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COURT FAcCILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE:

COURTHOUSE COST REDUCTION SUBCOMMITTEE

OPEN MEETING AGENDA

Open to the Public (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1))
THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED

Date: February 23, 2015
Time: 10:30 a.m. —12:00 p.m.
Location: Teleconference and Web-based

Public Call-In Number:  (877) 820-7831 and enter Passcode: 1027209

WebEx Information: Click here to join WebEx (Meeting number 924 166 219)

Meeting materials will be posted on the advisory body web page on the California Courts website at least
three business days before the meeting.

In accordance with California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(k)(1), written comments pertaining to any agenda
item of a regularly noticed open meeting—which is conducted by Conference Call and WebEx—can be
submitted up to one complete business day before the meeting. For this specific meeting, comments
should be e-mailed to cfac@jud.ca.gov or mailed or delivered to 2860 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 400,
Sacramento, CA 95833 attention: Kristine Metzker. Only written comments received by 5:00 PM on
February 20, 2015, will be provided to advisory body members.

Agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the
indicated order.

l. OPEN MEETING (CAL. RULES OF COURT, RULE 10.75(c)(1))

Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Remarks


https://calcourts.webex.com/mw0401lsp11/mywebex/default.do?service=1&siteurl=calcourts&nomenu=true&main_url=%2Fmc0901lsp11%2Fe.do%3Fsiteurl%3Dcalcourts%26AT%3DMI%26EventID%3D327370112%26UID%3D0%26Host%3DQUhTSwAAAAL312d-GBaR8SAFoJQiLkxjguJyOzoUwIMBd_zeXaLRfhJkqpQRSf9iWuJ2Uh9cvgllGxWSmu9qmUrkd_wVT5Jm0%26FrameSet%3D2%26MTID%3Dm6452de3d4f28ce53dd68f262d19dca3c

Meeting Agenda | February 23, 2015

. DiIsSscussiON AND POsSSIBLE ACTION ITEMS (ITEM1)

Item 1

Los Angeles County—Hollywood Courthouse Modernization: 50 Percent Bridging
Documents Review (Action Required)

Review of 50 percent bridging documents to confirm that project is within budget, scope,
and schedule.

Presenters: Hon. Carolyn B. Kuhl, Presiding Judge, Superior Court of California,

County of Los Angeles

Hon. William F. Highberger, Judge, Superior Court of California, County of
Los Angeles

Ms. Sherri R. Carter, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles

Mr. Scott Shin, Project Manager, Capital Program

Mr. Carey McCleod, Principal, AC Martin

Mr. Doug Fisher, Project Director, AC Martin

Ms. Gail Bouvrie, Design Director, AC Martin

1. ADJOURNMENT

Adjourn
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COURT FAcCILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE:
COURTHOUSE COST REDUCTION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

MINUTES OF OPEN MEETING

November 4, 2014
10:00 AM—4:00 PM
Judicial Council of California — San Francisco Office

Subcommittee
Members Present:

Subcommittee
Member Absent:

Others Present:

Hon. Jeffrey W. Johnson, Chair
Hon. Donald Cole Byrd

Hon. Keith D. Davis

Hon. Samuel K. Feng

Ms. Hon. Robert. D. Foiles
Melissa Fowler-Bradley

Hon. William F. Highberger
Hon. Gary R. Orozco

Mr. Kevin Stinson

Mr. Thomas J. Warwick

Mr. Stephen Castellanos, FAIA

The following Judicial Council staff was present:

Ms. Keby Boyer, Communications

Ms.Eunice Calvert-Banks, Real Estate and Facilities Management
Ms. Gisele Corrie, Capital Program

Ms. S. Pearl Freeman, Capital Program

Ms. Nora Freiwald, Capital Program

Mr. William J. Guerin, Capital Program

Mr. Clifford Ham, Capital Program

Ms. Donna Ignacio, Capital Program

Mr. Chris Magnusson, Capital Program

Ms. Kristine Metzker, Capital Program

Mr. Raymond Polidoro, Capital Program

Ms. Kelly Quinn, Capital Program

Mr. Nick Turner, Real Estate and Facilities Management
Mr. Malcolm Frankin, Office of Security

Ms. Laura Sainz, Real Estate and Facilities Management



Meeting Minutes November 4, 2014

OPEN MEETING

Call to Order and Roll Call
The chair called the meeting to order at 10:00 AM, and Ms. Kristine Metzker, staff to the
subcommittee, took roll call.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ITEMS

ltem 1
Riverside County—New Indio Courthouse: 50 Percent Design Development

Hon. Jeffrey W. Johnson, CCRS chair, introduced the project’s 50 percent design development
presentation indicating it was a follow-up to the May 2014 CCRS meeting during which the 100
percent schematic design development presentation was presented and approved. Although the
project was approved to proceed with design development, the subcommittee mandated four
directives of the project team. The project team presented responses to each of the directives
listed below:

e Provide study information on the durability of louvered glass system.

0 The project team provided samples of the louvered glass system for the members
to view. Similar to all insulated glass, there will be a 10 year warranty on the
proposed glass system. The louvers are made of aluminum and have a marginal
impact on the weight. The louvers are designed to reflect the light out and up.

e Complete further research on the HVAC system alternatives.

o Four options were presented to the subcommittee. The project team recommended
that Option 3-Air Cooled Chiller was the preferred option. According to the
team, although the option has a higher first cost, it has the lowest life cycle cost,
lower operations and maintenance cost, greatest return on investment, lowest
carbon emissions and is smaller in size and runs quieter compared to the other
options.

o0 Although the recommendation is Option 3, the project team informed the
subcommittee that this option also has a premium above the budget that is
currently not included, which results in additional cost to the budget.

e Provide cost analysis of a mechanical penthouse versus impact of leaving HVAC
equipment exposed.

o Further research was conducted by the project team to review whether or not a
penthouse would be beneficial for housing the HVAC equipment. Research
included evaluating the pros and cons, as well the $500,000 cost associated with
including the penthouse. After further review, the project team recommended that
the penthouse be included in the project.

o0 Although the recommendation was to include the penthouse, the project team
confirmed that the project budget cannot accommodate the additional cost.

e Research on what solar power programs are available.

0 The project team conducted further research on photovoltaic panels for the

project; specifically through roof installation and parking lots suspended by
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parking canopies. The analysis included that roof installation has a payback of 55
years and the parking canopies has a payback of 64 years.

0 Based on this economic analysis, the project team did not see it feasible to install
photovoltaic panels.

Aside from addressing the mandates listed above, the project team also provided the 50 percent
design development summary report, updated site plan, elevations and floor plans, project
schedule update and project cost estimate and budget review. Initially the project team reported
that the project was on budget yet two items recommended during the presentation, an upgraded
HVAC system and a mechanical penthouse, were not included in the budget.

Action: The CCRS did not approve the 50 percent design development review. The
subcommittee requested the following of the Riverside—New Indio Courthouse project team:

1. Study options and provide a cost analysis for the HVAC system and the addition of a
mechanical penthouse and provide a life cycle cost analysis for each option.

The information is required prior to the next design review milestone for the project.

Item 2
Imperial County—New EI Centro Courthouse: 50 Percent Design Development

Ms. Kristine Metzker introduced the project’s 50 percent design development presentation
indicating it was a follow-up to the May 2014 CCRS meeting during which the 100 percent
schematic design development presentation was presented and approved. Although the project
was approved to proceed with design development, the subcommittee mandated four directives
of the project team. The project team presented responses to each of the directives listed below:

e Review and redesign the current exit route for the in-custody bus so it does not enter the
parking lot.

0 The project team presented the original exit route and three options to the
members. After reviewing with the Judicial Council security staff, it was
recommended that the best option was the original plan with some revisions,
which included removing all parking in the exit path to avoid in-custody vehicles
being blocked by other vehicles. This exit route allows for a short and direct route
for in-custody vehicles to enter and exit the site. This also preserves the site for
parking and maintains a clear route for fire and/or emergency vehicles to/through
the site.

e Research the feasibility of having solar installed by an outside party at no charge.

0 The project team conducted further research on photovoltaic array over parking
areas. Based on the analysis, the total payback is 67 years and therefore, the
project team did not see it feasible to install photovoltaic panels.

e Reuvisit the court set design by following the 1,700 SF courtroom layout and reorient
access to the jury deliberation so it is not off the public corridor.
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0 The courtrooms have been revised to reflect a 1,700 SF courtroom layout which
resulted in creating a larger spectator area (without increasing the gross floor area
of the courtroom). This shortened the depth of the well and decreased the size of
the court security officer’s desk.

0 The project team also relocated the jury deliberation rooms to be accessed from
the Secure Circulation. This change moved the IDF and Electrical rooms to the
previous locations of the jury deliberation rooms, which were located along the
public corridor.

e Use durable flooring surfaces at the second floor public areas.

o Flooring at the second floor public areas will be a durable material, similar to the

material used in the first floor public areas.

The project team also provided the 50 percent design development summary report, updated site
plan, elevations and floor plans, project schedule update and project cost estimate and budget
review.

Action: The CCRS—with no abstentions and the exceptions of Judge Highberger as an Ex-
Officio, non-voting member and Mr. Stephan Castellanos who was absent—voted unanimously
on the following motion:

1. The 50 percent design development report be accepted—confirming the project is within
budget, scope and schedule and all CCRS directives have been addressed, including those
issued prior to the CCRS meeting of May 7, 2014—and the project team move forward
with completion of design development of the preliminary plans phase, which includes
the submittal of the 100 percent design development report to the subcommittee prior to
obtaining the State Public Works Board approval.

ltem 3
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations

Ms. Kristine Metzker introduced Ms. Laura Sainz, Judicial Council Manager, and Hon.
Benjamin Davidian, Judge with Superior Court of Sacramento County, who facilitated the
discussion.

Ms. Sainz provided background information on the policy issues regarding electric vehicle
charging stations. She informed the group that there has been a rise in the number of electric
vehicle users in courthouses, which has then in turn brought in observations to the use of
courthouse outlets at existing facilities in order to charge these electric vehicles. Some courts
have implemented their own/self funded programs, i.e. Superior Court of Sacramento County.

Ms. Sainz informed the subcommittee that the executive branch has taken an aggressive
approach to supporting electric vehicle chargers, which is an overall policy issue within their
branch and helps implements Executive Order B-18-12, “State agencies shall identify and pursue
opportunities to provide electric vehicle charging stations, and accommaodate future
infrastructure where most cost-effective and appropriate.”
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Ms. Sainz reported that electric vehicle charging stations were presented during the Trial Court
Facility Modification Advisory Committee in May 2014. The committee, at that time, adopted
guidelines that identified courts could fund and install electric vehicle chargers through the court
funded process. The required infrastructure for an existing facility can be expensive and the
charging technology varies depending on the type of car. Another issue is determining who
should have access to the electric vehicle chargers, i.e. judges, staff and /or public.

Although the advisory committee adopted guidelines for existing facilities, the issue of electric
vehicle chargers for the new courthouses still needed to be addressed. Ms. Sainz informed the
group that providing the infrastructure to address changing technology for electric vehicles is
less expensive to include during design and construction, when compared to retrofitting an
existing facility. The cost during construction is minimal. There needs to be further discussion as
to what would be included in the “infrastructure” for the electric vehicle chargers, which could
potentially include the dedicated circuit large enough to handle charging requirements, whether
or not the chargers are going to be on a separate meter, and/or space for the charger and/or actual
charger.

The subcommittee questioned the maintenance costs related to the electric vehicle charging
stations, which would include electricity costs. Ms. Sainz confirmed that the electricity and
charging for the electricity is one of the major issues. She informed the group that there are two
different chargers — dumb and smart chargers. Dumb chargers allow anyone to use the charger
and charge their vehicle; where as smart chargers restrict the users. An access card is required to
use the smart charger. The smart charger user pays a license and an ongoing monthly fee for
accessing the smart charger. Ms. Sainz pointed out that the dumb charger is much less expensive
than the smart charger. Currently, these chargers are typically leased from private companies.

Ms. Sainz recommended that the inclusion of vehicle charging stations be addressed in the next
update of the Trial Court design standards.

Ms. Sainz introduced Judge Davidian, who provided background on how electric charging
stations were installed in an existing courthouse at the Superior Court of Sacramento County.
There the solution was to provide an electric vehicle charging station in the basement of the
building. There is a meter, which reads the gross amount of power used to charge vehicles. An
annual payment is charged to each judicial officer using the chargers that is based on the number
of miles the user travels to the courthouse.

Mr. Malcolm Franklin, Judicial Council Senior Manager, was concerned as to whether or not
there was a way to restrict the use of charging spaces for only electric vehicles, i.e. parking
regulations. The subcommittee questioned as to whether or not there would be any issues with
looking at the possibility of stubbing electricity for adjacent parking locations for jury, etc.
considering that this would be a consideration for the future. Mr. Clifford Ham, Judicial Council
Principal Architect, confirmed that this is something that could be reviewed. The subcommittee
also suggested exploring solar powered charging stations.

5|Page Court Facilities Advisory Committee



Meeting Minutes | November 4, 2014

Action: The CCRS—with no abstentions and the exceptions of Judge Highberger as an Ex-
Officio, non-voting member and Mr. Stephan Castellanos who was absent—voted unanimously
on the following motion:

1. Judicial Council staff to update the Trial Court Design Standards to:

0 Require that infrastructure (conduit only, not charging stations, meters, or wiring )
be included in all capital outlay projects;

0 Address where infrastructure would be installed (i.e. secure parking, staff, public);
and

0 Address implementation issues, i.e. on how to police the spaces.

INFORMATION ONLY ITEMS (NO ACTION REQUIRED)

Info 1

Solar Power Options for Judicial Council Facilities

Ms. Sainz presented the solar power options available for Judicial Council facilities—hew and
existing. For capital projects, solar is usually considered early in the project as part of the
integrated design. Solar/Photovoltaic costs must be included in the overall project budget. The
assumption is that the photovoltaic system is something that is owned by the Judicial Council
and is part of the facility. Ms. Sainz pointed out that the Judicial Council is not eligible for the
Federal Tax Incentive related to solar. When evaluating an existing facility, the project teams
need to determine whether or not it even makes sense to consider solar. Ms. Sainz elaborated on
what items should be evaluated when pursuing solar for existing facilities and in capital projects.

Ms. Sainz also provided information on the payback analysis. She informed the subcommittee
that including a solar system on projects is extremely expensive and therefore determining how
to pay for it has been issue. In order to pay for the smallest system possible, the building needs to
be as energy efficient as possible. The item to consider is determining when the costs will break
even when compared to utility costs, which will depend on the utility provider and rate structure.
There are different funding sources that will pay for the ongoing utility costs and for the solar
system.

Ms. Sainz reiterated most of the discussion regarding solar has been based on a Judicial Council
owned system where the Judicial Council purchases, installs and maintains the system and pays
for the repairs. Ms. Sainz introduced the power purchase agreement option which is a 20 year
lease. This option involves a private party. The private party owns, installs, manages, maintains,
and repairs the system over the 20 year period. The private party will bid on the site based on the
potential to sell electricity back to the grid. They then offer the client a power purchase
agreement. ldeally, the cost of electricity the private party is selling the client is less than what
the client would be paying the local utility. The subcommittee questioned what the cost
difference would be from the Judicial Council owning the system versus through the power
purchase agreement. Ms. Sainz responded that it would be extremely expensive if the Judicial
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Council owned the system. The cost through the power purchase agreement would be
considerably less. The private party is able to take advantage of the Federal Tax Incentive as well
as having the option of selling back to the grid.

The subcommittee also questioned whether the power purchase agreement would be feasible on
new construction for bond funded projects. Ms. Sainz confirmed that a power purchase
agreement could be a possibility if the site itself was purchased with cash and the system was
located on the site, not on the building.

Action: The CCRS—uwith no abstentions and the exceptions of Judge Highberger as an Ex-
Officio, non-voting member and Mr. Stephan Castellanos who was absent—voted unanimously
on the following motion:

1. Recommend exploring options with “obvious” projects, i.e.

Size of building

Climate

Utility Provider

Early in design phase

Consider whether a power purchase agreement will be cost effective

O O0OO0OO0Oo

2. Continue to report back to committee

o0 Analysis impacts on building envelop, mechanical systems, etc.
o Potential break even analysis

Info 2
Discussion of HVAC Systems

Ms. Kristine Metzker introduced this item and Mr. Ham who facilitated the discussion with Mr.
Nick Turner, Judicial Council Manager, Mr. Gary Brennen, Co-President from Syska Hennessy
Group, and Mr. Robert Bohlin, Senior Vice President also from Syska Hennessy Group.

Mr. Turner provided some background on where the typical court building HVAC system is
identified, which is 10 percent of the total construction cost, 20 percent of total operations and
maintenance and life-cycle expense, and is 40-50 percent of total building energy consumption.

Mr. Bohlin briefly summarized for the group that the HVAC systems are included in the relevant
chapters of the Trial Court Facilities Standards. He also added that the HVAC information in the
design standards is very specific to building size and addresses suitability for building climate.

There are different climate zones identified for the state of California. Mr. Bohlin pointed out
that the climate is very important in terms of peak cooling load calculation temperatures, peak
heating load calculation temperatures and the averages within each of the climate zones from a
temperature banding perspective. Mr. Bohlin elaborated on free cooling in the context of climate
zones, which is using the economizer capability of HVAC system to bring a 100 percent outside
air into the building to provide the thermal comfort inside the building. Therefore, the outside
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temperature is suitable without turning on a chiller or a mechanical refrigeration to provide
cooling inside the space. He elaborated on the number of free cooling hours by climate zone for
three systems: Variable Air Volume (VAV), Underfloor Air Distribution (UFAD) and Thermal
Displacement Ventilation (TDV).

Mr. Bohlin discussed how HVAC planning is affected by geometry and massing. Geometry and
massing is important because HVAC equipment sizes, equipment locations, system types, and
energy consumption costs are impacted.

Mr. Bohlin provided examples of central plant systems: water-cooled chiller plant, air-cooled
chiller plant, packaged equipment and district chilled water plants. He also provided examples of
conventional comfort cooling options which include variable air volume (with reheat) and fan
coil units. He introduced innovative comfort cooling options which include displacement
ventilation/UFAD, radiant cooling/heating slabs and surfaces, chilled beams and sails (active and
passive), ground source cooling/heat rejection, variable refrigerant floor/volume (VRF/VRV)
and natural ventilation.

Mr. Ham confirmed that project teams will focus on the following criteria when reviewing
HVAC systems: flexibility/adaptability, reliability, serviceability/maintainability, affordability,
and sustainability.

Info 3

Enhanced Seismic Performance

Ms. Kristine Metzker introduced this item and Mr. Ham who facilitated the discussion with Mr.
Dominic Campi, Principal from Rutherford & Chekene and Mr. Peter Lee, Director from
Skidmore Owings and Merrill. The team’s primary focus was on business continuity by
providing an understanding on how earthquakes affect court facilities, as well as identify a
process that allows staff to consider the seismic performance criteria based on vulnerability, risk
and consequence of business interruption to the superior court facility, caused by seismic activity
at the individual building site.

Mr. Ham provided background information on the Trial Court Facilities Standards which
requires that a choice be made between normal or enhanced seismic performance criteria.

Mr. Lee elaborated on the intent of seismic performance objective in the standards, which
included the following:

e Normal seismic performance objective—intended to be the code-minimum design
criteria. The emphasis here is on cost-effective and well designed solutions.

e Enhanced seismic performance objective—better than the code-minimum design criteria.
The level of performance is not well-defined.

e Design goal is to achieve better performance without significant cost increases.

e Emphasis is on non-structural components where majority of damage is expected.
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e Life-cycle costs analysis to help inform the long-term decision making.

Mr. Campi provided additional information regarding building code earthquake performance
goals. According to the code, the goal is to design a building with an acceptable level of public
safety for the community. He also added that part of the goal is to try to have as few buildings
(less than 10 percent) collapse in the maximum expected earthquake shaking and try to protect
loss of life at extreme events. When reviewing court buildings, there is already some degree of
enhanced performance as courts are recognized as being a public assembly occupancy. The code
requires for public assembly occupancies with more than 300 people that the building be
designed to be stronger and stiffer than a typical building to try to reduce the damage that occurs.
Mr. Campi elaborated on some examples of earthquake damage and what it causes, as well
earthquake damage prevention.

Mr. Lee explained that a new initiative that establishes an Earthquake Performance Rating
System which is scheduled to be launched under the newly formed US Resiliency Council. The
system defines three dimensions addressing earthquake safety, repair cost and functional
recovery or the time to regain function. He also elaborated on the process and functional
recovery rating which is still in the process of being finalized.

Mr. Lee discussed the some of the considerations in design of Judicial Council court buildings,
which included identifying key project criteria and vulnerabilities, evaluate functional recovery
and relative cost impacts, and integrating seismic performance objective into the courthouse
design process. He also described the relationship between seismic risk assessment and life-
cycle cost analysis on normal versus the enhanced seismic performance. The risk assessments
involve many uncertainties and assumptions. It is important to emphasize that the relevant
performance in comparing the normal versus enhanced is relatively good performance. There are
a lot of assumptions in all earthquake analysis, but there are also clear indications on which
system is performing better than another system.

Mr. Ham proposed that at the end of programming/ site selection, the project advisory group,
architectural team, and capital program office make a recommendation after having evaluated the
criteria and vulnerabilities about whether or not enhanced seismic performance should be
evaluated for the project; having to do with the susceptibility to building interruption and
problems that particular court might have. During schematic design, if looking at enhanced
seismic design performance , multiple systems are put forth conceptually, estimated, run through
the process that FEMA has modeled and during design development the life-cycle cost analysis
is run and if beneficial to the Judicial Council, then the team determines whether to go with
enhanced or normal.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM.
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Hollywood Courthouse Modernization CCRS Capital Project Status Report
Judicial Council of California February 23, 2015
Operations and Programs Division

Capital Program

Executive Summary of Project Status at 50 Percent Bridging Documents
At 50 percent Bridging Documents, the project status is as follows:
1.1 Scope—the project is within the approved scope, as described below.
1.2 Budget—the project is within budget.
1.3 Schedule—the project is on schedule for construction starting immediately after
Department of Finance (DOF) and State Public Works Board (SPWB) approval.
Background
2.1. Budget Year 2009/2010—initial project authorization:
« Project first submitted as part of SB 1407 funding for a new capital project,
New Mental Health Courthouse.
. Original total Project budget: $ 82,549,000.
2.2. Budget Year 2012/2013:
- Building gross square feet of 43,445 with no county space included.
« Authorized total Project budget: $84,239,000.
2.3. Budget Year 2014/2015:

« Scope of the project changed to renovate and expand the existing
underutilized Hollywood Courthouse utilizing design build project delivery
method instead of building a new courthouse on a new site.

« Building gross area of 45,000 square feet to include some county space.

« New authorized total project budget: $47,273,000.
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Hollywood Courthouse Modernization CCRS Capital Project Budget Status Report
Judicial Council of California February 23, 2015
Operations and Programs Division

Capital Program

3. Project Update:

The proposed project will utilize a design-build project delivery method. In June 2014,
Judicial Council of California approved and adopted design build performance criteria
and design build team selection process. Currently, bridging documents are in progress
by AC Martin & Partners architects, and the project is submitted for 50% Bridging
Documents approval.

During this phase, one peer review has been conducted. Judicial Council planning,
facilities, security, and architectural/project management staff were engaged to provide
input to the design. This peer review regimen will continue in a manner consistent with
the policies and procedures that have been established to guide the process.

4. Schedule

The target completion date for Bridging Documents is April 2, 2015. The following
schedule shown below has been updated to reflect current planned activities.

a b c d e f
Current Authorized Current Schedule
Schedule FY 14/15
Percent
Phase Start Date  Finish Date Start Date Finish Date Complete

Site Selection ... 5/17/2010  12/1/2013 5/17/2010 n/a n/a
Site ACQUISILION .....coeviieiieceee, 12/2/2013  6/30/2014 12/2/2013 5/28/2015 90%
Bridging Documents (Prelim Plans)...... 7/1/2014 - 10/22/14 4/2/2015 50%
Design Build Award - 12/9/2014 7/12/2015 7/12/15 0%
Construction (Design Build).................. 4/2/2015 6/6/2017 7/13/15 6/30/17 -
MOVE-IN .ot 6/7/2017  8/15/2017 2/25/18 7/30/17 -
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Hollywood Courthouse Modernization CCRS Capital Project Budget Status Report
Judicial Council of California February 23, 2015
Operations and Programs Division

Capital Program

5. Status of Hard Construction Cost Budget and 50% Bridging Documents Estimate

Below is a summary of the legislatively authorized amount and the current cost estimate
for the project. The current estimate recognizes the revised scope of the project from a
new courthouse to a renovation/expansion of the existing Hollywood Courthouse and
furthermore the county’s space in the building.

The current project is approximately 47,980 square feet. The county portion of the project
represents 10,574 square feet, and the county has agreed to enter into a lease agreement
for the county space. Payment for the lease and the county’s tenant improvement will
include a cash payment that will offset the cost of the project. The revised current project
hard construction cost budget is as follows.

5.1. Design-to-Budget Calculation (Design — Build Delivery Method)

Original Hard Construction Cost W/0 FF&E ........c.cccceveviviiiieiccecce e $ 26,258,319
Data, Communication and SECUILY .........ceverererierrsese e eeeere e enees $ 765,000
CCCH AGJUSEMENT ...ttt a bt n bt n b b nnans $ 0

Original Design-to-Budget $ 27,023,319

With County Funding Contribution

Original Design t0 BUGEL.........ccceiviuiiiiiiicriceceee et $ 27,023,319
County Funding ContribUtioN ...........c.ccoeviiiiiieiiccc e $ 4,824,000*
CCCT AGJUSEMENT ...ttt ettt se s e e sn e $ 0

Revised Design-to-Budget $ 31,847,319

*This amount is based on total county funding contribution of $6,064,000 for 10,574
square feet of space, subtracted by the county’s equity of $1,240,000 in the existing
Hollywood Courthouse.

5.2.  Summary of Design-to-Budget at 50% Bridging Documents

At 50 percent Bridging Documents phase, the project team confirms that the
project is within budget.
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2- Project Background

- Conditions at the existing Mental Health Court
- Re-working underutilized building has cost benefit

- Co-location of LA county justice partners for
operational efficiency and productivity

e LA County paying up front its share of capital
expense

- LA County paying its share of building operations
cost via long-term lease, no ownership as such

« Design build project delivery to save time and cost



3- Project Status Summary

- Renovation & expansion of the existing Hollywood
Courthouse approved by CCRS in February 2014 to
replace the existing Mental Health Court

« FY14-15 Budget Act approved included Hollywood
Court Modernization

e Design build performance criteria and design build
team selection process approved by the Judicial
Council of California in June 2014

- County space program finalized and lease
agreement to be executed

- Bridging documents in progress by AC Martin



Project Comparison

FY12-13 Authorized Project
New Construction & New
Site

FY14-15 Current Authorized
Design Build Project
Hollywood Courthouse
Modernization

Courtrooms 3 Courtrooms w/ possible future | 3 Jury courtrooms and 1 non-
addition of 2 more jury courtroom

Total building gross area | 43,445 Sq ft. 47,982 Sq ft.

Court gross area 42,285 Sq ft. 37,408 Sq ft.

County gross area 1,160 Sq ft. “hoteling” only 10,574 Sq ft.

Land to be acquired

4.27 acres for $33,457,000

None; reuse existing building
and land

Authorized budget $84,239,000 $47,273,000 + County’s
$5,607,000 capital contribution
= $52,880,000

Savings +$30 million




Space Program Summary

Program Area Description Gross Area (Sqg Ft)
Public Area 3,676
Court Sets 14,100
Judicial Chambers & Support 2,954
Court Operations 660
Clerk’s Office 3,833
Court Administration 1,499
Sheriff Operations 1,348
In-Custody Holding 4,488
Building Support 4,850
Court Total 37,408
County Total 10,574

(District Attorney, Public Defender,
County Counsel, Dept of Mental Health)
Building Total 47,982
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4- Site Location
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Site Context
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Site Plan
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5- Sustainability Approach

- Re-Use of Existing Courthouse & developed site
- Energy efficient HVYAC & lighting systems

- Energy efficient building enclosures

- Increased daylighting to improve productivity

- Water efficient irrigation and plumbing systems
e CALGreen/ Title-24

16



6- Site & Building Security

- There will be many individual holding cells because
predominant custody type is a “keep away”.

e Provide in-custody MD interview spaces +
attorney/client interview booths.

- Two holding control rooms: 1st floor to monitor
holding/sally port, and 2" floor to monitor
cells/inmate movement.

17



Site & Building Security

Weapons screening at main entrance for visitors and
at rear entrance for court and county staff.

In-custody inmates will be delivered via vehicle
through a secure Sallyport to holding

Persons civilly committed arrive by ambulance or
van and go through public screening to secured
waiting room (new).

Proper separation of (a) court-exclusive space, (b)
county-exclusive space, (c) public spaces, and (d)
criminal in-custody circulation.

18



/- Building Systems:
Structural System

Existing condition

- Lateral System Deficiencies, south shear walls
Retrofit & Expansion Scheme

- Foundations maximize original approach

- New reinforced concrete shear walls

- Roof — New openings for skylights

Need new front wall for both structural and expansion
Need to support main rear wall at basement level

19



Building Exterior Views

Existing Hollywood Blvd
4 Public frontage

Remove facade for South
expansion

Replace & enlarge Sallyport
and Holding area North

%, Existing Carlos Street
Secure frontage

20



Exterior Design Approach

- Represent the dignity of the Court

« Convey a welcoming environment for the
specific Court clientele

- Adapt to the complex urban environment and
foster a positive addition to the neighborhood
setting

« Use durable and cost effective materials

21



MEP Systems (tentative)

- Energy use reduction and enhanced human
comfort

- Variable air volume terminals

- Lighting, Power, IT distribution replacement
- High water efficiency plumbing fixtures

- New high efficiency hot water heater

- Improved storm drain discharge & retention

- Fire Sprinkler, each floor with control valve &
tamper switch

22



8- Summary of Design
Peer Review

« Design Peer Review was conducted on
February 6, 2015.

23



O- Project Cost Estimate &

Budget Review

FY14-15 Hard Construction Cost w/o FF&E $26,258,319
Data, Communication and Security $765,000
CCCI Adjustment $0

Original Design-to-Budget | $27,023,319
With County Funding Contribution
FY14-15 Design-to-Budget $27,023,319
County Funding Contribution $4,824,000*
CCCI Adjustment $0

Revised Design-to-Budget | $31,847,319

* This amount is based on total county funding contribution of $6,064,000 for
10,574 square feet of space, subtracted by the county’s equity of $1,240,000 in

the existing Hollywood Courthouse.

24



Project Schedule

« CCRS approval 50% Bridging

« CCRS approval 90% Bridging
- Lease agreement with county
» CCRS approval 100% report

- DOF & SPWB approval
- Design build selection
- Design build contract award

- Construction complete

February 23, 2015
March 24, 2015
March 31, 2015
Mid-April 2015
May 8, 2015

June 19, 2015
July 20, 2015
June 30, 2017

25



10- Approvals

- Recommendation:
Approval by the CCRS of 50% bridging design

26
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Considerations for New California Courthouses Opening Statewide

Hollywood (Mental Health)

i. LOCATION REVIEW
This project is an adaptive reuse project of the existing Hollywood court facility, and a
transfer of the mental health calendar from the current location. The current facility is
inadequate to accomplish the growing mental health calendar, and is in poor physical
condition. It will close when this project is complete.

The current Hollywood facility is in minimal use, and its functions will be relocated to
other facilities.

ii. CONSOLIDATION OF FACILITIES
The current mental health court facility will be relocated to the remodeled Hollywood
courthouse. There is minimal screening installed in the current facility. The new court
will accomplish full package and weapons screening.

ilii. CONDITIONS OF CURRENT FACILITIES
The current facility is overcrowded, out-of-date and difficult to secure. It has inadequate
parking and is located in an industrial area with no amenities or support facilities.

iv. EACILITY OVERVIEW
The new courthouse will have three jury courtrooms plus one non-jury courtroom. It will
have space for the District Attorney, Public Defender, County Counsel plus Public
Guardian (shared with Public Defender), as well as a separate office to an Alternate
Public Defender and the Mental Health Court Linkage Program.

v. CENTRAL HOLDING
The new facility will include a central holding area staffed by the sheriff’s department
operating the central control room. Additionally, there will be individual holding cells
and a small control room located on the second floor to service the two upstairs
courtrooms. The nature of this court calendar requires individual holding cells at a higher
proportion than usually indicated by the matrix. The volatility, medical limitations and
incompatibility preclude the use of group holding cells.

vi. HOLDING CONTROL ROOM
This facility will include two holding control stations. The first-floor station will control
processing of in-custody inmates transported to the facility and coordinate activity within
the bifurcated main holding area.

Office of Security, Judicial Council of California



Vii.

viii.

The second-floor holding control station will coordinate in-custody transportation and
movement within the courtroom spaces.

BUILDING SECURITY CONTROL ROOM

Building security control activities will be monitored by the Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department (LASD) “Watch Deputy” assigned to the facility, from within the
Sheriff’s staff office. No separate building security control room is planned.

WEAPONS SCREENING

The new facility will provide for a full security screening station at the main entrance to
the courthouse, including magnetometer and package x-ray. There will be an additional
screening station installed at the rear of the building, where it is anticipated most of the
court employees and County staff occupying the non-court space will enter. It is
anticipated that this station will be staffed primarily during the morning employee arrival
hours, after which it will be secured, and staff will use the main entrance the remainder of
the day.

INMATE ACCESS SYSTEMS AND TRANSPORTATION

In-custody inmates will be transported to the court facility primarily by LASD busses and
vans. A secure vehicle sally port provides entrance directly into the main holding area.
Inmates will be conveyed to courtrooms via a designated custody elevator within central
holding.

Non-custody defendants may be transported via ambulance or private medical vehicle.
These persons will by off-loaded and screened at the main entrance.

OTHER COMMENTS
This facility remodel is unique in the Los Angeles system, and will approach its operation
based upon the needs of the specific calendar it serves.

Office of Security, Judicial Council of California
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