Trends in Public-Private Partnerships

Much has been written in the iast several years with respect to road financing, particularly covering
topics such as toll road privatization, comprehensive development agreements (“CDA"), and the federal
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (or “SAFETEA-
LU"). Several noteworthy public-private partnerships have resulted in either significant upfront
payments or have led to accelerated development of a new project. The most significant recent ones
include:

« Trans-Texas Corridor (Dallas to San Antonio)
« Chicago Skyway

« Indiana Toll Road

» Pocahontas Parkway (Richmond, VA)

+ SR-125 (San Diego, CA)

The Trans-Texas Corridor (“TTC-35") is a project being undertaken pursuant to the comprehensive
development agreement authority of TxDOT, where a private consortium will invest approximately $6
billion for the development of a 314-mile four-lane road between Dallas and San Antonio. The private
consortium will pay the State of Texas $1.2 biilion for the right to build and operate this road segment
for up to 50 years.'” The assumption is that users of the road will help the concessionaire recapture this
upfront fee through the tolls paid to access the road. TxDOT is also exploring comprehensive
development agreements for roads in north Texas such as SH 121, SH 161 and 1-635 managed lanes
among others."

The development of concession and privatization initiatives has a history in Australia and in Europe,
with the established investor base primarily situated in these regions of the world. Recently, domestic
investment banking firms and major corporations have announced either investment funds or
development agreements to invest in infrastructure. The most notable and highly discussed include a
recent announcement by Goldman Sachs regarding its intention to raise a $3 billion fund, an effort by
the Carlyle Group targeting $1 billion for infrastructure funds,’® and the recent announcement by
General Electric and Credit Suisse that each will invest $500 million into an infrastructure company.®® It
appears the interest in investing in infrastructure will continue and the competition for suitable
investments should continue to increase. There is no guarantee that the market will continue to
develop. Generally as a market becomes more mature, the efficiency and transparency within the
market increases, leading to better understanding and discovery of fair valuation and risks of
implementation allowing the further participation by participants initially hesitant to enter the market.

Factors that will influence whether a public-private partnership will produce a materially better financial
result than the County Owned and Operated track include whether the amount of leverage deployed
exceeds that which HCTRA might deploy, whether the weighted average cost of capital falls below that
of HCTRA, whether operating margins change between public and private control of the System
whether the HCTRA will institute a tolling schedule similar to what they would allow a private entity, and
whether state and local tax issues do not impair value. Based upon a comparison of the financial
alternatives today under existing laws, preliminary indications suggest that these alternatives would
produce an uncertain amount of additional present value benefit, if any, to the value that the County

and HCTRA could receive under aggressive scenarios contained in the County Owned and Operated
track.

7 Source: http:/iwww keeptexasmoving.com/pdfs/projectsittc3s/final%20cda%20overview. pdf

'8 http:/iwww.dot state tx us website

'% Source: Mr. Mark Florian Congressional testimony, May 24, 2006 www house.gov/transportation/ highway/06-05-24/Florian.pdf
* Wall Street Journal, June 1, 2006
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Financial, Structural and Operational Differences

The results and discussions below are qualified by the more detailed reports of the individual
investment banking teams studying the individual tracks. The study has attempted to keep the
assumptions within each track parallel to produce meaningful comparisons. Inevitably, because of
factors such as market differences, each team’s desire to produce independent results, and difficulties
in quantifying exactly the comparisons requested, differences in the underlying assumptions do occur.
Given the time frame of this study with the recent receipt of the June 2006 traffic and revenue
projections, it is difficult to achieve a line by line analysis of the differences in each track’s financial
modeling approach and various permutations. The results produced are useful for broad comparison
purposes but would need further refinement to produce a more definitive comparison of the forecasted
value differences in each approach. Further refinement would be appropriate and can be accomplished
if the County desires. Such continued study might include examining the alternatives further, improving
traffic and revenue forecasts with the development of a method of assessing the likelihood of achieving
projected results, and considering operational issues. As with any market, a range of present-worth
values exists, and the relative magnitude of potential values should be considered and weighed against
the value and control factors discussed earlier. The level of risk assumed by the County in each track
remains difficult to quantify due to the generalized approach, but must be considered as part of the
context within which present value comparisons are made.

Given the caveats above, each of the teams studying Track 2 and Track 3 provided a range of values,
depending on a number of criteria. In addition to assuming various toll rate growth regimes, the
valuations also depend heavily on assumptions regarding future legislative changes (regarding such
items as length of a concession and applicability of local property taxes, among other things). The
capital structure presumed for the purchaser or concessionaire also plays an important role. These
transactions typically involve up to 80% debt financing, after completion of initial and permanent funding
(see the individual reports for detail). The payback for patient equity often can take 14 to 15 years in
some cases depending upon assumptions being realized®’, while project-associated debt may be
amortized (and refinanced) over a far longer period of time. The JPMorgan/Popular Securities
(“JPMorgan/Popular’) team provided a range of values for a sale transaction to a private party of
between $3.8 and $20 billion, depending on the assumptions. For the inflation case, and assuming
relief from property taxation, the range of value is from $11 to $14 billion, based on a discounted cash
flow approach.”” For the concession approach, the Goldman Sachs/Loop Capital (“Goldman/Loop”)
team estimates a range in values of $7.5 to $10 billion for a 50-year concession, and $9 to $12 billion
for a 75-year concession. Factors affecting values, in addition to the length of the concession, include
the assumed capital structure of the concessionaire and the prevailing interest rate environment.
These values represent gross values of the System, before taking into account any defeasance of
System-related debt and any restrictions on the use by the County of proceeds related to the valuation
or the effect of taxes if an exemption from property taxes is not obtained. # The various projections
estimate that the reduction in value of HCTRA at a 3% property tax burden would reduce upfront
proceeds by as much as $2 to $4 billion.**

Tables from the reports for Tracks 2 and 3 are reproduced below, and provide estimates of indicative
values as analyzed by the respective teams. These tables include differing valuation technigues, and
the individual reports should be consulted to place these results in proper context.

' Macquarie presentations for Chicago Skyway and indiana Toil Road respectively
2 JPMorgan/Popular Report

2 Goldmany/Loop Report

* JPMorgan/Popular Report
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Summary of Valuation Estimates — Track 2 — Asset Sale ($ Billions)

38 . . ...200

No Rate Increase?
free cash flow growth at 1.0% after 2055 6.5
DCF
IRR 387 3.9

120 +—— Indicative target

Inflation-linked increase?
free cash flow growth at 2.9% after 2053
DCr 7.9
w IRR 5.7 6.6

Toll Revenue Maximization?
Free cash flow growth at 1.3% ofter 2055
DCF 10.6 150

IRR 7.3 8.6

No Rate Increase?
Free cosh flow growth at 0.9% after 2055 9.0
DCF 6.0 7.2

16.0 +——— Indicative target

(RR 5.2 5.5

Inflation-linked increase?
Free cash flow growth at 2.8% after 2055
OCF 10.8 14.4

IRR 8.1 1 9.5

Toll Revenue Maximization?
Free cash flow grawth at 3.3% after 2055
ocE 14.4 20.0

IRR 10.1 2 12.5

52.0 $6.0 510.0 $14.0 $18.0 $22.0

Source: JPMorgan/Popular Report; please see report for description of assumptions and further detail regarding the valuations.

Summary of Valuation Estimates — Track 3 — Concession ($ Millions

Indicative Range of Valuation®

Total Existing System'®

Components of Existing/ $9,000-$12,000
Committed System: '
5,000-$6,500

$6,000-$8,000

Sam Houston

$950-$1,150
Hardy Toll Road
ardy folloa $1,050-31,350
: $400-$575
Houston Ship Channe! $450-$625
w $750-$1,050
estpark $850-$1,150 EEE 50-Year Concession
30-$50 3 75-Year Concession
Fort Bend Connector $$40-$$60
$275-3350
|-
10 Managed Lanes $300-$400
$0 $2,000 $4.000 $6,000 $8.000 510,000 $12,000

Gross Sale Proceeds ($Mn)

(a) Inciudes Sam Houston, Hardy Toll Road, Westpark, Fort Bend Extension, 1-10 Managed Lanes, Ship Channel
{b) Full valuation ranges are provided at the end of this Question

Source: Goldman/Loop Report; please see the report for description of assumptions and further detail
regarding the valuations.

The robustness of the System and its large toll revenue potential may hinder the County’s ability to
achieve the economic values indicated in these preliminary studies. The shear size of the potential
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value and the limited ability for a large group of bidders to bid independently could limit the pool of
bidders, as does the ability to appropriately value new projects. The Goldman/Loop report
recommends that if the County or HCTRA desires to use a concession, then such a concession might
best be considered under an incremental approach.”> However, an incremental approach introduces
some of the same risk of current ownership such as negative fluctuations in revenue, continuing
interest rate risk, and market capitalization costs as well as introducing complications related to
integrating the systems of more than one owner/operator. A thorough analysis of potential bidding
structures must be formulated and tested without signaling a transaction to the market that will
influence the outcome.

In order to more fully test the possible values of net revenue or sale proceeds, a toll revenue
maximization projection was included in the WSA projections. The purpose was to determine
maximum revenue generating capabilities even at the expense of road traffic throughput, and to also
quantify generally the related traffic diversion impact. Traffic diversion potential creates a high risk for
other neighboring roads (County-owned and otherwise), but at a cost that has not been quantified. The
costs would include building capacity to reduce congestion on alternative roads and the opportunity
cost of restricting tolls at some level that increases toll road use, thereby reducing congestion on
alternative routes. This relationship and the infrastructure cost can be studied further but would require
additional in-depth engineering cost estimates and traffic and revenue projections as well as capacity
analysis. Below is a preliminary projection from WSA indicating the expected weekday diversion rates
for traffic count.

Wilbur Smith Associates
Estimated Traffic Impact
(Number of Cars Per Weekday)

e Scenario B S Lo Scenario C -
Base Case): . + (Inflation Case) e - Revenue Optimized Case
Toliway Weekday Weekday Traffic % Traffic Weekday Traffic % Traffic
Traffic Traffic Impact Impact Traffic impact Impact
Sam Houston 641,200 606,200 (35,000) -5.5% 536,800 (104,400) -16.3%
Hardy 89,800 84,600 (5.200) -5.8% 71,800 (18.000) -20.0%
Ship Ch. Bridge 49,600 43,800 (5.800) -11.7% 43,600 (6,000) -12.1%
Westpark 159.026 148,500 (10,526) -6.6% 139,900 (19,126) -12.0%
Ft Bend Connector 11,700 11,700 None 11,700 None
951,326 894,800 (66,526) -5.9% 652,200 (147,526) -15.5%
Sam Houston 906,600 818,400 (88,200) -9.7% 663,600 (243,000) -26.8%
Hardy 147,800 132,800 (15,000) -10.1% 115,200 (32,600) -221%
Ship Ch. Bridge 71,000 64,000 (7,000) -9.9% 59,200 (11,800) -16.6%
Westpark 236,000 203,000 (33,000) -14.0% 194,900 (41,100) -17.4%
Ft Bend Connector 20,700 19,200 (1,500) -7.2% 19,200 (1,500) -7.2%
1,382,100 1,237,400 (144,700) -10.5% 838,000 (330,000) -23.9%

Source: Wilbur Smith Updated Transaction and Revenue Estimates — Harris County Toll System dated June 6, 2006

** Goldman/Loop Report
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Changes in State of Texas Mobility Funding affecting Harris County

TxDOT potentially has a significant impact on the financial condition and abilities of HCTRA and the
County with respect to mobility funding. TxDOT’s recent letter to the County with respect to the
development of a planned segment of the Grand Parkway and other projects indicates significant
interest by TxDOT of having a financial stake in County toll roads.?® Historically, TxDOT and HCTRA
have worked collaboratively to improve mobility within Harris County. A recent example is the 1-10
managed lanes project for which HCTRA committed $250 million for the development of improvements
to 1-10, of which HCTRA has paid $137.5 million as of June 1, 2006.

TxDOT has stated that an $86 billion fund gap remains between funding sources and the needs for
mobility projects in Texas by 2030. TxDOT has developed four strategies to build transportation
projects. These strategies are relevant to the County because a large percentage of the Texas
economy and population lie within the County and the region. TxDOT's four strategies are:

1. New revenue tolls, including highway safety bonds, the Texas Mobility Fund, toll equity, and toll
debt. TxDOT is also partnering with the private sector in the financing of transportation projects.

2. Regional Mobility Authorities (RMA) and pass-through toll financings, among other methods, to
“partner” with local and regional leaders.

3. Comprehensive Development Agreements (CDA) to encourage competition among project
contractors and thereby reduce costs.

4. Consumer-driven decisions to transportation.”’

Innovative financing arrangements, including concession agreements and shadow tolling, are being
seen at both state and federal levels as available tools to solve funding needs or increased mobility
demands. As discussed in the JPMorgan/Popular and Goldman/Loop Reports, the current supply of
capital and the level of investor interest in Public Private Partnerships ("P3"), and particularly in existing
toll road assets, are considerable, though deployment of such capital remains subject to a number of
terms and conditions. It has been estimated that the tax exempt market has generate $25 billion in
2005 for investment in toll roads. Both private and public financing should be viewed as available to
support a project and should be contemplated in determining the least expensive cost of capital that
gives the County the desired control profile.*®

As P3 transactions become more commonplace, governmental entities, such as the County,
using traditional tax-exempt financing will have to become more aggressive in leveraging their
systems and in operating as efficiently as possible in order to compete with the economics of
long-term concession agreements (i.e. relying upon increased tolling schedules, higher
leverage ratios and increased efficiencies). This will include revisiting past decisions about the
desired rating level of the system debt, considering issuance of longer maturity debt with lower
coverage requirements, more generous additional bonds tests, becoming more aggressive in
implementing toll increases and becoming more operationally efficient. This will require a
balancing between toll revenue and toll road maximization because of the effects of toll
elasticity and diversion.

2 | etter from Mr. Gary Trietsch to Mr. Art Storey dated April 24, 2006
2 The Texas Transportation Challenge, http://www.dot state.tx us/txdotnews/trans_challenges.pdf
“® Bond Buyer June 12, 2006, Michael Stanton “The Hard Road to Tomorrow's Transportation Infrastructure”
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Currently, either an asset sale or concession of all or part of the System involves legal hurdles and
requires further legal analysis. Because the teams were primarily charged with valuing the System, the
opportunity for public-private development of CIP projects was of secondary consideration. The
Goldman/Loop report indicates that potential concessionaires are primarily interested in an existing
facility with established cash flow, and may provide little additional compensation for a greenfield
project.”® We suggest that if the County or HCTRA would want to undertake a greenfield project with a
private investor, then further exploration should be undertaken. Various greenfield projects involving
concessions are under development or have been completed in the United States. Notable projects
include SR-125 in San Diego and the recent contract for the development of the Pocahontas Parkway
in Virginia.

The County and HCTRA find themselves in an enviable position. HCTRA enjoys strong cash flows,
particularly as the economy within Harris County continues to grow. The value of the System can be
realized in a number of different ways depending upon the desires and decisions the County makes
with respect to tolling schedules, toll road utilization, continued development with respect to both
System and non-System projects, and the financial risk profile that the County desires to accept in the
future. The teams have defined a range of possibilities, but no specific recommendation can be made
without Commissioners Court guidance on these core issues.

% Goldman/Loop Report
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Required Disclosure:

The information in this report is based upon (i) the three separate studies conducted by Citigroup/Siebert Brandford Shank,
JPMorgan/Popular Securities, and Goldman Sachs/Loop Capttal, (ii) traffic and revenue forecast; prepared by Wilbur Smith
Associates, (iii) legal analysis provide by Andrews Kurth LLP, Bates & Coleman, P.C., Fulbright & _Jaworskl LLP and
Greenberg Traurig, LLP, and (iv) information supplied by Harris County (the “County”) and the Harris County Toll Road
Authority (“HCTRA"). For a complete review of the work product of the individually referenced firms please see each ﬁrm’s
specific report attached to this report. Any management forecast supplied to us by the’County reflects prevailing cont;htnons
and the County’s views as of the date indicated or provided, all of which conditions and views are accordingly subject to
change. This report is not a research report, and other parties should not rely upon this study or interpret this study as a
recommendation to third parties to take action. Third parties are responsible for their own due diligence and investment
decisions. This document may not be used in the offering or sale of any security or instrument.

First Southwest Company (“First Southwest”) is an investment banking and financial advisory firm that provides financial
advice to our clients, such as the County and HCTRA, as they evaluate important financial decisions. We are not a traffic
consuitant, economic research firm, law firm or urban planning/civil engineering firm. As such, some of the material of this
study is not within the area of our expertise. Therefore, First Southwest’s response in this study is limited by, and our opinions
should be viewed in light of, the firm’s financial advisory expertise. First Southwest’s opinions and estimates constitute First
Southwest's judgment and should be regarded as indicative, preliminary and for illustrative purposes only. Opinions expressed
are our present opinions only and are subject to the data currently at hand, and may change without further notice. Any
historical price(s) or value(s) are also only as of the date indicated. We are under no obligation to update opinions or other
information. The information contained herein has been prepared solely for informational purposes and is not to be used in an
underwriter's or investor's due diligence, nor should it be construed as an offer to buy or sell or a solicitation of an offer to buy
or sell any security or instrument or to participate in any trading strategy. First Southwest does not provide accounting, tax or
legal advice; however, the reader should be aware that any proposed indicative transaction could have accounting, tax, legal
or other implications that should be discussed with the reader’s own auditors/advisors and/or counsel. The materials within this
study should not be relied upon for the maintenance of any books and records or for any tax, accounting, legal or other
purposes. In preparing this report, First Southwest has relied upon and assumed, without independent verification, the
accuracy and completeness of all information available from public sources or that was provided to us by or on behalf of the
County or which was otherwise reviewed by us. In addition, our analyses are not and do not purport to be appraisals of the
assets, stock or business of the County, HCTRA, or any other entity. First Southwest makes no representations as to the
actual value that may be received in connection with a transaction, if any, nor the legal, tax or accounting effects of
consummating a transaction. Unless expressly contemplated hereby, the information in this study does not take into account
the effects of a possible transaction or transactions involving an actual or potential change of controf, which may have
significant valuation and other effects. Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the County and each of its employees,
representatives or other agents may disclose to any and all persons, without limitation of any kind, the U.S. federal and state
income tax treatment and the U.S. federal and state income tax structure of the transactions contemplated hereby and all
materials of any kind (including opinions or other tax analyses) that are provided to the County relating to such tax treatment
and tax structure insofar as such treatment and/or structure relates to a U.S. federal or state income tax strategy provided to
the County by First Southwest.

First Southwest shall have no liability, contingent or otherwise, to the user or to third parties, or any responsibility whatsoever,
for the correctness, quality, accuracy, timeliness, pricing, reliability, performance or completeness of the data or formulae
provided herein or for any other aspect of the performance of these materials. In no event will First Southwest be liable for any
special, indirect, incidental or consequential damages that may be incurred or experienced by the user of this study using the
data provided herein or these materials, even if First Southwest has been advised of the possibility of such damages. First
Southwest will have no responsibility or duty to update this report. First Southwest will have no responsibility to inform the
user of this study of any difficulties experienced by First Southwest or third parties with respect to the use of the materials
contained herein or to take any action in connection therewith. The fact that First Southwest has made the study or any other
materials available to you constitutes neither a recommendation that you enter into or maintain a particular transaction or
position nor a representation that any transaction is suitable or appropriate for you. Transactions involving derivative or other
products may involve significant risk and you should not enter into any transaction unless you fully understand all such risks
and have independently determined that such transaction is appropriate for you. First Southwest is acting solely in the

capacity of an arm's-length contractual financial advisor to the County in connection with the analysis of financial alternatives
available to the County and/ or HCTRA.

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: First Southwest and its affiliates do not provide tax advice. Accordingly, any discussion of U.S.
tax matters included herein (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, in
connection with the promotion, marketing or recommendation by anyone not affiliated with First Southwest of any of the
matters addressed herein or for the purpose of avoiding U.S. tax-related penalties
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Harris County Toll Road Authority
Team A — County Owned & Operated

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose of the Study

Harris County (the “County”) has retained Citigroup Global Markets Inc. (“Citigroup™) and Siebert Brandford
Shank & Co., L.L.C. (“Sicbert™) to provide investment banking services for a comprehensive analysis of the
existing Harris County Toll Road System (the “Authority” or “HCTRA™ or the “System”) and its future capital
needs to determine how to continue to generate the greatest value to the County and its stakeholders. *“Value,” for
the purposes of our report, encompasses the following characteristics of the System:

e Continue providing the System’s users with the highest quality product in terms of service, maintenance and
reasonable toll rates

e Preserving the ability to improve roadways through an ongoing connectivity program which allows for
mobility improvements to and from existing and/or projected new tollways in and out of the County

e Maintaining a highly efficient capital structure that minimizes cost and maximizes flexibility

e Developing or maintaining a legal and political framework that allows the County sufficient control while
also providing for additional benefits

The valuation analysis takes into account both the successful development of the existing System over the past 23
years along with the series of seven priority toll road projects (the “Pooled Projects”)—totaling more than 800
miles—that the County expects to complete over the next 5-7 years. A key objective of this phase of the study is
to identify the various options the County may consider in order to best position the Authority for the future and
for the benefit of County residents, while continuing to maintain overall County ownership, operation and
development flexibility.

Options Available to Maximize Value

Various options exist that the County may consider as it evaluates the future of the System. These options
generally include: (i) gradually or immediately restructure the Authority’s existing debt under a new stand-alone
toll credit to release the lien on the County’s property tax resources and the commitment to cover operations and
maintenance expenses, (il) reorganize the System into a different or modified legal operating structure, and (iii)
adopt tolling strategies in the context of maximizing value to the users. Each of these is discussed further below:

Debt Restructuring. Given the risks associated with the start-up of the System in the late 1980 s, the addition of
County property tax support to the overall security structure of the financings was a very prudent and cost-
effective approach. However, given the tremendous success of the System and its continued maturation and
expansion, the Authority and the County have the option of eliminating all at once or gradually eliminating the
County’s contingent property tax liability through modifications to the existing bond indentures. Legally, this
would be accomplished through the refunding/defeasance of the outstanding senior and subordinate lien debt.

As discussed in detail in our full report, accomplishing this restructuring of $1.7 billion of debt all at once today
would result in a present value cost to the Authority of approximately $102 million. A partial restructuring of
roughly $1 billion of debt that eliminates the County’s property tax liability over time would cost approximately
$35 million in today’s dollars. These dollar amounts reflect the fact that portions of the Authority’s outstanding
bonds are non-callable, non-advance refundable or provide little economic savings with a refinancing. However,
the County receives the benefit of having its contingent property tax liability fully or partially eliminated today.
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Benefits and Considerations of Restructuring Exis bt
X ;;‘ i Y ‘ﬁ, o e .

, jchiel .. ohEider
1. Releases County contingent tax labilities 1. Costs of refinancing and defeasance
D. Credit positive for County's G.O. rating 2. Unlikely to result in County G.O. upgrade immediately
3. Modernize bond indenture (net pledge, covenants) 3. Potential HCTRA credit rating impacts

M. Non-recourse project finance structure

5. Re-shape existing debt profile (smoothing, 40-year)
6. Gradual reduction would cost less than a total refinancing
required for a concession/asset sale

The decision to undertake either approach would require the County to weigh the costs of the restructuring versus
the benefit received by reducing/eliminating its property tax credit exposure.

Legal Operating Structure. The operating strength of the existing System provides the County with the
economic foundation to evaluate all ownership and operating structures at its disposal and to choose the structure
that ultimately best serves the County and its citizens. While each of the legal structures discussed in detail in our
full report have numerous advantages and disadvantages, the County should evaluate several key factors as it
decides the future of the Authority. These key factors include:

e local oversight/management of the Authority’s implementation of programs and policies, such as toll setting
e Accountability to the public

e Ability and incentive to expand the System and advance mobility within the County and surrounding areas

e Flexibility in the timing of development and procurement of projects

e Financial and operating strength of the System

e Credit rating impacts to both the County and the Authority

e Financial assistance for additional non-tolled infrastructure initiatives

HCTRA’s existing County enterprise fund structure has demonstrated remarkable financial and operational
success and we believe this structure should continue to serve as the organizational building block for the future.
While the other possible entities, such as a Regional Toll Authority (Chapter 366 of Texas Transportation Code)
or Regional Mobility Authority (RMA) (Chapter 370 of Texas Transportation Code), would not be recommended
in isolation, combining some of the features of an RMA, in particular, with the County’s existing enterprise fund
structure could provide significant value.

During the past 20 years, the Texas Legislature has added a number of new options and powers for financing toll
projects. Since RMAs are intended to be utilized by counties or regions that lack existing toll authorities,
HCTRA does not possess as many of the broad powers available to an RMA. The ability of an RMA to enter into
Comprehensive Development Agreements (CDAs) and the latitude for expending excess revenues are clearly
advantageous features that may also be useful to the Authority. With some potential statutory amendments to
address thosc issues, the Authority should be able to merge the most beneficial features of an RMA into the
County’s current enterprise fund structure to ensure the advancement of the County’s goals. Although the
Authority may choose not to utilize any of these powers, these prospects could be useful to the Authority as it
moves forward with its extensive capital improvement program.

Coparison of County Enterprise and HCTRA/RMA Hybrid

] T LY
+Lowest Cost of Capital +Flexibility to utilize DB, DBO, DBOM, CDAs
+Full County Control +No dilution of HCTRA Senior Lien
+Increased flexibility for use of excess revenues
+Preserves HCTRA debt capacity

-Utilizes HCTRA debt capacity for System expansion -Obligates HCTRA for O&M support and additional pledges

-Less flexibility with surplus revenues -Governor appoints RMA Chairperson (existing statute)

-No ability to utilize DB, DBO, DBOM, CDAs -Slightly higher costs of capital due to lower rated RMA
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HCTRA/RMA Hybrid. This proposed hybrid County structure would be comprised of the Authority as a County
enterprise fund as it exists today plus the creation of a single or multi-county RMA that will serve as an extension
of the Authority to develop and finance the Pooled Projects in the future. Since the RMA will be responsible for
the financing of start-up toll projects, financial support as required will be provided by the HCTRA System as the
“parent” organization on a quantified or capped basis.

For financing purposes, we assume that the RMA would separately issue its own bonds to fund the Pooled
Projects and the structure would benefit from the financial support of HCTRA’s system revenues on a contractual
basis to support operations and maintenance costs. HCTRA’s additional financial support, if required, would be
Jimited to maintaining a minimum level of debt coverage either by ongoing cashflow support or an upfront capital
contribution for construction costs in order to reduce the size of any bond offering, thereby improving revenue
coverage for the RMA debt. These payments from HCTRA would be on a subordinate basis to all of HCTRA’s
outstanding bonds, essentially creating a third or fourth lien on HCTRA system revenues. The ability to limit
HCTRA’s financial obligations to the RMA would help preserve HCTRA’s existing high-investment grade
ratings and insulate the Authority from the construction, ramp-up and traffic risks associated with start-up toll
road projects.

While numerous variations of this structure exist, the contractual payments or limited pledge from HCTRA
provide an economical manner to leverage the strength of the current HCTRA System, while gaining the project
delivery and funding flexibility options of an RMA. Since some of the Pooled Projects are not fully feasible on a
stand-alone basis, the contractual obligation of HCTRA to fund operation and maintenance expenses and maintain
a minimum level of debt service coverage on RMA-issued bonds, if required, will allow the RMA to effectively
access the capital markets to provide funding for the Pooled Projects. Such a structured pledge would limit
HCTRA’s liability to the RMA and keep the credit ratings independent as well.  We believe this structure could
provide HCTRA with numerous benefits by: (i) allowing the County to maintain control of the RMA, (ii)
allowing the County to indirectly utilize CDAs, and (iii) providing the County with greater flexibility and limiting
the downside impact an expansion could have on the financial operations of the HCTRA System.

Summary of Financial Results, We analyzed the financial capacity of the System and the ability to fund all of the
Pooled Projects assuming the current County enterprise structure and the Hybrid RMA structure. As summarized
in the table below and based upon the assumptions as detailed in our full report, either structure can eftectively
accomplish the County’s goals to sufficiently leverage the existing System to fund the Pooled Projects while
maintaining significant debt capacity thereafter to fund future capital needs for additional System expansion.

Pooled Project Funding: $1,305,266,387 Pooled Project Funding: $1,305,266,387

Additional Bonding Capacity: $6.901.,767,160 Additional Bonding Capacity: $6.301.902.250

Total Financial Capacity (2007): $8.,207,033,547 Total Financial Capacity (2007): $7,607,168,637

Note: Preliminary, subject to change. Subject to current market conditions

As the County evaluates its options, it must weigh the relative values of preserved bonding capacity, local
ownership and control, independence, current toll rates and future toll increases, term of debt, treatment of excess
revenues, and the overall impact to the County both politically and economically.

Tolling Strategies. An emerging trend in U.S. municipal toll facilities is for the controlling board to adopt a
forward-looking toll policy. The forward-looking policy would establish a regime for a certain level of future toll
increases and has the advantage of increasing the value, and bonding capacity, of the toll road today by the rating
agencies having more confidence to take into account such toll increases when analyzing HCTRA’s pro forma
revenues. Because the forward-looking policy would be passed by the Commissioner’s Court, and not become
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part of the bond indenture, HCTRA would retain flexibility to later amend the policy in response to future
situations.

Enterprise Value

To assess the overall value of HCTRA as a complete enterprise, the System’s bonding capacity and value of
excess revenues should be analyzed. Using various assumptions fully detailed in our report, we analyzed
HCTRA’s value utilizing the three tolling scenarios generated by Wilbur Smith and Associates. As shown in the
following table, we first included the $1.3 billion of net proceeds needed to finance the $1.4 billion of Pooled
Projects (the construction fund earns an additional $100mm of interest). We then determined the additional net
proceeds generated by issuing bonds that would reduce senior debt service coverage to 1.50x%, a level consistent
with an A 1/A+ rated program. Finally, to provide a comparison to the asset and concession sales, we valued the
excess cash flows generated by the System after first paying O&M, senior and subordinate debt service, and
capital expenditures. We then took the present value of such cash flow at 6.50%. This method replicates how a
private entity would value the excess cash flow to determine the equity value for a given return rate.

Harris County Toll Road Ente

rprise Valuation

B B HIEGT
Pooled Projects Funding' $1,305,266,387 $1,305,266,387 $1,305,266,387
Additional 2007 Bonding Capacity2 3,232.477,439 6,901,767,160 9,527,526,816
Franchise Value to County (Years 1—50)} 2,906,677,456 5,267,643,425 6,853,947.208
Franchise Value to County (Years 51-75)° 736,656,519 2,034,538,219 2.931,192,243
Total Enterprise Value $8,181,077,800 $15,509,215,191 $20,617,932,654

1 - Construction Fund Deposit necessary to fund the Pooled Projects
D - Additional bonding capacity created by leveraging the System to 1.5x through one 40 year debt issuance (HCTRA Sr. Lien, A1/A+)
3 - Present value of excess revenues at 6.5% over the next 50-75 years (leveraged to 1.0x, similar to a subordinated equity position)

Note: Preliminary, subject to change. Subject to current market conditions
The Enterprise Value calculations shown above are largely dependant upon the debt term, the Franchise Valuation
horizon and the revenue/tolling and expenditure assumptions utilized. Additionally, the allowance for a longer
debt term/additional bond issue as well as a revenue forecast higher than WSA’s Optimized Case would generate
a greater present value to the County.

As shown in the results, because of the cash flow nature of toll road valuation, different rate assumptions have a
significant impact on valuation and bonding capacity. HCTRA must continue take into account the impact of any
rate increase within the context of a public policy perspective, looking at both the effect on users as well as the
ability to finance and accelerate mobility projects.

Conclusion

From both the mobility and financial perspectives, the County owns and operates one of the most successful toll
road networks in the country, in terms of traffic growth and quality of service. Due to steady population growth
(1.85% compounded annually since 1990) and land migration, the County is faced with several challenges going
forward in the Houston metropolitan area and the counties surrounding Harris County. To manage this high level
of growth and continue to enhance mobility and support the County’s economic development, the County must
determine how to meet the region’s transportation needs in a manner that maximizes value.

As demonstrated in the table above, the HCTRA System is one of the country’s most valuable toll enterprises
when taking into account the existing System and its future growth potential with an estimated value ranging from
$8.1 billion to over $20.6 billion. Through efficiently meeting its capital needs over the next 5-7 years, the
County has the opportunity to continue to prosper as the premier toll road authority in the Houston metropolitan
and the adjoining county areas.
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DISCLAIMER

Any terms set forth herein are intended for discussion purposes only and are subject to the final terms as set forth in separate deﬁnitive
written agreements. This presentation is not a commitment to lend, syndicate a financing, underwrite or purchase sccurities, or
commit capital nor does it obligate us to enter into such a commitment, nor are we acting as a fiduciary to you. By accepting this
presentation, subject to applicable law or regulation. you agree to keep confidential the existence of and proposed terms for any
transaction contemplated hereby (a “Transaction”)

Prior to entering into any Transaction, you should determine, without reliance upon us or our aftiliates, the economic risks and merits
(and independently determine that you are able to assume these risks) as well as the legal, tax and accounting characterizations and
consequences of any such Transaction. In this regard, by accepting this presentation, you acknowledge that (a) we are not in the
business of providing (and you are not relying on us for) legal, tax or accounting advice, (b) there may be legal, tax of accounting risks
associated with any Transaction, (c) vou should receive (and rely on) separate and qualified legal. tax and accounting advice and (d)
you should apprise senior management in your organization as to such lega, tax and accounting advice (and any risks assocrated with
any Transaction) and our disclaimer as to these matters. By acceptance of these materials, you and we hereby agree that from the
commencement of discussions with respect to any Transaction, and notwithstanding any other provision in this presentation, we
hereby confirm that no participant in any Transaction shall be limited from disclosing the U.S. tax treatment or U.S. tax structure of
such Transaction

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: Citigroup, Inc. and its affiliates do not provide tax or legal advice. Any discussion of tax matters in
these materials (i) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used or relied upon, by you tor the purpose of avoiding any tax
penalties and (ii) may have been written in connection with the "promotion or marketing" of the Transaction. Accordingly, you
should seek advice based on your particular circumstances from an independent tax advisor

We are required to obtain, verify and record certain information that identifics each entity that enters mnto a formal business
relationship with us. We will ask for your complete name, street address, and taxpayer 1D number. We may also request corporate
formation documents, or other forms of identification, to verify mformation provided

Any prices or levels contained herein are preliminary and indicative only and do not represent bids or offers. These indications are provided
solely for your information and consideration, are subject to change at any time without notice and are not intended as a solicitation with
respect to the purchase or sale of any instrument. The information contained in this presentation may include results of analyses from a
quantitative model which represent potential future events that may or may not be reatized, and is not a complete analysis of every material
fact representing any product. Any estimates included herein constitute our judgment as of the date hereof and are subject to change without
any notice  We and/or our affiliates may make a market in these instruments for our customers and for our own account. Accordingly, we
may have a position in any such instrument at any time

We maintain a policy of strict compliance to the anti-tying provisions of the U.S. Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, as amended,
and the regulations issued by the Federal Reserve Board implementing the anti-tying rules (collectively, the "Anti-tying Rules”).
Moreover, our credit policies provide that credit must be underwritten in a safe and sound manner and be consistent with Section 23B
of the Federal Reserve Act and the requirements of federal law. Consistent with these requirements and our Anti-tying Policy:

. The extension of commercial loans or other products or services to you by Citibank, N.A. (“Citibank™) or any of its
subsidtaries will not be conditioned on your taking other products or services offered by Citibank or any of its subsidiaries
or affiliates, unless such a condition is permitted under an exception to the Anti-tying Rules.

. We will not vary the price or other terms of any product or service offered by Citibank or its subsidiaries on the condition
that you purchase another product or service from Citibank or any Citigroup affiliate, unless we are authorized to do so
under an exception to the Anti-tying Rules

. We will not require you to provide property or services to Citibank or any affiliate of Citibank as a condition to the
extension of a commercial loan to you by Citibank or any of its subsidiaries, unless such a requirement is reasonably
required to protect the safety and soundness of the loan.

. We will not require you to refrain from doing business with a competitor of Citigroup or any of its affiliates as a condition
to receiving a commercial loan from Citibank or any of its subsidiaries, unless the requirement is reasonably designed to
ensure the soundness of the loan.

Although this material may contain publicly available information about Citigroup corporate bond research or economic and market
analysis, Citigroup policy (i) prohibits employees from offering, directly or indirectly, a favorable or negative research opinion or
offering to change an opinion as consideration or inducement for the receipt of business or for compensation; and (11} prohibits
analysts from being compensated for specific recommendations or views contained in research reports. So as to reduce the potential
for conflicts of interest, as well as to reduce any appearance of conflicts of interest, Citigroup has enacted policies and procedures
designed to limit communications between its investment banking and research personnel to specifically prescribed circumstances.

© 2006 Citigroup Global Markets Inc. Member SIPC. All rights reserved. CITIGROUP and the Umbrella Device are trademarks and
service marks of Citigroup or its affiliates and are used and registered throughout the world.
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CONFIDENTIAL

Disclaimer

The information in this Report (the “Report”) is based upon management forecasts supplied to us and
reflects prevailing conditions and our views as of this date, all of which are accordingly subject to
change. JPM/PS’s opinions and estimates constitute JPM/PS's judgment and should be regarded as
indicative, prefiminary and for illustrative purposes only. In preparing this presentation, we have relied
upon and assumed, without independent verification, the accuracy and completeness of all information
available from public sources or which was provided to us by or on behalf of the County or which was
otherwise reviewed by us. In addition, our analyses are not and do not purport to be appraisals of the
assets, stock, or business of the County or any other entity. JPM/PS makes no representations as to the
actual value which may be received in connection with a transaction nor the legal, tax or accounting
effects of consummating a transaction. Unless expressly contemplated hereby, the information in this
presentation does not take into account the effects of a possible transaction or transactions involving an
actual or potential change of control, which may have significant valuation and other effects.

Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the County and each of its employees, representatives
or other agents may disclose to any and all persons, without limitation of any kind, the U.S. federal and
state income tax treatment and the U.S. federal and state income tax structure of the transactions
contemplated hereby and all materials of any kind (including opinions or cother tax analyses) that are
provided to the County relating to such tax treatment and tax structure insofar as such treatment and/or
structure relates to a U.S. federal or state income tax strategy provided to the County by JPM/PS.

JPMorgan’s policies prohibit employees from offering, directly or indirectly, a favorable research rating
or specific price target, or offering to change a rating or price target, to a subject company as
consideration or inducement for the receipt of business or for compensation. JPMorgan also prohibits its
research analysts from being compensated for involvement in investment banking transactions except to
the extent that such participation is intended to benefit investors.

RS Circular 230 Disclosure: JPMorgan Chase & Co. and its affiliates do not provide tax advice.
Accordingly, any discussion of U.S. tax matters included herein (including any attachments) is not
intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, in connection with the promotion, marketing or
recommendation by anyone not affiliated with JPMorgan Chase & Co. of any of the matters addressed
herein or for the purpose of avoiding U.S. tax-related penalties.

JPMorgan is a marketing name for investment banking businesses of JPMorgan Chase & Co. and its
subsidiaries worldwide. Securities, syndicated loan arranging, financial advisory and other investment
banking activities arc performed by a combination of J.P. Morgan Securities Inc., J.P. Morgan plc,
J.P. Morgan Securities Ltd. and the appropriately licensed subsidiaries of JPMorgan Chase & Co. in Asia-
Pacific, and lending, derivatives and other commercial banking activities are performed by JPMorgan
Chase Bank, N.A. JPMorgan deal team members may be employees of any of the foregoing entities.

This presentation does not constitute a commitment by any JPMorgan entity to underwrite, subscribe for
or place any securities or to extend or arrange credit or to provide any other services.
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1. Executive Summary

J.P. Morgan Securities (“JPM”) and Popular Securities (“PS”) were tasked with researching
and evaluating the potential sale of all or a portion of the Harris County Toll Road
Authority’s (“HCTRA”) toll road assets. In this Report, JPM/PS provides a detailed analysis
of the various implications thereof, including legal, public policy, and economic.

The following conclusions and recommendations are among the key findings detailed
within our Report:

® There is a healthy US and global market for transportation infrastructure assets.
= HCTRA is one of the most highty regarded road networks in the nation.

®  HCTRA has five major categories of assets
- "Brownfield” or existing roadways
“Greenfield” or planned and approved but as yet unconstructed roadways
- Improvements and real estate (generally along the roadways)
- Franchising, licensing and naming rights related to the roadways
“Other” rights including the right to develop ferry service and other forms of mass
transit with the HCTRA system

& HCTRA's asset base is not limited to Greenfield and Brownfield roadways but includes
other assets such as real estate attendant to but not necessary for roadways purposes,
franchise rights, licensing rights and other associated development rights. This
Report has not valued these assets. However, they have intrinsic value and many
could be considered and sold separately or included in the overall sale process thereby
allowing the market to optimize their value.

% The Valuation analysis encompasses only the 83 miles of existing roadway,
the recently completed WestPark Tollway and the in-progress IH-10
Managed Lanes.

¥ Harris County's (the "County”) dynamic economy and the need for additional highway
capacity creates a set of conditions that differs substantially from other U.S. toll road
privatizations.

# Revenue maximization is not, and should not become, the sole objective of an asset
sale. Rather, the goal should be the highest possible price for the assets you choose
to sell given the level of control the County wishes to exercise over those assets and
the level of risk it 1s willing to retain, post sale.

Among the dynamics over which the County may wish to exercise some level of control

are:
- Toll increases - International bidder/buyer
- Equity returns participation
- Financing and refinancing - Degree of diversion on to local roads
strategies and timing - Operation and maintenance standards
- Amount of leverage or debt on Repair schedules and reserve funds
assets post-sale - Law enforcement and emergency
- Environmental impact assistance
JPMorgan POPULAR SECURITIES
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¥  The lowest values are associated with retaining the most control and higher values can
be anticipated in scenarios where the County retains less control over the assets.
JPM/PS terms this the “Control/ Value Continuum”.

*  Addressing Grand Parkway development upfront allows the County to 1) potentially
avoid an adverse non-compete agreement and/or payment to the private owner for
the County’s ability to develop or 2) recognize compensation for including
development rights in the sale.

®  The HCTRA system was constructed with an intricate mix of federal, State and local
funding. As a consequence, the authority to maintain tolls, or impose tolls in the
future, springs from the use of a portion of the sale proceeds for “qualified projects”
as defined in Title 23 of the US Code.

#  “Qualified Projects” includes such things as new roadway construction and
reconstruction and resurfacing of existing roadways as well as any feasibility and
- engineering expenses related to either activity.

Assuming a sale, the County is still responsible for ensuring the assets are properly
maintained in the event the owner becomes insolvent or otherwise neglectful. This is
typically addressed with a "Reversion” clause in a contract of sale.

The Texas constitutional ban on any County maintaining an ownership interest in a
corporation limits the County’s and perhaps HCTRA's ability to sell a minority interest
in the HCTRA assets (selling only a minority interest would allow the County to
maintain a greater level of control than in a full sale scenario), JPMorgan has
developed an alternative which has satisfied such tegal prohibition in other successful
government asset sales.

H S

An outright sale of HCTRA assets will require changes of law and government approvals
o Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA"), Title 23 Qualified Projects
. - Chapter 284 of Texas Transportation Code

The County has at least six options with respect to a "sale” of its toll road assets
Sale of the entire System ("Total Sale”)

Sale of parts or segments of the System's assets ("Partial Sale”)

- - Sale of a minority interest in the System ("Sale of a Minority Interest”)

- Trade Sale

Auction Sale
i - 1PO

The sale of one HCTRA asset might facilitate the construction or improvement of
~ another HCTRA project or asset.

The County must have ironclad contract provisions in any contract of sale.

These contracts can provide the County with whatever degree of “control” it deems
o necessary or appropriate, and can also contain enforcement provisions and other
safeqguards to ensure that the County is adequately protected in the event that the
“control” provisions and other affirmative obligations of the purchaser are not
honored.

{
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& A successful sale requires:
- Knowledge of the assets, bidders and investors;
~ Experience in conducting successful sales on behalf of government clients
- Seamless execution
- Understanding of the client’s objectives
- Ability to resolve public employee concerns and properly reconcile the public’s
“right to know” with the bidder’s customary confidentiality and anonymity

®  There is a direct correlation between the rate at which tolls are permitted to increase
and the value realizable in a sale.

®  The value of the assets is heavily dependent on the County’s policy parameters and
objectives for the sale process, the conduct of the sale process and in a trade sale,
the bidders’ commercial perspectives.

- ®  Any successful sale of HCTRA assets would be the result of a fluid, dynamic process
that embraces policy and value matters necessarily outside the scope of the Traffic &
Revenue ("T&R") and Dr. Barton Smith’s studies.

%  The Valuation Analysis encompasses only the 83 miles of existing roadway
and the in-progress IH-10 Managed Lanes.

- ®  JpPM/PS, with input from the County, HCTRA, and its advisors, diligently
developed a full set of assumptions concerning economic, traffic and
revenue forecasts, operating projections, and population growth.

®  The key drivers affecting the HCTRA valuation included forecasts of:
1) Toll rates - provided by HCTRA's traffic consultant, Wilbur Smith Associates
("WSA”) out to 2055 and trended with the same growth pattern beyond 2055

2) Traffic growth - provided by WSA out to 2055 and trended with the same growth
pattern beyond 2055

3) Operating expenses - historical and current budgeted figures provided by HCTRA
and trended forward with the assumed growth in inflation

e 4) Capital expenses - renewal and replacement expense forecast provided for the
next 30 years by HCTRA and trended after 30 years

- WSA provided three distinct toll revenue forecast scenarios:

- Scenario 1: No Toll Increase throughout the Study period

- Scenario 2: Inflation Linked Toll Increase - periodic toll increases to keep up with
inflation

o - Scenario 3: Revenue Maximization: tolls are set to maximize annual toll revenue

regardless of the forecasted traffic diversion created by the higher tolls

Regional economic assumptions used by WSA were provided by Dr. Barton Smith’s

"Regional Economic Growth Study”, which projects continued “"dynamic” growth in
the Houston/Harris County region.

- ®  For each toll revenue scenario we assumed that the new HCTRA owner paid annual
© property taxes (assumed to be 3.0% of the initial purchase price) and ran separate
scenarios assuming the new HCTRA owner was granted a full property tax abatement.
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% FEyentual bidders will likely 1) have divergent perspectives on any one or all of the

assumptions enumerated, 2) prepare separate forecasts using other consultants and 3)

! may be prepared to base their bid on higher traffic forecasts. Provided this is solely

| at the risk of the bidder/investor (and this requires careful safeguards in sale
! agreements), this should not be a matter of concern to the County.

#  The range of valuations is dependent upon three significant variables
The degree of County control of the roadways following a sale
- Future toll increases
Whether the new owners are required to pay real property taxes

® A highly competitive process conducted in current market conditions could yield more
aggressive bids and higher proceeds for any particular policy settings.

= Actual proceeds will also be affected by:
= - County policy parameters

- - Management of the sale process

- The market on the date of sale

- Market’s commercial appetite

= - Investor/buyer valuation methodologies

#  JPM/PS used several valuation methodologies to assess HCTRA’s economic value,
including:
1) Internal Rate of Return ("IRR"} - most common technique used by active

infrastructure equity investors

2) Discounted Cash Flow ("DCF") - very common valuation technique in mergers and
acquisition transactions

3) Comparable entities or transactions - least relevant to HCTRA due to the difficulty
of comparing toll roads worldwide due to differing tolling regimes, concession
tenors and asset lives

®  Debt financing and equity market parameters are the true drivers of valuation and
therefore we believe IRR based valuation ranges to be more realistic than DCF

VVVVV valuation ranges.

- - Should market acceptance of lower debt service coverage ratios and/or the view

- that equity investors take regarding future toll road asset value change, we could

= realize valuations that are closer to the DCF results.

-~ ®  For the iRR based valuation scenarios, we sized:

< - Specially tatlored debt structures using market based metrics for both interest
rates and credit margins.

- Equity investment amounts linked to targeted IRR's

o ®  The IRR based valuation results range from approximately $4 billion up to in excess of
$10 billion, dependent on the toll revenue forecast used and the assumption of a
- property tax liability or full abatement. Accordingly, net value available to the
County ranges between $2 and $8 billion after satisfying all debt.

¥ “Change in Use"” Federal Tax Code provisions require HCTRA to defease tax-exempt
debt associated with the assets. The cost of defeasance is approximately $2Bn.
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| ®  The most significant HCTRA value component is the Sam Houston toll road, which
| depending on the scenario, produces valuations ranging between $2.7 and $7.6 biltion.

} % Pproceeds of up to $20 billion can be calculated on more optimistic commercial
‘ assumptions and increased public risk exposure, but we consider it imprudent for the
‘ County’s decisions to be based on these higher estimates.
|
|

% We calculate valuation ranges for each scenario by modifying key valuation drivers.
! This creates a macro valuation range between $3 and $20 billion; however the
expected valuation range is between $7 and $14 billion, which, net of defeasance
costs, produces $5 to $12 billion in net proceeds available to the County.

%  [Each investor will have its own view on economic growth, parameters dictating future
traffic and toll revenues, alternative time horizons and risk appetites, differing needs
for cash yield vs. IRR, etc. JPM/PS has undertaken the valuations in this Report on a
prudent, conservative basis. However, we would manage any sale process with a goal
: of aligning maximum proceeds to HCTRA consistent with its policy objectives.

Among the most important objectives of the JPM/PS Team is to avoid having a successful sale
and a failed public policy. Accordingly, we have spent considerable time gaining an
understanding of the County's short term and long term objectives. The result of that work is
an analytical framework within which the County, together with its other advisors, can work
through the many policy choices associated with a "sale” scenario. JPM/PS views this process,
the Control/Value Assessment, as essential to the successful execution of any privatization
mandate and will devote considerable time and resources to completing this exercise with
County officials, HCTRA and County staff, First Southwest and the County's legal and other
advisors if the decision is made to proceed. This work, however, is the starting point. Your
advisor during any execution phase must be as invested as the Commissioners, staff and First
Southwest to working through each scenario to ensure the best possible outcome for Harris
County.

The JPM/PS Team recommends that the County proceed with a two step process. First, the

\ County should concentrate on the Control/Value Assessment to identify the optimal conditions
a | for sale and to determine more precisely what level of control it is willing to cede in order to
derive value from the toll road system assets. The County would then be positioned to move
; forward with respect to the sale process that best suits its geals and objectives. We would be
pleased to assist the County throughout this process.

“1 JPMorgan &
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JPM/PS professionals monitor privatization activity that may affect the market and our clients.
Outlined below in case study format are some recent developments concerning six relevant
privatizations.

The purpose of this exercise is not to discredit privatizations, quite the contrary, JPM/PS
believes privatization to be the most important new tool to assist governments as they
attempt to meet growing needs with diminishing resources. The six case studies provide new
insights into the dynamic field of global toll road privatization.

The predicate challenge for any successful privatization is to establish a transparent,
objective, rules-based, fair process to value alternative proposals while ensuring public policy
implementation and securing the highest possible value for the assets. The case studies
provide important insights into how other governments have managed the process and what
issues have emerged as a consequence. They are offered to assist Harris County officials as
they deliberate about addressing the County’s future transportation needs and how best to
leverage HCTRA assets to meet those needs.

The six case studies concern:

Snowy Hydro Limited
Sydney Cross City Tunnel
Trans-Texas Corridor 1-35
407 Express Toll Route
Chicago Skyway

Indiana Toll Road

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

e Overview: Renewable energy company Snowy Hydro Limited owns
u@é%ﬁh;xdf@ and operates the 3,756 MW Snowy Mountains hydroelectric facility

Fedewanie cuigy consisting of 7 power plants and 16 dams. Owners of Snowy Hydro,
including the New South Wales Government (58%), the Australian Government (13%) and the
P Victoria Government (29%) had planned to put their shares up for sale in coming months.

g

Recent Developments: In early June, the Australian Government decided to withdraw its 13%
shareholding from the sale in response to strong public opposition and “the need to safeguard
the interests of all those dependent on Australia’s iconic water resources”, according to Prime
Minister John Howard. Howard's decision prompted the project’s other shareholders - the
New South Wales and Victoria state governments - to cancel the sale of their shares.

Prime Minister John Howard responded to his decision not to sell the Australian Government’s
share by saying "News of the sale was met with fierce opposition from farmers, community
groups and politicians who feared that new owners might divert water from the Snowy River.”

o Before canceling the sale the New South Wales, Victoria and Federal Governments decided to
alter the terms of the proposed offering by limiting foreign ownership of the Snowy Hydro
facility. Legislation was to be introduced limiting total foreign ownership to 35 percent, and
- limiting foreign individual or company interest to 15 percent. The Australian State
= governments had misjudged the public sensitivity to foreign ownership issues. This, coupled
with the concerns about the Sydney Cross City Tunnel Project, forced a reversal in government

policy.

=1 JPMorgan i}
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‘\ Observations: Public education up front is necessary. As attributed in the comments by Prime
| Minister Howard, by not keeping the relevant parties informed and involved in the
| privatization process the government was forced to pull the sale of shares after millions of
1 dollars were spent preparing for the sale. The lack of transparency and public information
’ erodes confidence in a project and in privatization policies.

Overview: In December 2002 CrossCity Motorway Ltd
My i “CCM™), a consortium consisting of Cheung Kong
: ity Tunnel  C¢¢
S C 053 C y L Infrastructure, DB Capital Partners, Bilfinger Berger and
Baulderstone Hornibrook were awarded a 35 year concession for the construction and tolling
of the SCCT. CCM paid A$97 million upfront to the Roads and Traffic Authority ("RTA").

The Government used a “no net cost to government” requirement and the size of the upfront
payment as the two primary criteria for the tunnel bidding process. Greens MP and roads
spokeswoman Lee Rhiannon confirmed that the Government failed to achieve it’s objectives of
relieving traffic congestion, improving public transport and making central Sydney a more
pleasant domain. The primary objective of the tunnel and the way that it was tendered were
in conflict with each other.

Recent Developments: Upon project completion traffic has been operating at approximately
1/3 of projected traffic levels despite a series of toll-free and half-toll periods. Significant
road closures with minimal public outreach increased public resentment to the project and
increased the notion of “funneling” traffic into the tunnel.

The high level of public outrage led to the appointment of the Audit Office of New South
Wales to examine the awarding of the contract and the commissioning of the SCCT. The
Auditor-General’s Report criticized the practice of demanding upfront fees and using the size
of the fee as a factor in determining the winning bidder. Recent Auditors’” Report and
_journalistic articles concerning SCCT also highlight the hazards of maximizing upfront doliars
vs. optimizing public policy, which in this case was to relieve traffic on competing roads. The
Audit also revealed that in the instance of SCCT, the entire upfront payment will be absorbed
once all claims are settled. “The upfront payment was legitimate and was an explicit part of
the bidding process. It made it easier to compare bids, but risked pushing the tolls up.”

‘)—»«\ On June 1, 2006 in the Sydney Morning Herald, Eric Roozendaal, the New South Wales Minister
. for Roads was quoted as saying that in the future the amount of the toll would be considered
o when evaluating the award of contracts. The following week New South Wales State Premier
Morris lemma surmounted to public pressure and announced he plans to undo 13 road
restrictions that were enacted as part of the government’s commitments to the concessionaire
for the SCCT.

Observations: In evaluating bids on the basis of a large upfront payment, the Audit Office of
e New South Wales concluded,

- "The Government, Treasury and the RTA did not sufficiently consider the
) implications of an upfront payment involving more than simple project
cost reimbursement (i.e. a ‘'Business Consideration Fee’) .. No real
b thought was given to: foregoing the fee to reduce the toll charges on
tunnel users, or how this amount was to be used (e.g. retained by the
RTA for use on other roadworks or used by Treasury for allocation to
other areas of government).”

=1 JPMorgan€i [l POPULAR SECURITIES 9
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Sticking to the original project requirements deemed essential to success is a critical factor to
achieving long-run success. In the case of SCCT, maintaining direct toll-free alternative routes
was a key initial principle, but was lost as the project developed according to the Audit Office
of New South Wales.

Overview: The Trans-Texas Corridor is a proposed multi-use,
e i statewide network of transportation routes in Texas that will
PRS- J@XasS  incorporate existing and new highways, railways and utility right-of-

£

CORRIDOR .

ways. In December 2004, Cintra Zachry LP, consisting of
Concesiones de Infraestructuras de Transporte, S.A. ("Cintra”) and Zachry Construction
Corporation was selected as the master developer for the TTC-35. In March 2005 the two
parties signed a Comprehensive Development Agreement ("CDA") for the design and master
plan of the 650 mile TTC-35 corridor from Oklahoma south to Mexico. No construction
contracts have been awarded. Cintra Zachry has been negotiating a CDA for the first project,
State Highway 130 Segments 5 & 6 ("SH130 5&6"), since signing the CDA for TTC-35 in 2005.

Recent Developments: In April a 4,000-page draft environmental impact statement for the
Trans-Texas Corridor-35 was released along with a preferred corridor alternative narrowed
from the original study area. This summer the Texas Department of Transportation ("TxDOT")
is holding public hearings throughout the study area to receive public input on the projects.

On June 5, 2006 Texas Transportation Commission announced that an agreement in principle
has been reached to sign a CDA for the development of SH130 5&6.

Observations: Large multinational firms with significant amounts of project equity and
financing capacity have increased their activity in the US. There is a very healthy market for
US toll road assets.

Overview: 407 ETR runs 108 kilometers east and west just north of
Toronto. 407 ETR opened for tolling in 1997 and quickly established a
successful track record, achieving the Province's goals of providing
mobility to a highly congested suburban area. In 1999 the Province of
Ontario executed a 99 year lease with a consortium comprised of Cintra, SNC-Lavalin and
Caisse de depot et placement du Quebec for C$3.1 billion. The proceeds were used for,
among other things, tax cuts.

The concession agreement has provided significant opportunity for the consortium to generate
significant returns to their equity and has been the source of much public dispute. In a news
release by the Ministry of Transportation entitled "Government Fights to Better protect 407
ETR Drivers”, the Ontario government indicates it has been fighting hard on its commitment to
better protect the public interest under the contract, aggressively pursing @ number of legal
proceedings'. The Province:

B Challenged toll increases by 407 ETR without obtaining government approval
B Was pursuing arbitrations related to how toll rates are calculated

® Fought 407 ETR's attempt to compel the Registrar of Motor Vehicles to deny licence plates
to individuals who 407 ETR claimed had unpaid tolls

B Challenged the amount of money owed to it by 407 ETR under the contract

! Press Release: Ministry of Transportation. "Government Fights to Better Protect 407 ETR Drivers”.
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m And 407 ETR were engaged in a number of other legal proceedings to resolve issues related
to the interpretation of the contract in the public interest.

The ruling court has consistently upheld the concession agreement as the ruling document for
407 ETR.

As indicated above, according to an article in Toll Road News, “the province has fought
tenaciously against 407 ETR since the present populist regime of Dalton McGuinty came to
power in early 2003 promising to roll back 407 tolls. In a statement today transport minister
Harinder Takhar is quoted as "disappointed” by the toll rate hike, but for the first time he
acknowledges the concessionaire's legal right to make the raise. More specifically, Minister
Takhar is quoted as saying "It is unfortunate that the previous goverament agreed to a
contract that does not give the province the ability to protect motorists by approving changes
to toll rates.” (Dec 20 CNW release)

The article goes on to say "[The minister] has previously charged the concessionaire as being
in breach of contract by raising toll rates without prior government approval, and has pushed
o an apparently endless stream of law suits and appeals against rulings that the concessionaire is
! acting lawfully.”

- Recent Developments: On March 31, 2006, the province of Ontario and 407 ETR agreed to a
- settlement that is a better deal for drivers as announced by Minister of Transportation
Harinder Takhar.? Minister Takhar comments, “Drivers told us they wanted better customer
service and more accountability.” The agreement includes:

B The introduction of a $40 million customer benefit program

® Savings for heavy-usage and heavy-vehicle drivers

- B The addition of over 100 kilometers of new highway capacity by late 2007
B Settlement of all outstanding disputes between 407 ETR and the Province
B Appointment of an ombudsman to advocate on behalf of 407 ETR users

Observations: The recent 407 ETR settlement provides insight into the practice of maximizing
upfront dollars vs. optimizing public policy. According to ToliRoadsNews article entitled
o “Ontario gov dead wrong on 407 ETR toll setting”, the provincial government of Ontario has no
o legal basis whatever for controlling toll rates on 407 ETR” and that “Indeed the contract so
clearly assigns 407 ETR the right to set tolls and precludes governmental interference”.
< Where the public was initially told, "tolls can only be adjusted by 2% per year, ptus inflation
= for the first 15 years, and thereafter by inflation only”, the reality is a province memorandum
to bidders stated: "Provided that (the) concession co{mpany) can achieve peak traffic levels
above the traffic threshold it will be permitted to set peak toll rates at any level without
constraint.”

The same article quotes politicians in opposition at the time expressing their concern with
regard to largely unregulated tolling:

(1) "They get to set toll rates at whatever level they want. They get to set the toll rates at
whatever level they want. The public has no say, (the) consumer has no say. There isn't an
- independent body that would examine the increase..." (Joseph Cordiano, MP York South-

= Weston)
- {2) "This is going to be a private highway. We won't have any control. There is no control
o whatever..." (Mario Sergio MP, York West)

— Z press Release. March 31, 2006 Ministry of Transportation “Province and 407 ETR Agree to Better Deal for Drivers”.
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| The Province does have the ability renegotiate key terms every five years, but there is no
obligation on the company to agree to any changes - or to restrain itself from demanding
exorbitant compensation if it does.

Overview: The Chicago Skyway was transferred on January 24, 2005 for $1.83
billion to the Skyway Concession Co. LLC(Cintra - 55%; & MIG- 45%) for 99 years.
The Chicago Skyway is a 7.8 mile, six-lane, access-controlled, median-divided toll
bridge that primarily serves as a means to travel to Indiana.

The Chicago Skyway had historically been considered an “albatross around the city’'s neck”
according to Alderman Richard Mell (33rd) as quoted in the Chicago Sun-Times. Chicago
defaulted on interest payments and faced eventual default on principal for the original debt
sold for the Chicago Skyway in the 1950s. A refunding in the early 1990s helped to avoid
default. Thus the privatization was viewed by many Chicagoans as a good deal since they
were paid well for an underperforming asset and used the proceeds to pay for important City
needs.

Upon commencing the lease, funding was achieved through a combination of sponsor equity
and European bank financing. Initial equity contributions made by Cintra and MIG were $485
and $397 million, respectively. Within 6 months, the initial bank financing was refinanced with
a $1.55 billion refinancing. Upon completion of the refinancing Cintra & MIG were able to
reduce their equity stake in the transaction from $882 million to $509 miltion, to just 58% of
the initial equity contribution (from 48% of the bid to 28%).

The City of Chicago used the $1.83 billion received from the lease to fund the following:

$460 mil. - Defeased ali outstanding Skyway-backed bonds
$500 mil. - Set aside to create permanent reserve account

[
|
W $375 mil. - Used to create annuity to be used for various expenses
m $100 mil. - Used to finance various neighborhood projects

]

$400 mil.(remaining balance) - Used to retire other debt

Observations: Shortly after the refinancing Project Finance Magazine commented that it had.
- “substantially increased the sponsors’ ROl (return on investment) on the deal.” Goldman Sachs
o JBWere investment adviser David Miller commented in The Canberra Times that, “it is an
= aggressive refinancing considering the free cash flow from the road was not covering its
. interest payments and the level of uncertainty over future traffic growth rates, given volumes
= are currently being impacted by road works.”

Overview: The Indiana Toll Road ("ITR") is a primary 157 mile east-west traffic
artery in northern Indiana connecting the Ohio Turnpike and Chicago Skyway.
On January 23, 2006, ITR Concession Company LLC, on behalf of Statewide
Mobility Partners LLC (Cintra - 50%; & MIG- 50%) was selected as the preferred
bidder for a 75 year concession for $3.85 billion. Initial financing is provided

> by European banks and sponsor equity. Financial close is anticipated to take place in June
o 2006.

< On February 1, the Indiana House of Representatives passed the "Jobs Bill of a Generation”,
- the Major Moves transportation initiative (House Bill 1008) resulting in the largest
< infrastructure investment in state history. The revenue from the lease agreement will fully

(SR S I
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fund Indiana's 10-year transportation construction plan and eliminate the state's $2.8 billion
transportation deficit. The United States Department of Transportation has projected that
Major Moves could create as many as 130,000 jobs directly through the design, construction
and maintenance of these roads, as well as indirectly through logistics, manufacturing,
distribution, and other fields. Statewide Mobility Partners has also agreed to invest an
additional $4 billion to upgrade the tol! road over the 75 year term of the lease.

Recent Developments: Following announcement of a deal with Statewide Mobility Partners
several amendments and public opposition has occurred. A major factor in generating the
substantial upfront sale proceeds was the large initial increase in tolls. An amendment to the
Major Moves initiative was the implementation of a toll freeze for residents of the seven
counties surrounding the toll road at current levels for a defined time period, saving state
residents that travel the road for personal use, money. An additional amendment offered by
Senator Robert Meeks, R-LaGrange, changed the way monies provided to the toll road counties
is distributed.

As a consequence, Governor Daniels secured approval of the transaction by just one vote in
the State Senate. His approval rating fell to 37% according to the Indianapolis Star.

Pending litigation can thwart the closing of the ITR transaction as the consortium can pull out
of the deal if litigation is pending when the deal is scheduled to close on June 30th.
Opponents of the plan to lease ITR are currently appealing a May 26 decision by the court to
post a $1.9 billion bond to move ahead with their lawsuit. Oral arguments before the Supreme
Court are scheduled for Tuesday, June 13th.

Observations: John Foote, a senior fellow at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government, has
praised the ITR transaction for being more in the public interest than the Chicago Skyway,
“first, all of the sale proceeds will be reinvested by the state to improve its transportation
infrastructure,” he said. "True, these new roads will be paid for, in effect, by the people who
use the Indiana Toll Road, but thesc users as well as the taxpayers should benefit from an
enhanced statewide transportation system.”

Additionally, Governor Daniels provided his insights on the public policy goal of paying for
additional long-term public assets with the lease of ITR:

"In government it is a mistake -- a misdeed, even -- to take value from a
capital asset and use it for short-term operating purposes ... thanks to this
deal, we will be able to quadruple the amount of state money devoted to
new road construction projects over the next decade.”

Governor Daniels provided some important observations for those considering roadway
privatization in a New York Times OpEd published on May 27, 2006. the Governor wrote in
part:

"As governor, | should have done much more than | did to walk Indiana
through, in advance, both the business case and the realities of today's
global economic competition.”

Important takeaways from these cases studies lead to the following conclusions:

B Take relevant constituencies opinions into account from the beginning
W Keep constituencies informed of objectives and uses of proceeds
® Stick to original public policy objectives

JPMorgan i {1l POPULAR SECURITIES 1

-439- Capital Improvement Program

3



CONFIDENTIAL

B Don't be solely focused on money
m Use proceeds to generate long-term benefits of area

B Care is needed with "non-compete" clauses, these can create public concern after the
event and be hard to reverse

Taking into account these key points will contribute to a sale process that achieves the
objectives of all parties involved and bidders will recognize this and place greater value on the
assets.

=1 JPMorgan<ji il POPULARSECURITIES
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1. Executive Summary, Options,

andMétﬁodologyof Valuation

’

a) Executive Sumimary
i) Purpose of the Track
(1) Team background
(2) Disclosures
ii) Scope/limitations of study
iti) Defining County Goals
(1) Risk aversion
(2) Continued Interest?

(3) Operational
(a) Governmental Function
(i) Mobility
(ii) Emergency
(iii) Human Resources
(4) Mobility/Connectivity
(i) Connectivity
(ii) Pooled Projects

i.) PURPOSE OF TRACK

extensive experience providing quantitative, execution

The purpose of our portion of the study is to examine
the economic, public policy and other implications of
pursuing a concession agreement on all or a portion of
the HCTRA system and/or on some portion of major
planned projects.

(1) TEAM BACKGROUND

Goldman, Sachs & Co.

Goldman Sachs and Loop Capital have provided
HCTRA a very experienced and capable advising team.
Goldman Sachs’ day-to-day contact for this engagement
is Greg Carey, Managing Director and [Head of the
Municipal Finance and Infrastructure Groups'’
Transportation Group. Greg brings with him in-depth
knowledge of the Harris County Toll Road Authority
having served on a multitude of HCTRA financings.
Greg also has extensive experience with other Texas
transportation issuers through his work as senior
manager to the Central Texas Turnpike Project and
numerous North Texas Tollway Authority financings. In
addition, he has specific private transportation facilities
evaluation and advising experience through his work on
SR 125 in California. Las Vegas Monorail, TxDOT's CDA
Program, Highway 407 in Toronto, and representing the
Chicago Skyway winning concessionaire - Cintra
Macquarie Consortiun.

In addition to Greg, the Goldman Sachs team is
supported by an experienced and committed team of
finance and advisory professionals. Mike Placencia, Vice
President and member of the Transportation Group, has

and financial modeling for major municipal and
transportation issuers. He is also a lead in TxDOT's CDA
Program. Rick Fitzgerald, Vice President, provides
regional coverage and oversight to the assignment and
brings a familiarity with HCTRA from over 10 years of
covering the Authority. Richard Ramirez, Vice
President, also provides regional coverage. Terry
Thornton, Vice President, provides general regional
coverage (o the Authority and other accounts in the
County and State of Texas. David Utz, Associate,
worked on the Chicago Skyway concession sale as well
as numerous other potential concession opportunities.
David, along with Jennifer Frates, Analyst, provide day-
to-day support for the assignment.

Loop Capital

Loop Capital’s Team consists of senior bankers [amiliar
with the Authority as well. Bo Daniels has significant
experience with privatizations, having worked on the
landmark Chicago Skyway privatization while at
Goldman Sachs, then at Loop Capital. He has over 17
vears of experience in Municipal Finance and has
structured numerous transactions for transportation
issuers nationwide.

Curtis Flowers, is head of the Southwest Region for
Loop Capital and is the primary coverage person for the
County and worked on several County financings. He
also provides regional coverage for issuers in the State of
Texas.

Stephen Bierer, provides analytical support and
technical services to the Loop team.

Geidman Sachs’ Team

Greg Carey
Managing Director and
Head of the Transportation Group

Loop Capital’s Taam

Warren Ba Daniels
Managing Director and
Head of Municipal Finance

Mike Placencia
Vice President
Transportation

Tarry Tharnton
Vice President

Group Richard Ramirez

Vice President

David Utz
Associale

Jennifer Frates
Analyst

Rick Fitzgerald
Vice President

Curtis Flowars
Senior Vice President

Stephen Bierer
Semor Vice President

Capital Improvement Program

-442-



(2) DISCLOSURES

This material is not a product of the Fixed Income or
Investment Banking Research Department. [Uis not a
rescarch report and it should not be construed as such.
All materials, including proposed terms and conditions.
are indicative and for discussion purposes only.
Opinions expressed are our present opinions only and
are subject to change without further notice. The
information contained herein is confidential. By
accepting this information. the recipient agrees that it
will, and it will cause its directors, partners, officers,
employees and representatives Lo use the information
only to evaluate its potential interest in the strategies
described herein and for no other purpose and will not
divulge any such information to any other party. Any
reproduction of this information, in whole or in part, is
prohibited. Except in so far as required to do so to
comply with applicable law or regulation, express or
implied, no warranty whatsoever, including but not
limited to, warranties as (o quality, accuracy,
performance, timeliness, continued availability or
completeness of any information contained herein is
made. Opinions expressed hercin are current opinions
only as of the date indicated. We are under no obligation
to update opinions or other information. The
information contained herein has been prepared solely
for informational purposes and is not an offer to buy or
sell or a solicitation of an offer to buy or sell any security
or instrument or to participate in any trading strategy.
You should be aware that any proposed indicative
transaction could have accounting, tax, legal or other
implications that should be discussed with your
advisors and/or counsel. The materials should not be
relied upon for the maintenance of your books and
records or for any tax, accounting, legal or other
purposes. In addition, we mutually agree that, subject to
applicable law, you may disclose any and all aspects of
any potential transaction or structure described herein
that are necessary to support any US federal income tax
benefits, without The Goldman Sachs Group, Inc.
imposing any limitation of any kind. In addition, The
Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. and/or affiliates may have
served as manager or co-manager of a public offering of
securities by any such entity. Further information
regarding this material may be obtained upon request.
The Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. shall have no liability,
contingent or otherwise, to the user or to third parties, or
any responsibility whatsoever, for the correctness,
quality, accuracy, timeliness, pricing, reliability,
performance or completeness of the data or formulae
provided herein or for any other aspect of the
performance of these materials. In no event will The
Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. be liable for any special,
indirect, incidental or consequential damages which
may be incurred or experienced on account of the user
using the data provided herein or these materials, even
if The Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. has been advised of
the possibility of such damages. The Goldman Sachs
Group, Inc. will have no responsibility to inform the
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user of any difficulties experienced by The Goldman
Sachs Group, Inc. or third parties with respect to the use
of the materials or to take any action in connection
therewith. The fact that The Goldman Sachs Group, Inc.
has made the materials or any other materials available
to you constitutes neither a recommendation that you
enter into or maintain a particular transaction or
position nor a representation that any transaction is
suitable or appropriate for you. The Goldman Sachs
Group. Inc. is acting in the capacity of an arm’s-length
contractual counterparty to the user in connection with
any transaction The Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. may
enter into with the user and not as a financial advisor or
a fiduciary.

For the purposes of the valuation analyses contained
herein, we have relied without independent verification
upon the accuracy and completeness of all of the
financial, accounting and other information reviewed by
us, and have assumed such accuracy and completeness
for such purposes. You understand that we have used
information provided to us with respect to traffic, capital
expenditures, and other information referenced herein.
With respect to the traffic and revenue forecasts, we
have assumed that they have been reasonably prepared
by Wilbur Smith on bases reflecting the best currently
available estimates and good faith judgments of the
future financial performance. In addition, we have not
performed any due diligence on HCTRA.

Methodologies other than those used herein could be
employed in coming to a range of values and such
methodologies could produce different results.

We point out that any valuation analysis necessarily
depends upon conditions as they exist and can be
discerned at a particular time and any views on value
involve numerous assumptions and uncertainties, many
of which cannot be verified or ascertained. Our views
herein are based only on economic, market and other
conditions as they exist and can be evaluated by us on
the date hereof. We do not have any obligation to
update, revise or reaffirm the views set forth in this
presentation.

It is understood that we are not experts in law, taxation
or accounting and therefore express no view as to the
legal, tax or accounting treatment with respect to any of
the matters set forth herein, nor are we providing any
assurance as to the adequacy or appropriateness of our
views, the methodologies employed hereunder
(including the underlying assumptions), or our
procedures for your purposes.

ii.) SCOPE/LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

While the scope of this study covers broad economic
impact and connectivity type questions with respect to
the long-term plans for this large toll road system, we
are limited by the following items:
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Data available - The quality of our outputs regarding
the valuation of existing and potential new projects is
only as good as the detail of the inputs. including:

a) detail of traffic and revenue growth. b) breakout of
operating and maintenance expenses, ¢) projected major
and maintenance capital expenditure.

Role of Goldman Sachs and Loop Capital - We are not
traffic consultants, economic research firms, law firms,
or urban planning/civil engineering firms, and as such,
rely on the accuracy of information provided by such
entities.

iii.) DEFINING COUNTY GOALS

There are many considerations and objectives to balance
when defining the County’s goals (o best serve its
constituencies.

(1) Risk AVERSION

While we can not assess the County’s views towards
risk, it is helpful to discuss the risks and risk transfers
available with a concession agreement. Provided below
are several major risks and their potential mitigants.
This list is certainly not exhaustive but merely
indicative.

Risks and mitigants of pursuing a concession:

Risk: Value of potential bids are less than desired
outcome.

Mitigant: County rejects such bids and considers
additional leverage or operating status quo.

Risk: Concern of transferring operating control to
another party.

Mitigant: Tightly constructed concession agreement
allows the public entity to retain oversight or even
control.

Risk: Congestion grows in the corridor such that
additional lanes or exits are necessary in order 1o best
facilitate the traffic.

Mitigant: The County can build in predefined volume
triggers that force the potential Concessionaire to
undertake expansionary projects.

Risk: Traffic volume proves (o be more robust than
anticipated implying value was left on the table.
Mitigant: The County could retain a predetermined
percentage of the operations.

Additionally, there are other risks, as indicated below,
that are potentially best retained by the County and
some that are best allocated to a concessionaire through
a concession agreement. Through our experiences with
Chicago, Indiana, and other assignments, the term best
used is to indicate potential best “value” for the
assumption of the relevant risk. It is by no means meant
to be the appropriate policy choice for the County.

Category ‘ Counly] [ Private Operator J

-

Construction ® Cost Overruns/Oelays v
Traffic and Revenue W Prediclable v
Operating m Operabng Expenses v
® Captal Expenses v
u Avalatality v
Force Majeure u TerronsmiEarthquakes v
® Fire/Flooding/Hurmicanes v
LegalfRegulatory # Interpretation v

8 Framawork Chiange

Environmental & Pre-fastng Condions

B Dunng Concession v

(2) CONTINUED INTEREST

Continued interest can be broken into three key
categories:

(a) Ability to maintain an active role in the oversight of
the HCTRA system - This clearly can be retained within
a concession strategy by mandating that the
concessionaire provide quarterly traffic and revenue
updates as well as an annual audit. This mechanisro
enables the County (o monitor the performance of the
roads under the direction of the concessionaire, with
predelined measures to enable the County to regain
control of the asset should such measures be violated.

(b) Ability to retain a financial interest in the
performance of the HCTRA system included in any
potential concession agreement — A strategy that could
be employed here is the ability of the County to retain a
predelined percentage of the ongoing operating
revenue. For example, the County could dictate through
the concession agreement that the concessionaire is to
transfer 20-50% of the operaling revenue every yedr.
This both a) provides an ongoing financial interest for
the County in the operation of the roads, and b) creates
an ongoing annuity stream that could be used for
infrastructure or other needs in addition to any potential
up-front payment. The potential drawback to this
strategy is that this will correspondingly reduce any
potential concessionaire’s bid.

(c) County could retain O&M of the system - This
would be a mitigant to value as concessionaires want to
control operations.

(3) OPERATIONAL

(a) Governmental Function — There can still clearly be
an ongoing governmental function with any concession
strategy. The overall involvement depends upon the
underlying goals of the County (i.e., maximize up-front
proceeds today through a concession, maximize
government control through retained ownership, or just
leveraging the existing system and operating status
quo). An additional governmental {unction could be the

3
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implementation of the existing capital improvement
plan. For example, HCTRA could execute a concession
on the existing system and use some portion of those
proceeds to execute and fund some of the larger projects.
Once complete, HCTRA could then consider a
concession on such a new asset to fund the development
of further additional roads.

(i) Mobility - If the County’s goal is to maximize
mobility, then a concession is a unique opportunity 1o
do so. By transferring revenue and potentially operating
risk to a third party for an up-front payment, the County
has the benefit of its existing system being potentially
run by a privale operator that is directly incentivised to
maintain high traflic volumes; and has an additional
source of funds to augment other transportation needs.
This could conceivably expedite existing planned
projects.

(ii) Emergency - Regardless of whether HCTRA elects to
pursue a concession or not, the emergency service
provided by local fire fighters and police department
would remain intact. From a public policy and safety
perspective this would remain unchanged. Both in the
Chicago Skyway 99-year concession deal as well as the
Indiana Toll Road 75-year concession deal, there is a
mechanism built in for such services to be paid for by
the concessionaire but delivered by the existing public
entity.

(iii) Human Resources - The primary issues or concerns
relating to staffing are two-fold; first, an element of
operating efficiency. and second maintaining
employment opportunities for those individuals
currently employed by HCTRA.

Regarding the [irst concern, it would be helpful for
HCTRA to evaluate its current staffing levels and
corresponding operating costs associated with salaries
and wages. Then HCTRA could consider adjusting
staffing levels as appropriate to avoid unneeded
overhead to improve profitably prior to a potential
concession. While any potential public or private entity
will make its own assumptions regarding the
appropriate staffing levels, creating any such operating
efficiencies in advance of pursuing a concession process
would be advantageous.

Regarding continued employment opportunities,
HCTRA has a few options that we could analyze:
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Full mandate to hire current employees — HCTRA could
require that the employees would be part of the new
concession company. This would be less attractive to the
concession company, and may limit the number of potential
bidders.

There is also the possibility of HCTRA operating and
maintaining the facilities.

Limited mandate to hire employees — HCTRA would
mandate that any potential public or private party interview
current HCTRA employees to grant them a fair opportunity
to retain their current positions; however, the
concessionaire would not be mandated to hire them. A
similar process was used with the Chicago Skyway
concession lease transaction and proved to be successful
in maintaining the proper public policy objectives.

(4) MoBILITY/CONNECTIVITY

The overall mobility /connectivity of the HCTRA system
is an underlying and important goal.

(a) Connectivity - Simply put, the County should strive
to deliver the most timely and economic method for
connecting its roadway system to facilitate its
transportation needs. A concession strategy could
provide funds to accelerate the exisling pooled projects.
One of the motivations in the Indiana Toll Road
concession was a desire to fund a $2.8 billion capital
plan to improve connectivity.

(b) Pooled Projects - Our current understanding is that
HCTRA has approximately $1.3 billion of potential
projects above and beyond the soon to be completed
Westpark and [H-10 including:

Beltway 8 East

Brazoria Toll Road - SH 288
Grand Parkway - Segment E
Hardy Toll Road Extension
Hempstead Toll Road (US 290)
Ft. Bend Parkway Phase il
Fairmont Parkway/Red Bluff Road

The sooner these projects can be completed, the more
connectivity the HCTRA system can offer. Therefore
utilizing alternative financing mechanisms such as a
concession on the existing system and/or a potential
greenfield concession on some of the above mentioned
projects should help to expedite this public policy
objective.
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b) Options available to accomplish County goals
i) Full System Concession
ii.) Partial System Concession
(1) Existing elements
(a) All
(b) Part
(2) Future System Expansion
(@) InProcess
(i) West Park Connector
(i) 1-10
(iif) Near Term CIP
It is important to note that there are many political. legal
(such as Section 284 potential limitation on term). and
public policy issues that will have a great deal of
influence on the viability and benefits of a potential
concession. Additionally, it is important to consider
local/state issues such as the relationship with TxDOT.
Legal and tax advisors, as well as other consultants will
need to be involved to determine the appropriate
mechanisms to accomplish any permutation of a
concession outlined below.

i.) FULL SYSTEM CONCESSION

We understand the full system concession to include the
existing system, those in process and the seven niajor
proposed projects previously mentioned.

The existing system:
(a) The Hardy Toll Road
{b) Sam Houston Tollway
(c) Houston Ship Channel Bridge
Recently finished/still in process:
(a) Westpark Tollway (extension opened 6/8/2005)
(b) Fort Bend Connection
(c) IH-10 West Toll Lanes
Major Proposed Projects:
(a) Beltway 8 East
(b) Brazoria Toll Road - SH 288
{¢) Grand Parkway - Segment E
{d) Hardy Toll Road Extension
(e) Hempstead Toll Road (US 290)
() Ft. Bend Parkway Phase Il {(Secondary Project)

{g) Fairmont Pkwy/Red Blull Road (Secondary
Project)

While it may be worth contemplating a potential
concession of all of the above mentioned components of
the system, we would not recommend such a strategy Lo
occur at once. Including all of the proposed projects into
one concession approach would provide too many
uncertainties and would make it too difficult to assess
the relative value being provided for each component.

Capital Improvement Program

iti) Range of Concession Agreements
(1) Short-term Agreements (0 to 25 Years)
(2) Extended Agreements
(a) Greater than 25 but less than 50
(b) 50 Year
() 75 Year
(d) 99 Year
iv.) Type of Concession
(1) Operating Agreement with potential County interest
(2) Full Concession with no future interest

To the extent a concession approach is pursued, a
staggered approach would likely work best, beginning
with the existing system (including Westpark and IH-
10).

It is our view that the County could not receive fair
value for the system if it were to pursue a full system
concession for the following reasons:

it would take a large consortium with a variety of equity
partners to pursue a transaction which could be in excess
of $10 billion, thus eliminating some of the inherent
competition.

Asking bidders to value Greenfield projects that have
imbedded risk with unproven cash flows potentially
marginalizes the premium to be paid on the proven
components of the existing system.

ii.) PARTIAL SYSTEM CONCESSION

(1) EXISTING ELEMENTS

{a) All - We believe a concession on the existing
elements is a way to raise sulficient funds to retire the
existing debt (approximately $2 billion) and to accelerate
funding and construction of the major proposed primary
and secondary projects. This would provide significant
operational efficiencies to ensure aggressive bids.

(b) Part - To the extent HCTRA wishes to retain
complete operational control over a portion of the
existing system, it could, for example, keep Sam
Houston and do a concession of the remaining existing
system. Depending on the success of this first concession
transaction, they could then contemplate a concession on
the remaining components of the existing system. This
strategy would be helpful in creating a series of
transactions with a range in size that could keep bidding
parties interested. However, the more transactions, the
more lime, cost and energy the county and bidding
concessionaires will have to devote.

(2) FUTURE SYSTEM EXPANSION
(a) In Process

(i) Westpark Connector - It is our understanding that a
majority of the Westpark toll road was completed in
June 2005, and any additional work should be
completed shortly. Thus, including Westpark in any
potential concession is worth considering as the majority
of the construction risk has already been absorbed by
HCTRA thus mitigating some of those risks that would
be factored into a potential concessionaires’ models.

-446-



(i) IH-10 — As this project is still being funded and has a
lawsuit currently outstanding, we do not think it would
be the best concession candidate. Once (he lawsuit is
settled, and the project is further complete, we would
recommend reconsidering it.

(iii) Near Term CIP - HCTRA could consider doing one
or several of the larger proposed projects (possibly
Beltway 8 East or Brazoria Toll Road) as greenfield
concession projects, but attempting to do themall at one
time would not be effective. Even if these $200+ million
projects are to be considered for concession based
strategies, we would recommend staggering such a
process to occur after an initial concession on the
existing facility. The more elements of uncertainty
involved in the bid process (i.e., construction risk. etc.)
the higher the difficulty in achieving quality bids with a
system the size of HCTRA. We would also recommend
mentioning the possibility of future greenfield
concessions and estimated sizes during the initial
concession process to stimulate the appropriate dialogue
with potential bidders, but would prefer to keep them
focused on the existing system for the (irst bid process.
more robust traffic studies would also need to be
completed on these projects.

iii.) RANGE OF CONCESSION
AGREEMENTS

The key with respect to concession term is o balance
public policy goals. while (rying (o transfer tax
ownership to allow for maximum depreciation
flexibility.

(1) SHORT-TERM AGREEMENTS (0-25 YEARS)

Such a concession term is unlikely to allow maximum
flexibility for the concessionaire regarding
depreciation/amortization of the original purchase
price. For this to occur. the concession term must exceed
the useful life of the underlying asset. This short-term
approach is not useful if the goal is to maximize
potential value from a given asset but may be useful if it
accomplishes a policy objective of the County. This may
be helpful il the key goal is to return a road to a free
road as quick as possible.

(2) EXTENDED AGREEMENTS

(a) Greater than 25 but less than 50 years - The same
comments apply here as stated above in (1). This
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approach may be useful as a stralegy (o get a new
project completed and returned to being a free road as
soon as possible but is not a strategy for maximizing
potential up-front proceeds. This is unlikely to provide
the desired tax ownership concessionaires desire Lo
maximize value.

(b) 50 Year - A concession term of 50 years has the
potential (o grant a concessionaire the ability to
amortize/depreciate the purchase price as if they are the
owner for tax purposes (assuming 50 years is greater
than the useful life of the asset). This in and of itself can
add significant value to a potential bid based on this tax
benefit.

(c) 75 Year — A concession of this length should, in many
circumstances, exceed the useful life of the given asset
allowing for tax ownership treatment. Additionally, a
concession of this length gives the concessionaire more
flexibility in terms of a potential financing package with
longer term debt and the ability to refinance such debt at
some point in the future. Adding this level of flexibility
can add significant value to the potential bids in
addition to the value of the additional 25 years of cash
flow vs. a 50 year concession. This was the selected term
of the recent $3.85 billion Indiana Toll Road transaction
(still in process). There could be as much as 15-25%
additional bid value by going from 50 to 75 years. Recent
feedback is that concessionaires are most interested in
75-99 year type deals.

(d) 99 Year - This carries all of the benefits of the 75-Year
concession with additional flexibility in terms of debt
repayment. This would give bond insurers and rating
agencies the maximum comfort that any potential debt
raised to fund a concessionaire’s bid will have time to be
restructured in a way that it is repaid prior to the final
maturity. This was the selected term of the recent

$1.83 billion Chicago Skyway transaction. This may add
as much as 10-15% more value than 75 years.

As is discussed later in Question 7 of our report, we
have focused on 50-75 year concession terms to assist the
County in understanding the potential value. While
there are a wide variety of assumptions that could
influence the value, a range of $7.5-12.0 billion is
potentially achievable. Below is a summary that is
discussed in greater detail in Question 7.
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Indicative Range of Valuation®

$7,500-$10,000

$9,000-$12,000

§55,000-$6,500
$6,000-$8,000

BEE 50-Year Concession
[~ 75-Year Concession

Total Existing System®
Components of Existing/
Committed System:
Sam Houston
dv Toll Road $950-$1,150
Hardy Toll Roa $1,050-%$1,350
. $400-$575
Houston Ship Channel E]$450-$625
$750-$1,050
Westpark $850-$1,150
$30-%50
Fort Bend Connector $40-$60
$275-$350
1-10 Managed Lanes $300-5400
v : . .
30 $2,000 $4.000

(b) Full valuation ranges are provided at the end of this Question

Gross Sale Proceeds ($Mn)

(a) includes Sam Houston, Hardy Tolt Road, Westpark, Fort Bend Extension, 1-10 Managed Lanes, Ship Channel.

T T T T T T 1

$6,000 38,000 $10,000 $12,000

iv.) TYPE OF CONCESSION

Capital Improvement Prograin

(1) OPERATING AGREEMENT WITH POTENTINAL
COUNTY INTEREST

This could be accomplished in at least in (wo key ways:

(a) Operating Agreement with County Still Operating
the Asset - While the concessionaire would still benefit
from the cash {lows of the asset during the term of the
concession, they may not be as interested in having the
County operate the facility day-to-day. This could have
the effect of a) potentially costing the County millions in
a reduced up-front payment, and b) disincentivizing
certain bidders from participating. However, given the
sheer strength of the System’s cash flow, we believe
bidders will still show up in this case.

{b) Operating Agreement with the Concessionaire
Whereby the County Retains Percentage Interest - This
strategy is one the County could pursue to maintain an
ongoing interest in any {inancial upside, but would
directly reduce any potential bids by concessionaires.
Thus, there is an implicit tradeoff that would need to be
considered. One strategy to deal with this potential

interest would be to have this as one category on a bid
form, i.e., what would your bid be to operate the asset
and have the benefit of the cash flows outright, versus
what would your bid be if the County were to receive
20% of the ongoing operating revenue of the asset? This
is just one example of how the County could potentially
assess the perceived value tradeofl. The County could
also elect to cap a concessionaire’s upside by predefining
maximum profitability with any excess profits flowing
back to the County.

(2) FuLL CONCESSION WITH NO FUTURE INTEREST

This is the most common approach, which enables the
concessionaire to operate the asset(s) for a predefined
period of time but based upon set operating standards.
This approach makes the most sense if the goal of the
County is to maximize up-front proceeds [rom a
potential concession transaction. The trade-off is that the
County would not retain any of the operating cash {lows
until the end of the concession.
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¢) Methodology of Valuation
i) Component approach
ii.) System Approach
iii.) Impact on the County
(1) Mobility
{a) Primary Systems
{b) Secondary (Relief to adjacent alternatives)
(2) Economic
(a) Time Savings

i.) COMPONENT APPROACH

In terms of the methodology for valuation, we used both
a discounted cash flow (DCE) analysis as well as a
capital structure model to assess values based on certain
ranges of desired internal rates of return (IRRs).

We present some indicative results in the valuation
Question 7. With respect to potential concessionaires,
there is some risk in a component approach of the
existing system because there could be perceived less
strategic value in owning one small component if
another party could potentially own an adjoining road.
This could still be achieved by the County but would
require the county to be extremely thoughtful regarding
the split of the existing system into magjor components
(i.e., Sam Houston and Hardy).

Another point of consideration with respect to a
component approach is the time and resources that
would be required from HCTRA to undergo such a
process. Bach concession is labor intensive and
document intensive and therefore must be factored into
consideration ol a component approach.

A component approach that could work would be a
concession on the existing system as the first stage and
then contemplating doing some of the large CIP projects
as laler stages, either as greenfield projects or after they
are operational. This strategy is likely to maximize value
by removing some of the inherent risks associated with
greenfield projects.

ii.) SYSTEM APPROACH

We used the same methodology for valuing the existing
system as a whole as mentioned at the beginning of the
component approach. We look at the system as being the
existing facilities in operation excluding the large CIP
projects being contemplated, which were looked at
separately.

iii.) IMPACT ON THE COUNTY

(1) MosiLtTy

(a) Primary Systems — Regardless of whether or not the
County elects to pursue a concession on the primary
HCTRA system, the mobility of the County based on the
primary system should be similar. That is, whether the
County operates the system or a private concessionaire
operates the system, there should be no significant
implications on the functioning of the system (barring
increased operational efficacy incentives under a
concession approach). To the extent a concession on the
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(b) Business Impact
(i) Local
{

ii) Regional

(iii) National

(c) Impact on other Community Assets

(i) ability to move traffic from the port without the system
(i) Intercontinental Airport
(iii) Metro (Westpark buses)

() Land Development {2 mile Radius)

primary system enables projects on the secondary
system to be implemented sooner, the mobility on the
primary system could also be improved.

(b) Secondary - Exccuting a concession agreement on
the primary/existing facility will certainly have positive
impact on the mobility of the secondary system. This
would be due to the benefit of additional proceeds,
which could accelerate new projects contemplated by
the County. The sooner those projects are underway, the
less congestion there could be on the secondary system.

(1) EcoNOoMIC

(a) Time Savings - To the extent a concession process
enables the County to accelerate the funding of certain
capital improvement projects, such enhancements
should save the traveling public time. Other
enhancements that could save travelers time is a further
emphasis on economic incentives such as getting more
users (o utilize the automatic vehicle identification
("AVI") program that allows motorists non-stop passage
by using a transponder. Private concessionaires are
incentivised and therefore typically quick at
implementing/enhancing such electronic tolling
systems. As such, this could potentially create additional
time savings for commuters.

We defer the broader/more detailed time savings
implications to traffic and economic consultants. While
such benefits may result from a concession, including
such implications into a quantitative valuation is
difficult; however, such rationale is beneficial when
contemplating ranges by providing a qualitative basis
for achieving higher values.

(b) Business Impact

(i) Local - 1t is extremely difficult to measure the impact
on valuation based on local businesses from pursuing a
concession, but we would estimate that increased speed
of delivery of potential capital improvement projects
would have a positive impact on local businesses. It is
also important to consider oil prices, general economic
growth and competing roads but is difficult to quantify
the impact.

(ii) Regional - To the extent that a concession on the
existing system helps to facilitate speed of delivery of
potential capital improvement projects, then improved
conneclivity within the region should also drive positive
impacts on regional businesses. There is no clear way to
measure the dollar value impact of such items. We
would defer to a feasibility consultant to adequately
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answer such qu(zsti()n&

(iii) National - Improved connectivity in the HCTRA
tollroad system can potentially lead to positive national
economic impact. We would defer to a feasibility
consultant to assess such implications.

(c) Impact on other Community Assets

(i) Ability to move traffic from the port without the
system ~ As the system would not go away under a
concession agreement, this would not appear to be an
issue. Transfer of operations of the asset should not
hinder or impair such traffic from the port.

(ii) Intercontinental Airport — Transportation to and
from [AH should only be enhanced by accelerating
potential capital improvement projects from the

nd responsibifities = - L

As investment banking firms, we view our principal
responsibilities as assessing the potential value to the
County of executing concession transactions.

There are law firms involved with the responsibility of
addressing legal and tax related issues.

proceeds of a concession. More detailed analysis in this
regard should be conducted by a feasibility consultant.

(iii) Metro (Westpark buses) — As the transportation
system continues to evolve and improve, there could be
improved transportation speed and efficiency of the bus
system, asking it more appealing to more riders. More
detailed analysis in this regard should be conducted by a
feasibility consultant.

(d) Land Development (2 mile radius) — As the
transportation system continues to get bigger and better,
additional development is likely to occur. A concession
could potentially accelerate such development, but this
is not something we would be able to adequately assess.
More detailed analysis in this regard should be
conducted by a feasibility consultant.

Wilbur Smith is the traffic consultant and is principally
responsible for addressing the traffic and revenue
implications of various tolling scenarios on the existing
system as well as the five main capital improvement
projects and the two secondary projects being
contemplated.

As was previously stated in 1 a) ii) Scope/limitations of
study, we are limited by the inputs given to us. Some of
the questions contained herein are not expressly
financial/investment banking questions and are best
answered by other parties. The purpose of the study is

provide a framework to the County to evaluate pros and
cons regarding a potential concession on all or a part of
the existing HCTRA system as well as capital
improvement projects under consideration.

While we understand that the County will be using this
study to assist in the evaluation of a concession strategy
vis-a-vis other studies and options, we are heavily
reliant on information (projections, CapEx estimates,
expense estimates, etc.) provided by HCTRA and its
consultants. As such, the quality of our outputs are only
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as good as the quality of the inputs that we are given.
Without conducting extremely thorough due diligence
and having additional firms conduct follow up traffic
studies and engineering reports, etc. such reliance is
necessary.
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FPM PROPOSED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
FY 2006 —- 2007

JUVENILE JUSTICE FACILITIES

1. Juvenile Justice Center - The Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) opened in Q2 of 2006
and provides space for 250 juvenile detention beds (occupancy has already been
exceeded), Juvenile Courts and Juvenile Administration. As part of the Downtown
Master Plan, $7.2 million was spent to build-out space to house Justice of the Peace
1.2 and Constable Precinct 1 until such time that HCJPD needed use of the entire
facility.  Prior to their move-ins, both departments raised some concerns about the
suitability of this space and Commissioners Court delayed making a final decision
concerning move-in until FPM revisited the Downtown Master Plan.

Option 1 - If the County elects to retain the single functionality concept with the
JIC, the spaces designated for the Constable and JP should be reconfigured and
used for Juvenile Justice purposes. Under this scenario, the Juvenile Division of the
District Attormey’s Office would take the majority of the 2 floor space, and other
functions of the Juvenile Probation Department would occupy the residual balance.
The estimated project budget to relocate the Juvenile Division is $421,000 and an
additional $786,000 to re-allocate the first floor for HCIPD and other juvenile
related functions space

Option 2 - If the County elects to proceed with the JP and Constable move-in, some
modification to the facility is needed to improve suitability, The JP Courtroom
requires modification to improve sightline issues. The estimated cost is $300,000.
In order to complete the move-in of the Constable’s Office, some modification to
the office layout to improve efficiency is in order. Additionally, a review to
determine filing space and the number of automated file storage units (lektrievers)
will be needed. FPM recommends that the Office of Management Services
coordinate with the Constable and County Courts Administrative personnel to
determine if there are any altemative solutions that might delay or postpone the
need to add a third lektriever. The estimated project budget to improve efficiency
in the Constable’s area is $421,000, which includes $50,000 for an additional
lektriever.

PGAL recommends, and FPM concurs, that the Court continue with the original
Master Plan directive and relocate both the Constable and JP from Annex 2 into the
1IC facility.

2. West Dallas Detention Center - As part of the Master Plan update, FPM requests
that the Court authorize a Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing (MEP) systems study
be conducted to determine the economic feasibility of renovating and adding on to
the existing structure as opposed to simply razing the entire complex, and
constructing a new facility. Once this study has been completed, a total Juvenile
Probation Master Plan review should be conducted to develop a proposed long-term
action plan. As part of this study, FPM recommends a demographic study, similar
to that performed as part of the HCSO’s Central Processing Facility project, be
done to help determine the long-term number of female and male juvenile beds
required, the number and location for CUPS reporting centers as well as the
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location and space requirements for the Juvenile Justice Altemative Education
Program. Once this model has been developed, the study should determine how
3540 West Dallas, Bumett-Bayland and the City of Houston’s West Side Police
Command Station can best be utilized to fulfill HCIPD's needs. The estimated
budget to prepare the study and report is $100,000.

3. Youth Village Soil Erosion Remediation - The existing wooden bulkhead on the
eroding shoreline along the Harris County Youth Village is on the verge of
collapsing into the lake. PID received authorization September 23, 2003, to
negotiate with Walter P. Moore & Associates, Inc., for design and contract phase
engineering services.  Construction documents have been completed and this
project is currently waiting for funding, and once received it will be placed out for
bid. The estimated construction cost is 51.170,000.

4. Youth Village — The Director of Juvenile Probation has requested minor
renovations for the girl’s domitory to include a lighting retrofit, interior painting
and fencing. FPM applied and received a temporary Certificate of Occupancy
(Cof)) from the City of Pasadena and was advised that the boiler needed
repaired/replace prior to receiving a permanent Cof0. The estimated project budget
to complete all work 1s $240,000.

5. HCJPD Building Improvements - HCIPD has requested a number of
improvements to various facilities that are a combination of capital improvements,
maintenance requests and in-house funded operational projects. Two items of
particular importance are a request to install a camera security system, similar to the
one i the new JJC, in all juvenile facilities. Secondly, according to the Director of
HCIPD, there appears to be a problem in that larger delivery vehicles cannot get
into the basement area of the JJC via the entrance ramp. These vehicles are instead
blocking the driveway while they are unloading, and thus HCIPD van and law
enforcement access 15 compromised. FPM will work with HCIPD on their requests
to identify the project scope, cost and scheduling and bring any capital project back
for Court review and approval.

6.  Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Program — The HCIPD Director has
submitted a request to locate two facilities that the County can purchase that will be
used to house the JJAEP schools. Currently, two lease facilities are being used, and
based on some preliminary modeling, it appears that owning two facilities would be
financially more advantageous to the County than continuing to lease. FPM will
work with HCIPD to identify options and will bring them back for Court
consideration.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITIES

I.  Harris County Central Processing Facility — The program for the Central
Processing Facility (CPF) has been updated to reflect current operating critenia.
This update includes a formal population growth projections analysis for Hamis
County that is being used to help determine facility size through 2025,
Additionally, bed space and associated functions are being requested to
accommodate Medical, Mental Health and general inmate population.

The Sheriff's Office and the Houston Police Department are continuing to review
operational issues that will influence the CPF. A preliminary program report,
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which includes a projected facility size and project budget, has been received and a
preliminary analysis has been conducted. Based on the review FPM suggested and
the HCSO has agreed to prepare a detailed listing of all the parameters used fto
formulate the project scope and segment and prioritize them by  essential
requirements versus requested enhancements. Once this review has been completed
the facility will be ‘re-sized’ and re-priced’, and a formalized recommendation will
be presented for Court approval.

The study to determine the inmate processing and housing rates to be used as a
basis for the inter-local agreement, including a memorandum of understanding
documenting these decisions for approval by County and City officials is in
progress, Management Services Department (MSD) is currently leading the
discussions with the City to draft a funding agreement.

As part of the construction of a new CPF, an estimated 36M is scheduled to build
the heating and cooling system within the building. FPM recommends these funds
be re-directed to build a stand-alone central plant, which will support the entire
Detention Zone as well as provide emergency back-up service to the Central Plant
located at 1302 Preston. The estimated additional cost is $12M.

2. Video Visitation — An MSD study is proceeding to determine how to incorporate
video conferencing and wvideo visitation into both the 1200 Baker and 701 San
Jacinto jails. The implementation of this program would eliminate the need for
escorting visitors inside the jails and subsequently increase the owverall safety of the
Detention Zone.  This program 15 also being studied by MSD to determine if the
same technology could be used for video medical and psychiatric services, which
has the potential of maximizing efficiency of the onsite medical and mental health
staffing. This study is scheduled to be complete in Q3 2006. Prior to a full-scale
implementation, a pilot program will be modeled to test the logistics and
hardware/software capabilities.  The estimated project budget for both facilities,
excluding technology and equipment is $397.000. If proven successful, this
technology should be incorporated into the proposed Central Processing Facility.

3. Mental Health Cellblock Conversion — In order to provide additional cell space to
serve the mental health population in the jail system, one of the cellblocks m the
1200 Baker Street jail is proposed to be converted for this purpose. This conversion
will provide an additional 8 isolation cells and 39 single man cells for mental health
use. The estimated project budget is $511,000.

4, 701 San Jacinto Jail — The majority of the building operations systems in this jail
were installed in 1989, and some are coming to the end of their useful lives. As part
of the FPM maintenance program the following systems repairs are needed:

 Security System — Carter & Burgess performed an assessment of the door
control, intercom and closed circuit television systermn. The existing system is
obsolete, with most repair parts either nonexistent or hard to find. This project
will require the movement of inmates off one floor at a time while repairs are
being made. The estimated project budget to replace the system is $4,500,000.

+ Lighting System - As part of the County energy conservation program, FPM is
retrofitting the existing lighting systems in all buildings, with more energy
efficient T8 lamps with electronic ballasts. To minimize security issues, FPM
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recommends that this project be done in conjunction with the replacement of the
security system. The estimated project budget is $125,000 and has a projected
2-year payback.

= Back-up Generator — This facility currently contains two stand-alone generators,
with each providing backup power for half the building. As part of the HCSO
emergency plans, they are requesting, and FPM concurs that a third generator be
installed which would serve as a backup to both systems. The estimated project
budget is $420.000.

¢  Other life cycle — In addition to the above-mentioned items FPM, working n
conjunction with the HCSO and Aramark have identified other equipment and
systems that need repaired and/or replaced. The estimated cost for this repair is
$100.000.

5.  Criminal Justice Center

District Attorney’s Office (DAO) — The DAO located on the 6™ floor of the CJC
has unfinished “shell” space that is proposed to be partially completed to house
the DAO’s Posi-Conviction Writs Group and their in-house Information
Technology Group. This work would also mvolve minor renovation of a small
portion of the existing office space and would re-allocate space utilization for the
DAO Appellate Group. The estimated project budget is $425,000.

District Attorney’s Security — As part of their in-house realignment, the DAO

has requested that the security monitoring system, cumently located on the 1%

floor be relocated to the 2 floor. Additional cameras will be added to enhance

the total system capability, which will increase the overall security of the CIC.

-I!‘l}jfi estimated project cost is $145,000, and will be funded by DAO discretionary
nds.

6. Courthouse Plaza - Jury Assembly

New Plaza/Jury Assembly Facility - The Downtown Master Plan recommends
that a new cpen public space be constructed at grade and the jury assembly function
be located at the basement level on the block bounded by Franklin, Caroline,
Congress and San Jacinto. The jury assembly function will then be relocated from
Congress Plaza, and the new site will be tunnel connected to the Criminal Justice
Center, the new Juvenile Justice Center, and the new Civil Courthouse.
Architectural and engineering services continue on this project utilizing PSP
(Bricker & Cannady Architects), and construction is expected to start following the
completion of the phase Il (800-vehicle expansion) of the 1401 Congress Garage.
The estimated project budget is $16,750,000.

7. 1301 Franklin

Sheriff's Office (HCSO) Field Operations Support Bureau — Currently, the
HCSO Alarm Detail is located at the 9418 Jensen location. This space is needed for
expansion of the Social Services group, and the HCS0O has requested that the Alarm
Detail be relocated to the 1301 Franklin facility., Additionally, the HCSO has
requested that the Firearms Laboratory, currently housed at the Medical Examiner’s
Office, also be relocated to the 1301 Franklin facility, and that two floors at 1301
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Franklin (preferably the second and third floors) be renovated and that these
operations, as well as the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS),
Identification and the Crime Scene Unit (CSU) be centralized at one location,
adjacent to their Bureau Major. The estimated project budget is $3,574,000.

Sheriff’s Office Property Room — Currently, the HCSO property room 15 located
at the 601 Lockwood location. The HCSO has requested as part of the master plan
to relocate this operation to the 1301 Franklin facility. Prior to relocation, the
HCSO will review contents and minimize property to be moved. The estimated
project budget is $1,906,000.

DA’s Storage — Currently the District Attorney (DAQ) is using a portion of their
space in the CIC facility to store disposed cases. Additionally, disposed files are
also stored at 601 Lockwood. The DAO plans call for them to relocate these files to
a floor (preferably the third floor) in the 1301 Franklin facility. This would free up
office space in the CJC for additional personnel, as well as eliminate frequent trips

to retrieve files from the cument Lockwood storage facility. The estimated project
budget is $827,000, and the DAO has agreed to fund up to $200,000 of this

cxXpense.

County Clerk’s Storage — Currently the County Clerk (CCO) is using the old
Coffee Pot Building located at 102 San Jacinto as an interim location to house
records. This facility is scheduled to be razed to convert the property into a surface
parking lot. It is necessary to move the files to 1301 Franklin, prior to razing the
Coftee Pot Building. The estimated project budget to prepare 1301 Franklin is
$262,000; additionally the $1,200,000 shelving cost will be paid by the CCO. In an
effort to expedite matters, FPM proposes that the CCO immediately move their files
to one of the vacant {loors in 1301 Franklin without any modifications. Then when
funding is available, a floor can be renovated to accommodate the new shelving.
This would allow FPM to raze the Coffee Pot facility, build a surface parking lot,
and begin generating additional revenue for the County.

District Clerk’s Storage — The District Clerk (DCO) currently has four floors of
records storage and imaging operations in the 1301 Franklin facility. The DCO has
recently acquired the Appellate Courts” records storage and has requested an
additional half of a floor to temporarily accommodate the storage of these records
while their eligibility for imaging is being evaluated. The DCO proposes to occupy
this additional space without removal of any of the steel, and thus there would be no
construction related move-in cost.

Nance Street Warehouse -The Harris County Toll Road Authority (HCTRA) owns
a warehouse located at 2202 Nance Street.  Currently HCTRA officials are
negotiating with the Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) to determine
how much of the building will have to be removed to accommodate the adjacent toll
road construction. As part of this project, FPM has had some preliminary
discussions concerning a total renovation of the facility which could then be used to
relocate the HCSO's Detective Bureau and Field Operations Support Bureau
personnel  (excluding the Communications Division) currently located at 601
Lockwood and 1301 Franklin. Once HCTRA finalizes discussions with TXDOT
personnel, FPM will work with HCTRA and HCSO personnel to develop a more
definitive plan which will be presented to Commissioners Court for approval.
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9. 5290 Griggs — FPM is currently working with Constable Precinct 7 to finalize the
build-out of lease space located at 5290 Griggs. To minimize construction costs
FPM proposed and Constable Walker agreed to utiize modular furnishings. The
estimated cost to purchase this furniture and install voice data cabling is $166,000.

10. 1307 Baker/Inmate Processing — FPM working in conjunction with the HCSO and
Aramark have identified certain equipment and systems that need repaired and/or
replaced. The estimated cost for this repair is $200,000,

DOWNTOWN BUILDINGS
1.  Administration Building

Auditor — A r&:qu&st has hf:.f:n made to consolidate operations of the Auditor’s
Office (AQ) on the 3" and 8" floors of the Administration Building. CLI]TEHIJ}, the
staff is located on the 8" floor of the Administration Building and the 14" floor of
Anmnex 44. This relocation will be a two-step process with the initial build-out and
relocation of the Accounting and Executive Divisions to the " floor. Once the 3"
floor is renovated and nCLup1e¢ the 8" floor renovation will begin.  Upon
completion, all AQ personnel currently housed in Annex 44 will relocate there, The
estimated project budget 1s §5,193.000.

County Clerk Elections and Public Affairs — Following the move of part of the
County Clerk’s Office (CCO) into the new Civil Courthouse, the Cu:=unt3-r Clerk has
requested that the Election Services and Public Affairs sections remain on the 4'"
floor of the Administration Building.  Further. the County Clerk had imitially
requested, and subsequently withdrew a request that a portion of the space be
modified to accommodate new postal ballot equipment. I the CCO requests that
Commussioners Court revisit this postal ballot equipment 1ssue, FPM suggest 1301
Franklin, 606 Canino and the Toll Road properties at Nance and South Post Oak be
considered.

Treasurer —The Treasurer 15 requesting space mn the Administration Building to
consolidate functions currently located in the basement and 6" floor. Accordingly,
plans are to renovate approximately 5,500 square feet of the 4" floor to
accommodate this request. The estimated project budget is $649,000.

Cafeteria — Carter & Burgess completed a study and report, which recommends
that the grease trap located in the basement should be upgraded from a 1.000 gallon
to a 6,000 gallon unit in order to meet current City of Houston building codes, and
handle the expanded facility use requirements, The estimated project budget is
$300,000.

Engineering — Engineering currently has staff located on the basement, 6" and 7"
floors in the Administration Building as well personnel housed in multiple floors of
the Lotmn Exchange Building. Engineering is proposing to consolidate this staft on
the 5™ floor of the Administration Building. The estimated project budget is
£2.200,000.
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Early Voting - The County Clerk’s Office Early Voting is cumrently located on the
16" of the Cotton Exchange Building. In order to facilitate public access and
proximity to the downtown rail line, Early Voting is proposed to be located on the
first floor of the Administration Building, where the tax office Conference rooms
are currently located. These two rooms can be scheduled by all departments,
however the CCO will be given top priority and the rooms will be reserved for their
gxclusive use during all elections.  There are no construction costs for this
relocation.

Anderson-Clayton Building

Information and Technology (ITC) — ITC administration phase | calls for the
relocation of the ITC Executive, Finance, Administration, Human Resources and
Budget Divisions from the Drug Building, 406 Caroline, to the 16™ floor of the
Anderson-Clayton Building. The estimated project budget is $451,000.

ITC - Relocate the JIMS contractors from the 2™ floor of the Drug Building to
6,000 square feet of space on the 11" floor of the Anderson Clayton Building. The
estimated project cost is $526,000.

ITC - After the Auditor has relocated from the Cotton Exchange Building, the
JIMS Application Developers are scheduled to occupy the 14" floor of Annex 44.
The estimated project budget is $804,000.

ITC — After CCO Early Voting has moved from the 16 floor of the Anderson

Clayton Building, ITC Administration Phase Il is planned. This includes the
relocation of the Managing Directors from 406 Caroline to the 16™ floor of the

Anderson Clayton Building. The estimated project budget is $356.000).

ITC - Currently ITC occupies space on the 12" floor of the Anderson Clayton
Building, where they have requested to build-out a media and training room. The

estimated project budget is $105,000.

ITC — ITC has requested modification of the 15" floor of the Anderson Clayton
Building to accommodate a new ITC Quality Assurance Group. The estimated
project budget is $110,000.

Public Infrastructure (PID), Victims Assistance and Veteran Services -
Another option to consolidate operations and provide expansion space for PID’s
Construction Services and Road & Bridge Groups, involves a realignment of space
on the 8" and 10™ floors in the Anderson Clayton Building. The proposed plan
would consolidate PID's operations into expanded space on the 10™ floor, provide
increased Victims Assistance space, also on the 10" floor, and relocate Veterans
Services into expanded space on the 8" floor. The estimated project budget is
$433.000.

Veterans Services — In addition to the option discussed above, Veteran Services
has requested to relocate to the 1% floor of the Cotton Exchange Building. This
move would not only provide needed additional space, but also more importantly

provide easier access for handicapped wveterans that frequent the office.  The
estimated project budget 1s $221,000.
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Management Services Human Resources (HR) — In order to provide expansion
space for their office. HR proposes to relocate their training function to vacant
space within the Anderson Clayton Building. Their preference is the vacant space
on the 1" floor of the Anderson Clayton Building. The estimated project budget is
$331,000.

FPM - The East and North sides of the Anderson Clayton basement need further
repair.  Additionally wood replacement and wet sealing the glass at the storefront is
required. The estimated cost budget is $479.000.

FAMILY LAW FACILITIES
l.  Existing Family Law Center

If the proposed renovation'new construction of the Family Law Center does not
move forward at this time there are three projects that need immediate Court
review.

Domestic Violence Center — The County Domestic Violence Coordinating Council
has initiated a one-stop center for victims of family violence. The primary goal of
this center is to enhance public safety by providing a consolidated center of support
services. This group is a collaborative effort comprised of members of the District
Attorneys Office, law enforcement, family violence centers and victims assistance
groups.  With the opening of the new Civil Courthouse, space is available within
the Family Law Center, with their preference being the vacant space on the 5" floor
gf the Family Law Center for this operation. The estimated project budget is
136,000,

Family Court Staff — Due to the previous crowded conditons m the Fanuly Law
Center, a portion of the Family Court staff was housed in the old District Attorneys
(DA) Building. In order to proceed with the proposed demolition of the DA

Building, this group will move back into the Family Law Center. The estimated
project budget 1s $65,000.

District Clerk — The District Clerk’s Office has requested the vacant space located
on the 5" floor of the Family Law Center for use for their Family Intake Group.
This area’s configuration matches the DCO’s space needs and they could move into
the space with no modification.

2. Family Law Center Development

Family Law Center - The Downtown Master Plan recommends the consolidation
of all Family Court functions into either a renovated or a new facility following
move-in to the new Civil Courthouse and Juvenile Justice Center. This structure
would accommodate all the Courts and related functions. There are four different
possible scenarios to achieve a consolidated facility:

e Option 1: Renovate Family Law Center — The existing 108,220 square foot
building does not meet cwrent fire codes and will require a complete

replacement of the mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems.  Additionally,
Family Court personnel contend that within five years the facility will not have
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sufficient space to meet their needs. Because of the extensive nature of
renovation required, this option would also necessitate the Family Courts and
their associated offices to relocate to another location to be determined prior to
the start of construction. The estimated budget is $41,893.000.

¢ Option 2 Expand and Renovate Family Law Center — Based on discussions
with Family Court personnel, their contention is that the Family Court’s
caseloads have been and will continue to grow and within five vyears, the
existing facility will not have sufficient space to accommodate their needs.
Accordingly, the estimated project budget to expand the existing facility, add
140,000 5.F. of shell space and a 70 car parking garage is $80.557.000.

= Option }: New Building on the Family Law Center Block — The Downtown
Master Plan calls for the new replacement Family Law Center facility to remain
at its current location, which would position all court related functions facing
the new Jury Assembly Plaza. This option would require the Family Courts and
their associated offices to relocate to another location to be determined prior to
start of construction. The estimated project budget is $90,250,000, which
includes the demolition of the existing building.

e Option 4: New Building on the Coffee Pot Block — Locating a rew structure
on the Coffee Pot Block would facilitate the construction, and allow the Courts
to remain in their current location during construction and eliminate a double
move. The estimated project budget is 590,144,000 for demolition of the Coffee
Pot building and Gulf Station and constructing a new replacement building.

Family Courts Interim Locations

In order to build on the existing site or renovate the existing structure, the Family
Courts and their associated support staff will have to be relocated to an interim
location prior to the start of construction. Currently there are nine Family Courts
and nine Family Associate Courts, Interim location options include the following:

e Interim Option 1: Fire Station — With the relocation of the Constable’s Office
and Justice of the Peace out of the Old Fire Station, this building has sufficient
space to house all the Family Courts with minor modifications. The estimated
project budget is $660,000.

¢ Interim Option 2: 1910 Civil Courthouse — With the opening of the new
Civil Courthouse, this building 1s currently vacant and awaiting restoration and
construction for the Courts of Appeal. There is sufficient space to house all the
gamily Courts with minor modifications.  The estimated project budget is
590,000.

e Interim Option 3: CJC/Civil Courthouse — Currently there are four fully
fumished courtrooms and one ceremonial courtroom m  the new Civil
Courthouse.  There are five fully furnished courtrooms and one ceremonial
courtroom located in the CJC. Additional shell space is available in the CIC
and Civil Couwrthouse that can be built out for use by the remaining Family
Courts and associated support staff. The estimated project budget is $758,000.
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6.

New Administrative Support Building — The master plan recommends
consolidating all existing downtown administration functions and the Law Library
into a new Administrative Support Building. Currently, these operations are housed
in the Administration, Cotton Exchange and Drug Buildings as well as the CAO's
staff’ located in Congress Plaza. The Downtown Master Plan calls for the new
structure to be located on the block cumrently housing the Coffee Pot Building. The
estimated project budget is $135,382.000, which includes the demolition cost of the
existing structures.

Security Building — The proposed new Security Building would be located
adjacent to the Downtown Central Plant, on the southeast corner of the Congress
and Caroline intersection. The building would be designed to house Constable
Precinct 1, as well as provide a storefront operation, overlooking the new
Courthouse Plaza and Jury Assembly Buildng, for law enforcement providing
security for the Downtown Courthouse Complex. The estimated project budget is
$10,746,000 for the design and construction, and an additional $1,239,000 is
needed to purchase the property.

Old District Attorney’s Building — The Old District Attomey’s Building has been
used as overflow space in recent vears and with the opening of the new Civil
Courthouse, the buwilding’s occupied space has been greatly reduced. It currently
houses two groups, the Family Court staff and the County Aftorney’s Children’s
Protective Division.  Both groups are scheduled for consohdation with the
remainder of their departments. The Old DA building is currently tied to the
downtown central plant. which is operating at maximum capacity. The Downtown
Master Plan recommends this building be removed from the central plant system
and be demolished. The estimated project budget is $1,085,000.

Congress Plaza — The County Attorney Office (CAO) staff associated with the
Children’s Protective Division located on the 3" floor of the Old District Attomney’s
Building will have to be relocated in order to demolish that structure. In addition,
the County Attomey has recently added a new Legislative Relations function. Plans
call for both of these groups to be relocated to the 16" floor of Congress Plaza.
This space was recently vacated by District Courts that moved into the new Civil
Courthouse. The County Attormey plans to use one of the existing courtrooms for
Moot Trials, which is needed to prepare for eminent domain cases. These
combined functions would require the balance of the 16" floor, The CAO has
agreed to move into this space as is, and thus there would be no construction
expense.

Old 1910 Courthouse — Completion of the new Civil Courthouse building in QI
2006 has allowed the historic Civil Courts building to be vacated and the facility is
now available for restoration. In May 2004, the Texas Historical Commission
awarded Harris County a planning grant for $500,000, and FPM will apply for a
construction grant for $5,500,000 during the next round of the Historic Courthouse
Preservation Grants Program. Design work is proceeding to fit the 1% and 14™
Courts of Appeal into this historic Courthouse, and a selective demolition package
is scheduled for bid in Q3 2006. However, a question has arisen as to whether
Commissioners Court and/or Commissioners Court and only the I and 14" Courts
of Appeal, minus their support staffs, should be relocated to this facility. The
estimated project budget is 565,000,000,
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8.  Old Drug Building — After relocating certain groups into the Anderson Clayton
Building, the remaining ITC support services will remain in the Drug Building. 1f a
new Administrative Support Building is not built, this facility will need to be
renovated. The estimated project budget is $6,145,000.

9. Wilson Building

IV-D Masters Court — A fourth IV-D Masters Court has been created by the State
and needs a Courtroom and associated support spaces. Space in the Wilson
Building is available in the recently vacated former JIMS’s offices area, which will
allow the court to be in close proximity 0 the other three IV-D Courts. The
estimated project budget for renovations in the Wilson Building 15 $601,000 of
which $400,000 has been funded.

Security System — The existing security system, which consists of the door control,
intercom and closed circuit television system, recently failed the jail inspection.
Carter & Burgess was hired to perform an assessment and recommended a
replacement of the entire system. The estimated project budget is $275,000.

Pretrial MHMRA Screeners - In order to allow Pretrial Services and MHMRA
better access to female prisoners in the IPC, as well as to provide a more secure
working environment for County employees, modifications are proposed on the 1%
floor of the Wilson Building. The proposed plan will provide a larger holding tank
for females with adjacent interview space for Pretrial Services. Additionally, the
space made awvailable by the Probable Court staff’s relocation to the CJC will be
utilized to provide additional interview space for MHMRA staff. The estimated
project budget is $291,000.

OTHER BUILDING PROJECTS

.  Annex 26 at Wallisville Road - A request has been made by Commissioner,
Precinct 2 for minor renovations and expansion to the Jim Fonteno Annex
Courthouse and parking lot. The project budget is estimated to be $791,000.

2. Roof Replacement and Repairs for Various County Buildings - As a
continuation of the FPM annual roof maintenance program, Engineering and
Facilities Consulting, Inc. (EFC) performed roof surveys on various County
buildings to determine their condition and make recommendations regarding repair
or replacement. A preliminary report indicates that the following roofs require re-
roofing/major repair work.  The estimated project budget for this work is
$1.400.000.

Youth Village — Main administration building and boys dormitory
Crosby Library

Aldine Library

Annex 10, Clear Lake

Forensic Center, Annex 28

North Channel Library

* & & 0 & @
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Annex 35, Pech Road

RTC Building, Annex 83

Burnett- Bayland Home — Administration & Gymnasium buildings
VMC (@) 2505 Texas - structural evaluation only

3. HVAC Replacement for Various County Buildings — Every year FPM repairs
and/or replaces HVAC units on an emergency basis. History shows that these units
have an expected service life and as such may be replaced on a planned basis.
Accordingly, FPM has prepared a listing of all FPM maintained facilites and a
proposed schedule for replacement of the HVAC systems. The estimated project
budget for this year's proposed work is $375,000.

4. New Facilities — The new Civil Courthouse and Juvenile Justice Center were
recently opened, and as the occupants are getting settled into their new space FPM
is being requested to make modifications, repairs and purchases that are not covered
under any general contractor warranties. An estimated $248,000 is needed for the
new Civil Courthouse, and an additional $1.006,000 (HCJPD $556.000 — Juvenile
Judges $450,000) for the JIC. These figures do not include technology (ITC)
related system  requests  Accordingly, FPM is requesting $1,254,000 to be
transferred from the original construction fund to be established to handle such
requests.

5. Transtar Facility — As part of the Homeland Security initiative, a request has been
made to renovate the existing facility and construct an addition to the facility. The
proposed project includes level 3 interior build out, construction of a second
elevator, a new 39,300 square foot addition, 162 new parking spaces, 2 guard
booths, security gates and an elevated heliport.  Upon completion, the Harris
County Sheriff's Office Communications/Dispatch Center will be relocated to the
new addition. The estimated project budget is $21,720,000.

6.  Annex 28 — Medical Examiners Office — At the request of PID, FPM hired Wilson
Architectural Group to review Crime Lab Design’s study and report dated June 30,
2005, that proposed a $106-5$140 million Medical Examiner’s Office. Based on this
review, Wilson Architects, working in conjunction with the MEQ and HCS0
prepared an alternative building proposal.  This alternative proposes a base
563,721,000 MEO facility with add-on compliments totaling an additional $33
million. Land and parking costs are necessarily not included in these figures since
negotiations with the Texas Medical Center are required.

7. Annex 28 — Medical Examiners Office — The fire alarm system at the Medical
Examiners Office i1s in need of replacement. The system is over twenty years old
and replacement parts to continue to keep it operational are either hard to find or no
longer available. This system also controls certain laboratory vent hoods as well as
stair access control throughout the building.  The estimated cost for design, city
review and permitting, equipment and installation is $175,000.

8. Amnex 17 (Cypresswood) Remodeling — Judge Adams, Justice of the Peace,
Precinct 4, Position 1, has requested that a portion of his existing office be

remodeled to increase space efficiency, in order to better accommodate existing
personnel as well as additional staffing within the same square footage. The
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estimated project budget for this renovation is $157,000. including new modular
fumishings.

9. ITC Disaster Recovery Center — ITC is currently working to design and build-out
a Disaster Recovery Center to be located in Tomball, Texas. This facility will serve
as a remote control center in the event of an emergency. The estimated project
budget is $1,560,000.

10. Annex 67 at 10851 Scarsdale — During preparation for the scheduled construction at
this Annex, it has been determined that the JP courtroom is not within ADA
compliance. The Judge has requested additional courtroom changes to better
control and accommodate the increased number of clients. The estimated project
cost is $100,000.

PARKING

1.  Expansion of the Parking Garage — The existing parking garage located at 1401
Congress contains parking for approximately 1,180 cars. The 800 car expansion of
this garage was anticipated in the original design and construction, and Walter P.
Moore Engineers has applied for and received a building permit, with construction
scheduled to begin in June 2006, and take 89 months to complete. The estimated
cost to expand the garage is $13,062,200, of which $11,417,970 has been funded.

2. Surface Parking at Coffee Pot Building Site — The Coffee Pot building currently
houses approximately 30,000 square feet of County Clerk records. Once these
records are relocated into 1301 Franklin, the building will be vacant. The Coffee
Pot Building, built in the 1920°s, contains approximately 64,424 square feet, is in
poor condition and not cost effective to renovate. The Downtown Master Plan
recommends that the Coffee Pot Building and Gulf Station be demolished to clear
the property for future use. The Coffee Pot Building location is a prime block for
development  within  the downtown complex. In the interim, the site can
accommodate parking for approximately 117 cars.  Design and construction will
take 5 — 7 months and the estimated project budget is $1,954,000. This lot will
generate approximately $575.000 of annual net revenue for the county.

3. Parking lot at 2525 Murworth — The Director of Protective Services for Children
and Adults has requested funding to affect design changes to the parking lot layout,
repair potholes and comrect the drainage problem at the parking facility at
Murworth. The estimated project budget is $90,000.

4. Surface Parking at 1300 Baker — An interim surface parking lot has been
constructed on the site of the former steel plant in order to provide employee and
visitor parking for the Detention Zone.  This lot is currently generating annual
revenues of approximately $325,000. Plans are to construct a more permanent lot

on this site which will increase the number of spaces. The estimated project budget
is $943.000.

5. Annex 31 Parking Lot Drainage — The parking lot floods routinely during
rainstorms due to its design. FPM obtained a recommendation for remediation for a
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2-3 year flood plain mitigation from Carter & Burgess. The estimated project
budget is $177.000.

Northwest Library Parking Lot — This parking lot has deteriorated beyond the
scope of normal repair work, and needs major work and a complete overlay. The
estimated project budget is $125,000.

Annex 11 Parking Lot — Current plans call for an expansion of the parking area at
the West Side Courthouse Annex. Concrete boxes will be installed in the drainage
ditch and subsequently backfill will be placed on top of them. Once this has been
finalized, a laver of asphalt finish will be applied. The estimated project budget is
$2.000,000.

PROPERTY AQUISITION

L.

Downtown Security Building — This proposed acquisition would include the
balance of the block adjacent to the Central Plant. This block is planned for future
support facilities, including a new Security “Storefront™ Building. The estimated
land acquisition budget is $1,239,000.

1307 Baker Street Jail — The County currently leases the 1307 Baker Street Jail
from the State of Texas. The planned use for the building is to continue housing
County inmates. This buildng has a bed capacity of 1,072 inmates or 11% of the
Hamis County total bed capacity. Acquisition of this facility would assure continued
availability of this essential function and discussions should continue with the State
of Texas to acquire this property.

707 Top Street Jail — In addition to purchasing the 1307 Baker Street facility, the
County should seriously consider acquiring the State’s Top Street Jaill. With the
purchase of these two facilities, the County would own all the property within the
Adult Detention Zone, and could close Baker Street and have total control of the
Detention Zone.

2500 Texas Avenue — Currently, ITC’s Radio Shop is leasing the facility located at
2500 Texas, and their long-term plans are to remain at that location. Based on
preliminary negotiations with the property owners, the County would be better off
financially to purchase the property and renovate the facility. The estimated cost to
purchase is $2,017,000 with another $3,536,000 needed for renovation.

Annex A (@ Antoine — Currently, FPM has been working with personnel from
Juvenile Probation, the Health Department and WIC to locate a property to replace
the leased Annex A facility. A suitable replacement was found and Commissioners
Court approved the purchase subject to funding. Construction is scheduled to be
complete in 6 months, The cost needed to purchase and renovate this facility is
$4,867,820.

Northwest Freeway — Currently, Public Infrastructure Department’s Right of Way,
Permitting and Flood Control Divisions are leasing space in two separate facilities
on the Northwest Freeway. Based on preliminary studies, the County would be
better off financially to purchase a property and consolidate all three operations at a
single location. The estimated cost to purchase and renovate one of the facilities is
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56,350,000, An estimated additional $1,170.000 in capital improvements for roof,
HVAC and parking lot repair would be needed within five years.

7.  Canino Drive - The Director of the Health Department has requested a new
replacement Animal Control facility, As part of this request a 4.3-acre tact of land,
contiguous with the existing facility has been located and can be purchased for an
estimated $400,000,

SURPLUS PROPERTY

1.  Annex 2 Fire Station @ 1302 Preston — This building has been used as interim
space by the Constable and JP and is one of the proposed options for interim space

for the I"almly Courts during the construction of the new Family Law Center. Once
these interim users vacate the building, the bulding should be sold.

2. 0Old VMC Building (Channel Garage) @ 426 Austin — The building is vacant and
not required for County use. Cumently, FPM is negotiating with the Port of

Houston to exchange the Channel Garage for a tract of parkland located in Precinct
2.

3.  Hogan Allnoch Building and Adjacent Parking Lot (@ 1319 Texas — Right of
Way (ROW) is currently working to sell this facility.

4. Wilson Building @ 49 San Jacinto- With the opening of the new Central
Processing Facility and a new Family Law Center, the Wilson Building will be
vacant. The 157,000 square foot building, constructed in the 1920°s, 1s in poor
condition and renm'arion is not cost effective. Until such time that therf: is a need
for this space, the site could be used for a parking lot or as open space which is
consistent with proposals of the Buffalo Bayou development. The estimated project
budget 1s $3,067,000.

5. Inmate Processing Center @ 1201 Commerce— The IPC will become vacant with
the opening of the new Central Processing Facility (CPF). Due to the specialized
nature of the IPC design and construction, it is not cost effective for reuse. The IPC
will be available for demolition after the opening of the CPF. This site could then
be converted to a parking lot. The estimated project budget 1s $1,355,000.

6. Anderson Clayton Building @ 1310 Prairie- The Anderson Clayton Building
tenants will be moved into the proposed new Administration Building. At that time.
the facility could be sold.

7. Administration Building @ 1001 Preston— Upon completion of the new
Administration Building, the existing Administration Building could be sold.

8. Congress Plaza @ 1019 Congress- Upon completion of the new Administration
Building, the existing Congress Plaza Building could be sold.

9. Old Drug Building (@ 406 Caroline - Upon completion of the new Administration
Building, the existing Drug Building could be sold.
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10.  Pillot/Sweeney/Old Palace Hotel — These three facilities are currently under lease
agreements with private entities, but should be sold. Their historical classification,
lease agreements and tax status limit their sales marketability.
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HARRIS COUNTY FACILITIES AND PROPERTY MANAGEMENT'S BUILDING LIST

ey | FPM Managed | Approx
Prog {Mapd | Reg. | Prol Bluilding Common Nama Adkdrens Cily By Sq.Ft
Owned Facilities
0 53R F 1 |Astrodoma'Relisnt Ganlar Lo §10 {3 Hirky Houston Spons Con |
148 (9833 3 1 e Miar Town 1413 Waslhummer Hiaslon FPM 2102
633 (483 | BE & |Mow Baker 51, el 1200 Baher Sraal Hipuslen FPM 03,324
T |8ial 2 2 [Beanch Lbwary Freeman Marmorsal 'Vacant) 16802 Diarm Lang Claar Lake FPM 0,253
TIT |24TH 4 3 |Bemnch Lbrary Hathanna Tyra Branch 16719 Clay Foesd Hidzsion FPM 12,90
T30 |365F 4 3 !&'wu.fl Library i | 11355 Regency Groan Dr Crypress FPM 12,000
T |267E ' 4 [Beanch Libeary Kirgwood 4102 Rusls Wooas Dr. Kingweood EPi 2,000
T3 |333F 1 4 anch Library |Baktwin Bosticher 22248 afcine Westhickd Hurmble FPM 0,728
TR A% 1 1 anch Library Aildine 11331 Adring Dr Hizslon FPM 13,268
Taa |ai0s ] 4 |Beanch Library Fairtamis 12 N Gessrer Housion FPM T84
T34 |2603 4 3 |Ermnch Lbrary Spring Branch 30 Comindala Hiision FPM 11,124
T (3308 q 4 |Beanch Library Barkesrs Bush 51T Cyprasgswood Hiauslon FPM d2,000
739 |314F 1 1 ranch LiErary High Meadows 4500 Alding Mal Rodne Hiislon FPM 3175
Td0 (33500 1 4 |Beanch Libvary Ciedarin Fiekds 1503 & Hougln Hurnble FPM 15,500
T4y |aved 1 4 |Beanch Library Crosy 13% Hare Road Crosby FPM 0,762
748 |a500) 2 2 |Eeanch Liwary Srafoed S0 Exea il Highlands FPM 3181
Tdg [A20L 2 2 anch Library Evaslyn Meador TA00 M Beyar Fosd Sapbmook FPw T 67
T80 |GaeL 2 2 |Beanch Lbmary Clear Lake City-County Freeman Branch | 16614 Diana Ln. Chear Lake M 41,463
TE1 346N 4 a A Lbrany Faiad Smith Marks 1815 Wasigrean Blvd Hahy FPM 14 160
82 |aRep 2 2 |Branch Library Morih Channed 14741 Walisvle Road Hoision FPM 13,436
TE |G3EX F & |BaAnch Lbrany Saulh Hosion BT Aanies Road 5, Himtshon FPM 045
™5 |57EZ 3 1 |Beanch Library Parker Wilisns 10851 Soarsdaie Bhwd Housslon FPM 9,658
TEE 337V 1 4 |Eeanich Libeany Alasoociia 19520 Pinahurst Tralks Hisnblc FPM 12,873
800 (4535 i 2 Pewrn 41 1285 Eldinr Sarmal Huizslin FPM 13,740
B2 |ani 2 1 Pmuz Fire Staton 1302 Presion Housion PP 63,187
BOd |53E5 2 2 |annerd 108 Exst Shaw Pasadana FPM 20,152
B80S |2820 1 4 | S Spring Hiskorical Mussum A0S Mo Siresl Spring FPM 2,710
HOG (4920 4 1 14 fommerty B111 laam E1% Ringod Housion FPM 10,862
BOT (G40 2 2 |Annen T 117 Bzl Avania & LaPaorte FPM 3,504
Bog |S0AL 2 2 |henox @ Bayiran Courthousa 701 Baker Road Baryiown FPu
809 |30V 3 z |A.rnm ] Faid O Marfires Annes 1001 Marcaro Garcia Or Hussinn FPM
2 2 PAarwe 10 Hay Aras Aivas 1R8N Baraianaer Lang Heasslin FPM
L] 3 Aenex 11 Wesl Soe Annex 16715 Clay Fioasd Houmion P
a 1 lﬂ.-‘ri;u 1 (Chilkirei's Assecamant Ceangar 501 Dunsan Hizisien FPM
A 3 |annes 13 17423 Katy Froeway Housion FPM
3 1 '.l".'ﬂ_ul. 14 Soulh easl A STST Culen Bhvd. Housslon FPM |
Ia 1 |honex 18 Sacency Building 201 Man Sires Houslon FPM
| 1 e 16 Pl Busilding 1012 Congress Housion FPM
4 4 |aenec 1T B Cyprasswood Drive Spring FPM
B8 |dBam 3 1 Ao 18 Crug Buiddiog A0 Canding Heslon FPM
848 5318 3 3 |Aesnax 19 |Southwest Annax E000 Chimmsry Rock Hewslon FPM_
620 |483M | IT 1 w30 Gl ol Buiking 10 S Jacinin Heazalon FPM
B2 fagan 2 2 e 21 Wison Bulding 419 San Jacirio Hewslon FPm
BE2 |Auipk 24 1 phonae 2 Cendral Jal 1301 Framkin Housion EPw LR |
B33 |aE3M il 1 A 25 Huocan Alinoch Building 1319 Texas Hewslon FFPM 58,334
B35 |Basx 2 2 |honex 25 W, Kyle Chapman Anno 1330 Spencer Higrranny Pasadena FPM 14,124
B2 |a5T3 2 2 e 36 i Faniene Annax 14350 Walksulla Hoision FPM 25,854
B2T [agan I 2 |honex 2T Paden Buiding GO0 Morth San Jacirdo Housion FPu B 2004
BZE 5320 i 1 L 28 Foerangic Cariar 1BBS O.5.T. Hoislon FPM TE 0T
;P EE L 4 3 Pena 20 Figricureg Corter 300 e Cronk Dr Hewsien FPM 23,150
B30 |aEd k] i oLt Carpanter Shop 1505 Commemns Hiousion FPM LERH] |
831 |49V 4 1 e 51 Mickiy Lafand Anngx T3 Horh Shephan Hpusien FPM 24,800
834 (504X 2 2 Ao 33 hrerile Probabon Baytown BT W Saerbry Bearpicwn FPM 7,500
B8 |aB15 4 4 |honer 35 1721 Pech Rioad Houslon FPM 3,433
838 (954K 1 1 A 36 P01 Cavalcade Hiauslon FPM 4,750
BaT fatiay 1 1 fhone 37 Animal Shekar 12 Canmo Road Hewsion EPM 11,622
B3 |304F 2 2 |asner 39 A% Lockwond Hidzsion FPM T .50
R43 |536G i 2 r'r"v- iy Pagschor Savings & Loan 101 Sty Main Pagackani FPM 868
B44 |30CM iy 1 rﬂ."n{:l. 44 Anderson Claylon Bulding 1310 Prains Howslon FPM 222,420
Ba5 |a83 M | E4 2 150&.!"9 Centgr |Booking Cangar TO0 M, San Jacinig Huasin FPM 0
Bag JaBdM | Z 1 |Aerw 4 Corgriss Plara 1019 Congrag Housslon FPM A1, 784
Ba7 (33N 4 1 |ﬂ.'n=| W Oilers Tramng  |Pot. Street Olympics Headquarbers ETET El Caming Housion FPM 17208
B9 (4544 1 2 [Anrwn "5 Socul Services G418 Jarsen Drive Hewslon FPM 28,820
BE1 |q50aM I3 1 |1914 Hisoric Courthouse 301 Fannin Heousion FPM 12, 60
BS2 (453M | I4 1 [Family Law Bidg 1115 Congrass Hoislon FPM 114,378
| 883 Jasod | I3 1 an. Bidg. 1001 Presian Housion EPM 2TT 341

R Michalks 51 T2006

-469- Capital Improvement Program



HARRIS COUNTY FACILITIES AND PROPERTY MANAGEMENT'S BUILDING LIST
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HARRISCOUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM
2006

REQUESTS FOR FUNDING

Replacement of 100 Public Access Computersand 70 L aptops: $214,000
Replacement of 11 self-check out machines: $198,000
Total Requested for 2006: $412,000

NEW FUTURE LIBRARY BUILDING PROJECTS:
ESTIMATED COSTS

Parker Williams $1,263,000
Barrett Station $4,218,500
Evelyn Meador $4,008,500*
McNair $5,457,500
Stratford $5,407,500
Baldwin Boettcher $8,667,395**
Fairbanks $8,667,395**
Kingwood $8,667,395***
TOTAL: $46,357,185

*Joint Projectswith the City of Seabrook

**Joint Projectswith North Harris Montgomery Community College District on the
campuses of North Harris and the Cy-Fair College’s Fairbanks Center

*** Joint Project with the City of Houston. It hasbeen suggested that the City of Houston

fund the construction costs, opening day collection, technology and furnishings.

JUSTIFICATION FOR FUNDING FOR FUTURE NEW LIBRARY
BUILDINGS

PRECINCT ONE

RENOVATION OF THE PARKER WILLIAMS BRANCH

Renovation Cost: $800,000
New Service Model: $183,000
Furnishings: $280,000
Total Cost of Project: $1,263,000

-471- Capital Improvement Program



This 20,000 square foot library was opened in 1993. It islocated in a shopping center in
southeast Harris County in Annex 67. Thelibrary needs minor renovationsincluding new
car pet, paint, a redesign of spaceto allow for the new service model, and a redesign of the
small meeting rooms and staff space.

FUNDS REQUESTED FOR A NEW BRANCH LIBRARY IN BARRETT STATION
(Precinct Two)

Recommended Building Size: 12,000 squar e feet
Building Construction Cost: $3,026,500
Opening Day Collection: $800,000
Technology: $200,000
Furnishings: $192,000
Total Cost of Project: $4,218,500

FUNDSREQUESTED FOR THE EVELYN MEADOR BRANCH LIBRARY
RENOVATION/EXPANSION

(Precinct Two)

Current Building Size: 7,217
Recommended Building Size: 20,000
Building Construction Cost: $3,837,500*
City of Seabrook: $1,299,000* *
Harris County: $2,538,500
Opening Day Collection and Supplies 850,000
Technology: 300,000
Furnishings: 320,000
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: $5,307,500
TOTAL COST FOR HARRIS COUNTY: $4,008,500

EVELYN MEADOR BRANCH LIBRARY FUNDING CONTINUED

*Based on $145.00 per square feet for new construction. Architectural feesat 10% of
construction cost, a contingency fund are recommended at 5% of the construction cost and
testing is 2.5% of the construction cost. Alsoincluded isa graphic/signage allowance and
funding for the phone system and cabling. The construction cost includes fundsfor 50
parking spaces at $2,400 per space.
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**The citizensin the City of Seabrook passed a library referendum in November 2002 for
$1,299,000 in funding for the expansion/renovation of the Evelyn Meador Branch Library.
These bonds will be sold by the City of Seabrook in 2007.

MCNAIR LIBRARY PROJECT
New Branch Library
(Precinct Two)

Recommended Building Size: 20,000 squar e feet
Building Construction Cost: $3,837,500*
Opening Day Collection and Supplies: 1,000,000
Technology: 300,000
Furnishings: 320,000
Total Project Cost: $5,457,500

*Please seeexplanation under the Evelyn Meador Library Funding.

FUNDING REQUESTED FOR A NEW BUILDING FOR THE STRATFORD BRANCH
LIBRARY
(Precinct Two)
(Not included in the 1997 Library Bond Fund)

Current Building Size: 2,700 squar e feet
Recommended Building Size: 20,000 squar e feet
Building Construction Cost: $3,837,500*
Opening Day Collection and

Supplies: 950,000
Technology: 300,000
Furnishings: 320,000
Total Cost of Project: $5,407,500

*Please see explanation of funding under the Evelyn Meador Branch Library

Negotiations are currently being held with Goose Creek Independent School District to lease
property to Harris County for the new library building.
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FUNDS REQUESTED FOR A NEW BUILDING FOR THE BALDWIN BOETTCHER
BRANCH LIBRARY
A possible joint project between North Harris College and Harris County
(Precinct Four)

Current Building Size: 10,137 squar e feet
Recommended Building Size: 70,000-78,000 squar e feet
(Harris County would be responsible for
approximately 35,000 squar e feet of building

costs.)
Building Construction Cost: $6,593,125*
Opening Day Collection: $1,000,000
Technology: 514,270
Furnishings: 560,000
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: $8,667,395

*Please see explanation of funding under theEvelyn Meador Branch Library

FUNDS REQUESTED FOR THE FAIRBANKS BRANCH LIBRARY
A possiblejoint project between Cy-Fair College and Harris County
(Precinct Four)

Current Building Size: 7,247 squar e feet
Recommended Building Size: 35,000 squar e feet
Building Construction Cost: $6,593,125*
Opening Day Collection: $1,000,000
Technology: 514,270
Furnishings: 560,000

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: $8,667,395

*Please see explanation of funding under the Evelyn Meador Branch Library
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FUNDS REQUESTED FOR THE KINGWOOD BRANCH LIBRARY
A possiblejoint project between the City of Houston and Harris County
(Precinct Four)

Current Building Size: 12,000 squar e feet
Recommended Building Size: 35,000 squar e feet
Building Construction Cost: $6,593,125
Opening Day Collection: $1,000,000
Technology: 514,270
Furnishings: 560,000

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: $8,667,395

It isrecommended that the City of Houston fund the entire construction project including
the opening day collection, technology and furnishings. The City isalso being asked to
construct a building with a minimum squar e footage of 30,000. In addition, it has been
recommended that the City of Houston provide an annual payment for oper ations costs.
Harris County will operate the new library.

*Please see explanation of funding under the Evelyn Meador Branch Library
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HARRIS COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY
Estimated Operating Costs Per Branch Library

FY 2006
BRANCH SQ. FT TOTAL EXPENSE
Clear Lake City-County
Freeman Memorial 42,000 $ 2,735,812
Tomball 72,000 $ 2,442,079
Barbara Bush Branch 32,000 $ 2,284,610
Cy-Fair 78,000 $1,689,834
Katherine Tyra 12,000 $1,277,617
Maud Marks 12,300 $1,148,963
Atascocita 12,000 $ 961,758
Northwest 12,000 $ 951,537
Parker Williams 20,000 $ 947,959
Octavia Fields 15,000 $ 940,991
LaPorte 23,357 $ 893,901
Aldine 13,268 $ 882,666
Kingwood 12,000 $ 862,258
North Channel 14,000 $ 837,299
Baldwin Boettcher 10,137 $ 794,188
Katy 15,000 $ 646,767
Spring Branch 10,532 $ 673,027
Fairbanks 7,247 $ 524,652
High Meadows 9,500 $ 484,185
Crosby 10,500 $ 450,011
West University 5,200 $ 447,600
Evelyn Meador 7,217 $ 426,824
South Houston 5,800 $ 345,436
Galena Park 5,800 $ 332,351
Jacinto City 3,800 $ 314,465
Stratford 2,700 $ 240,188
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HARRIS COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY
ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS PER GROUP OF BRANCHES FOR FY2006

VERY LARGE BRANCHES - $1,000,000 - $2,700,000

Barbara Bush Katherine Tyra
Clear Lake/Freeman Maud Smith Marks
Cy-Fair College Tomball

LARGE BRANCHES - $837,000 - $961,000

Aldine North Channel
Atascocita Northwest

Kingwood Octavia Fields
LaPorte Parker Williams

MEDIUM BRANCHES - $426,000 - $794,000

Baldwin Boettcher High Meadows
Crosby Katy

Evelyn Meador Spring Branch
Fairbanks West University

SMALL BRANCHES - $240,000 - $345,000

Galena Park South Houston
Jacinto City Stratford

OASIS BRANCH - $5,000

Finnegan Park (Precinct One)
Lincoln Park (Precinct One)
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Executive Summary

This report addresses the immediate and long—term capital improvement (“CIP”),
and capital repair & replacement ("R&R") needs for Reliant Park. Over the past 7
years the Harris County Sports & Convention Corporation ("HCSCC") has
successfully developed Reliant Park into one of the premiere sports,

entertainment and exposition venues in the United States.

This 2006-2007 Reliant Park CIP/R&R request has been developed with input
from our two primary tenants and SMG, our operations group, as well. Their
participation has once again helped HCSCC to better understand the overall
needs of Reliant Park as we endeavor to meet our objective of maintaining a safe
and efficient complex that is user friendly and meets the needs of our visitors,

tenants and major exhibitors and contract service providers.

This past year was extraordinary for Reliant Park. Though the complex sustained
some damage from Hurricane Rita, Reliant Park turned into a major shelter for
thousands of Hurricane Katrina evacuees. Approximately eighty percent of the
Katrina related operational expenses have been reimbursed to HCSCC from the
Harris County FEMA claim. However, no reimbursement has been received for

expenses related to Rita.
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The Fall 2005 departure of Astroworld allowed HCSCC to free up parking for
major tenants and attract more revenue generating events, like the 2006 Houston

Grand Prix, utilizing the Reliant Park parking lot areas

The Astrodome Redevelopment Corporation (“ARC”) continues to study the
feasibility of converting the Reliant Astrodome in to a convention center hotel. We
expect to execute a project development letter of intent during the second guarter
of calendar 2006. Upon execution and approval from Commissioners Court, ARC
will have approximately one year to complete several milestone tasks before final

approval of the project can be granted.

HCSCC continues to pursue funding sources other than Harris County to
enhance Reliant Park facilities. This year, in order to accommodate the Houston
Grand Prix, Reliant Park will receive approximately $2 million of improvements,

all from outside funding sources.

HCSCC's Reliant Park Utility Management Program has been in effect for two
years and is yielding cost savings through reduced electricity, gas and water
usage. The 2005 utility usage at Reliant Park shows a leveling off with only slight
differences in most categories compared to 2004. The project Management
team, which meets regularly, continues to develop and implement best practices

for Reliant Park utilities.
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Last year HCSCC developed a thirty year comprehensive Repair and
Replacement program in order to efficiently maintain the county’s significant
investment in Reliant Park. Though it was not funded by Harris County, this
program is crucial to the long term success of Reliant Park. HCSCC respectiully
requests Harris County Commissioners Court consideration for full funding this

year.
Finally, HCSCC is requesting funding for FY 2006-2007 totaling $4,821,740. This

amount includes current year CIP funding of $2,833,200, and an R&R funding

contribution of $1,988.,540.

In summary, HCSCC respectfully requests that Harris County

Commissioners Court approve the following recommendations:

CIP-REC-01 Approve the Fiscal Year 2006-2007 Capital Improvement

Program Funding Request Totaling $2,833,200.

CIP-REC-02 Approve the Fiscal Year 2006-2007 Capital Repair &

Replacement Funding Request Equal to $1,988,540.
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Reliant Park Capital Projects Recommendations - FY 2006/ 2007

. rE— ; Fiscal Year
Project Description Unit Cost Guanbity 2006- 2007
L]
Reliant Center
Madify Exhibit Hall and Meeting Room Doors to Eliminate Removable Mulligns 150,000 1 150,000
Column ID Graphic 75,000 1 75,000
Office Build Out 125 000 1 125,000
Interior Surveillance Cameras for Exhibik Halls A0, 300 1 40,000
Sub-Total Reliant Center % 20,000
Reliant Astrodome
Fire Alarm System Upgrade/Replacement 150,000 1 £ 150,000
Fire Marshall Requested Improvements 100,000 1 100,000
Installation of [ron Swing Gates w/Locks for Reliant Astrodome B0, 000 1 BO,000
Code Reguired Elevator Upgrades 150,000 1 150,000
Sub-Total Reliant Astrodome % AR, 000
Raliant Arena
Exterior Door Replacements 210,000 1 210,000
Code Reqguired Elevator Upgrades 50,000 1 50,000
Fire Alarm System Upgrades 25,000 1 25,000
Replace Temporary Show Power with Permanent 10,040 1 10,000
Sub-Total Reliant Arena L 295,000
Parking and Traffic Improvements
Additional & stripe lines, crosshatchings and stopbars 2,500 1 % 2,500
Portable Light Towers 7,500 4 30,000
Portabie Tall Booths 15,000 [ 80,000
Sub-Total Parking and Traffic Improvements 3 122,500
Page L of 2

-485- Capital Improvement Program



Reliant Park Capital Projects Recommendations - FY 2006/ 2007

Capital Improvement Program

Procrrind . ) Fiscal Year
Project Description Unit Cost Cruantity S06-2007
Reliant Park Site Improvements
Add Card Reader bo Gate Arms at Day Lot 15,000 1 15 000
Install Security Cameras for Parking Lots and Toll Plazas 75,000 i 75,000
Additional Pathways and Sidewalks 70,000 1 T0.000
Add Ladder to Marguee 20,000 1 20,000
Site Ltilities 200, 0 1 2000, 00
Sub-Total Reliant Park Site Improvements 280,000
Total Facilities CIP Request 1,667,500
5MG Requested CIP 1,000,000
Aramark CIP 165,700
Total CIP Request 2,833,200
Page 2 of 2




Reliant Park FY 2006-2007 Review of Operations

The fiscal year ending February 2006 was most unusual, both operationally and
financially due to the massive and successful relief effort involved with

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.

Total events at the Reliant Park complex decreased 33% from the previous year,
from 721 to 480, resulting in a drop in attendance from 3.7 million to 3.4 million
guests. However, gross revenues increased 26% to $37,187,160, while
expenses only increased 16% to $33,695,605. As a result, net operating income
(before utility expenses) increased from $499,161 in FY 2004 to $3,491,555 this
year. Please note that results include partial reimbursement from FEMA for
hurricane relief efforts that severely impacted September and November

operations.

As mentioned earlier, Reliant Park's role in hurricanes Katrina and Rita relief
efforts was monumental and without precedence. Hurricane Katrina was the
largest natural disaster in U.S. history and Reliant Park became the largest
natural disaster shelter in U.S. history. The genuine outpouring of sympathy and
aid from the Houston area community generally and Reliant Park specifically,
garnered significant positive response from national and international media

throughout the world. Officials from Reliant Park, Harris County, City of Houston,
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law enforcement agencies, Houston ISD and the Houston medical community all
deserved the heartiest thanks and congratulations from a grateful community and

nation.

Three Reliant Park venues were utilized as evacuee centers (the Astrodome,
Reliant Center and Reliant Arena) and all normal operations of the Park were
shut down during all of September and part of October. A total of 37 major
events were cancelled as the Park housed over 27,000 evacuees. SMG
Maintenance & Engineering departments were able to get all Astrodome
operating systems (air conditioning, water, electrical) up and running for the
length of the relief effort — no small feat in view of the age of the facility and its

partial shut-down status prior to this undertaking.

Immediately after the majority of shelter activities ended, Reliant Park
transitioned to a staging area for vast quantities of supplies FEMA was shipping
to Hurricane Rita victims. The North Fannin parking lot became a trucking center
for all shipments headed for relief areas. Then, with a great deal of effort, the
venues of Reliant Park were completely cleaned and prepared for normal

operations, on schedule and with a minimum of disruption.

The Texans enjoyed a great season operationally, and have high hopes that next
year will bring a much improved record as they take advantage of the number

one pick in the up-coming NFL draft. The Rodeo looks forward to improved
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weather and expects to continue its impressive growth of charitable contributions

within the Houston area.
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Event Activity and Attendance by Category
Fiscal Year 2005-2006 vs. 2004-2005

FY 2005-2006 FY 2004-2005
Events Attendance Evenis Attendance

Rodeo 25 1,122,828 23 1,017,351
Entertainment 56 347,512 117 428,259
NFL 10 552,272 1 659,587
Amateur Sports 17 339,178 38 296,887
Motor Sports 5 171,550 3 138,813
Convention 9 75,320 22 58,831
Consumer Show 98 426,462 121 591,539
Trade Show 15 16,108 4 40,184
Meetings/Seminar 101 37,158 162 53,663
Comm/Religious 56 189,994 79 248,809
Other Events 88 97.584 104 197.645
TOTAL 480 3,375,966 721 3,731,568
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Financial Overview of Previously Approved Major Capital
Improvement Projects

Commissioners Court authorized interim partial funding of $904,000 to replace
the Reliant Arena Roof. This project will be completed in the early summer of
2006. The Corporation also completed and made final disbursements on several

projects approved for County funding in previous years during 2005.

Budget control for capital projects at Reliant Park has been accomplished by the
establishment of project budgets and purchase orders for each major category of
projects. The Corporation's Board approves all invoices submitted for funding
from County Capital Project funds and the approved invoices are recapped, by
project, and forwarded to the County's Office of Financial Services for further
review and funding. All fixed assets at Reliant Park are owned by Harris County.
Improvements and repairs to the facilities at Reliant Park are recorded on the
County’s fixed asset ledger. Equipment purchased by the Corporation with
County funding is accounted for by the Corporation, with the County retaining

ultimate ownership.
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Significant Issues Related to Certain Capital Facilities

Reliant Stadium

This past summer the HCSCC board of directors authorized the replacement of
Reliant Stadium's service level hot water line due to premature corrosion
problems. This approximately $270,000 project, funded by the stadium repair and

replacement fund, was completed by the end of July 2005.

Reliant Stadium upgrades this year included modifications to the stadium HVAC
system to provide better airflow throughout the facility. Upgrades were also

provided for the east and west VIP stairwells and “WOW?" wall access points.

Also this year, the project team completed the process of modifying electrical
circuits servicing concession areas on all floor levels to conserve electricity

usage during non-event hours.

The Houston Texans have funded a project to install 68 custom lateral arm

awnings in select suites that receive too much direct sunlight during games with

the roof open. This project will be complete before the 2006-2007 season.
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Reliant Center

In the spring of 2005, several large cracks in the terrazzo flooring were identified
in the lobby areas of Reliant Center. An independent inspection was conducted
and a repair project was developed. After several repair schedule delays due to
contractor availability, OTC and hurricanes Katrina and Rita, this project was

finally completed in December.

This fiscal year HCSCC authorized and funded $100,000 to the development of

an officially licensed Starbucks Café in Reliant Center between Halls ‘C’ and ‘D'.

The project was completed before the 2006 Houston Livestock Show and Rodeo.

Reliant Arena

For the past 2 years Reliant Arena has undergone 2 major renovation projects.
Last year, after experiencing gradual settlement, several walls on the east side of
the building began to show significant signs of movement. HCSCC's construction
cost to repair the walls was $1,535,735. HCSCC was able to use deferred CIP

funds from the proposed turf farm to partially fund this project.

This year, after identifying a severe leaking problem, HSCSS authorized a major

roof renovation project which will cost approximately $1.9 million.
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In light of its age and lack of modern day event resources, HCSCC is very
concerned about the continued investment and repairs to this facility. SMG has
projected that it will not be able to effectively sell/operate events in the facility

within the next 10 years.

Reliant Park Site Improvements

This year HCSCC's board of directors approved the investigation of potholes that
have developed mainly in the footprint of the demolished Astrohall. The project
team identified numerous voids of various sizes under the asphalt surface and
developed a course of corrective action. In the fall, the HCSCC board of directors
authorized the repair plan and the parking lot repair project was completed

before the 2006 Houston Livestock Show and Rodeo.

Additional stripping and partial resurfacing of the Reliant Park parking lot was
also authorized to better accommodate the Texans and Houston Livestock Show
and Rodeo. This work yielded approximately 1,200 additional parking spaces at

Reliant Park.

As mentioned earlier, in December 2005, the Reliant Park entered into a 5 year

facilities management agreement to host the Houston Grand Prix. This exciting

event will yield almost $2 million in site improvements to Reliant Park.
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Fiscal Year 2006-2007 Capital Improvement Project Funding

Request Narrative

Reliant Center

Two years ago, HCSCC withheld CIP requests for Reliant Center. Last year, four
(4) items were identified for CIP, however, they were never funded. This year,
HCSCC again requests funding for last years proposal with only one new request

for 2006-2007.

1. For safety reasons, modifications to Reliant Center Exhibit Hall and

meeting room doors to eliminate removable mullions are requested.

2. Column identification graphics are again requested for address way-

finding needs for visitors and exhibitors.

3. There also continues to be a need to build out Reliant Center offices for

service contractors.

4. For safety/security reasons, HCSCC is requesting additional interior

surveillance cameras for the Exhibit Hall areas.
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Reliant Astrodome
With exception to hurricane Katrina, the Reliant Astrodome was used sparingly.
Currently the facility provides office space for approximately 60 contract service

employees.

HCSCC continues to work with the Astrodome Redevelopment Corporation
(“ARC"), a private development firm, to develop a plan to convert the building into

a destination oriented facility with hotel, convention and retail capabilities.

In order to maintain the facility in its current state, HCSCC is requesting funding
for several upgrades requested by the City of Houston Fire Marshal. All 2006-
2007 CIP requests are from the unfunded CIP request from last year (2005-
2006) with exception to a new requirement from the City of Houston requiring

code upgrades to elevators.

1. Fire alarm system upgrades/replacements for the facility are requested to

abide by City of Houston fire code.

2. Fire Marshal requested improvements include mainly electrical

modifications to occupied office areas.
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3. Installation of iron swing gates and security fencing is requested for

security and operations.

4. As mentioned earlier, the City of Houston Fire Marshal requested elevator

code upgrades to Astrodome elevators.

Reliant Arena

As mentioned earlier, necessary repairs and renovations are a concern to
HCSCC with regards to the future of this facility. Therefore, this year's request
will only be the unfunded CIP reguests carried over from last year in regards to
City of Houston code requirements and building security. The only new item will

be a Fire Marshal request for elevator upgrades.

1. City of Houston Fire Marshal requested exterior door replacement has

been an issue now for over a year.

2. As mentioned earlier, the City of Houston Fire Marshal has recently

requested code required elevator upgrades.

3. City of Houston Fire Marshal requested fire alarm system upgrades.
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4. Upgrade show power from temporary to permanent. This was also

requested by the City of Houston Fire Marshal.

Reliant Park Parking & Traffic Inpovments
Previous (2005-2006) CIP funding requested for Reliant Park parking and traffic

improvements have been reevaluated by HCSCC in light of the closing of
Astroworld. This year's request is mainly based on safety and operational

efficiencies.

1. Additional fraffic/pedestrian striping, crossings and stop bars are

requested to improve event operations and safety.

2. Portable light towers are requested to allow flexibility for operations when

preparing for events in the parking lots and to provide additional lighting

for security. Currently, this equipment is rented.

3. Additional portable toll booths to allow flexibility for operations during

events.

Reliant Park Site Improvements

HCSCC is again mainly requesting funding for last year CIP to better

accommodate various Reliant Park visitors. The only new item is in regard to

Capital Improvement Program -498-



additional site utilities to better accommodate the growing number of outdoor

events at Reliant Park.
1. Additional card key reader for day lot. This unfinished work will improve
operations with visitors and employees who share the same parking lot

south of the stadium.

2. Security cameras for parking lots and toll plaza are of importance to

HCSCC to maintain safety.

3. Additional pathways and sidewalks.

4. Latter to access Reliant Park marquee.

5. As mentioned earlier, additional site utilities to better service the growing

amount of events staged in the Reliant Park parking lots.

SMG Requested Improvements

Our complex facility operations manager, SMG/Reliant Park, again has

requested funding for last years (2005-2006) CIP request.

1. Additional computer software for accounting purposes.

2. Office furnishings.

-499- Capital Improvement Program



3. Communication devices and system upgrades.

4. Additional tables, chairs.

5. Additional operational equipment including: potable stanchions, staging
equipment, bicycle barricades, concrete traffic barriers, portable concrete
pyramids, golf carts, signage and graphics allowance, sign making
equipment, pressure washing equipment, six (6) equipment trailers, five

(5) flat bed trucks, four (4) tugs and a boom lift.

Aramark Requested Improvements

Aramark Sports & Entertainment Food Services at Reliant Park has submitted

the following CIP funding requests:

1. Mobile Kitchen to address the growing number of site/parking lot events at

Reliant Park.

2. Starbucks free standing directional signs. The large demand for this

product has required HCSCC to provide more directional signage

throughout Reliant Park.
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3. Build out back concession stand into a booth service pantry to more

efficiently serve exhibit shows.

4. Concession graphics and signage electrical upgrades
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Reliant Park Capital Projects Recommendations - FY 2006/ 2007

A gt Fiscal Year Fescal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
Preech esihin 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-201 2010-2011
7 [} o 10
Rallant Cantar
Bulld Dut Concession Stand 1 in Reliant Center 00,000 = = -
Iratall 120w and 4804 Bus Duct on West Side of Hall 125,000 - -
Carpet Racks lor Atlic Stock 7000 o & &
Build Out Concession Stend 7 in Reliant Center * 175, 00
Build Out Concession Stand 9 in Reliant Canter - - 176,000
Build Out Concestien Stand 12 5 Ralanl Canter = = 175,000
Sub-Total Reliant Center B3Z,00 175,000 350,000
Reliant Astrodorme
[nstall Security Fencing Bebwean Refiant Stadium and Reliant Astrodome W0 50,000 d B
Secure Faza !
feplace Overhead Door at East Loading Dock of Reliant Astrodame G0, DD - - -
Code Complianca, Fire and Life Safety Allowance A50, D00 - - -
Code Compllance, Fire and Life Safety Allowance 165,000
Code Compliance, Fire and Life Safety allowance 180,000
Code Compliznce, Fire and Life Safety Allowance 195,000
Sub-Total Reliant Astrodome 5 260, 000 155, D00 180,000 195,000
Roliant Arena
Construct Tickel Windows at ‘West Entry A4 D0 =
Signage and Graphics 150,00 - -
[rstall Securily Fenciig Arens 75,000
Sub-Total Reliant Arena 209 00
Parking and Traffic Improvemeants
Farking Improvement Allowandce 50,000
Farking Improvement Allowanoe - 55,000 - -
Farking Improvement &|lowance = - &0,000 =
Parking Improvement Allowance = = = 65,000
Sub-Total Parking and Traffic Improvements 50,000 55 0K} &0,000 65,000
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Reliant Park Capital Projects Recommendations - FY 2006/ 2007

Frtes eschu zﬁ':IzLE;é 2F|:I|?:|L; |2-r0%a£ zFézL;-IzE-?c: zFuhlt:laszff |
T 1 1
Reliant Park Site Improvements
Mew Kirbiy and Fannin Iresgation 8,000 - - -
Site Graghics - Phase 1 750,000 - - -
Site Graphics = Phase 11 C 750,000 . -
Cangpies at Parking Entramces
Canapy & Reliant Parkway and Kirby 500,000 = ¥ -
Canopy & Wesiridge Gate - G100, 000 - -
Canopy & Holly Hall and Famnin C - 500,000 -
Canapy & Naomi and Fannin = = 300,000 -
Canopy & Rellant Farkeway and Fannin o = 5 0,000
Canopy & Maln Streat Gate - - - -
Marjueas
Mini-Marquee @ Reliant Parkway and Kirby 250,000 7 = z
Mini-Marquee @ Westridge and Kirby 300,000 = - -
Mink-Marques 4 Holly Hall and Fannin - 300,000 - -
Mini-Mamquee @ Maomi and Fannin - 300,000 - -
Mini-Marguee @ Reliant Parkway and Fannin = T 300,000 =
Margues @ Main and McNes = = 750,000 -
Marquea & Fannin and 610 - - - 1,500,000
Sub-Total Reliant Park Site Improvements 1,650, 0040 1,860,000 B, 50,000 1,800, D0
| Tatal Facilities CIP Request ] 3,331,000 | % 2,355,000 | % 2a40,000 | £ 2,080,000
SMG Requested CIP % 1,421,100 | % 1,536,100 | % 896,100 | % 861,100
Aramark CIP 5 100,000 | & 100,000 | 3 100,000 | % 100,000
Total CIP Request 4,B52, 100 3,991,100 3,436,100 3,021,100
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Capital Repair & Replacement Funding Request Narrative

Last year HCSCC identified annual R&R items to include, but not limited to
facilities, parking lots, fixtures, furnishings, equipment and other miscellaneous

items as necessary.

HCSCC developed a thirty year R&R contribution funding plan as well an annual
R&R project schedule. These schedules are based on overall Reliant Park R&R
needs with the exception of Reliant Stadium. The funding plan includes the
annual funding from Harris County, an annual 3% inflation cost, interest earnings,

routine annual R&R costs as well as some major R&R costs.

The schedule also assumes providing R&R for the Reliant Astrodome in its
current condition for five (5) years and the Reliant Arena for ten (10) years.
However, the schedules do not take into account unforeseen major structural

replacements or repairs that may occur with the facilities and/or parking lots.

This year, HCSCC proposes to have relatively minor routine repairs and
replacement projects for all facilities. Resurfacing and re-striping parking lot
areas are again included as HCSCC will plans to incrementally repair parking

areas annually.
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Reliant Park Utility Management Update

HCSCC developed a Utility Management Team to focus on energy conservation
at Reliant Park in 2003. This team, which includes representatives from Reliant
Energy, Entergy, SMG, the Texans and HLS&R, has met regularly for the last
two years to monitor utility (gas, water, electricity) usage/cost and identify

effective energy conservation opportunities for Reliant Park.

Entergy has taken on the role for utility data collection and provides the group
with a working map of the complex that identifies each utility meter. They also

prepare monthly spreadsheets that report all Reliant Park utility consumption.

SMG has developed an energy conservation program for all Reliant Park
operations. Reliant Energy is assisting as well, and has provided a detailed
analysis of current Reliant Park electricity rates as well as market trends and has

made recommendations to HCSCC to adjust accordingly.

In November 2005, HCSCC entered into an interlocal agreement with the Texas
CUC Aggregation Project, Inc., (Public Power Pool) to assist HCSCC in
negotiating for a new electricity agreement. The following month HCSCC entered

into a new 2-year power supply agreement with Reliant Energy.
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Thus far in 2006 there seems to be some leveling off of usage in all categories.
After enjoying reductions in most utility usage over the past two years, it seems
that the Reliant Park Utilities Management Team has reached the threshold of its

objectives.

The graphs on the following pages indicate usage in all categories (Electricity,

Water and Gas) from 2003-2005.

Total Electricity(KWH)
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For the second year in a row the electricity usage at Reliant Park was down. In
2003 the Kilowatt Hours (KWHs) consumed was 92,313,950. In 2004 the KWHSs

consumed was 87,493,659. In 2005 the KWHs consumed was 85,826,374. This

is an overall reduction of 6,487,576 KWHs in two years.
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2003-2005 Water Usage Comparison
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Water usage at Reliant Park was higher this year than in any of the previous.
Abnormally dry conditions are attributed to the 2005 numbers as well as the

water necessary to address the Katrina hurricane evacuees and the associated

clean-up efforts.

In 2003 Reliant Park consumed 161,027 gallons of water. In 2004 water usage
was recorded at 151,531 gallons. In 2005 168,212 gallons were consumed.

That's an total increase of 7,185 since 2003.
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2003-2005 Matural Gas Usage Comparison
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For the second year in a row, the gas usage at Reliant Park is down. In 2003

usage was at 83,980 MCF, 2004 was 67,011 MCS, 2005 was 58,613. This is an

overall reduction of 25,367 MCF over the past 2 years.
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Memo

o Dr Richard L. Raycraft

Harris County Budget Office
Harris County
e "'::" - From: KewvinH Hnﬁmﬂn\l'}‘?c
Project Director
T By Pork

wsire 1B Dawte: Ap"l EE. EDUE
o re: Reliant Arena Roof Repair/Replacement

The original 2005-2006 CIP request of $700,000 for the Reliant Arena roaf
project presented to Hams County Commissioners Court in June of 2005
was based on an overlay, not replacement, of the existing roofing
membrane It's also important to note that this cost estmate was
developed prior to the hiring of our roof consultant Raba-Kistner More
specifically, the increase in cost of approximately $1,200000 can be
attributed to the following:

1) The introduction of an independent consultant, Raba-Kistner, to
develop a clearly defined, scope of work for each roof area at the
Arena. In order to gain a roofing system with a minimum life
expectancy of 10 years Raba-Kistner's recommended scope
definition included partial tear down and remedial work in some
areas as well as complete tear down and rebuild in other areas.
The new scope includes a new metal roof at the Arena proper
(central section), lghtning protection and significant drainage
modifications and additions Raba Kistner also identified saveral
costly code compliance issues that must be addressed

2) The natural disasters in the Gulf Coast region during August and

September 2005 helped escalated costs. Roofers are among the

trades mast affected by these events and are in very high demand

Fuel  prices, manufacturing of  petroleum  based

products and availability of material and equ it 3 -
are contributing cost issues as well equipment in the region

RELIAMT PANK

FELAN T ASTRODOMS [ RELLAN] AREMA
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Dr. Richard |. Raycraft
April 28, 2006
Page 2

3) The timing of the work was expedited such that the first phase
ensured Halls B and D were acceptable for the 2006 Houston
Livestock Show & Rodeo (HLS&R). The second phase required a
remobilization to complete the remainder of the roof Any
remobilization is costly for contractors in a high demand market and
this increased cost is reflected in the final pricing of the project.

The total project cost is now $1 8682 844. The increased cost has required
HCSCC to shift all Reliant Arena '05-'06 CIP funding to the roof project
($904.000) The other code compliance projects, originally scheduled for
funding last year, will be requested again in the 2006-2007 CIP request.
With exception of the sprinkler system compliance project, in which
HCSCC was able to address with existing savings ($28,000).

In all, HCSCC is requesting an additional $858, 844 for the balance of the
Reliant Arena Roof project

| hope this answers the questions you had regarding the pricing for this

work. As always, if we can provide any additional information, do not
hesitate fo call

KHH gh

Copy to: Willie P Loston

Capital Improvement Program -512-



“GOOT A1 AnE AR [ gangy Supunay pesang (W) Y-0C 5095 CIL0YIY UDISNOH o 0o 2 sapnouy ()
“O00T “T1 AInF NS |1 s BUIpUNIaY paEa0 ] Y-0(0f SALAS proy A sapnjau)  (g)

“SPUGK K] PUE LA SUL g 10§ SJuaiannban jgap 1290 O JUMALNS a0 0] A0S LA aNEaA proy] (o] e paediouue sy ()

CLEESI0L R S re0'Zrsoas’l 8 | rrOtLeR'SaT OFSLFeT | § | 628 1 19°6L8°T & | 000'S8F'FIL SO T 99 Bl R 11L T96°F6 1" 0FE FRSFST PS8 TWLOL
D00'0LFLL OO0t LL 0 OO0 #EL [i] i 1 0 I 0 9tz
DO S 89 TL OOOSRYTL ] 00°% B9 TL 0 I M 0 1] 0 St0g
OO0 S LT84 DOE1E'ss ] 00i's | #755 (0 HRE T fl ] O00700FT 1 i 0 0T
(SR s DOFSERTL O00IEE 1T 00 RE 1S GO0 e { 0 OO0 098°T] 1] L] 0T
DO G038 OO L8 OO0SLLOT O00'SEE Ly (O0U9ET f I DO00ETL ] 1] Ting
[ 555798 LHIEE R Y DO ST OOEF QLY 5 F [LETE 0l 0l O0OT09s'T] 1] 0 10
D00 0EFTL DOO0LE 6% O00°ETE R L 000° S+ T 0% OO T i f D0009ET1 1] 0 0Eng
OLLFEN" 19 PLLGER' I LR 000 EA"0 ONSLO R M i 0000981 ] D00° 51T 60T
(g 179 OO0+ T8 OO0 IS | (ISR EL O0OLYED (R S’ | 0l Q00098 T | ] DS 1L 2T0%
D0 SF0°8L D00 00E#F DO0STHLL 000's L8 0E M0 SHT 6T OOTTLL 0 O0009F T ib 0007596 LT0T
E0E FR0 T EOEPPOLE EOE659's (00§86 LT VLTS " MSEL'D [l O0009g T (] DHSER'E QToL
BT TRE 6L LT THE'TE BLTTEE'S 000 | 9T (0T O | 0000 D OO0 ShL 0 D00°ELE" | T (T D00°EE0'FY L
OOR DL AL QOENTE 1L QORT0E L'G OO QLT ST [V e ol NCHER'EL W) SFR 6 On0egs’1E M00LF 1+ DO00LE 1T oL
OO0 ELE 181 D00 0660 000 1L L 00 R ET (O0EREDE | OO0ELLLT OO0 e L D00 R0 1T (R0 0L 6 D00 06EDT £T0T
D00 05F 9TT DOFO%E' 18 OOITSTE'9L OOFSEE S ODNLE FHL OO THE [T DO0°EL 15k D00NRF 0T (0 SHLLE D00 0FE 61 Long
(00 b LTT OOFOES S NSRS | (00 S T R0 "8 1 | (iR OLEDT N0 E8E" 17 Q00090 1 £ (RO O S £ D00 S0E"0F 1208
B6RDLEGOT RGRSED'LO ROFSHIL 00 (R 68 (MOSLETHI O0HTHRE 1 DN STE 6T O00DL10E (0061 FE D007 00E 61 0Tz
BEE1TP00T REELIF'TD BEE005'L (005 9% GO 9E 000581 ' 52672 D000 6T RIS 1528 D 6LEE G10Z
PISELELL] QLEEEL'YD QLETESD (0 (e 8% FEUORIELL (iR E&Ll MRy &ps’L OOEIs'sE BLCLEE 6] SleTLsl oy 210L
QEFIRrnL] QO Z0F IR Q98 T6ED DEEF LTS as Ls9all NS0l 91 OEDLT L O sEL LT TFLRRG'R] BFR R 6y L10Z
OEE" BRI EL DiEoLes OIS SE0L OO0 DR G GTOELEITL 00 Sl €1 OO0 Ed6 L D00° 10T ErL LRI LLT 90 LAV
R0 N0S0FES O0S Sk L 00 sE 10 FEENLG TE] OEL el 00 SR D00 SR FRECER G (06 905+ £z
P& LOG'TR] REF 606 BEF RIS (005 T0° T 9B M6 EE | TN | NNEIL" 6 O0°EZTLE T06° 20581 FRETSTO'E 0T
D00 HIZ 06 | (Il Tl OO0 FE T L 000 F9°6E (NCLOLE] NMELLET DN CEH D000IT LF (W0 S0 8T D00°0ET 6B £10Z
FIOGET BL ON00TL 9 000 SEE0L 00rEEz oy FIOGISIEL 000 eL T FIOFILSR I00DLE+ (0 0G90E DN SF6'FE Iz
126 9r L1 O000Ee'TE OO0'OEE (00 9T ITEHEIEHTL NO0SEEl 1T RIES D008 (0 0EY e D00 0EYRL Loz
IRFTEY AL 0N SEn'ss ONYSTR'L OO0 E LT TRFLOSFTI () THF 5 1 GERLO9F O000FEs 1F EASFFT 9T DN SFETE 010z
156 1957171 OO0ses' £ O0s [£' (0S5 |50 aY (0 TES 5 1 FOREOIG L SOUTGL D] e LRI fHiRE
I+5 205901 D00 D% ST OO 0aE S 00000 ET [ERSFIEL OO0 LER LHT Rl LTTR90°D LTELRYIT 000 Sk 8T 8007
TSR] £ | onor0ea'tT £ | 0000 (00 (AR 1T U5 F09'9y S| s Teel O00'OL0 L G06TTES EI0r el ornle's 8 LT

SINAWIAINOTS | SINAWIHINOTH SN SOINOHE SINTWAHIIOTH | SONOH XV SONOHA XVL SONOH XYL SONOH XYL SONOHE XYL | AuviEadgd

I I Hd T¥dlINIHd ADNYAID00  ANNIATY TV IO QELLINIIND CIELLINIT QALINIING GELINTING QAL A E|
TY.LON ANNIATH TV.LOL TALOH Ovod TI00 X¥.L T¥.LOL NOLSN0H TOHLNOD avod 17100 ALNMOD ALNACD H¥AA

40 Lu0d aood Vs

Q00 0T ANOC
SENAWTHINOTE TYIDNT ANNAATE ONY XYL TV.LOL
SVNAL ALNOO SIHMYH

Capital Improvement Program

-513-



GOOT 6] AN 202 (s Y20 FOIPOnaY s Aoy WRISNOH J0 00 Sl sapna [
GOOT 1 AIE 2038 (114 Yy m BUipungey paesadog proy augn sapojaa (9
BEUICE KED [FUE NUBA AL L0g 00 SIuawainbag 192 e 0] S INENS S0 0] A0S (]I ANtaaal Peoy (o] e paediznue sp i) (v

EEODIR'EAl’. S| EOIORS9IRT S| IeIrL05E TIFFSRCLETS | DECPIT BRI % | fTn'E0E ALY L T ] TINEOLELT'] | ET'SRt L0 O0L0F9'986 S IVLOL
C10°Thr 6L CI0TH AL ] EIDTFF AL fl 1] i 1] ] i 90T
Q0" LEDRL QO LEFRL i GO LEDRL 1] 0 i 1] { L] o4
BSGELE'LL B LAY Y 0 G LA A0s %181 0 ] (S 181 ] 0 FEOT
PO S0 66 POY (6154 S GlLIHTES 008" PIR'E] [ ] (L BIRE | ] ] ££0T
LERTHI'E6 LRSI TIL PR IT SLAELEY 008" LY ¥ [ ] (TR ] ] eng
5" 6EE' LA (VLS T it CLFELL' LT LA LY aosnl'sl ] ] (OS] ] ] [£0Z
LOR LS9 LOT RIS 04 LITOEL LT (il 890 68 (S ESL'S] 1] ] (1% ESLE ] ] ] 00z
&R DaT Z0l LT PRE R EGI RO LT QIT 6B LE L' IT 1] i (W1 DR E G il ZIT'0ns BIiz
[ i FolLaGTLL O TL9 1T PHTPIEOC CLYCLENT 05wl ] I BEN"L i} CTO0HE0] SI0T
QOUTLLTLL [ T ROLLOW LT [4E 056+ LEERIASE SRR, i (W15 2807 L ] TITneE 0l LTng
ARLECELTI [TFFTIEL LU MGE 1T FPHEFISES REEET0E SEVEISL ] W5 CTER1 ] EIRTHENI 9I0Z
[FieTRILED SR TTI6L RO CRE (T 16T LESES TREDH 791 SERTHE L RELTOEL] TLLIE'ST 05L0TH' BF LRGChERD £I07
RELLIRCHD FREITITSL RECHLTIT BCCUEESES FLOCOL 0L e | STUGIH'T FRO°COG ST 05T 16 cF CLOTORE LT +I0T
SHITL0E ST TLTEEGFL CRTISEIT LBE IRTES CLUELCORI ORI CECFT LETLFRES L6t 10R°6T OF8I6' Sk SEEIFTLE £Ing
FOL 56E00% R IF9°811 REDEBF LT ToE sl i FREFSL 1RI ORITOFTET BEITGEHTE 189°6T7 08 CEC9L6 5F DT 00k LT Ting
[ Bl A CRFLE0 611 066 55F [T SOFLLE LG DB+ RBL LAl 0L LET ST L1155 1 Bid 2 B 1E0° 1L8°1F CLF L6 Sk LI BIOGE 1208
E6RGFEEIL LOETE a1 SIF LEF 1T O] 363 L6 OB FID +6I L [FT ST CIFACE IS Fos 1L TF L6 GI6 &F 08950760 00T
FEROSRETE QLrInE a1l Fi i B B o FoL 068 L6 SLLRFE 61 OEE QLT §C CLAGTI9E 1 E8°E9 tF PRI SF BRO IS Fr G6I0Z
LEDHEERIE FEDCOT"ET] (1, R S EGH 101 EIFTL %61 LITFDL ST BROOFIIT 1+ &E9EF GLOSTE GF REELAT00 F10Z
LOPE6E°LTE CLT 18T 0T 0TI 0EL'S] eI 1SS 001 SEITIE Lol 08T TISLPI'IT LeT 0T v ATITER' Sk CRLTOLE00 LInT
CIR 00T EEE [2T€RL 811 OTL0EL 6] 191" €50 66 1ESSIFFIT SEETECITET SLIRECET SLTRF'IA R IR o OOLOTR'EE Glos
69" 3T LSE LESGRY L] OTL0EL 8] LOF 656 Lo CRNRO6 6ET Lo o 4 B s PP LOFET |86 5 R FGGEE LT BEPLETEE [ L ird
691 tFP'BSE 008 EER 11 OTLOTINL] DB E1L9% GO 608 TR OFe Sk 8T I8P I0'ST CIFE0[ 'SR FOR 1FT 6F CER OO0 FIOT
QERLER"GSE 020 1£87 011 LEG'ELYOT fII'LsR'Sh Qe TOE £FE [l il o I QOLONTET [EDPELIL'SR FOPLBE OF (S 5 SN K £1ns
CLEEEL BSE [FL1ELFLD LEF P OE FRTL1F PO [E9 [ S+ OE°LOL $T QETRIFED PP LLE SR FEETG09 0% LEL'IE9'8E zinz
CHL PO LY GLYOECETL 6L ekl gl DS 189S En LIERIEDSE 6RRSTOT [EQ"RTLLE PO 96k R gILCITes CRGE19ES Wi
A0 P POE QL0 e L0 AP aRI'R] LENCFR'ER CERGER UET il i B S FELIOETDE FOUZT LR L6Z 059 & CLE ERA'RE s
BEQ G TCE OLERIT 00 COFCOC" L] SO1'ECO'SR BRTOEL T S LT FFIORROE LEDFRRG"FL IFGRLELE HICHITRE G0z
CREORRESE LEFDEL FOI CLE"GEN L] QI8 6aT LR [ 1o o Ko OET1SH0E FFLLEPEE 0T EOR L GLED0T'FE GBI LASLE f00z
Ealtnl 91 § | haszes sol & | SUct e sl SO1°TER GR CEEIREDIT 0 T R o TOL RalaT GUT ETREL LLOFTE GE CERDeRSE 8§ LO0T
SINAWTHINGTY | SLNIWTAINOTH SO SCOMOE SINAWTANDTY | SAONOHE XVL  SONOH XYL SONOAE XYL SONDH XYL SONOA XVL | A¥VIuaEd
HAMNAMAS LHAA | IMANES LHAA | ADNVANI0 ANNEATH ADIAHAS LHAD | OHLINIIND LERN T CHLINIING LA TN CIELING amA
AYLOL ANFATH TV LOL TALOH avod TI0L XL IvIOL WOLST0H FOHLNGDY AYOR TI0L ALNIIO00 ALNMOD HEERY
A0 LHCd OO WIS

QOOT DT ANOT
SINAWAHINOTE HDIAEAS LHAA ANNIATH ANV XVL TV.LI0L

SV RALALNNOD STHYVH

-514-

Capital Improvement Program



JDIAYTS 1930 INNINTHED

P %

T

S

N W

R

NN

T

MO

=
W

=

T e e e e i v

llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

SHVIA TWOSId

e

e

N NN Y

T

P g gt

oo

R

RN

7]

£ gt
R

W e

oS
ot

LS

A

w

T

J2IAHIS 1930 X1l

e b o

o,

M i i e

S

“

L

= A e T

=

R

N

g g Sl

9002 ‘0Z ANNC

SINIWIHINDIY JDIAYIS L8930 INNIATH ANV XYL 1VLIOL

SYX3L1 ‘ALNNOD SIHYVYH

]

r 001

i |
2
(W$) 321n43s 1830

- 00¢

r 052

00E

Capital Improvement Program

-515



HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
TOLL ROAD TAX AND REVENLE PRINCIPAL REQUIREMENTS
JTUNE 20, 2006
FISCAL YEAR TOLL ROAD TOLL ROAD TOTAL TOLL ROAD
ENDING UNLIMITED UNLIMITED PRINCIPAL
FEBRUARY TAX BONDS REVENUE BONDS REQUIREMENTS
2007 6,922,906 20,890,000 27.812.906
2008 6,068,227 23,000,000 29,068,227
2009 10,675,665 25,580,000 36,255,665
2010 41,540,000 27,210,000 68,750,000
2011 43,285,000 33,600,000 76,885,000
2012 44,970,000 36,235,000 51,208,000
2013 47,210,000 39,645,000 86,855,000
2014 57,225,000 42,625,000 99,850,000
2015 63,695,000 46,145,000 109,840,000
2016 42,015,000 49,680,000 91,695,000
2017 27,735.000 53,810,000 81,545,000
2018 28,515,000 58, 100,000 86,615,000
2019 29,330,000 56,905,000 86,235,000
2020 30,170,000 59,840,000 90,010,000
2021 31,060,000 62,580,000 93,640,000
2022 20,680,000 65,355,000 86.035,000
2023 21,085,000 23,340,000 44,925,000
2024 21,525,000 25,270,000 46,795,000
2025 21,975,000 26,610,000 48,585,000
2026 12,860,000 27,985,000 40,845,000
2027 12,860,000 30,875,000 43,735,000
2028 12,860,000 33,850,000 46,710,000
2029 12,860,000 36,980,000 49 840,000
2030 12,860,000 40,245 000 53,105,000
2031 12,860,000 43,670,000 56,530,000
2032 12,860,000 47,355,000 60,215,000
2033 12,860,000 51,283,000 64,145,000
2034 12,860,000 55,415,000 68,275,000
2035 0 72,685,000 72,685,000
2036 0 77. 410,000 77,410,000
TOTAL 711,421,798 1,294,675,000 2,006.096,79%

(A} It is anticipated that Toll Road revenue will continue to be sufficient to meet the debi requirements for both the revenue

and tax bonds.
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS

TOLL ROAD TAX AND REVENLE DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

JUNE 20, 2006

FISCAL YEAR TOLL ROAD TOLL ROAD TOTAL TOLL ROAD
ENDING UNLIMITED UNLIMITED DEBT SERVICE
FEBRUARY TAX BONDS REVENLUE BONDS REQUIREMENTS
2007 75,413,269 89,932,195 165,345,464
2008 74,863,269 87,209,816 162,163,085
2009 74,088,031 88,653,105 163,641,136
2010 £7.220,694 88,845,037 176,065,731
2011 H6.490,694 93,581,250 180,077,944
2012 %5,577.444 94,411,284 179,988,728
2013 %5,312,031 95,857,123 181,169,154
2014 85.105,612 96,713,680 181,819,292
2015 54,404 081 97,959 467 182,454,448
2016 60,148 275 99,055,161 159,203,436
2017 44,204,397 100,551,152 144,755,549
2018 43,639 441 101,993,019 145,632,460
2019 43,062,831 97,800,704 140,953,625
2020 42 471,594 97,898,192 140,369,786
2021 41,871,031 97,577,495 139,448 526
2022 30,229,681 97,152,522 127,382,203
2023 20601491 53,381,987 B2,083,478
2024 28,965,684 53,533,556 82,499 240
2025 28,317,072 53,537,291 81,854,363
2026 18.325.500 53,534,344 71,859,844
2027 | 7,682,500 54,056,481 72,638,981
2028 17,039,500 56,324,294 73,363,794
3029 16,396,500 57,699,216 74,005,716
2030 15,753,500 59 088,090 74,841,590
2031 [ 5,0 10,5000 60,475,978 75,586,478
2032 14,467,500 61,873,675 76,341,175
2033 13,824,500 63,281,719 77.106,219
2034 13,181,500 64,697,469 77,878,969
2035 0 78,657,006 78,657,006
2036 0 79.442 013 79,442,013
TOTAL 1,273,765,022 2,375,854.411 3,649.619,433

{A) It is anticipated that Toll Road revenue will continue to be sufficient to meet the debt requirements for both the revenue

and tax bonds.
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
Analysis of Outstanding Debt

Principal Only
As of June 20, 2006
Tax Supported Debt/Certificates of Obligation OUTSTANDING
Harris County Road Bonds $ 546,194,962
Harris County Permanent Improvement Bonds $ 501,204,584
Certificates of Obligation, Series 1998A * 32,530,000
Certificates of Obligation, Series 2001 A * 17.5320.000
Total Limited Tax Issues $ 641,254,584
Harris County Flood Control District Bonds 366,254 985
Total Bonds and Certificates of Obligation Payable - Tax $ 1,553,704,531

Revenue Supported Debt

Harris County Tax and Subordinate Lien Revenue

Forward Refunding Bonds, Series 1998 (AMT) $ 33,925,000
General Obligation and Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2002 62,622,044
General Obligation and Revenue Certificates, Series 2002 * 18,840,000
Tax & Subordinate Lien Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2004-A (AMT) 3.680.000
Tax & Subordinate Lien Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2004-B 176,800,000

Total Bonds Payable - Revenue $ 295867044

TOTAL COUNTY PRINCIPAL PAYABLE $ 1.,849,571,575

Tax Supported Debt - Port of Houston

Unlimited Tax Port Improvement Bonds $ 314,485,000

Harris Countv Toll Road Authority

Toll Road Tax Bonds $ 711,421,798
Toll Road Multi-Mode Senior Lien Revenue Bonds 1,294,675.000
Total Toll Road Bonds $ 2,006,096,798

TOTAL PRINCIPAL PAYABLE % 4,170,153.373

* Certificates of Obligation
The above reflects the contracted Road Series 2006-A Forward Refunding which will settle on
July 12, 2006 and the Port of Houston Authority Series 2006-A (AMT) Forward Refunding
which will settle on July 19, 2006.
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS

BONDS AUTHORIZED BUT UNISSUED
AS OF JUNE 20, 2006

BOND SCHEDULE VOTED NOVEMBER. 1983

DESCRIPTION VOTED SOLD UNSOLD
1983 TOLL ROAD % GO0.00 BE233 1|5 17.67
TOTAL S 000.00 88233 | § 17.67
BOND SCHEDULE VOTED NOVEMBER 1987
DESCRIPTION YVOTED S0LD UMSOLD
1987 ROAD $ 25500 255.0 | § 0.00
1987 PARKS 13.00 13.00 0.00
1987 PARKING FACILITIES 5.00 5.00 0.00
1987 LIBRARY 3.530 3.50 Q.00
1987 FLOOD CONTROL 250.00 155.00 95.00
1987 PORT OF HOUSTON 100.00 100.00 0.00
TOTAL S 62650 5315 |8 95.00
BOND SCHEDULE VOTED NOVEMBER 1989
DESCRIPTION VOTED S0L0D LMNSOLD
1989 FIRE TRAINING SITE 5 5.00 000 | § 5.00
1989 PORT OF HOUSTON 130.00 120.04 9.96
TOTAL $ 13500 120.04 | § 14.96
BOND SCHEDULE VOTED NOVEMBER 1993
DESCRIPTION VOTED SOLD UNSOLD
1993 CRIMINAL JUSTICE CENTER |$  85.00 85.00 | § 0.00
1993 PORT OF HOUSTON 150.00 150.00 0.00
TOTAL $ 23500 23500 | § 0.00
BOND SCHERULE VOTEDR NOVEMBER 1997
DESCRIPTION VOTED SOLD UNSOLD
1997 ROADS $  356.00 342.18 | § 13.82
1997 LIBRARY 15.00 13.69 1.31
1997 PARKS 7.00 7.00 0.00
TOTAL S 378.00 362.87 | § 15.13
BOND SCHEDULE VOTED NOVEMBER 1999
DESCRIPTION VOTED SOLD UNSOLD
1999 CIVIL JUSTICE CENTER $  119.00 95.00 | § 24.00
1999 PORT OF HOUSTON 387.00 99 54 287.46
TOTAL 5 506.00 19454 | 5 311.46
BOND SCHEDULE VOTED NOVEMBER 2001
DESCRIPTION VOTED SOLD UNSOLD
2001 ROADS $  475.00 000 |S 47500
2001 PARKS 60.00 2.13 57.87
TOTAL $ 53500 213 |S  532.87
[ TOTAL s 331550 232841|s  987.09

Capital Improvement Program




Harris County, Texas
Schedule of Bonds Authorized
but not issued as of June 20, 2006

Balance of authorized but unsold bonds:

County and Flood Control

1987 Flood Control 95,000,000
1989 Fire Fighting Facilities 5,000,000
1997 Roads 13,820,000
1997 Library 1,306,000
1999 Civil Justice Center 24.000,000
2001 Roads 475,000,000
2001 Parks 57,871,000
Subtotal - County and Flood Control 671,997,000

1983 Toll Road 17,673,000
Subtotal - Toll Road Authority 17,673,000

Port of Houston

1989 Deepening and Widening of Ship Channel 9.960,000
1999 Port Improvements 287,460,000
Subtotal - Port of Houston 297,420,000

Total Bonds Authorized but unissued as of June 20, 2006 9R7.090,000
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
COUNTY
UNLIMITED ROAD CURRENT DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS
AS OF JUNE 20, 2006
TOTAL COMMERCIAL COUNTY
FISCAL UNLIMITED (ROAD) PAPER UNLIMITED (ROAD)
YEAR GENERAL REFUNDED TOTAL
END OBLIGATION UNLIMITED (ROAD) TAX BOND
FEBRUARY TAX BONDS TAX BONDS (A) DEBT SERVICE
2008 5 43,038,354 11,161,975 % 54,200,329
2009 40,717,966 11,161,975 51.879,941
2010 40,488,316 11,161,975 51,650,291
2011 45,053,741 11,161,975 56,215,716
2012 39,444,579 11,161,975 50,606,554
2013 35,225,079 11,161,975 46,387,054
2014 38,079,829 11,161,975 49,241,804
2015 36,374,929 11,161,975 47,536,904
2016 35,796,691 11,161,975 46,958,660
2017 33,408,891 12,523,225 45,932,116
2018 33,395,854 12,529,225 45,925,079
2019 9,367,079 36,561,475 45,928,554
2020 9,364,297 36,565,700 45,929,997
2021 9,363,222 36,567,250 45,930,472
2022 9,372,835 36,563,500 45,936,335
2023 9,364,290 36,563,750 45,928,040
2024 9,376,500 36,564,750 45,941,250
2025 0 45,942,750 45,942,750
2026 0 0 0
5 477,232,452 390,839,400 § 868,071,852
(A) The debt service shown is the County Unlimited Road Commercial Paper Refunding, Series
2003-B and 2004-B. These two refundings restored the Unlimited Road Commercial
Paper Program to its original capacity. The County is required to levy an annual ad valorem
tax for these bonds within its statutory unlimited tax rate maximum.

Capital Improvement Program -522-



HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

AS OF JUNE 20, 2006

FISCAL TOTAL COMMERCIAL FLOOD CONTROL
YEAR GENERAL PAPER DISTRICT
END OBLIGATION REFUNDED TOTAL
FEBRUARY DEBT DEBT (A) DEBT SERVICE
2008 $ 13,293,406 21,144,338 3 34,437,744
2009 9,699,906 21,146,338 30,846,244
2010 8,981,806 21,148,338 30,130,144
2011 6,582,094 21,146,537 27,728,631
2012 4,270,469 21,147,787 25,418,256
2013 4,059,169 21,147,537 25,206,706
2014 3,860,694 21,148,287 25,014,981
2015 2,353,356 21,144 288 23,497,644
2016 1,183,238 21,145,037 22,328,275
2017 0 21,147,512 21,147,512
2018 0 21,146,088 21,146,088
2019 0 36,129,975 36,129,975
2020 0 31,326.412 531,326,412
2021 0 51,321,850 51,321,850
2022 0 52,939,138 52,939,138
2023 0 52,947,237 52,947,237
2024 0 52,929,625 52,929,625
2025 0 11,361,738 11,361,738
2026 0 0 0
b 54,290,138 541,568,062 3 595,858,200

(A) The debt service shown is the Flood Control District Commercial Paper Refunding, Series 2003-B
and 2004-A. These two refundings restored the Flood Control District Commercial Paper
Program to its original capacity. The County is required to levy an annual ad valorem tax for these
bonds within its statutory limited tax rate maximum. An annual transfer 1s made from the County
established debt service fund for the levied tax collections to the Flood Control District debt
service fund which processes the actual payments.
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
PORT OF HOUSTON AUTHORITY BOND ANALYSIS
AS OF JUNE 20, 2006
APPROVED APPROVED APPROVED
1989 (NON-AMT) 1993 1999 (AMT) TOTAL
PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM APPROVED
WIDENING PORT PORT PROGRAMS
SERIES CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS  IMPROVEMENTS  UNISSUED
ORIGINAL APPROVAL § 130,000,000 150,000,000 JRT000000 5 667,000,000
DECEMBER 15, 1994 1994 (15.000,000) {15,000,000)
DECEMBER 35, 1995 1995 i1 2.000,000) (12,000,000}
MAY 14, 1996 1096-A ( 10,000,000) { 10,000,000
MAY 14, 1996 [996-B (42.000,000) (42,000,000
JULY 9, 1997 1997 i 28,000,000) (28,000,000}
NOWVEMBER 17,1998 1998-4 (81.000,000) (81,000,000
NOVEMBER 17,1998 1998-B ( 7,000,000) ( 7,000,000)
SEPTEMBER 28, 1999  1999-A (14,000,000 (14,000,000)
NOWVEMBER 29,2000 2000-A (12,000,000) ( 12,000,000)
NOVEMBER 29,2001 2001-A (17,300,000) {17,300,000)
NOVEMBER 29,2001 2001-B {70, 000,000} {70,000, 000)
DECEMEBER 12, 2002 2002-A (16, 000.000) { 16,000,000)
SEPTEMBER 8, 2005 (A} 20035-A (29,540,000) (29,540,000)
SEPTEMBER 8, 2005 (B) 2005-B (15.740,000) {15,740,000)
UNISSUED AS OF
JUNE 20, 2006 5 5,960,000 1] 287,460,000 § 297,420,000
A. The Series A amount shown is the refunding bifurcated new money commercial paper principal as caleulated by the
the Office of Financial Planning,.
B. The Series B amount is the refunding commercial paper new money as determined by First Southwest's pricing
packet last page.
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
PORT OF HOUSTON AUTHORITY
DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS
AS OF JUNE 20, 2006
FISCAL TOTAL COMMERCIAL PORT OF HOUSTON
YEAR GEMERAL PAPER AUTHORITY
END OBLIGATION REFUNDED TOTAL
FEBRLUARY DEBT DEBT (A} DEBT SERVICE
2008 28,209,549 2,181,681 § 30,451,230
2009 27,515,862 2,181,681 29697543
2010 26,773,451 2,181,681 28,955,132
2011 24,077,608 2,181,681 26,250 280
2012 22,585,938 2,181,682 24,767,620
2013 22,505,939 2,636,681 25,142.620
2014 22,391,409 2,753,931 25,145,340
2015 19,867,744 5,284,181 25,151,925
2016 19,542,123 5,611.432 25,153,555
2017 19,222,937 3,934,431 25,157,368
2018 18,362,036 6,802,181 25.164.217
2019 16,052,949 9,183,381 25,236,330
2020 18,783,751 6,457,882 25,241,633
2021 20,707,989 4,529,131 25.237.120
2022 20,712,049 4,528,131 25,240,180
2023 20,208,048 4,347,632 24,555,680
2024 12,495,561 3,047.419 15.542 980
2025 7.492.935 0 7.492.935
2026 7,513,035 0 7,513,035
2027 7.535.045 0 7.535.645
2028 1,149.750 { 1.149.750
2029 0 ] 0
383,766,308 72,024 819 § 455,791,127
(A) The debt service shown is the Port of Houston Authority Commercial Paper Refunding
Series 2005-A and 2005-B. These two refundings restored the Port of Houston Authority
Commercial Paper Program to its original capacity. The County 15 required to levy an annual
ad valorem tax for these bonds within its statutory limited tax rate maximum.
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
CAPITAL PROGRAM BUDGET
JUNE 20, 2006
Tax Rates for
Port of Houston Authority
Tax Tax
Year Rate
1984 $  0.00939
1985 0.00765
1986 0.00798
1987 0.00715
1988 0.01091
1989 0.01267
1990 0.01327
1991 0.01531
1992 0.01496
1993 0.01222
1994 0.01316
1995 0.01285
1996 0.01600
1997 0.01959
1998 0.02132
1999 0.02040
2000 0.01830
2001 0.01826
2002 0.01989
2003 0.02000
2004 0.01673
2005 $ 001474
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HARRIS COUNTY
NET TAX REVENUE GENERATED
BY ONE CENT PER 5100 VALUATION - MID RANGE
JUNE 20, 2006

COUNTY
GROSS TAX
TAXABLE REVENUE ANNUAL  ASSESS50R MAXIMUM TAX REVENUE
TAX VALUE .01 RATE PER 3.0% LOSS COLLECTOR NET TAX YEAR I YEAR 2
YEAR BASE 510 VALUE FACTOR 2.0% FEE REVENLUE 95.0%a 5.0%
2005 5 206,027,637.928 20,602,764 618,083 399,694 19,584,987 18,605,738 979,249
2006 214,777 084,776 21,477,708 644, 331 416,668 20,416,710 19395874  L.020.835
2007 224,028,084,776 22,402,808 672,084 434,614 21,296,110 20,231,304 1,064,805
2008 231, 144,084,776 23,114,408 6U3,432 448,420 21,972,557 20873929 1,098,628
2009 242, 475.084.776 24,247 508 727,425 470,402 23,049,682 21,897,197 1,152,484
2010 249,274 084,776 24,927 408 747,522 453,592 23,695,994 22,511,195 1,184,300

The Taxable value base for Tax Year 2003 is from the HCAD updated certified valuation report dated March 18, 2006
plus State Rolling Stock of $37,084,776.

The Taxable value base for Tax Year 2006 1s from the HCAD letter dated September 12, 2005 mid-range, plus
State Rolling Stock of 537,084,776,

Tax Year 2007-2010 values shown are the mid-range from the HCAD Five-year Forecast Report of December 1,
2003, plus the Tax Year 2005 State Rolling Stock of $37,084,776.

FLOOD CONTROL

GROSS TAX
TAXABLE REVENUE  ANNUAL  ASSESSOR MAXIMUM TAX REVENUE
TAX VALUE 1 RATE PER 3.0% LOSS COLLECTOR NET TAX YEAR 1 YEAR 2
YEAR BASE 5100 VALUE  FACTOR 2.0% FEE REVENUE 95.0% 5.0%
2005 § 202,252,920,112 20,225,292 606,759 392,371 19,226,163 18,264,854 961,308
2006 209,327 446,398 20,932,745 627,982 406,095 19,898,667 18,903,734 994,933
2007 216,568,069,346 21,630,807 049, 704 420,142 20,586,961 19,557,613 1,029,348
2008 222199 483 216 22219948 666,598 431.067 21,122,283 20,066,169 1,056,114
2009 231,748,979,859 23,174,898 695,247 449,593 22,030,058 20,928,555 1,101,503
2010 238,441 089,658 23,844 109 715,323 462,576 22,666,210 21,532,899 1,133,310

The Taxable value base for the Tax Year 2005 15 from the HCAD certified tax roll packet dated March 18, 2006
reduced by the Freeport Exemption loss of $3.737.633,040 which became effective January 1., 2005,

The Taxable value base for Tax Year 2006 is from the HCAD letter dated September 12, 2005 mid-range.

Tax Year 2007-2010 values shown are the mid-range from the HCAD Five-year Forecast Report of December 1,
2005 reduced by an annual estimated increasing Freeport Exemption loss.
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HARRIS COUNTY
NET TAX REVENUE GENERATED
BY ONE CENT PER 5100 VALUATION - MID RANGE
JUNE 20, 20046

HOSPITAL DISTRICT
GROSS TAX
TAXABLE REVENUE  ANNUAL  ASSESSOR  MAXIMUM TAX REVENUE
TAX VALUE 01 RATE PER 3.0% LOSS COLLECTOR NET TAX YEAR 1 YEAR 2
YEAR BASE 5100 VALUE FACTOR 1.5% FEE REVENUE 95.0% 5.0%
2005 % 202,252,920.112 20,225,292 606,759 294,278 19,324,255 18,358,042 966,213
2006 209,327 446,398 20,932,745 627,982 304,571 20,000,191 19,000,181 1,000,010
2007 216,568,069.346 21,656,807 649,704 315,107 20,691,996 19657396 1,034,600
2008 222,199 483.216 22,219,948 Hibh, 598 323,300 21,230,050 20,168,547 1,061,502
2009 231,748,979.859 23,174,898 095,247 337,195 22,142,456 21,035,333 1,107,123
2010 238, 441,089,658 23,844,104 715,323 346,932 22,781,854 21,642,761 1,139,093

The Taxable value base for the Tax Year 2005 is from the HCAD certified tax roll packet dated March 18, 2006
reduced by the Freeport Exemption loss of $3,737,633,040 which became effective January 1, 2005,
The Taxable value base for Tax Year 2006 is from the HCAD letter dated September 12, 20035 mid-range.

Tax Year 2007-2010 values shown are the mid-range from the HCAD Five-year Forecast Report of December |,
2005 reduced by an annual estimated increasing Freeport Exemption loss.

PORT OF HOUSTON AUTHORITY

GROSS TAX
TAXABLE REVENUE ANNUAL ASSESS0R MAXIMUM TAX REVENLE
TAX VALUE 01 RATE PER 3.0% LOSS COLLECTOR NET TAX YEAR 1 YEAR 2
YEAR BASE $100 VALUE FACTOR FEE REVENUE 95.0% 5.0%
2005 § 202,252,920.112 20,225,292 606,759 387,124 19,031,409 18,079,839 951,570
2006 209,327,446,398 20,932,745 027,982 3BT, 124 19,717,638 18,731,756 O85,882
2007 216,568,069.346 21,656,807 649,704 387,124 10419979 19398980  1.020,999
2008 222,199, 483.216 22,219,948 Hib6, 598 587,124 20,966,226 19917915 1,048,311
2009 231,748,979.859 23,174,898 695247 587,124 21,892,527 20,797.901 1,094,626
2010 238,441,089.058 23,844,109 715,323 587,124 22,541,662 21414579 1,127,083

The Taxable value base for the Tax Year 2005 is from the HCAD certified tax roll packet dated March 18, 2006
reduced by the Freeport Exemption loss of $3,737.633 (40 which became effective January 1, 2005,
The Taxable value base for Tax Year 2006 is from the HCAD letter dated September 12, 2005 mid-range.
Tax Year 2007-2010 values shown are the mid-range from the HCAD Five-yvear Forecast Report of December |,

2005 reduced by an annual estimated increasing Freeport Exemption loss.

-531-

Capital Improvement Program




Harris County, Texas

CIP - Roads
FY 2006-07 Appropriations Budget
As of 531/2006
Remaining
Available Budget Balance

Adjusted FY 2006-07 Project Allocated Unallocated
Org/ Fund Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Projects Projects
Precinct One--101
Fund 2120, Matrg Street Improvemant 1,868,199 - - 1,124,825 T43.374
Fund 3800, Road Capital Projects 2,308,443 318.207 886,302 303,034 BOO, 00O
Fund 2730, Road Retunding '04B - 2001 Boad'Constr. 16,842,105 5 - - 16,842,105
Fund 38580, 1987 Road/'Refunding 'S8 1,226,197 30,823 79,352 1,115,922 .
Fund 3840, 1997/2001 Road - CF Series © 24,535,208 5,983,845 &,082 857 &.858.403
Precinct 1 totals 45,780,150 5,943,078 10,028,511 2,564 681 27,243 BRD
Precinet Two--102
Fund 3120, Metro Street Improvement 247,215 - 820 - 246,395
Fund 3500, 1875 Road Bond 25,008 - 21,508 - 4.425
Fund 3600, Road Capital Projects 16,563,868 567.482 3,702,542 5.947 411 1,366,433
Fund 3610, Metro Designated Projects 4,000,000 1,145,002 2,854, 598 - -
Fund 3730, Road Refunding '048 - 2001 Road'Constr. 17,965,747 617.215 777,963 8,156,790 2,013,779
Furd 2830, 1987 Road 93 80128 : 80,126 - :
Fund 3850, 1987 Road'Refunding '96 483,272 35,185 426,605 < 21,482
Fund 3940, 1997/2001 Road - CP Series C 38,872,306 2,505,604 14,076,445 16,257,484 5.042.683
Precinct 2 totals 78,258,462 4,960,578 30,341,002 33,361,685 9,595,197
Precinet Three—-103
Fund 3120, Metro Street Improvement 60,648 5 41,234 1,468 18,146
Fund 3500, 1975 Road Bond 271,050 4,130 41,000 225,028 -
Fund 3600, Road Cagital Projects 7901207 72,875 907,679 4,491 189 2.430,064
Fund 3610, Metro Designated Projects 4,132,149 - - 4,132,149 =
Fund 3730, Road Refunding '048 - 2001 Road'Constr. 25157651 3,091,297 18,435,656 3.099.673 531.025
Fund 3830, 1987 Road "93 8.543 - - 8,543 -
Fund 3880, 1987 Road/Pefunding ‘96 7,532 - 12,519 22,284 2729
Fund 3840, 1997/2001 Road - CP Series C 17,658,243 3,611,876 13,458,695 547,672 10,000
Precinct 3 tolals 55,227,932 6,780,278 32,926, 783 12,528,906 2,921,964
Precinct Four-104
Fund 3500, Road Capital Projects 2,680,192 260,072 1,540,574 879,146 "
Fund 3610, Metro Designated Projects 9,974,927 2,185,941 5,407 BE6 2,381,121 -
Fund 3730, Road Refunding '048 - 2001 Road'Constr 35,769,474 = 9,945 662 - 25,843,812
Fund 3830, 1987 Road 93 130,851 - 16,433 114,418 -
Fund 3880, 1987 Road'Refunding '96 629,611 37,815 494,985 96,811 =
Fund 3840, 1997/2001 Road - CF Series © 38,658,733 5,302,194 33,325 554 30,856 -
Precinct 4 tolals 87 863,788 7,786,022 a0, 731,474 3,002 482 25,843,812
All Precincts—101-104
Fund 3120, Metro Sireet Improvement 2,176,262 - 42,054 1,126,293 1,007,915
Fund 2500, 1875 Road Bond 296,987 4,130 62,503 225,928 4,425
Fund 3600, Road Capital Projects 20,474,410 1,218,736 9,017,495 14,641,680 4,506,408
Fund 3610, Metro Designated Projects 18,107,076 3,330,943 8,262,864 6,513,270 i
Fund 3730, Road Refunding '04B - 2001 Road'Constr. 95,754,976 3,708,512 35,559,282 11,256,463 45,230,720
Fund 3830, 1987 Road "93 219,520 - 26,558 122,961 -
Fund 3860, 1987 Road'Refunding ‘96 2.3786,611 103,923 1,013,461 1,235,017 24,211
Fund 3840, 1997/2001 Road - CP Series C 119,724,488 18,103,710 69,973,551 16,836,142 14,811,085
All Precinets totals 268,130,330 26,469,054 124,027,770 51,957,754 65,874, 854

052106 CIPRoadsPots wsB/ 232008
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Harris County, Texas

CIP - Roads
FY 2006-07 Appropriations Budget
As of 5/31/2006
Remalning
Available Budget Balance

Adjusted FY 2006-07 Project Allocated bﬁallmatea
Org / Fund Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Projects Projects
PID-Right of Way—-040
Fund 3840, 1887/2001 Road - CP Senes C 2,230,797 - - 2,230,797
Public Infrastructure B.0.W. Totals 2,230,797 z = 2,230,797
Tunnel & Ferry Precinct 2—105
Fund 3600, Agad Caplial Projects 350,218 7 498 382,720
Tunnal & Ferry Precinct 2 Totals 390,218 74898 382,720
Misc. General Admin.-—=-203
Fled 3120, Melro Street [mprovamean 4,180,699 - . 4,190,693
Fund 3500, 15975 Road Bond o74,303 - - 874,303
Fund 3800, Aoad Caplal Projects 17,938,251 . . 17,938,251
Fund 3610, Metro Designated Projects 1,816,131 - . 1,816,131
Fund 3730, Road Refunding 046 - 2001 Road'Constr, 50,565 = = 50,565 3
Fund 3940, 1997/2001 Road-CP Ser C - Reserve 8,000,465 - - - B,090.466
Fund 3940, 1857/2001 Road-CP Ser C - 51 ROW 6,886,472 - = 6,886,472 =
Mise. General Admin. Tolals 39,546,887 - - 31,456,421 B,090,4668
Fund Totals
Fund 3120, Metro Street Improvemeni &, 366,961 > 42,054 5,316,992 1,007,815
Fund 3500, 1975 Road Bond B71,290 4,130 62,503 BOD.231 4,425
Fund 3600, Aoad Capital Projects 47,802,879 1,226,234 9,400,218 32,579,901 4,586,458
Fund 3610, Metro Designated Projects 19,923,207 3,330,943 B, 262,864 B8,328.404 -
Fund 3730, Road Refunding "04B - 2001 Road'Corstr. 95,805,541 3,708,512 35,554,282 11,307,028 45,230,720
Fund 3830, 1987 Road '93 219,520 : 96,559 122,961 -
Fund 3860, 1987 Road Refunding ‘96 2,276,811 103,923 1,013,481 1,235,017 24.211
Fund 3840, 1887/2001 Road - CF Sernes C 136,832,323 18,103,710 62 873,551 25,8953 411 22 901,551
Tolals 310,288,232 26,477 452 124,410,480 85 844 972 73,765,320

O5310E-CIPReadePeia sis8 2370008
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Harris Counly, Texas

CIP - Parks
FY 2006-07 Appropriations Budget
As of 5/31/2006
Remaining
Available Budget Balance

Adjusted FY 2006-07 Project Allocated Unallocated
Org / Fund Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Projects Projecis
Precinet One--101
Fund 3670 Capital Frojects 3,748,000 - - 3,748,000 S
Fuend 3690 1982 Park Bond 5 ‘82 B33,548 - - 236,551 596,997
Fund 3850 1987 Park Bornd 5 94 B0.543 * . 80,543 =
Fund 3880  Cert of Obg. Series 1994 177697 - 7.050 168,904 1,743
Fund 3330 P/A{Comm Paper) Series B-2001 Park 4,563,278 136,626 447,203 2,012,186 1,967,361
Precinct One Totals 9,403 064 136,526 454,253 6,246,184 2,966,101
Pracinet Two--102
Fund 3850 1987 Park Bornd 5 "94 1,102 - 1102
Fund 3830 Cert of Obg. Series 1994 26,197 - 26,187 - -
Fund 3930 F/I{Comm Paper) Seres B-2001 Park 3,857 143 207 846 1,356,241 75,317 2215739
Precinct Two Totals 3.884.442 207,846 1,385.540 75,317 2,215,739
Precinct Three --103
Fund 3850 1987 Park Bornd 594 1,102,823 107,321 778,472 216,030 -
Fund 3930 F/l{Comm Paper) Seres B-2001 Park 793479 132,925 638,512 21,042 =
Precinct Three Totals 1.896,302 240,246 1,416,984 237,072 =
Precinct Four --104
Fund 3670  Capdal Projects 200114 . 137.228 - G2.8688
Fund 3830 Cert of Obg. Series 1934 72,654 1.3 70762 ] -
Fund 3930 P/{Comm Paper| Serias B-2001 Park 3.582 218 249,045 1,740,165 1,693, 001 -
Precinet Four Tolals 3,865,025 250,973 1,248,157 1,683,002 52588
All Precinets
Fund 3670 Capital Projects 3548114 - 137,226 3,748,000 52,588
Fund 3680 1982 Park Bond 5 82 B33 548 . - 235,551 BGE 997
Fund 3850 1937 Park Bond S 94 1.184 467 107,321 TBO0.574 206,573 -
Fund 3890  Cert of Obg. Series 1924 276,588 1,93 104,008 168,205 1,743
_Ify_ﬂg 3930 Eﬂ{_ﬂmm Papar} Saras B-2001 Park 12,798 116 726,345 4185124 3,701,546 4,183,100
All Precincts Totals 19,038 833 835,597 5,206.833 B, 151,575 4,844,728
Misc. General Admin.—-203
Fund 3680 1982 Park Bond 5 '82 383,683 - - 383,683 =
Fund 3850 1987 Park Band 5 "84 119438 - - 119,438 -
Mizc. General Admin. Totals 503 121 - - 503,121 -
Fund Totala—Parks
Fund 3670 Capilal Projects 3,848 114 . 137,228 3,748,000 62,688
Fund 3690 1982 Park Bond 582 1,217,232 - T 620,235 506,997
Fund 3850 1937 Park Bond 594 1,303,905 107,321 TB0.574 416,011 -
Fund 2800 Cert of Obg. Series 1094 276,588 1,831 104,009 168,205 1,743
Fund 3330 P/{Comm Paper] Series B-2001 Park 12,796,116 726,345 4,185,124 3,680,504 4,204,142
Fund Totals 19,541 065 835,507 5,206,933 8633,655 4 885,770
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Harris County, Texas

CIP - Libraries
F¥ 2006-07 Appropriations Budget
As of 531/2006
Remaining
Available Budget Balance
Adjusted FY 2006-07 Project Allocated  Unallocated
Precinct ! Fund Budget  Expenditures Encumbrances  Projects Projects
Precinct One-101
Fund 3830 Comm Paper 5'B - PA - Libraries
Alding Libeary 13,298 . . 13,298
Stella Link Library 132,485 - 132 485 -
Fund 3330 Comm Paper 5'B - PA - Libraries - Tolal 145,783 - 132 485 13,298
Precinct Three —-103
Fund 3930 Cemm Paper S'B - PA - Libraries 49 550 . . 49,550
Hunagamani Services-203
Fund 3830 Comm Paper 5'B - P - Libearies 412 580 - - 412 580 -
County Engineer-208
Fund 3670 Capital Projects - Libraries
Clear Lake/F reeman Library 70,335 : : 70,335
[Fund 3670 Capital Projects - Libranss - Total 70,335 . . 70,335
Library--285
Fund 3670 Capital Projects - Libranes
Clear Lake/Freeman Library 4 648 . 959 3,680
Fund 2670 Cagital Projects - Libraries - Total 4648 - 959 3,609
Fund 3830 Comm Paper 5 ' B - Pl - Libraries
Clear Lake/Freeman Library 160,267 12,052 145,994 2,241
Cypress Cresk/Bush Library {20 : ; {20}
Balwin Bosttcher Library 312 - - 32
Aldina Library (35 634) - - (36,634}
#aty Library 9,875 2117 8.450 (582}
Tomball Lirary 512,828 2,672 445,001 65,155
High M=adows Library 3327 - 3,204 123
Cy-Far Libwary 64,491 9.848 46,638 8,004
Mew Sarvice Modal 3,066 - - 3,066
Fund 3930 Comrn Paper 5° B - PVl - Libraries - Total FRIEAEFS 26689 G493, 280 41,655
Fund 3960 PAComm Paper) Series A-1 - Libraries
Horizon Library Systam 60z . . G602
Fund 3960 PA{Comm Pager) Sefias A-1 - Libraries - Total 602 . - 02
Fund 2980 PIB Comm Paper Ser D2002 - Libraries
Tomball Library 4 842 364 7442 4,120,045 T14 876
Cylair Library 2,035 . - 2,035
Aldina Libeary 36,834 - - J8,634 -
Fund 3980 PIB Comm Paper Ser D2002 - Libraries - Total 4,881,033 7442 4,120,046 Ta3,545 M
?ntll Library 5603915 34131 4,770,293 795,481
FUMD TOTALS - Libraries.
Fund 3670 Capiltal Projects - Libraries 74,283 ¥ 959 74,024
Fund 3830 Comm Paper 58 - B Libraries 1,325,548 26,6845 TB1,773 517,083
Fund 2860 PI{Comm Paper) Serias A-1 602 . . 602
Fund 3980 PIB Comm Paper Ser D - 2002 4,881,002 7442 4,120,046 753,545
Totals - Libraries 6,282,163 34,131 4,902,778 1,345,354

DEAT0E-CIPPIT L i ac sl SR B00E
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Harris County, Texas
CIP - Flood Contrel District
FY 2006-07 Appropriations Budget

As of 5/31/2006
Remaining
Available Budget Balance

Adjusted FY 2006-07 Project Allocated Unallocated
Fund/Description Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Projects Projects
Flood Control Capital Projects
Fund 3240 Aagional FC Projacts 19,149,059 721,061 o7, 708 1,687 586 15,833,514
Fund 3310 Fleod Control Project Confribution 19,723,242 749,518 5,562,596 4,207 328 9,203,501
Fund 3320 FC Bonds 20044 - Construction 88,653,065 10,857 385 38,366,395 38 585 469 B53 816
Fund 2870  FC Comm Paper Series F--Expandituras 113,871,803 3,658,158 30,248,576 71,147 120 5.518945
Fund 3370  FC Comm Paper Saries F--GrantsTrn-Oul 7.910.068 233,453 - 7.ER5 615 -
Fund 3870 FC Commercial Paper Series F Total 121.890.871 3,892,611 30,246,576 78.832.735 8918949
Fund 7283 FEMA.Allison Hazard Mitigation — Grant 5,278,622 4,538 464 5273622
Flood Control Projects Tolal 294,695,759 16,225,111 72,074,123 123,313,118 40,083 402
Management Services--203 Financial
Fund 3240  Regional FC Projects 56,208 56,208
Fund 3320 FC Bonds 20044 - Construction 13.681 . . 13.681
Fund 3870 FC Gomm Paper Series F 215,707 £ - 215,707
Management Services Total 285,508 - i 285,508
FUND TOTALS
Fund 3240 Regional F/C Projects 19,206,167 721,061 07,798 1,743,794 15,833,514
Fund 3310 Flood Confrol Project Contribution 19,723,242 749,518 5,562,506 4,207 325 9,203,501
Fund 3320 FC Bonds 20044 - Construction BE BEE, 746 10,857 385 38.358,395 38,589,150 B53 818
Fund 3870 FC Commercial Paper Series F 122.106.578 ° 3692611 * 30,246,576 79,048 442 8,918,949
Fund 7283 FEMA-Allison Hazard Mitigation Grant 5278622 4,536 464 = 5273622
FUND TOTALS 254 581 355 16,225 111 75,074,129 123.598. 714 40 083 402

* Includes §7.92M of Budgset for Transfers-Qut to FEMA Fund 72683,
" Includes $233 453 of Actual Transters-Oul fo FEMA Fund 7283,

SN 0E-CIPFInodConiml zlsBR2008
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Harris County, Texas
CIP - Othier Permanent Improvemeants
FY 2006-07 Appropriations Budget

As of 5/31/2006
Remaining
Available Budget Balance
Adjusled FY 2006-07 Praject Allocated Unallocated
Drg ' Fund Budget Expenditures  Encumbrances Projects Projects
Precinct One-101
Fund 3890 Cert of Obg. Series 1934 78,382 S = 79,382
Pracinct One Totals 79,382 - - 79,382
Pracinct Four —104
Fund 3980  PIB Comm Paper Series D - 2002 770,000 - - 770,000
Pracinet Four Totals 770,000 770,000
All Precincts
Fund 3890 Cert of Obg. Series 1954 79,382 78,362
Fund 3980  PIB Comm Paper Serles D - 2002 770,000 7 7 770,000
All Precincts Totals 849,382 - - 849,382
Public Infrastructure--030
Fund 3710 Perm Impr. Series 2002 - Civil Courthousa 91,742 46 467 25,545 19,730
Fund 3890 Cert of Obg. Series 1954 1,727 432 1,458,762 150,640 118,030
Fund 3880 PIB GP Series D - 2002 - Civil Courthause 13,855,113 8,593,309 1,748,010 3,513,780
Fund 39580  PIB CP Series D - 2002 - Juvenile/Othar 11,454, 798 5,089 598 3,775,077 2,580,024
Public Infrastructure Totals 27,128,085 15,198,236 5,689,272 6,231,577
Right of Way-—-040
Fund 3670 Capital Projects 20,000 2.500 17,500
Highi of Way Totals 20,000 - 2800 17,500
Tunnel & Ferry Precinct 2-105
Fund 3980 PIB Comm Paper Series D - 2002 (2444} % % 12,444
Tunnel & Ferry Precinet 2 Totals (2244} (2,444
Facilities & Property Management--293
Fund 3700 CO Seres 2001, Consir-Parking Garage 8,380,110 = f,195.052 7,185,058
Fund 3710 Ferm Impr. Series 2002 - Civil Courthouse 30,000 - - 30,000
Fund 3830  Cert of Obg. Series 1954 2,123,730 E 585,044 1,528,746
Fund 3960 PIKComm Paper) Series A-1 59,303 = = 59,303
Fund 3880 PIB Comm Paper Series D - 2002 4 B16 811 466,704 2800630 1,549,476
Facilities & Property Management Totals 15,410,014 466,704 4,500,726 10,352,583
Management Services/Financial--203
Fund 3670 Capital Projects 45 877 7 7 49 877
Fund 3700 CO Senes 2001, Constr-Parking Garage 22,445 - 22,445
Fund 3710 Perm Impr. Series 2002 - Civil Courthouse 195,993 - 185,993
Fund 3880 CO Series 1998-Baker 5t Jail 72,888 = 72,5088
Fund 3820 Cert of Obg. Series 1994 18,336 - 18,335
Fund 3910  Pi{Comm Paper) Saeries D-1 12312 12,312
Fund 3920 Pi{Comm Paper) Series D-Dome 36,497 36,497
Fund 3960 I{Camm Paper) Series A1 16,364,245 16,364,245
Fund 3980 PIB Comm Papar Serlas D - 2002 54,383 8259 54 383 629 *
Management Services/Financial Totals 73,156,223 = 73,156,223
* Commissioners Courl appraves all future project allacations,
I E-CIPOther Pl O sPois. o s f 2008
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Harris County, Texas
CIP - Other Parmanant Improvemants
FY 2006-07 Appropriations Budgel

As of 5/31/2006
Remaining
Available Budget Balance
Adjusted FY 2006-07 Project Allocated Unallocated
Org / Fund Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Projects Projects:
HC Sports & Convention Corp.--206
Fund 3760 1883T Astrodome Impr. Praj. 337,608 25083 312,525 =
Fund 3910 PA{Comm Paper) Sedes D1-Dome 875,783 B18,605 57,178
Fund 3920 PA{Comm Paper) Seres D-Dama B4B. 412 BED 287 148,124 -
Fund 3880 PIB Comm Paper Seras D - 2002 2,631,038 3.535,038 (904,000)
HC Sports & Convention Corp. Tolals 4,602 842 5,078,014 1385,173)
PID-County Engineer--208
Fund 3670 Capital Projects 541,499 228,200 38,560 274,739 =
Fund 3700 CO Ser 2001, Constr-Parking Garage 11,1B6.851 302,750 298,250 10,585,851
Fund 3960 PA{Comm Paper) Series A-1 1,213,472 83819 716,264 413,389 -
Fund 3980 PIB Comm Papser Series D - 2002 21,494,910 952,855 5,400,902 14,135,150 -
PID-County Engineer Totals 34,436,732 1,573,628 7,453,976 25,409,129 -
Fire & Emergency Services - 213
Fund 3960 PA{Comm Paper) Series A-1 1.541 1,541 =
Fira & Emergency Services Totals 1.541 1.541
Medical Examiner--270
Fund 3980 PA{Comm Paper) Series A-1 111,859 51,450 410 59,969 =
Fund 3980 PIB Comm Paper Series O - 2002 {19,796) - - (19,796)
Medical Examiner Tolals 92.063 51 480 410 40,173 b
Public Health & Environmental Services--275
Fund 3920  PIB Camm Pap-ar Seras D - 2002 478,184 13.828 10,494 453,862 -
Public Health & Environmental Services Totals 478,184 13.828 10,494 453,862
Central Technology--292
Fund 3850 PH{Commy Paper) Series '96A 2,844 126 - - 2,844,126 -
Fund 3960 PA{Com/Paper) Seres A-1 12,142,240 4,534,645 5,624,211 1,983,384 *
Fund 3980 PIB Camm Papear Seras 0 - 2002 200,818 - &0 476 140,339 -
Central Technology Totals 15,187,182 4,534 645 5, 684 GBT 4,967,849 -
Tax Azsessor-Collector--530
Fund 3960 Fi(Comm Paper) Series A-1 375,000 375,000 z
Tax Assessor-Collector Totals 375,000 375,000
District Clerk--550
Fund 3960  PY{Comm Paper) Series A-1 200,750 200,750 - - &
Fund 3980 PIEB Comm Paper Seres D - 2002 2,773,813 643,575 1,185,061 939,177 -
District Clerk Totals 2,974,563 850,325 1,185,061 239177 -
Juvenile Probation--840
Fund 3890 Cert of Obg. Series 1994 2,938,620 2,938,620
Juvenile Probation Totals 2,938,620 2,938,620
Children & Adulis Protective Services--880
Fund 3980  PIE Comm Paper Series [ - 2002 13,397 13,105 292
Children & Adulls Protective Services Tolals 13,387 13,105 282
County Courts—540
Fund 3960 PA(Comm Paper) Series A-1 1.209 1,209 -
County Courts Totals 1,209 - - 1,208 -
SENDE-CIPOthar Pl OrgsPris ds& A 2005
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Harris County, Texas
CIP - Other Permanent Improvements
FY 2006-07 Appropriations Budget

As of 5/31/2006
Remaining
Available Budget Balance
Adjusted FY 200&-07 Project Allocated
Budget Expenditures  Encumbrances Projects

FUND TOTALS

Fund 3670 Capital Projects 611,377 228,200 41,060 342,118
Fund 3700 CO Sernes 2001, Constr-Parking Garage 19,589,407 302,750 1,493,302 17,793,355
Fund 3710 Perm Impr. Serias 2002 - Civil Courthouse 7. 735 46,4867 25 545 245 723
Fund 3760 1988T Astrodome Impr. Praoj. 337.608 - 25,083 312,525
Fund 3BB0 GO Senes 1398-Baker St Jail 72,888 - - T2 888
Fund 3820 Caert of Obg. Seres 1994 6,887,581 1,458,762 745 6E4 4,883,114
Fund 3210 P/ Comm Paper} Series D1-Dome 888,004 818,605 69,450
Fund 3820 P/A{Comm Paper) Seres D-Dome 8a4.909 638 287 185,621
Fund 3850 P/A{Comm Paper) Seres 'S64 2,844,126 . - 2,844 126
Fund 3860 P/A(Comm Paper} Seres A-1 32,469,618 4,870,894 6,340.BB5 21,258,039
Fund 3580 PIB Comm Paper Series D - 2002 112,850,268 15,781,872 19 528,754 77,539 602
Tolals 177,753,591 22 GEE B45 28,718,245 125,346,493

DE3N OG- Ciher Pl CrgePois s BO2000
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