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COURT FACILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

OPEN MEETING AGENDA

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

Date: August 11, 2016

Time: 10:00 a.m.—10:30 a.m. — Registration
10:30 a.m.—3:00 p.m. — Court Facilities Advisory Committee

12:00 p.m.—12:45 p.m. — Anticipated Lunch Break

Location: 455 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Third-Floor — Malcolm M. Lucas Board Room

Public Call-In Number: (877) 820-7831 and enter Passcode: 7004216

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

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

Approval of Minutes

Approve minutes of the Court Facilities Advisory Committee meetings held on
March 3, 2016, and June 28, 2016.

. PuBLIC COMMENT (CAL. RULES OF COURT, RULE 10.75(K)(2))

Members of the public requesting to speak during the public comment portion of the
meeting must place the speaker’s name, the name of the organization that the speaker
represents if any, and the agenda item that the public comment will address, on the public
comment sign-up sheet. The sign-up sheet will be available at the meeting location at
least one hour prior to the meeting start time. The Chair will establish speaking limits at
the beginning of the public comment session. While the advisory body welcomes and
encourages public comment, time may not permit all persons requesting to speak to be
heard at this meeting.


http://www.courts.ca.gov/cfac.htm
mailto:cfac@jud.ca.gov
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Written Comment

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 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 455 Golden Gate
Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102, attention: Chris Magnusson. Only written comments
received by 5:00 PM on August 10, 2016, will be provided to advisory body members.

[Il. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ITEMS (ITEM 1)

ltem 1

Status of SB 1407 Courthouse Capital Projects

Status update and decisions as to each of the active SB 1407 capital projects in the
Judicial Branch Courthouse Construction Program.

Presenter: Mr. Mike Courtney, Director, Capital Program
V. ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING
Adjourn

2|Page Court Facilities Advisory Committee
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COURT FACILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF OPEN MEETING

March 3, 2016
11:45 AM -3:15 PM
Judicial Council of California — San Francisco Office

Advisory Body Hon. Brad R. Hill, Chair
Members Present: Hon. Patricia M. Lucas, Vice-Chair (by phone)

Hon. Donald Cole Byrd
Mr. Stephan Castellanos, FAIA
Hon. Keith D. Davis
Hon. Robert. D. Foiles
Ms. Melissa Fowler-Bradley
Hon. William F. Highberger
Hon. Steven E. Jahr (Ret.) (by phone)
Hon. Jeffrey W. Johnson
Hon. Laura J. Masunaga
Mr. Stephen Nash
Hon. Gary R. Orozco
Hon. David Edwin Power (Ret.)
Ms. Linda Romero Soles
Mr. Kevin Stinson (by phone)
Hon. Robert J. Trentacosta
Mr. Thomas J. Warwick, Jr.

Advisory Body Mr. Anthony P. Capozzi

Members Absent: Mr. Larry Spikes
Mr. Val Toppenberg (participated by phone for a portion of the meeting; did not vote on any motions)
Others Present: The following Judicial Council staff/others were present:
Hon. Andrew S. Blum, Presiding Judge, Superior Court of Lake County
Hon. Michael S. Lunas, Assistant Presiding Judge, Superior Court of California, County of Lake
Hon. Stephen Owen Hedstrom, Judge, Superior Court of California, County of Lake
Ms. Krista LeVier, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Lake County
Mr. Darrell Petray, Construction Manager, Plant Construction
Hon. James E. Herman, Presiding Judge, Superior Court of Santa Barbara County (by phone)
Mr. Darrell E. Parker, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Santa Barbara County (by phone)
Ms. Angela Braum, Criminal Operations Manager, Superior Court of Santa Barbara County (by phone)
Mr. John Ruble, Partner, Moore Ruble Yudell Architects
Mr. Jonathan Broomfield, Senior Estimator, Rudolph and Sletten, Inc.
Mr. Rick Lloyd, Vice President, Basis
Mr. Chris McClean, Principal, Buro Happold Engineering
Mr. Simon Painter, Associate Principal, Buro Happold Engineering

Ms. Barbara Chiavelli, Capital Program

Ms. Natalie Daniel, Finance

Ms. S. Pearl Freeman, AIA, Capital Program
Ms. Nora Freiwald, Capital Program

Mr. William J. Guerin, Capital Program

Ms. Angela Guzman, Finance

Ms. Donna Ignacio, Capital Program

Mr. Chris Magnusson, Capital Program

Mr. Bruce Newman, Capital Program

Ms. Kristine Metzker, Capital Program

Ms. Deepika Padam, Capital Program

Mr. Raymond Polidoro, Capital Program

Ms. Kelly Quinn, Capital Program

Ms. Millicent Tidwell, Chief Operating Officer
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Meeting Minutes | March 3, 2016

OPEN MEETING

Call to Order, Roll Call, and Approval of Meeting Minutes

The chair called the meeting to order at 11:45 AM, and roll was taken. The advisory committee voted
unanimously (with the abstention of all members absent from the February 2016 meeting, and the
exceptions of Hon. Donald Cole Byrd and Hon. William F. Highberger, as Ex-Officio, non-voting
members, and of the members who were absent as shown above) to approve the minutes from its meeting
held on February 3, 2016.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ITEM (ITEMS 1-2)

Iltem 1
Lake County—New Lakeport Courthouse: Project Review

Ms. S. Pearl Freeman, AlA, Judicial Coucil Capital Program Manager, introduced the project team for the
New Lakeport Courthouse: Hon. Andrew S. Blum, Presiding Judge, and Ms. Krista LeVier,

Court Executive Officer, from the Superior Court of Lake County; Mr. Darrell Petray,

Construction Manager, from Plant Construction; and Ms. Deepika Padam, Senior Project Manager, from
the Judicial Council Capital Program. Also, and consistent with the PowerPoint slides included in the
project materials that were posted on line for public viewing in advance of the meeting, Ms. Freeman
presented an overview of the project’s budget history.

Consistent with the powerpoint slides included in the project materials, Ms. Padam presented the project
options that had been studied—the L-shaped and Rectangular schemes—including their cost analyses and
components of their budget shortfalls (i.e., costs associated with the site [topography and poor soils],
California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] mitigation measures, under-estimated general conditions,
and converged network integration):

L-shaped Scheme: It was last reviewed and approved by the Court Facilities Advisory Committee’s
(CFAC) Courthouse Cost Reduction Subcommittee (CCRS) in January 2014, which allowed the
project to proceed into the Working Drawings phase. Following the January 2014 CCRS meeting, the
project team developed a pre-Working Drawings set to develop an accurate cost estimate based on
CCRS direction and performed an extensive value engineering exercise, which included a study of all
building systems and site requirements to reduce costs to the project’s design-to-budget of

$27.8 million. This value engineering exercise was able to reduce the budget by $3.8 million but with
a remaining shortfall of $4.7 million in addition to $1.4 million for CEQA mitigation measures, which
had been identified since the January 2014 CCRS meeting, this scheme’s cost estimate resulted in a
$6.1 million design-to-budget shortfall.

Rectangular Scheme: This alternative had been developed with the intent to save project costs, as it
reduced the project’s size by approximately 1,600 building gross square feet due to its compactness of
layout. At the end of its design, there was still a design-to-budget shortfall, which totaled $3.9 million.
In order to preserve the same schedule as the L-shaped scheme, so the project would start construction
in June 2017, this scheme required additional design fees of $0.4 million to be fast-tracked. With the
budget shortfall, additional design fees, and the costs of $1.7 million for CEQA mitigation measures,
this scheme’s cost estimate resulted a $6.0 million design-to-budget shortfall.
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In addition to the information contained within the materials, Ms. Padam made the following comments:

e the project site scored highest in the site selection process, its CEQA analysis occurred after its
selection had been determined (which was a process consistent with site selection of properties for
courthouse capital projects), and it was acquired for $1.1 million;

o the City of Lakeport indicated it could not pay for the cost of the access road to the site, and in
addition, the city is being provided right-of-way access by the state so it may continue the access road
as a city street further south of the site at a time when city budget conditions improve; and

e should the project be delayed by six months and miss a scheduled construction bond sale, increase to
the project budget would be approximately $500,000.

Judge Blum presented the superior court’s need for the project, spoke to the cost-cutting effort of the

value engineering process, indicated that present in the boardroom were Hon. Michael S. Lunas, Assistant

Presiding Judge, and Hon. Stephen Owen Hedstrom, Judge, from the Superior Court of Lake County, and

asked that the advisory committee fund the project so it could move forward. He also indicated that the

following in regard to sites for the project:

e the original site selection process revealed approximately 35 sites based on the project’s sizing criteria
and that the majority of these were eliminated because of their location within the 100-year
floodplain;

e the site that had scored second in the site selection process—an old bowling alley facility—was
located outside of the 100-year floodplain and had been for sale above fair market value at
approximately $3 million. The state could not acquire the property due to the large discrepancy
between the appraised value and the asking price;

e the site that had scored third in the site selection process, which was nearby the county jail facility,
became unavailable and is currently being built on by the county to expand the existing jail; and

e it would not be a cost savings to identify a brand new site within the county and start the entire project
over, including a complete redesign.

Hon. William F. Highberger indicated that the budget shortfall information, particularly on the site and
CEQA mitigation measures, was new to the advisory committee, and that overall, this was the second
budget overrun the committee was being asked to endorse. He noted that the advisory committee did not
have enough information to determine whether or not they would be approving the most cost effective
project for the Superior Court of Lake County.

Hon. Brad R. Hill, chair, stated that the diffculty with moving the project forward with its cost overrun is
that it would come at the detriment of slowing or stopping another capital project(s) and so it is necessary
that all possibilities be explored for the reduction of the project’s design-to-budget.

Action: The advisory committee—with the exception of Hon. Donald Cole Byrd and

Hon. William F. Highberger, as Ex-Officio, non-voting members, the three members who were absent as
shown above, and three members who voted in opposition (Hon. Steven E. Jahr [Ret.],

Hon. Laura J. Masunaga, and Mr. Stephan Castellanos, FAIA)—voted to approve the following motion:

1. All work on the project’s Working Drawings be suspended, except to study alternatives and project
costs, and Judicial Council staff prepare a report—within six months or less—for review by the CFAC
and the CCRS on all options to reduce costs.
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Iltem 2
Santa Barbara County—New Santa Barbara Criminal Courthouse: Project Review

Hon. James E. Herman, Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County, presented the
superior court’s need and site background for the New Santa Barbara Criminal Courthouse project as well
as introduced the members of the project team that (including himself) participated by phone:

Mr. Darrell E. Parker, Court Executive Officer, and Ms. Angela Braum, Criminal Operations Manager,
from the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County.

Ms. Nora Freiwald, Judicial Council Project Manager, introduced the team members present in the board
room: Mr. John Ruble, Partner, from Moore Ruble Yudell Architects; Mr. Jonathan Broomfield, Senior
Estimator, from Rudolph and Sletten, Inc.; Mr. Rick Lloyd, Vice President, from Basis; Mr. Chris
McClean, Principal, and Mr. Simon Painter, Associate Principal, from Buro Happold Engineering; and
Mr. Raymond Polidoro, Manager, from the Judicial Council Capital Program. Also, and consistent with
the powerpoint slides included in the project materials that were posted on line for public viewing in
advance of the meeting, she presented the project’s cost estimate at 100-percent schematic design
including the components of the budget shortfall (i.e., affected base building construction due to code
changes over time, demolition and phased construction, converged network integration, and local market
conditions of increased demand for labor and materials).

Consistent with the powerpoint slides included in the project materials, Mr. Ruble presented the various
aspects of the project’s 100-percent schematic design, including siting, security, and landscaping, building
design and systems and interior and exterior materials, courtroom layouts, and project sustainability and
LEED certification. At the advisory committee’s direction, his presentation also addressed some of the
restrictions and requirements placed on the project owing to its location in the City of Santa Barbara and
the cost implications that arose.

Mr. Polidoro discussed the value engineering exercises, with the input of Rudolph and Sletten, Inc., that
have taken place since the completion of the project’s 100-percent schematic design last summer because
of the project’s budget shortfall, and expressed the project team’s intent to improve upon those exercises
and the rough order of magnitude budget shortfall as the project moves into design development of its
design phase.

Hon. Jeffrey W. Johnson stated that the diffculty with moving the project forward with its cost overrun is
that it would come at the detriment of slowing or stopping another capital project(s) and so it is necessary
that all possibilities be explored for the reduction of the project’s design-to-budget.

Action: The advisory committee—with the exception of Hon. Donald Cole Byrd and

Hon. William F. Highberger, as Ex-Officio, non-voting members, the three members who were absent as
shown above, and Hon. Brad R. Hill and Hon. Steven E. Jahr (Ret.) who were also absent to vote on this
item—voted to approve the following motion:

1. All work on the project’s Preliminary Plans be suspended, except to study alternatives and project
costs, and Judicial Council staff prepare a report—within six months or less—for review by the CFAC
and the CCRS on all options to reduce costs.
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ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 3:15 PM.

Approved by the advisory body on

5|Page Court Facilities Advisory Committee
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COURT FACILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF OPEN MEETING

June 28, 2016
10:30 AM -1:30 PM
Judicial Council of California — San Francisco Office

Advisory Body Hon. Brad R. Hill, Chair
Members Present: Hon. Patricia M. Lucas, Vice-Chair

Hon. Donald Cole Byrd
Mr. Anthony P. Capozzi
Mr. Stephan Castellanos, FAIA
Hon. Keith D. Davis
Hon. Robert. D. Foiles
Ms. Melissa Fowler-Bradley
Hon. William F. Highberger
Hon. Steven E. Jahr (Ret.)
Hon. Jeffrey W. Johnson
Hon. Laura J. Masunaga
Mr. Stephen Nash
Hon. Gary R. Orozco
Hon. David Edwin Power (Ret.)
Ms. Linda Romero Soles
Mr. Larry Spikes
Hon. Robert J. Trentacosta
Mr. Thomas J. Warwick, Jr.

Advisory Body Mr. Kevin Stinson
Members Absent: Mr. Val Toppenberg

Others Present: The following Judicial Council staff/others were present:

Ms. Rebecca Fleming, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Stanislaus County
Mr. Jose Octavio Guillen, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Sonoma County
Mr. Darrel E. Parker, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Santa Barbara County
Mr. Jason Haas, Budget Analyst, State Department of Finance

Ms. Eunice Calvert-Banks, Real Estate and Facilities Management

Mr. Mike Courtney, Capital Program

Ms. Natalie Daniel, Finance

Ms. Kim Davis, Capital Program

Ms. S. Pearl Freeman, AlA, Capital Program

Ms. Angela Guzman, Finance

Mr. Martin Hoshino, Administrative Director

Ms. Donna Ignacio, Capital Program

Mr. Chris Magnusson, Capital Program

Ms. Kristine Metzker, Capital Program

Ms. Leslie G. Miessner, Legal Services

Mr. Raymond Polidoro, Capital Program

Ms. Kelly Quinn, Capital Program

Ms. Lynette Stephens, Finance

Mr. Zlatko Theodorovic, Finance

Ms. Millicent Tidwell, Chief Operating Officer

Mr. Enrrique Villasana, Real Estate and Facilities Management
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OPEN MEETING

Call to Order, Roll Call, and Opening/Closing Remarks

The chair called the meeting to order at 10:30 AM, roll was taken, and both he and Mr. Martin Hoshino,
Administrative Director, provided opening remarks. As part of the closing remarks, the chair and Court
Facilities Advisory Committee (CFAC) committee recognized Ms. Kelly Quinn for her years of service to
the Judicial Council’s Capital Program and as lead staff to the CFAC.

DiIsScuUsSsSION AND ACTION ITEM (ITEM 1)

Item 1
Status of Construction Funds — Immediate and Critical Needs Account

The following spoke in person during the public comments portion of the meeting:

1. Mr. Darrel E. Parker, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Santa Barbara County
2. Mr. Jose Octavio Guillen, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Sonoma County
3. Ms. Rebecca Fleming, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Stanislaus County

Consistent with the PowerPoint slides included in the materials that were posted on line following the
meeting, Ms. Angela Guzman presented the status of the judicial branch’s construction fund—the
Immediate and Critical Needs Account (ICNA)—including original assumptions of revenues and
expenditures, actual and projected revenue collections from FY 2008-2009 through FY 2018-2019,
annual fund expenditures, estimated expenditures compared to the fund’s revenue and balance,
redirections from the fund and its future project-phase commitments, and the fund’s estimated revenues,
expenditures, and reserve balance projected from FY 2015-2016 through FY 2034-2035. In addition,
Ms. Guzman made the following comments:

e Judicial Council staff provided the last two status updates on the ICNA to the CFAC in
December 2014 and March 2015;

e in March 2015, council staff had made the following points:

o0 that based on actual collections as of December 2014, council staff developed a revenue projection
for FY 2014-2015 of $250-255 million annually, forecasting that value flat for approximately
30 years or the life of the ICNA,

o that the council staff has to do long term forecasting (of approximately 30 years) because of the
need to debt-finance the majority of the projects in the courthouse construction program; and

O that revenue projections were uncertain, the forecasting of the flat value (referenced above) was
problematic and optimistic, and revenue increases were needed to avoid further project delays;

e capital project debt-service payments from the ICNA began in FY 2014-2015;

e [ICNA obligations will include cash-funded and debt-service payments from FY 2014-2015 through
FY 2019-2020 and only debt-service payments beyond FY 2019-2020;

e total annual ICNA expenditures range from the current obligation of approximately $224 million to
the future obligation of approximately $323 million—this future obligation figure factors in the debt-
service payments of all capital projects whose Construction phase is not yet underway;

e given its annual expenditures compared to its actual, declining revenues, the ICNA is in deficit
spending and relying on its fund-balance reserves to meet current and future annual obligations;

e given its annual expenditures compared to annual revenue projections now adjusted closer to
$200 million for fiscal years beyond FY 2015-2016—based on the decrease in actual ICNA revenue
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collected through FY 2014-2015—the ICNA experiences an estimated negative fund balance as early
as FY 2021-2022;

through FY 2016-2017, there has been approximately $1.4 billion in redirections/loans from the
ICNA; and

from FY 2017-2018 through the remaining life of the ICNA, total redirections/loans in addition to all
one-time and ongoing costs, such as the construction program’s debt-service payments, can increase
(by approximately $2.6 billion) to approximately $4.0 billion.

Action: The advisory committee—with the exception of Hon. Donald Cole Byrd and
Hon. William F. Highberger, as an Ex-Officio, non-voting members, and the members who were absent
as shown above—voted to approve the following motion:

1.

Judicial Council staff consult with the state Department of Finance (DOF) and Judicial Council’s
Finance Office so that Judicial Council Capital Program staff can make recommendations for the
August 4, 2016, CFAC meeting regarding which projects should commence into their next phase—
such as Construction, Working Drawings, Preliminary Plans, or such like—given the condition of the
ICNA,; and further move that any ongoing projects may proceed pursuant prior to Judicial Council and
legislative authorizations and appropriations if the DOF and the Executive Committee of the CFAC
concurs in doing so.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:30 PM.

Approved by the advisory body on .
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
EL DORADO WEST SLOPE COURTHOUSE DEFICIENCIES

Issues with All Four West Slope Facilities

ADA accessibility limited, unsafe and inadequate

Security issues - perimeter security space inadequate, high conflict public areas with limited security
Prisoners must be transported through public elevators and hallways

Only one facility with a holding cell

No secure parking for judges and staff

Insufficient parking for jurors, and court users

No jury assembly areas

Insufficient lobby space for public and court users

No attorney client conference rooms

Inadequate space for records retention requiring off site storage and limited public access to records
No sally ports for transportation of inmates

With 4 facilities within 12 miles there are several inefficiencies for court users, justice partners, and staff

Issues with 495 Main Street Courthouse

Lead in the water system

No sprinklers or emergency lighting

Asbestos throughout the building which cannot be mitigated

No security screen/safety glass at the clerk’s office counter

Unsafe staircases with many reported falls and injuries

Heating, ventilation and air conditioning inadequate and unhealthy
Electrical and lighting systems aged and unsafe

Mold in building that cannot be mitigated

Elevator that is aged and expensive to maintain/repair

Windows on ground floor and within close proximity to Hwy 50
Unable to expand technological resources due to asbestos and space
No ADA access to Judges’ benches, witness stands and jury boxes
Loud traffic & emergency vehicle sirens disrupt courtroom proceedings

Issues with Building C Shared Use Court/County Facility

No perimeter security at the main entrance to facility
Unsecure records in court/county shared use areas
Court administration and staff work areas not consolidated

Issues with Cameron Park Courthouse

Unsecure fencing around modular unit

Issues with Department 8 Court

Issues with plumbing due to age of facility
Very small hearing room with limited seating



El Dorado County Superior Court

Courthouse Deficiencies



Threats Against Judges and Staff

O O

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF PLACER FOR COURT USE ONLY
streeT aporEss: 10820 Justice Center Drive
maLinG Abbress: P.O.Box 619072 Roseville CA 85661-9072
ciry anp zie cove: Roseville CA 95678
srancHNavE: Santucci Justice Center

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA RTY OF PLACER

3 JUN 14 2016

S ; JAKE CHATTERS
CRIMIN%iE?gTEC;gVEPOR?:E? OTHER THAN DOMESTIC VIOLENCE EXECUTIVE OFFICER & CLERK
( ) (Pen. Code, §§ 136.2, 136.2(i)(1), and 646.9(k)) By: J. Lopez, Deputy
[T] ORDER UNDER PENAL CODE, § 136.2
[ 1 MODIFICATION
ORDER UNDER: . CASE NUMBER:
[ ] PENAL CODE, §136.2(i)(1) [ ] PENAL CODE, § 646.9(k) /

CR-161

DEFENDANT: £/

PERSON TO BE RESTRAINED (complele name): ;71

sex: [IM [F.F Ht 5w/ ¥ )‘Da‘te‘of bir
b3 - i i {
1. This proceeding was heard on {dale) at (time): in Dept.: Room:
by judicial officer (name):
2. This order expires on (date): . If no date is listed, this order expires three years from date of issuance.
3. [[Defendant was personally served with a copy of this order at the court hearing, and no additional proof of service of this order
is required.

4. FULL NAME, AGE, AND GENDER OF EACH PROTECTED PERSON;

GOOD CAUSE APPEARING, THE COURT ORDERS THAT THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT

6. must not harass, strike, threaten, assault (sexually or otherwise), follow, stalk, molest, destroy or damage personal or real property,
disturb the peace, keep under surveillance, or block movements of the protected persons named above.

7. must not own, possess, buy or try to buy, receive or try to receive, or otherwise obtain a firearm or ammunition. The
defendant must surrender to iocal law enforcement, or sell to or store with a licensed gun dealer any firearm owned by,
the defendant or subject to his or her immediate possession or control within 24 hours after service of this order and
must file a receipt with the court showing compliance with this order within 48 hours of receiving this order.

- The court has made the necessary findings and applies the firearm relinquishment exemption under Code Civ. Proc.,
§ 527.9(f). The defendant is not required to relinquish this firearm (specify make, model, and serial number of firearm):

8. must not attempt to or actually prevent or dissuade any victim or witness from attending a hearing or testifying or making a report
to any law enforcement agency or person.

9. must take no action to obtain the addresses or locations of protected persons or their family members, caretakers, or guardian
uniess good cause exists otherwise. | The court finds good cause not to make the order in item 9.
10.[CJmust be placed on electronic monitoring for (specify length of time): . (Not to exceed one year
from the date of this order. Pen. Code, § 136.2(a)(7)(D) and Pen. Code § 138.2(1)(2).)
11.[See] must have no personal, electronic, telephonic, or written contact with the protected persons named above.

12.[5f] must have no contact with the protected persons named above through a third party, except an attorney of record.

13.[7F7] must not come within 7 fj(’ / yards of the protected persons named abovei,

14.[__]may have peaceful contact with the protected persons named above, as an exception to the "no-contact” or "stay-away"
provision in item 11, 12, or 13 of this order, only for the safe exchange of children and court-ordered visitation as stated in:
a. [__Ithe Family, Juvenile, or Probate court order in case number: issued on (date):
b. [Jany Family, Juvenile, or Probate court order issued alte,r the date this order is signed.

15.[__1The protected persons may record any prohibited mmmumcgﬂo?& made by the restrained person.

16. Other orders including stay-away orders from specific location:;

F
Executed on: 4 i o Division:
= (SIGNATURE OF JUDICIAL OFFICER)
Form Adopted for Mooy CRIMINAL PROTECTIVE ORDER—OTHER THAN DDMESTIC VIOLENCE ., cose 551000 siosn
CR-161 [Rev. July 1, 2014] (CLETS - CPO) and 136.2()(1)

Approved by Depastment of Justice

wnrcourion.pov




Main Street Courthouse Deficiencies

* The historic building on Main Street contains
so many environmentally hazardous issues,
along with physical constraints, that the JCC
declined to take possession of the building,
finding that nothing could be done to
overcome the deficiencies in the building,
including:



Main Street Courthouse Deficiencies

Lead in water system, no potable water

Out of date/compliance fire and life safety
systems (sprinklers, exits, emergency lighting)

Asbestos throughout the building

Limited and inadequate accessibility for disabled
Unsafe staircases

Inadequate and unhealthy HVAC

No parking for public



Main Street Courthouse Deficiencies

Front access security area in very small space.

Main floor lobby is 800 sqg. ft., deficient for
services.

Ground level windows to offices - security risk
Proximity of Hwy 50 & overpass - security risk
Inadequate/unsecure parking for judges and staff
No jury parking or jury assembly rooms

No holding cells or client conference rooms



Main Street Clerk’s Counter
No Security Screen Between Public & Staff




Main Street Lobby/Jury waiting,
approximately 800 sq. ft.
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Family Law Courtroom — Dept. 5
Post in Center of Courtroom




Overflow Courtroom — Dept. 6




Jurors Arrive by Bus at Main Street Court
from Off-Site Parking Lot




Jurors & Public Enter Main Street




Juror Check In Main Street, 3" Floor,
approximately 700 sq. ft.




Main Street Defendant
Transport to Courtroom




Main Street ADA Access, Judge, Staff And
In Custody Defendant Entrance
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Main St Elevator Used to Transport Inmates and Pubilic.
Contraband Found Behind the Handrail.
Out of Service 8/9/16 — Doors Stuck w/Bailiff Inside
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Main St Parking w/Security Transportation, 26 Parking
Spaces for Judges, Staff, Security & Service. Judges and
Staff Enter and Exit at Back Door with Inmates




Main Street — Ground Floor Windows
to Hearing Room & Offices




Main St. — Judge & Staff Parking 100
Feet from Hwy 50 & Overpass




Building C Court Deficiencies

No perimeter security at main entrance

Open court files in shared court/county space
Lack of space for records

2 small holding cells for all in custody matters

Small lobby outside courtroom, deficient for
services

No secure parking for judicial officers and staff
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Building C, Shared Court/County Work Space — Court
Records Management With Open Court Files




Building C, Shared Court/County Work
~Area and Open Court Files




Building C, Department 7 Security




Dept. 7 Holding Cells




Cameron Park Courthouse Deficiencies

* Limited parking for public and jurors

* No jury assembly area, lobby deficient for
services

* No holding cells
* Unsecure fencing around the modular building
* Unsecure parking for judicial officers and staff



Cameron Park, Perimeter Security &
Lobby/Jury Assembly — 700 Sq. Ft.




Cameron Park, Clerk’s Counter, Lobby
Area and Self Help Workspace
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Modular Fac

Cameron Park




Cameron Park, Civil File Room
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Dept. 8 — Court Facility
Below Juvenile Hall




Dept. 8 — Juvenile Holding in Hallway
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DONALD COLE BYRD JERT HAMLIN
JUDGE COMMISSIONER
Department I Department I11
PETER BILLIOU TWEDE KEVIN HARRIGAN
JUDGE Court Executive Officer

Department 11

Superior Court of California, County of Glenn
Willows Historic Courthouse Renovation and Expansion

Executive Summary

This document provides summary information related to the urgency and importance of completing the Willows Historic
Courthouse Renovation and Expansion project. As a result of the dire conditions and many safety concerns within the
building originally erected in 1894, this project was ranked in the “critical need” group by the Judicial Council of
California in October 2008. Funding for the $40.953 million project was approved in March 2010 via SB 1407 funds and
1s now scheduled for completion in early 2019. In conjunction with the Judicial Council and the County of Glenn, the
Glenn Superior Court has been preparing for the construction project to alleviate many safety concerns and consolidate
court operations to provide more efficient services to court users.

Existing deficiencies and public safety concerns

e Seismic: Unreinforced masonry walls lack bracing to prevent a collapse in a potential seismic event.

o Miscellaneous hazardous building materials: Asbestos and lead paint are present in various materials throughout
the courthouse.

e Mold: A portion of the building has now been sealed off and is unusable.

e ADA: Jury box, witness stand, judge’s bench, clerk’s desk in courtroom, prisoner transport, restrooms, elevator,
and clerk’s office are not fully accessible.

e  Roof leaks: Portions of the building suffer water damage

e Plumbing: Existing toilets have very high failure rate, bathroom fixture quantities do not meet minimums required
by code.

o FElectrical: Various electrical problems throughout, sporadic smoldering in walls.

o Mechanical: HVAC systems have exceeded their life expectancy.

e Public Safety: In-custody defendants are transported to the courtroom through public hallways and stairwells.

Benefits of completed construction project

o Consolidation of court staff and services
o Efficient court operations
o Cost savings to justice partners
e  Public safety and access to justice
o Secure transport of in-custody defendants
o Enhanced access and building functionality
o Safe forum for justice system service delivery

In addition to the planning phases of this project which included site acquisition, preliminary plans, and working drawings;
Glenn Superior Court now has five different facilities dispersed throughout the County. It has already relocated a third of
its staff and operation to a temporary privately-owned leased facility downtown and moved a majority of court records to a
separate privately-owned leased location. Further, a modular building repurposed from Yolo Superior Court has already
been refurbished and remodeled to include one courtroom and staff areas for use during construction. The very small
County-owned building with one courtroom in Orland, with many deficiencies of its own, will be vacated by the Court as
part of the consolidation. This 1s a shovel ready project which will dramatically improve the Court’s ability to function and
physically enhance access to justice for the citizens of Glenn County and the State of California.






Willows Historic Courthouse Renovation

 Estimated completion date: January 2019
* Authorized budget: $40.953 million
Expansion: 26,900 sq. ft.

Allow for consolidation of all court operations into one facility

Seismic strengthening and improvements to mechanical, electrical, and
plumbing systems, as well as compliance with ADA.

Provide numerous security enhancements, including secure transport of in-
custody defendants

Project ranked in group by JCCin October 2008,




County of Glenn i'!—-
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e Founded: 1891

e Population: 28,122

e County seat: Willows
* Incorporated Cities: Willows and Orland
e Economy: Agriculture



Glenn Superior Court

2.3 Judicial Officers
* 2015 Court Statistics Report: 11,089 filings, 10,626 dispositions

* Statewide Rank: 5t highest in filings, 7" highest in dispositions per
judicial officer.

* 2015-16 RAS/WAFM need: 22 staff

» Actual WAFM staff: 16 (This does not include collections staff of 4.0
FTE and CEO; positions not included in calculating WAFM staffing
need.)



Glenn Superior Court

Current Facilities:

1.

Willows-Historic Courthouse -Built in 1893, two stories totaling 16,100 sq. ft.,
State-owned facility with 1 courtroom and 1 hearing room. Currently occupied
by 1 judicial officer, 0.3 AB1058 Commissioner, and 10 court staff.

Orland Branch: County-owned shared use facility with 1 courtroom. Currently
occupied by 1 judicial officer, court mediator, and 3 court staff.

Willows Resource Center-Leased facility located in a storefront approximately 5
blocks from Willows Historic Courthouse. Currently occupied by 7 staff
members, 1 FLF, self-help center.

Willows Storage-Leased facility for records storage 2 blocks from Willows

Historic Courthouse. (no staff)

Willows Modular-Temporary facility with 1 courtroom, r?_ﬁ)_urpqsed fromYolo
Superior Court. LJ_udm_aI officers and staff from Willows Historic Courthouse will
be relocated to this building and Resource Center during construction.)



Willows Historic Courthouse I 1]
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Leaky roof in vault Mold in vault













Orland Branch Court

Courtroom



Temporary and Leased Facilities

Resource Center Modular Building Storage Facility
Willows, CA Willows, CA Willows, CA



Willows Historic Courthouse Renovation
and Expansion

Judicial Council Capital Program Investment

* Approximately $7 million total investment to date
* $875,442 spent or encumbered for swing space
* $1.294 million for acquisition

$1.962 million for preliminary plans

$2.756 million for working drawings

Superior Court Investment
* $150k contribution to CFARF in FY13-14

* Years of good faith efforts of planning and preparation for project and to
vacate historic courthouse during construction (records destruction, asset
inventory disposal etc.)

* Many inefficiencies now built into operation by dispersing staff and services
throughout Glenn County leading up to construction phase




Willows Historic Courthouse Expansion and
Renovation




SB 1407 New El Centro
Courthouse Project

WHY THIS NEW COURT
PROJECT IS CRITICAL

SECURITY CONCERNS:
* Safe Transport of Defendants to Court

| * Deputies escort in-custody inmates in chains
| through public corridors and stairways. Inmates

are next to Judges Chambers, and often pass

judicial officers in their private hallways.

* No attorney-client meeting rooms, insufficient

holding cells.

* Judicial parking— and prisoner transportation—

is accessible to the public.

OPERATIONAL INEFFICIENCIES:

* Criminal Proceedings Separated in two
facilities

* Transportation Costs to the County to

transport inmates 14 miles for Criminal Court;

new facility close to County jail.

* Small local Bar making appearances in

multi-

ple cases spend time traveling between the pre-
sent two criminal court locations, fourteen miles
away, often causing delay of court proceedings

and unnecessary delay of court calendars.

THE PLAN

FACILITY CONCERNS:

* Court’s Valley Plaza lease terminates
March 15, 2019. The Court must move
approximately 45 staff members, as the
Court cannot sustain the $360,000 annual
lease payment.

* Court space is currently overcrowded,
with inefficient working space for
employees.

* Current facilities are not compliant with
the ADA (service counters, courtrooms,
restrooms...)

* Inadequate building facilities that will not
withstand the test of time— inadequate
wiring, seismic issues (massive earthquake
in 2010, damaging the main Courthouse),
and plumbing (water rupture in 2015
caused over $193,054.30 in damage).

The new Imperial County
Criminal Courthouse in El
Centro will increase efficiency
by consolidating all criminal
court operations under one roof
in a modern, secure building
that will better serve Imperial
County residents. Its 4 court-
rooms will provide appropriate-
ly sized courtrooms, jury

deliberation rooms, an ade-
quately sized self-help cen-
ter, attorney/client confer-
ence rooms, and ADA ac-
cessibility. Enhanced secu-
rity features will include
entrance screening of all
court users, a secure sally-
port, adequately sized in-

custody holding and  im-
proved fire and life safety. The
historic courthouse will contin-
ue to hear civil, family, small
claims, and traffic cases. The
Brawley Courthouse and Val-
ley Plaza facilities will be
closed, with staff consolidated
into either the New or Historic
El Centro Sites.

NOTEWORTHY STATISTICS

Number of Courtrooms 4
Square Footage 47,512
Original Authorized Budget $47,605,000
Reduced Design-to Budget $27,000,000
Expected Completion Date 2019- 3rd Qtr
Architect Firm Safdie Rabines

Construction Mgr At Risk

Hensel Phelps




IMPERIAL COUNTY COURTHOUSE

It /s all about security!

Court Faclilities Advisory Committee
San Francisco, California
August 11th, 2016



SECURITY CONCERNS

Safe Transport of Defendants to Court. Deputies escort in-
custody inmates in chains through public corridors and
stalrways. Inmates are next to Judges Chambers, and
often pass Judicial officers in their private hallways.

No attorney-client meeting rooms, insufficient holding
cells.



FACILITIES CONCERN

Court's Valley Plaza lease terminates March 15, 2019. The
Court must move approximately 45 staff members, as the
Court cannot sustain the $380,000 annual lease payment.

Court space Is currently overcrowded, with inefficient
working space for employees.
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1924 building






Deputy Sheriff , Correctional officer
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WE HAVE SIGNIFICANT SECURITY
PROBLEMS AND POTENTIAL LIABILITY?
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Thank you!




Draft Bullet Points....CFAC Presentation - August 11, 2016 SF
Superior Court of California, County of Inyo
Hon. Dean Stout, PJ

Inyo County Historic Courthouse

=  Builtin 1921 - Three story building

=  Main courtroom on top floor

= No elevator

= Basement courtroom very small and basically all glass

= Courthouse is co-occupied with County Offices, including public library

= No separate or secure circulation patterns

=  There is no prisoner holding area

=  Prisoners are seated in the gallery of the courtroom

=  Multiple exterior doors and points of entry

= Minimal unarmed perimeter security by courtroom entrances

=  Public counter is open without any barrier from the public
-Shooting incident originated at Clerk’s Office

= No child waiting area

= No Jury Assembly Room

= No ADA restrooms

= Recent water damage from broken pipes

= Asbestos

Single Courtroom in Bishop
e Located in Grammar School built in 1914
e Suffers from many of the same infirmities as the historic courthouse

Serious risks to public and court staff
All courts on ICNA list are suffering with the same type of problems
We're all in this together, and appreciate Committee’s efforts

Restore funding, develop a new funding source, and/or develop an adequate
Revenue stream to support these desperately needed projects



Inyo...Draft Comments for the CFAC Meeting August 11, 2016 S.F.

-Dean Stout, PJ

Justice Hill and Members of the Committee: Thank you for this opportunity to address you

regarding the current needs of Inyo County as they relate to our bond funded courthouse.

My name is Dean Stout, and I’'m the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of California, County
of Inyo
Joining me today is the Honorable Brian Lamb, Assistant Presiding Judge; and, Ms. Pamela

Foster, our Court Executive Officer.

We are extremely grateful to be on your list of courts approved for funding from the
Immediate and Critical Needs Account. As such, I’'m preaching to the choir, but | ask your
indulgence for a brief overview of our current situation, and how our court facilities present

serious risks to the public and court staff.

The historic courthouse was built in 1921

It is a three story building with the historic courtroom on the top floor

There is no elevator

Despite our efforts to inform court users of our willingness to hear their cases, and provide
other services in the basement, all too frequently people who shouldn’t be doing so, climb the
three long flights of slippery marble stairs to the courtroom and executive offices. To my
surprise, an amputee recently appeared before me on crutches in the historic courtroom on
the top floor. This courtroom is also where our Jury Trials are held. We do not have a Jury
Assembly room and therefore Jurors, including seniors, also walk up the three flights of stairs
to report for their civic duty. They often have to go up and down multiple times per day during

jury selection and trials.



Prisoners walk up and down the three flights of public stairs in shackles. The historic
courthouse is co-occupied with County offices, including offices for the County
Clerk/Elections/Recorder, Tax Collector, District Attorney, and a Public Library. The public
utilizes the same common area as where prisoners are brought to court.

There is no prisoner holding area, and prisoners are seated in the gallery of the courtroom in
close proximity to the public

In one courtroom the judge and court staff walk right next to the inmates to get to the bench
and work stations

There are no secure circulation patterns in building

There are multiple exterior doors and points of entry, and the minimal unarmed perimeter

security, might at best, provide the bailiff with a few second warning of a serious problem.

Our Clerk’s offices are also not secured. The clerks counter is open without any barrier from
the public. Due to the multiple points of entry, the security screening is basically limited the
area just before one enters the courtroom. There is no screening prior to entering the main
Clerk’s office. We had an incident where a mentally ill defendant came to the Clerk’s office
armed with an Uzi submachine gun. The Deputy Clerk was able to direct the individual to the
Sheriff’s Office, but unfortunately the incident still resulted in a shootout with 2 deputies and

the Defendant being shot, and the Sheriff himself injured.

There is not a child waiting area.

There have been recent instances of water damage from broken pipes
| understand there is the presence of asbestos in the building

The very small courtroom is the basement is basically all glass.

Seismic concerns are a reality in the Eastern Sierra.



Conditions in our one courtroom facility in Bishop, located in a grammar school built in 1914,
are frankly not much better.

These conditions put everyone at risk....not only court staff, but jurors, witnesses, and other
court users.....including, but certainly not limited to, the small business owner appearing on his
or her small claims case, victims in criminal cases, young children appearing in highly conflicted

child custody proceedings, and children appearing in dependency (or abuse and neglect) cases.

| know that Inyo is not alone. All of the Courts on the list of Immediate and Critical Needs
...the other courts appearing today, are in the same sinking boat We’re all trying our best to
avoid serious injury to those we serve...we’re all doing the best we can to insure safe access to

justice. But frankly, we’re not providing appropriate physical access and it’s not safe.
We’'re all in this together, and we sincerely appreciate the efforts of this Committee to work
with the Legislature and Governor to restore funding to our Immediate and Critical Needs
Account, develop a new funding source, and/or develop an adequate revenue stream to

support these desperately needed projects.

Thank you.

Rev. August9, 2016 9:35a.m.



Superior Court

State of California ANDREW S. BLUM
County of Lake —
255 N. Forbes Street PRESIDING JUDGE

Lakeport, California 95453
707-263-2374

New Lakeport Courthouse
Scope: 4 courtroom, 45,000 square feet main courthouse
Phase/Status: Working Drawings. Site was purchased in 2011. Nearly $5 million has been spent to date.

Overcrowded

o Approximately 15,000 square feet (3,750 per courtroom), which includes 4 courtrooms, all support staff, jury
commissioner, and court clerk’s office.

o Staff are literally working in hallways and converted closets.

e No jury assembly room. In a gang related murder trial being conducted now, individuals have repeatedly
contacted and attempted to influence jurors who are forced to wait in the same public hallways as the
defendant’s family and friends, nearly causing a mistrial.

o Self-Help Center is located 30 minutes away from the main courthouse causing litigants to have to drive
between locations to receive assistance and file paperwork.

Security

¢ No victim/witness waiting rooms. Victims are forced to sit in the crowded hallway with the accused abuser or
their families. Witnesses are forced to sit in the crowded public hallways allowing for potential witness
intimidation.

¢ No separate circulation paths. After a defendant was sentenced to over 300 years in prison for the shooting
death of a 4 year old boy, he was lead out of the courtroom into the public hallway where his family and the
child’s family were waiting.

¢ No set back from road, no secure parking. Anyone could drive under the building with an explosive device
and do significant damage, likely causing many injuries and potentially the loss of life.

e Ineffective perimeter security screening as a result of a shared use facility with multiple entry points.

Seismic
o Several studies have identified structural integrity issues within the existing facility.
e Floors slope causing staff injuries. In one office the floor drops 1” in a 6” span.
Accessibility

¢ Witness stands, juror seating and public seating areas are not ADA accessible.

e There are no ADA accessible bathrooms on the court floor.

e No ADA accessible parking at the main entrance. Individuals are forced to use a buzzer at a side entrance and
wait for security.

Small/Busy Court

e Based on FY13/14 statistics, we average 33 jury trials per year, more per judge than many larger counties.

Lake ranks 16" statewide in felony filings per judge. The new courthouse will not sit idle.
Community Support for the Project:

e County of Lake, City of Lakeport, Senator McGuire, Assemblymember Dodd, Lake County Chamber of

Commerce and all justice partners have continually supported the project.
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August 8, 2016

Council’s Court Facility Advisory Committee
San Francisco, CA

Dear Council Members,

| am a member of the Lake County Committee on the Lakeport Court House project which

began in 2008. Our Committee members have been diligent in working with the Office of

the Courts since 2008 to bring this Court House to fruition. | know you are all aware of the
conditions under which the Courts in Lakeport are operating.

Although much time and effort have been expended in these past 8 years by local
community partners we are in a holding pattern still. As to the ADA concerns with the
current site location there may be a solution to consider:

it is my understanding that the County of Lake owns vacant properties on Bevin’s Court in
Lakeport, just two blocks from Lakeport Blvd. and the intersection of Lakeport Blvd and
Hwy 29. This location will certainly be convenient to all those who are involved in court
proceedings in Lakeport. The location was one of 36 potential site locations in 2009
courtesy of the City of Lakeport with comprehensive data for each site noting addresses,
owner’'s information, etc. If that report is not in your records we can supply it to you.

Lakeport needs this Court House and your due diligence to see this project funded witl be
much appreciated by all of us in Lake County who recognize the overwhelming need. The
Governor is very proud of a current surplus in the State budget. It seems that surplus could
be utilized for the business of the local communities and the State by building Court Houses
for the business of government.

S JddHor

lissa Fulton, CEO

Tha

cc: Senator Mike McGuire
Assembly Member Bill Dodd
Judge Andrew Blum, Superior Court, County of Lake
Krista LeVier, Court Executive Officer
Carol Huchingson, County of Lake CAO
Board of Supervisors, County of Lake
Margaret Silviera, Lakeport City Manager
City Council, City of Lakeport
City Council, City of Clearlake
Board of Directors, Lake County Chamber of Commerce

875 Lakeport Boulevard e Lakeport, California 95453

e 707.263.5092 e Fax707.263.5104
www.lakecochamber.com e EMAIL info@lakecochamber.com



CITY OF LAKEPORT

Over 100 years of community

pride, progress and service.

August 9, 2016

Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Hon. Brad R. Hill, Chair
Administrative Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal, Fifth Appellate District

Dear Justice Hill and Committee Members:

The Lakeport Courthouse was ranked in the Immediate Need Project Priority Group of the Trial
Court Capital Outlay Plan, and is one of the highest priority capital-outlay projects for the judicial
branch. The current location is on one floor of building the same building that houses Lake
County administration, community development, public works and many other county offices.
This building is overcrowded and the floor which houses the courts is exceptionally
overcrowded. We hear many complaints from our citizens who are at the court to either there as
victims sitting in the hallway having to wait next to a defendant’s family, or talking to a
mediator/attorney with no privacy, which | have experienced personally.

The Lakeport Courthouse project is important not only for the court and court users, but to the
entire County. For the court and court users, the project will provide a safe, accessible and
efficient place to conduct court business.

The project will provide much needed employment opportunities for our citizens and boost the
local economy. This is particularly important in Lake County which has seen significant
devastation due to the recent wildfires that destroyed over 1300 homes and businesses in our
community. Additionally, Lake County has a high unemployment rate. Over the last five years
the Unemployment Rate in Lake County has averaged 10.9%, compared with the State of
California Unemployment Rate of 8.9%.

The City is fully supportive of this project, and has offered to contribute property on Bevins Court
for the project.

Significant time, effort and money have been expended on this project thus far. Please
authorize the necessary funds to bring this project to completion. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Vi

Margaret Silveira, City Manager
City of Lakeport

225 PARKSTREET-LAKEPORT, CALIFORNIA 95453-TELEPHONE (707) 263-5615°FAX (707) 263-8584
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8/9/2016

Council’s Court Facility Advisory Committee
San Francisco, Ca.

Dear Sirs,

As a member of the local committee charged with the development of
a new Court House facility in Lakeport, | strongly urge the Advisory
Committee to approve and move forward our project. | can’t imagine
another community needing this project more for a number of reasons.
First our current facility is woefully inadequate needing improved
capacity, efficiency, and security. Second, hundreds of man hours have
been spent by the State and our Local officials on the development of
this greatly needed project, not to mention the large amount of public
dollars spent on land acquisition and design. Our Community Leaders
have been diligent in the pursuit of this project. We have done our job
in good faith and we have earned and deserve an approval of this
project.

Thank you for your consideration,

S

p /o //‘"
g

Bill Brunetti
Committee member
Lake County Court House Project.
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August 5, 2016

Hon. Brad R. Hill, Chair

Court Facilities Advisory Committee

c/o Capital Programs Office

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102-3688

RE: Lakeport Courthouse project funding prioritization

Dear Justice Hill and Committee Members:

We are writing in support of continued prioritization of funds in the statewide Immediate and Critical Needs Account
(ICNA) for construction of a new Lake County Courthouse.

As you know, the new Lakeport Courthouse project will be presented to your committee on August 11 of this year for
reconsideration of prioritization of funding for construction of new facilities. This project is important not only for the
court and court users, but to all of Lake County and many others in our districts. This project is sorely needed and will
provide a safe, accessible, and efficient place to conduct court business — something that has been challenging, if not
impossible, at the current location.

The new Lakeport Courthouse was ranked in the Immediate Need Project Priority Group of the Trial Court Capital
Outlay Plan, and is one of the highest priority capital-outlay projects for the judicial branch. We understand the
financial pressures on the ICNA are daunting. However, our constituents in Lake County continue to struggle with
basic access to their judiciary. The current court occupies the 4th floor of the existing Lakeport Courthouse, which is
severely overcrowded, poorly serves the growing needs of the superior court, and lacks basic security features, causing
unnecessary risk to the staff and public who use this building. This facility has severe accessibility deficiencies, is very
overcrowded, and has many structural issues that prevent the court from providing safe and efficient court services to

the public.

We strongly support continuing to prioritize the necessary funds to bring this project to completion, and appreciate all
the time and attention your commission has given to making this new courthouse a reality. Thank you.

Warm Reggar

Senator Mike McGuire Agsemblymembex Bill Dodd



Superior Court
State of California
County of Lake
255 N. Forbes Street PRESIDING JUDGE
Lakeport, California 95453
707-263-2374

ANDREW S. BLUM

August 10,2016

Hon. Brad Hill, Chair Hon. Jeffrey W. Johnson, Chair

Court Facilities Advisory Committee Courthouse Cost Reduction Subcommittee
Administrative Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal ~ Associate Justice of the Court of Appeal
Fifth Appellate District Second Appellate District, Division One

Hon. Patricia M. Lucas, Vice-Chair,

Court Facilities Advisory Committee

Assistant Presiding Judge

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara

Subject: New Lakeport Courthouse
Dear Justice Hill & Committee Members:

As you are well aware, the New Lakeport Courthouse project was ranked as an Immediate Need in the
Judicial Branch Trial Court Capital Outlay Plan and identified as one of the Judicial Branch’s highest
priority capital outlay projects. That was nearly eight years ago. Since that time, a site has been
purchased and millions of dollars have been spent; however, the project has yet to break ground.

The dire need for a new Lakeport Courthouse is well documented and has only been exacerbated over
the last eight years. The court still operates in a facility that is severely overcrowded, lacks adequate
security, is seismically unsafe, and has failing systems. There is no jury assembly room forcing jurors to
wait in the narrow public hallways, with parties, attorneys, victims, and sometimes the accused
perpetrator. Staff areas are so crowded that closets and hallways have been converted into workstations.



The facility is a shared use facility with multiple exterior doors, which makes perimeter security
screening ineffective. In-custody defendants are moved through public hallways because of the lack of
separate circulation paths. Judges, court staff, the public and in-custody defendants all use the same
public hallways to move about the courthouse.

Since we know many of you are very familiar with the poor conditions in the current Lakeport
courthouse, we will not repeat every detail. Rather for those who may need a reminder or are new to the
committee, we have attached a prior submission to this committee which details those deficiencies and
includes photos.

The court understands the funding challenges and has been flexible and open to change when time and
time again we have been presented with reductions and delays to our project. The authorized hard
construction costs have been reduced by 32.6%. The square footage has been reduced by nearly 10%.
The project does not include terrazzo flooring, marble counters or other high end finishes. In fact, in the
current design the materials have been reduced to concrete floors, stucco fagade, drywall and any wood
in the project has been almost entirely eliminated. We are not asking for an extravagant courthouse, we

b+
taff to work an

are simply asking for a safe-secure place for our s justice.
It is absolutely imperative that the Judicial Branch immediately find a stable source of funding for this
project, and all SB1407 projects. Further delays will increase costs and jeopardize the functional, safe,

long lasting building that the Judicial Branch, the Court and the citizens of Lake County deserve.

If you have any questions, please contact us at (707) 263-2575 or by email at
Krista.LeVier@lake.courts.ca.gov.

Sincerely, N \\g
R R T Ul o AN
ANDREW S. BLUM KRISTA LEVIER

Presiding Judge Executive Officer



Superior Court
State of California DAVID HERRICK
County Of Lake PRESIDING JUDGE
255 N. Forbes Street
Lakeport, California 95453
707-263-2374

TO: Justice Brad Hill, Presiding Judge
Court of Appeal, Fifth District
FROM: David Herrick, Presiding Judge
Lake Superior Court
DATE: August 27, 2012
SUBJECT: Lake Superior Court SB1407 Project Information on Selection Criteria

We appreciate the opportunity to advocate and provide input for our courthouse project, and understand the
extremely difficult decisions you have before you, the statewide need for new courthouses is great and
resources are few.

The Lakeport courthouse has consistently been ranked as one of the most deficient facilities in the state, some
of the most severe problems with the current facility include the following:

Security Issues

o Ineffective perimeter security screening as a result of a shared use facility with multiple
access/entry points.

e No separate circulation paths for judges, staff, the public or in-custody defendants.

¢ In-custody defendants are moved through public hallways with jurors, the public and staff.

Overcrowding

No jury assembly room so jurors have to stand in the hallway, sometimes for hours.

No victim’s waiting room so that victims wait in public hallways with accused perpetrators.
Staff workstations in hallways and converted closets.

Limited on-site record storage which decreases staff efficiency due to multiple trips to off-site
storage.

e Cost of off-site storage



Physical Condition

e Concerns about structural integrity of current facility. In some areas the floor drops nearly one
inch in a 6 foot span. Pencils roll off desks, staff need to brace their chairs to keep from rolling
away from desks.

e Aging HVAC system is inadequate and required an average of two service work orders per
week over the past year.

e No fire sprinklers.

1. Security

Although the draft criteria does not rank each category by priority we would suggest security should be
weighted heavily. Without a safe court facility, many of the other issues are irrelevant.

On August 6 and 7, 2012 the AOC’s Office of Emergency Response and Security conducted a Security Survey
for the Lakeport Courthouse and submitted a written report to the court. The report details the security issues
listed below, among others, and concludes that these issues create “unacceptable risks to court users.” The
report is attached hereto.

While entrance screening is provided at the main entrance of the Lakeport facility, it is of limited effectiveness.
The court occupies the fourth floor of a four-story shared use facility, with the county occupying the remaining
three floors. The county is reluctant to implement or enforce strict screening procedures. There are six key-
carded entrances, which court and county employees may enter without being screened. Individuals who want
to avoid security screening through the front entrance, simply follow an employee in or slip in after an
employee exits through one of the employee entrances. The county has been resistant to proposed changes to
improve this situation, such as requiring all employees to enter through the main entrance.

There are no separate circulation paths for judicial officers, court staff or in-custody defendants. Judges are
required to walk through the public hallways with the parties whose cases they just decided. In-custody
defendants are led through public hallways to the courtroom, posing a security risk to the public as well as
creating an escape risk. Recently, a juvenile in-custody defendant began to cause a disturbance while in the
courtroom. In order for the deputies to remove the individual from the courtroom, they had to take him through
the public hallway. In the process of doing so, the individual was able to pull the fire alarm on the wall in the
public hallway; thus causing the entire four story building to evacuate.
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The in-custody defendant in this case had been convicted of the murder of a 4 year old child, as well as several
attempted murder charges. He is being led through the public hallway seconds after having being sentenced to
311 years in state prison. The group of individuals in the hallway are the parents of the child who was
murdered, additional victims, as well as the defendants family and friends.



Felony in-custody defendants being led into the courtroom. The door at the end of the hallway where the
defendants are led through also leads into a stairway to an exterior door. Should one of the defendants escape,
he or she would have a direct, unobstructed route outside the building.



0/ r
Felony in-custody defendants being removed from the courtroom. On this day in particular, defendants could
be observed giving hand signals to individuals sitting in the audience section of the courtroom.

There is no secure judicial parking. Judges park in reserved spots in the county lot and walk through public
parking lots, stairways, and hallways to get to and from their chambers.

There is no adequate separation for juvenile in-custody defendants. Juvenile in-custody defendants are held in a
jury deliberation room that has the windows covered with sheets of plywood for privacy. When in-custody
juveniles are brought into the courtroom, they must also be moved through the public hallway. There is a
temporary sliding separation screen that shields the juveniles as they move through the public hallway.
However, when the screen is in use it blocks the entrance to one courtroom and an emergency exit.



Plywood covering on windows in jury room where juveniles are held.



Movable partition that provides privacy for juveniles coming to and from court but blocks access to an
emergency exit, and access to two courtrooms.

2. Overcrowding

The Lakeport court facility is roughly 15,000 square feet of space, our storage facility is 2,362 square feet and
our Self Help Center is 1,815 square feet for a total of 19,177 square feet. The Project Feasibility Report
conducted by the Administrative Office of the Courts estimates that adequate space for four courtrooms and all
related supporting functions is approximately 50,000 square feet. To say our facility is overcrowded is an
understatement. As a result of severe overcrowding, jurors are forced to wait, often with no place to sit, in
public hallways, staff workstations are placed in hallways and converted closets.

On sight file storage is extremely limited which requires the court lease space to house court records. Aside
from the obvious cost of the lease, the more severe consequence is the significant amount of staff time spent
transporting files to and from the storage facility that could be spent on case processing activities.
Unfortunately, the public is also impacted as a result of having to store records off-site. Often, as a result of
staffing shortages, we are unable to provide members of the public copies of case documents in a timely



manner, sometimes taking one to two weeks to retrieve documents from storage. This can cause delays in
parties getting re-married, passing a background check for a new job, or delays in providing information to
district attorneys on prior convictions resulting in incorrect charging in a criminal case.

As a result of limited space, and poor planning and design, court clerical spaces are separated from the vast
majority of court files. Instead of taking a staff member 20 seconds to pull a file off of the shelf, it takes two or
three minutes to run down the hall and pull the file. Since this occurs many, many times per day, this is a
significant waste of time.

The restroom facilities on the fourth floor are grossly inadequate with only one three stall restroom for women,
two urinals and one stall for men. On days when there are a large number of people on the floor, judges have to
take longer breaks to allow for all prospective jurors or other parties to use the restroom facilities.

There are no sound barriers between the public hallways and the courtroom. Noise carries easily from the

public hallways into the courtrooms, which can be intimidating to a witness and distracting to the parties, judge
and staff.

\
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The Lakeport court facility has no jury assembly room. Jurors are forced to wait in crowded hallways. Jurors,
victims, witnesses, attorneys, are all forced to wait in the same public hallway.

Space is so limited that staff are quite literally required to work in hallways.

3. Physical Condition

We believe this criterion sets our courthouse apart from most if not all others. The concerns about the structural
deficiencies in our building was documented in the Facilities Master Plan (2003) completed by Jay Farbstein &
Associates, with the following comments:




“Building Structure: The structure is a four-story-story steel-frame building with some bracing (adequacy
unknown). Floors and roof are steel deck with “celotex” insulation at the roof. There is evidence of what
may be serious structural problems.”

“There is considerable differential settlement in the main courthouse, possibly due to the floor being
overloaded by the law library (since relocated out of the building). The fourth floor is estimated to slope by
as much as three to four inches from the exterior wall to the center and pencils are observed to roll off

desks.....”

In one office the floor drops nearly one inch in six feet, see photo below. Local lore has it that one of the
courtrooms that was added after the original building was complete, was actually designed on the back of a
napkin. While this is probably not true, after touring the facility one might wonder. Another portion of the
building which was also added after the building was originally built was so structurally unsound that it had to
be vacated for a time while the county added additional support to hold up the building, including a concrete
pillar in the middle of the judge’s chambers, see photo below.

Lake County is a hotbed of seismic activity due to its proximity to the Geysers. This assertion is demonstrated
in the attached list of earthquakes in our region for period of August 17, 2012 through August 24, 2012. Our
volcano, Mt. Konocti, is also classified as active. This geological activity lends a certain urgency to our
structural concerns about this building.

Aside from the underlying structural deficiencies, we have numerous Workers Compensation issues from
employees tripping over cords and obstacles to carpal tunnel claims resulting from inadequate work space.

10
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Pillar in judge’s chamber.

The HVAC system is inadequate and requires constant maintenance work. This week alone, the technician
was at the court two days out of three because the temperature in the building was over 85 degrees. In the
winter months staff use space heaters at their desks because the HVAC systems do not work properly. The
extra appliances often trip overloaded breakers causing power outages and fire risks. Over the past year there
have been 114 service requests placed for HVAC related work. With approximately 260 week days per year,
that averages to more than two service requests each and every week, for a 15,000 square foot facility this is
excessive.

In early fall after the first cold snap, bats routinely find their way into offices, public hallways and courtrooms.
This has obvious potential health risks as well as creating trip and fall hazards for those trying to avoid contact
with the bats or the folks trying to catch the bats.

There are no fire sprinklers in the current building. This poses risks to both the health and safety of staff and
court visitors, as well as potential damage to original court files and evidence.

12



Between the current building and the old jail which is used as court holding, there is a very large diesel tank and
a residential size propane tank. Both fuel tanks are in an area easily accessible to the public. There are no
fences or gates prohibiting access to this area. This is a serious risk to staff and court visitors.

Photos of the two fuel tanks located between the courthouse on the left and the old jail on the right.

4. Access to Court Services

In addition to the deficiencies listed above in security, overcrowding and the physical condition of the building,
the current facility provides an unsafe environment for judges, staff, victims, witnesses, jurors and all members
of the public who visit the court.

One of the most underserved populations is jurors. We require these folks to take time off work to come to
court. When they arrive, instead of being asked to sit comfortably in a room where they could quietly read,
maybe watch television or even work remotely while they wait to be called into the courtroom, they walk into a
hallway that is so packed with people there is hardly room to navigate through the crowd to check in. Jurors are
then required to stand in the hallway, sometimes for hours, waiting to be called into the courtroom.

The current facility has many deficiencies relating to ADA access. There is not an ADA accessible bathroom
on the court floor. Individuals must go down the elevator to a separate floor to use an accessible bathroom.
The public seating in courtrooms, several witness and jury boxes, judicial officer benches and many staff areas
are not ADA compliant. Because of the limited amount of space, facility modifications to the current facility to
make all of these areas ADA compliant are not feasible.

13
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ADA RESTROOMS
LOCATED ON 2ND
FLOOR

Sign outside the restrooms on the court floor. Individuals have to go down the elevator two floors to county
space to use the accessible bathrooms.
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Witness box which is not ADA accessible.

Our Self Help Center is two blocks from the courthouse in a leased facility so litigants often have to scurry back
and forth between the courthouse and the off-site facility. Services to self-represented litigants will be greatly

improved in the new courthouse where the Self Help Center and court will be under the same roof.

5. Economic Opportunity

The site for the Lakeport courthouse project has already been acquired. There will be significant operational
efficiencies and cost savings as a result of consolidating three facilities into the new building. There will be
hard cost savings, which may be partially offset by increased operational costs for the much larger new
building. However, in the current budget climate where we have lost approximately 30% of our staff over the
last four years, of far greater importance are the operational efficiencies which are expected. It will no longer
be necessary to transport files back and forth to the off-site records storage facility, working files will be
adjacent to clerical areas so staff no longer have to walk down the hall to retrieve a files, and there are many
other efficiencies the new building provide. The amount of time spent transporting and retrieving files from
the storage facility as well as keeping everything in order, is easily one full-time position. In a court of 30.6
FTE’s, this is a material impact.

15



We will be able to terminate leases for the off-site storage facility as well as the Self-Help Center at an annual

savings of approximately $60,000 annually.

6. Project Status

The Lakeport project has preliminary plans approved by the Public Works Board and is ready to move into the
working drawings phase. It is important to note that this project has the support of the local community, and is
ready and able to move forward to completion quickly. Our project is a perfect opportunity for the Judicial
Branch Facilities Program to demonstrates its ability to build beautifully functional courthouses on time, and

on budget.

7.1 Court Usage (Courtroom Locations and Judicial Officer Calendar Assignments)

Lakeport Courthouse — Four Courtrooms (Main Court)

Department 1: Presiding Judge David W. Herrick
Department 2: Judge Richard C. Martin
Department 3: Judge Andrew S. Blum

Department 4: Assistant Presiding Judge Stephen O. Hedstrom
No unused courtrooms.

Clearlake Courthouse - One Courtroom (Branch Court)

Commissioner Vincent T. Lechowick
No unused courtrooms.

7.2.2 Court Usage (Estimated Population Served)

The Lakeport courthouse serves the entire county population of approximately 63,000, with the small exception
of family support, small claims, unlawful detainer and infraction cases. All other matters, criminal, family law,
juvenile, civil, and probate countywide are handled at this facility.

7.3 to 7.6 Court Usage Data

Please note that our JPE figure on the Draft Court Usage Data is incorrect and we have notified AOC staff who
will make the correction prior to submitting the final data to your working group. Those figures should be
closer to the following:

Judicial Resources County Population Draft Criteria Dispositions Jury Trials Preliminary Assessed
Judicial 2012 Judge Need
Per Per Per
Positions JPE | Total Per JPE | Total JPE Total JPE Total JPE
4.8 5.6 63266 11298 | 12822 2290 | 12912 2306 36 6.4 5.3 -05 -10%

(JPE was previously reported as 6.8)

One comment we would like to make on this data is that this is countywide data, not facility specific data. So in
large counties, while their total “Usage” figures may be high, if the facility they are replacing is a juvenile
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facility for instance, they may have fewer filings per judge when you isolate the data and only look at juvenile
filings.

Also on the issue of population per judge, “Is a citizen in Orange County or Los Angeles County more entitled
to a safe and accessible building than someone in Lake County simply because a dollar spent in a metropolitan
area benefits more people than in rural areas?” We recognize that it is necessary to be prudent with limited
public funds, but all citizens in California deserve equal access to justice, which starts with a safe and
accessible court facility.

8. Type of Courthouse

The Lakeport Courthouse is the main courthouse located in the county seat of Lakeport. Additionally, we have
a branch courthouse in Clearlake which has been rated as a critical need project that is also slated for a new
courthouse. However, we do not anticipate this happening for many years, so the new courthouse in Lakeport is
desperately needed for our community.

9. Disposition of Existing Court Space
The disposition of the Lakeport Courthouse is in a “yet to be determined” category although we know that the
county wants the space once the new courthouse is complete.

The two rental agreements that are in place for records storage and our Self Help Center will be terminated.

10. Consolidation of Facilities

Once the courthouse is complete the three facilities in Lakeport (Lakeport Courthouse, Self Help Center, and
records storage) will be consolidated into the one new building. As mentioned above, the consolidation of these
facilities will provide operational efficiencies in having all of these services and staff in one location as well as
savings of approximately $60,000 annually that is spent leasing the Self Help Center and records storage
facilties.

11. Extent to Which Project Solves a Court’s Facilities Problems
The new courthouse will solve all the problems listed above.

12.1 Expected Operational Impact (One-time and Ongoing Cost Impacts)

It is challenging in the best of circumstances to try and predict costs several years in advance, compounded by
the fact that we are still not certain exactly what the project budget includes such as telephone systems or
evidence presentation systems, etc. Based on what we know so far our costs estimates are as follows:

Expected One-time Costs Expected Increases to On-going Costs (Annual)
e Moving Cost - Furniture and files for all Lakeport e Janitorial $25,000
locations $40,000 e Queuing System Licenses $5,000
e Moving Cost IT $15,000 ¢ Ongoing expense for new equipment $5,000

e Technology Purchases $25,000 (ELMO/electronic
signage, etc.)

e Telephone System $15,000
Postage Machine (will be offset by county
administrative payments)

17



On a positive note we do not anticipate ongoing costs to increase significantly. Current costs for perimeter
security should remain stable because we will still have only one entrance. We expect operational efficiencies
to provide many savings opportunities such as the reduction of the number of copy machines necessary when
we are in the new building. The ongoing increases that we do anticipate will be covered by the savings from
terminating current lease agreements.

12.2 Expected Operational Impact (Funding Source)

As noted above we do expect that increases in ongoing costs will be covered by savings in lease payments
which will no longer be necessary. Funding the one-time costs is obviously more challenging. As everyone is
now aware, recent legislation prohibits courts from carrying forward more than 1% of their annual operating
budget beginning July 1, 2014. For Lake 1% of our FY12/13 operating budget is approximately $36,000.
Clearly, that is not adequate to cover all the one time move-in expenses. Absent a new procedure to cover these
one-time expenses as part of the project budget, or emergency funding, the expenses would have to be covered
out of the court’s annual budget allocation.

12.3 Expected Operational Impact (Cost Savings)

The court intends to eliminate two facility leases when the new Lakeport facility is complete. This annual cost
savings is estimated to be approximately $60,000. For a court our size, that is a substantial savings. While we
do not anticipate any reduction in staffing as a result of the facility, as mentioned above we do expect
significant operational efficiencies. These efficiencies will help us cope with the staffing reductions we have
experienced in the past few years.

13. Qualitative Statement of Need
The court facility in Lakeport is the main courthouse in Lake County serving the entire population. The facility
has severe security problems, is extremely overcrowded and has many physical deficiencies.

14. Courtroom and Courthouse Closures

The court has not closed any courtrooms or court facilities other than 16 closure/limited service days in
FY12/13 which are unpaid furlough days for staff. All courtrooms and court facilities are open and scheduled
to hear cases every day, with the exception of the 16 closure days. In an effort to streamline criminal case
processing, all criminal cases are now heard in the Lakeport court facility. This move has added to the security
and overcrowding issues discussed at length above.

15. “Outside the Box Thinking”

While the court is open to new creative solutions to all of the deficiencies in our current building, renovation is
simply not an option with our current facility. The court occupies the fourth floor of a four story building. The
first three floors are occupied by the county, and they have no desire to vacate the building, so expansion is not
an option in this building. More importantly there are serious and well documented concerns about the
structural integrity of this building.

Finally, land for this project has already been purchased. The project team, lead by our architects, has recently
taken significant steps to accomplish the 3% budget reduction by reducing the overall square footage. These
changes included limiting the number of jury capable courtrooms, using jury assembly space as an extra hearing
room and staff training room.
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Los Angeles Superior
Court

Projects at risk

COURT FACILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
AUGUST 11, 2016



Three iImmediate and critical needs l

1. Mental Health Court/Hollywood Courthouse
renovation

2. Eastlake Juvenile Courthouse replacement
3. Glendale Courthouse renovation



Los Angeles
Hollywood Mental Health
Courthouse Project

MOST CRITICAL NEED



Current LA Mental Health Court:
The right solution to a host of problems

» Only courthouse in the nation devoted to the needs of
those who are critically mentally ill

» Teamwork approach involving judges, medical
professionals, lawyers, County staff and Sheriff’s deputies
with expertise in mental iliness

» Substantial efficiencies by assembling case types that
require this expertise

» Reduces prisoner transport costs
» Reduces prison crowding
» Expedites proper treatment



The work of Department 95

» Competency proceedings for many criminal cases

» Psychiatrists on site daily allowing same-day determination of
competency

» Current courthouse precludes expansion to other criminal case types
» Mentally Disordered Offender commitment petitions
» LPS Conservatorship proceedings

» Sexually Violent Predator pretrial proceedings

» Current courthouse precludes expansion to include trial
» Writs on involuntary psychiatric hospital holds (WIC 5150)
» “Murphy conservatorships”
» Etc. (eg., WIC 5250, 5270.15, 6500; ECT hearings)



In Los Angeles, when questions of mental competency s

arise, they are resolved in a former food processing plants e

The existing building
Is woefully inadeqguate

And the iInadequacy
threatens the Mental
Health Court concept
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Building History

1930s - Building constructed as pickle factory
1950s — Building expanded

1960s — Abandoned

1969 — Occupied by Court

1984 — Renovation (Reception area and public
restrooms added)

-y V.V .V

v

2000s - (est.) Renovation (Jury deliberation room for
Dept. 95A converted into new Dept. 95B)

Outstanding Structural Problems

» Constant leaks/water damage from PDs office down

to DAs office;
» Persistent HVAC issues;

» Most emergency maintenance triggers Procedure 5
abatement requirements (Asbestos)
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Water damage in DA;s office from PD’s restroom toilet,
July 20, 2016



Security Deficiencies

» Inadequate number of
lockup cells (matters
regularly continued due to
lack of holding cells)

» No secure holding area for
state hospital patients (must
sit in public lobby in chains)

» No separate waiting area for
physicians and other
medical staff

» Cells violate standard cell

design requirements (suicide | p—
preve ntion) State Hospital patient sits in crowded public lobby with armed guard







Security Deficiencies
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| No secure parking for
| judicial officers; parking
area covered in graffiti
and replete with trash

Judicial Officer parking area



Security Deficiencies

» Exterior of courthouse routinely
vandalized
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» Outside waiting area unsecure; patients LWL
regularly climb over fence and escape =\ T e
into surrounding (residential) area

Graffiti common on
building exterior wall—
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Courtroom Deficiencies

» Courtrooms extremely
small, poorly configured,
and not ADA compliant

» No secure hallway from
chambers to courtroom
for judicial officer in Dept.
95B

» Judicial officer in Dept.
95B must use restroom in
County Counsel offices, as
must all jurors
[Note: County Counsel is a
party to all
conservatorship cases]

)

Bird’s-eye view of Dept. 95B, crowded and no jury box



General Space, Functional, and
Physical Deficiencies

> Patient interview area inadeque

Psychiatrist interviewing patient in lockup area




General Space, Functional, and
Physical Deficiencies
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» Extremely limited public parking (relative to increasing caseload), street
parking is limited to 2 hours.

» Cars from neighboring houses often occupy several spots




General Space, Functional, and
Physical Deficiencies

» Only 3 dedicated van/ambulance
spots available (approx. 60-70% of
patients arrive via van/ambulance)
- delays common -

No space for taxi drop-offs

3 reserved spaces for van/a

Staff double-parked to economize space



General Space, Functional, and
Physical Deficiencies

» Main entrance/lobby not designed to

accommodate gurneys or
wheelchairs

» Only one room available for
videoconferencing to State Hosp

» No staff break room

» No jury assembly room; jurors wait in
public lobby with patients or on the
sidewalk outside

» Clerk’s office not ADA-complaint;

furniture extremely old, cannot obtain
replacement parts

Sink hole in flooring tile outside public restroom



Mental Health Caseloads
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Solution: Rebuild the Hollywood
Courthouse

» Hollywood Courthouse is underutilized

» Avoid site acquisition cost and delay
(project originally approved with $33M
site acquisition costs appropriated)

» Design-build option will expedite the
process

» Earthquake fault issues are resolved

» Original $80 million cost estimate now $50
million net of County contributions



Centrally I =2
K b xisting y
|0Cated ﬁ 5{\ | woe, Courthouse -

-

HoIIywood
Courthouse « s

= Monterey 3
e
P’/f\“{ms Augrzl:es

i m s

Iglw od




DiEg (Bl ae

iq
ﬂm,- .
..éhv_he

=

Transit
accessible

' { ambulance and DMH !

b el Y
Kb Hollywood /Nine van parking

Sl METRO station

FWY access all
directions



Hollywood Design-Build Option
Meets Urgent Needs

>
>

Essential specialized lockup capacity included

Additional courtroom will
» Avoid dismantling the program
» Assist in handling growing caseload, and

» May allow expansion of competency proceedings to other case types

Waiting spaces appropriate for the population of court users served
(including outdoor secure waiting area)

Space for justice partners, medical professionals, County
conservators and County Counsel to be co-located (essential to the
concept)




Ready-to-build

» $48 million appropriated in FY14-15 for
rehab/expansion of existing Hollywood courthouse

» $15 million additional appropriated in FY16-17 for
demolition/new construction to avoid possible
fault zone

» Seismic analysis complete

» Revised cost, including demolition expenses, is $50
million, net of County contribution



In Summary . ..

» The needs of the mentally ill population are great

» The limitations of the current facility are forcing us to
consider a decrease in specialized collaborative
services to this population

» Re-use of the Hollywood site is cost-effective and
includes a contribution from LA County

» Design-build approach has been approved by DOF and
the Legislature

» The Legislature’s appropriation is consistent with its
current focus on the problems of mental iliness and
homelessness



Eastlake Juvenile Court

COURT FACILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
AUGUST 11, 2016




Building History

» 1954 - Facility constructed
» 1999 - Minor renovations (paint, ceiling tiles, and lighting)
» 2014 - Minor renovations (refurbished clerk’s office)

Outstanding Structural Problems

» HVAC system antiquated and unreliable;

» Sewage leaks in Dept. 201 (source: adult holding area);
» Frequent pipe bursts in ceiling; and

» Roof leaks when it rains
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Special Programs at Eastlake

» Only juvenile Mental Health Court
» One of three Drug Courts
» Central location for WIC 241.1 (dual status) courts

» Central location for DJJ (Department of Juvenile Justice)
subjects (minors/non-minors), releases and returnees



Eastlake Overview

» Security Deficiencies
» Courtroom Deficiencies
» General Space, Functional, and Physical Deficiencies

> ‘t‘)This prr]oject...is one of the highest priority trial court capital-outlay projects for the judicial
ranch”

Project Feasibility Report, October 2010



Deficiencies

» In-Custody Holding Area

» Lack of secure parking for
judicial officers

» Courtroom security




Deficiencies

» No public parking
» NoO attorney interview rooms

» Rotting building infrastructure



Glendale Courthouse

COURT FACILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
AUGUST 11, 2016




Project Features

» Functional deficiencies (lock-up)
» Cost-saving renovation
» Community support



Inadequate
holding cells

The main cell for the
male general
population: holds 35
iInmates; has one
tollet.




Inadequate
holding facilities

Inmate kicked open
deadbolted door




lnsecure
transport for
custodies

Since lock-up Is not
ADA compliant,
wheelchair custodies
must be taken
through the clerk’s
office







Superior Court of California
County of MHlendocino

From the Chambers of
HON. DAVID E. NELSON
Superior Court Judge

MENDOCINO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT

PRESENTATION TO THE COURT FACILITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF THE
JUDICIAL COUNCIL

AUGUST 11, 2016

WE NEED TO PROCEED WITH THE NEW COURTHOUSE FOR MENDOCINO COUNTY
BECAUSE...

SECURITY CONCERNS FOR PUBLIC, JURORS AND COURT STAFF:

-prisoners are dropped off on a public street to be walked in shackles through public corridors, up the one
elevator, and through the public hallways to the seven court rooms

-recent escape of dangerous felon at courthouse door that led to lock down of West side of Ukiah for one
night

-juveniles in shackles are marched through public hallways to the juvenile courtroom for their “private”
proceeding

-the jury assembly room is located adjacent to the door in which the in custody defendants are led into the
court house ... jurors in the hallway are exposed to risk and inmates in jury trials are seen by jurors as “in
custody” in violation of case law

-the one elevator is shared by inmates, the public, court staff and judges

-inmates walk through court rooms to jury box through public and court staff... recent incident where
inmate spit in probation officer’s face

DISABILITY ACCESS CONCERNS

-three court rooms in old part of building are not accessible to people with disabilities

-have to go up 15 stairs to get to traffic court or juvenile court

-numerous falls on steps and one pending lawsuit from disabled person

SEISMIC CONCERNS

-our present courthouse is two separate old buildings built in 1928 and 1949 and joined at the hip

-Level V earthquake risk

-older part of building especially of concern (see e.g. Napa)

INVESTMENT OF COMMUNITY

-City of Ukiah has invested $476,000 (not including staff time) in environmental work and site
engineering and development

-North Coast Railroad Authority (seller of new courthouse site) advanced money for clean-up of site...
they are now planning for compatible development of the property in the area surrounding the courthouse
site

NEED FOR PRELIMINARY PLANS PHASE

-now that the site has been acquired, we need to participate in the Preliminary Plans phase as we work
with our partners to develop the 4.1 acre courthouse site and adjoining 7 acres owned by the North Coast
Railroad Authority

-Preliminary Plans funding is already in the state budget for this fiscal year

-momentum and progress for this project is important to the community to move this project to a shovel-
ready stage so that when a funding stream is available, it can be built

Ukiah Courthouse ¢ 100 North State Street ¢ Ukiah, CA 95482 ¢ (707) 463-4662 ¢ FAX (707) 468-3459



A r%~
County Superio
rey
Monte




MONTEREY COUNTY SNAPSHOT

e 16th Largest County in e
California — over 3k square '~
miles ey

e Population close to half a
million

e South Monterey County
(Salinas Valley) has
population of approx. 64k

* |ncludes cities of Gonzales,
Soledad, Greenfield, King
City, San Lucas, and San
Ardo

Monterey County Superior Court




SOUTH MONTEREY COUNTY DEMOGRAPHICS

e Average of 22% living with a
median household income of
$33,000

e Predominant farmers/farm @
labor population

e 20% of Greenfield’s
population are indigenous
Oaxacan people




South County’s Barriers to Access to Justice

e Residents travel up to 120 miles round-trip to
access Family Law, Civil, and Self-Help Center

services

e Limited mass transit / public transportation
service

e Utilizing public transportation necessitates
travel in excess of 5 hours roundtrip

| ""-.._» — *“




South Monterey County Courthouse

2008 — Funded due to Immediate Need

Determination (fire safety, seismic issues, ADA, security,
overall deterioration of King City court facility)

2009 - Site Selection
2010 — Site Acquisition (donated by City of Greenfield)
2011 — Preliminary Plans

2012 — Working Drawings _
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‘Immediate Need’ Project Status

* Final designs completed in July 2012

e South Monterey County Courthouse project placed
on indefinite delay in September 2012

e King City Court Facility closed September 2013
(economic, fire safety, seismic issues, ADA, security,
overall deterioration of King City court facility)

e 2014 completed a project reassessment reducing
scope by nearly half (548.9m to 529.8)

%% Monterey County Superior Court & .=l a
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Potential for Loss of Donated Land

e Greenfield purchased and
developed the infrastructure
(sidewalks, sewage, water
lines) surrounding the land
specifically to donate a
location for the courthouse at
a cost of approximately S5 m

 Annual Greenfield revenue is
S6 m — a significant
investment and partnership in
access to justice

“&255 . Monterey County Superior Court - %




Potential for Loss of Donated Land

* Property Acquisition Agreement
requires the State to reconvey the
donated property back to the City of
Greenfield if construction has not
commenced by the end of 2016.

e Loss of approximately 17% of total
project costs.

e Greenfield is entitled to a unified
commitment by the State and the
Branch to the community’s sacrifice in
support of ensuring access to justice.

T
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ADDITIONAL COURT FACILITY NEEDS

While we await restarting previously identified critical needs
projects, other courthouse facilities continue to deteriorate and
have significant limitations.

Monterey has 19 Courtrooms shared by 22 Judicial Officers.
Civil court has 7 judicial officers sharing 4 courtroomes.

Essential need for a family services consolidated court.
» Juvenile court in E. Salinas, built in 1950’s
» Dependency court in a limited use dilapidated rental in S. Salinas
» Family court in Monterey
» DCSS in Marina

uperior Court of California,

ounty of Monterey




CONCLUSION

e Urge a re-commitment in critical courthouse facility projects
previously identified by the State over a decade ago honoring
our obligation to the communities we serve.

e Additional existing facilities continue to deteriorate and
become inadequate for rising service needs and population
growth; this is true for the Monterey Court and counties
throughout the State.

uperior Court of California,

ounty of Monterey




8-12-16
Justice Hill and Members of the Court Facilities Committee:

Thank you for the invitation to speak at the meeting yesterday. Time was of the essence so | did not
share my specific thoughts because | did not want to take more time after Hal Hopp, our Presiding
Judge, finished his presentation.

However, | would like the legislature and our governor to consider that we are not just talking about
buildings, or whether or not the roof leaks, or if there is mold. We are talking about human lives and
unnecessary suffering. | know, since | was personally involved in such a tragedy.

On 5-6-96, at 7:40 AM, | heard gun shots outside my chambers. A short time later, a nine year old boy
ranin and | closed my door. After a few minutes, | discovered that his father walked up to that child’s
mother, gave the boy a kiss, and then shot his mother to death as they stood in the crowded line to
enter our Family Court. Our deputies then raced out of the building and shot the father dead. Two
other people were grazed by bullets.

That woman was 26 year old Mariela Batista. Her boy was Felipe, made an orphan in the blink of an eye.
| spent 9 hours with him that day, as our court became a crime scene.

The tragedy is that we had asked for years for a new courthouse. That facility suffered from all the
dangers you heard repeated over and over yesterday, and was of a similar design as our current Hemet
Courthouse, which does all family law except for one courtroom. Ironically, we often referred to it as
“the shooting gallery” because of the way it was designed and how crowded it had become.

Ms. Batista’s death finally got our present Family Court Building in Riverside, which is safe and spacious,
on the fast track to be built. On the day of its dedication, a plaque was affixed to the building,
dedicating it to her memory.

When those of us in government and responsible to the people we work for have discussions about our
dilapidated courthouses, budgets, delays, and priorities, Mariela Batista and Felipe always come to my
mind.

How many more victims are we willing to risk? We all know it is not a matter of “if”, only “when.”

Respectfully Submitted,

Becky L. Dugan, Assistant Presiding Judge, Criminal Supervising Judge

Riverside Superior Court



Senate Bill 1407 Courthouse
Construction Projects:

Mid-County Civil Courthouse &
Indio Juvenile/Family Law Courthouse

4

Superior Court of California,
County of Riverside
Court Facilities Advisory Committee
August 11, 2016



Riverside County Population Growth
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Riverside County Superior Court
Judicial Officers in 2016
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Filings per Judicial Position in California
Comparison of Top Four Superior Courts to Statewide Average
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Mid-County Civil
Courthouse
(Hemet Area
Replacement)
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Immediate Need

Scored 16 out of 20 in the
Judicial Council’s
prioritization
methodology.



Projects in Immediate Need Group

Trial Court Capital-Outlay Plan

Adopted April 27, 2007
Sorted by Court

Project Priority Over- Physical Access to Court
County Project Name Group Total Score | Security | Crowding | Condition Services
Contra Costa New North Concord Courthouse Immediate 16 4 3 5 4
Fresno Renovate Fresno County Courthouse Immediate 18 5 3 5 5
Fresno New Selma Regional Justice Center Immediate 16 5 3 3 5
Fresno New Clovis Courthouse Immediate 15 5 3 2 5
Imperial New El Centro Family Courthouse Immediate 14.5 5 4 5 0.5
Kern New Mojave Courthouse Immediate 16.5 5 4 5 2.5
Kern New Delano Courthouse Immediate 15 2 3 5 5
Lake New Lakeport Courthouse Immediate 15 5 4 5 1
Los Angeles Renovate Lancaster Courthouse (N) Immediate 17 3 4 5 5
Los Angeles Renovate Santa Clarita Courthouse (NV) Immediate 16 3 3 5 5
Los Angeles New Glendale Courthouse (NC) Immediate 14.5 4 3 5 2.5
Merced New Los Banos Courthouse Immediate 16 3 3 5 5
Monterey New King County Courthouse Immediate 17 5 4 3 5
Placer New Tahoe Area Courthouse Immediate 17 4 5 3 5
Riverside New Indio Juvenile Courthouse (Desert Reg) Immediate 20 5 5 5 5
Riverside IAddition to Corona Courthouse (W Reg) Immediate P 4 2 5 5
Riverside Addition to Hemet Courthouse (Mid-Cnty Reg) Immediate ( 16 3 3 5 5
Sacramento New Sacramento Criminal Courthouse Immediate 6. 5 3 5 3.5
San Bernardino  |Addition to Joshua Tree Courthouse Immediate 16 4 2 5 5
San Joaquin New South San Joaquin County Courthouse Immediate 17 4 3 5 5
San Joaquin Renovate Juvenile Justice Center Immediate 1555 5 4 5 1.5
Santa Barbara Renovation and Addition to Santa Barbara Figueroa Courthouse Immediate 14.5 5 4 5 0.5
Shasta New Redding Courthouse Immediate 16 5 3 5 3
Solano Renovation and Addition to Fairfield Old Solano Courthouse Immediate 16 3 3 5 5
Sonoma New Santa Rosa Criminal Courthouse Immediate 15.5 5 3 5 2.5
Sonoma New Santa Rosa Family and Civil Courthouse Immediate 14.5 5 3 5 1.5
Stanislaus New Modesto Courthouse Immediate 17 4 3 5 5
Sutter New Yuba City Courthouse Immediate 16.5 5 4 5 2.5
Tulare Renovation and Addition to Visalia Courthouse Immediate 16 5 3 5 3
Ventura New Ventura East County Courthouse Immediate 15 4 1 5 5




Riverside County Superior Court
Mid-County Region
3

Map of Riverside County
|
Serves
e Hemet nearly e Indi
820,000 e
residents 1

Distance of 180 Miles
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A single small sub-standard security entrance
prevents safe and effective public screening
with proper ADA access.......

1@



causing long lines to form outside with summer
temperatures reaching up to 109 degrees.

kil



Awkward public lobby and corridor angles
prevent adequate security monitoring and
ADA accessibility.

12



Crowded courtroom entry is adjacent to non-
accessible ADA public service windows.

13
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Indio Juvenile and
Family Law Courthouse
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Immediate Need

Scored 20 out of 20 in the Judicial
Council’s prioritization methodology
to make it the highest scored
immediate need project on the
original list of 41.
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Projects in Immediate Need Group
Trial Court Capital-Outlay Plan
Adopted April 27, 2007
Sorted By Court

Project Over- Physical Access to
County Project Name Priority Group | Total Score | Security| crowding| Condition| Court Services
Contra Costa New North Concord Courthouse Immediate 16 4 3 5 4
Fresno Renovate Fresno County Courthouse Immediate 18 5 3 5 5
Fresno New Selma Regional Justice Center Immediate 16 5 3 3 5
Fresno New Clovis Courthouse Immediate 15 5 3 2 5
Imperial New El Centro Family Courthouse Immediate 14.5 5 4 5 0.5
Kern New Mojave Courthouse Immediate 16.5 5 4 5 2.5
Kern New Delano Courthouse Immediate 15 2 3 5 5
Lake New Lakeport Courthouse Immediate 15 5 4 5 1
Los Angeles Renovate Lancaster Courthouse (N) Immediate 17 3 4 5 5
Los Angeles Renovate Santa Clarita Courthouse (NV) Immediate 16 3 3 5 5
Los Angeles New Glendale Courthouse (NC) Immediate 14.5 4 3 5 2.5
Merced New Los Banos Courthouse Immediate 16 3 3 5 5
Monterey New King County Courthouse Immediate 17 5 4 3 5
Placer New Tahoe Area Courthouse Immediate 4 5 3 5
Riverside New Indio Juvenile Courthouse (Desert Reg) Immediate 20 5 5 5 5
Riverside Addition to Corona Courthouse (W Reg) Immediate 4 2 5 5
Riverside Addition to Hemet Courthouse (Mid-Cnty Reg) Immediate 16 3 3 5 5
Sacramento New Sacramento Criminal Courthouse Immediate 16.5 5 3 5 3.5
San Bernardino [Addition to Joshua Tree Courthouse Immediate 16 4 2 5 5
San Joaquin New South San Joaquin County Courthouse Immediate 17 4 3 5 5
San Joaquin Renovate Juvenile Justice Center Immediate 15.5 5 4 5 1.5
Santa Barbara [Renovation and Addition to Santa Barbara Figueroa Courthouse |Immediate 14.5 5 4 5 0.5
Shasta New Redding Courthouse Immediate 16 5 3 5 3
Solano Renovation and Addition to Fairfield Old Solano Courthouse Immediate 16 3 3 5 5
Sonoma New Santa Rosa Criminal Courthouse Immediate 15.5 5 3 5 2.5
Sonoma New Santa Rosa Family and Civil Courthouse Immediate 14.5 5 3 5 1.5
Stanislaus New Modesto Courthouse Immediate 17 4 3 5 5
Sutter New Yuba City Courthouse Immediate 16.5 5 4 5 2.5
Tulare Renovation and Addition to Visalia Courthouse Immediate 16 5 3 5 3
Ventura New Ventura East County Courthouse Immediate 15 4 1 5 5

16



Riverside County Superior Court
Desert Region

4
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Security Deficiencies of
Current Facility

Current facility has an AOC security
rating of 80, the highest possible rating
for deficiencies. It is unsafe, substandard
in size, and overcrowded.

18



Crowded public hallways create
security hazards.

19



Inadequate lobby configuration prevents
security staff from properly monitoring internal
areas of the court.

o
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Inadequate space, crowding, no line
configuration, and mixing of litigants....

2



Lack of seating, ADA accessibility, and
confidentiality among parties.

22



Cramped lobby means parties must wait
outside the courthouse in extreme
temperatures ranging from 102 to 120
degrees.

23



Unsecured parking for judges is a security
concern.

24



Courtrooms and Lobby Waiting Area

Considerably Undersized Compared to Approved
California Trial Court Facilities Standards

4

Courtrooms Lobby Area

29



In Summary:
Immediate Need for New Facilities

These projects will allow consolidation of all juvenile and family court
functions in one location in the Desert region and several case types in
the Mid-County region, which corrects operational inefficiencies for the
court and improves access to justice.

The new projects will solve the current substandard space shortfalls,

increase security, and replace inadequate and obsolete buildings, as well
as provide for consolidation.

Proceeding with these projects will best serve the current needs of the

public and the justice system, as well as provide the foundation for long-
term needs.

26



Questions ?
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

KEVIN R. CULHANE 720 NINTH STREET
PRESIDING JUDGE SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
DEPARTMENT 47 (916) 874-5487

August 10, 2016

Hon. Brad R. Hill

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Court of Appeal, Fifth Appellate District
2424 Ventura Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Re: Sacramento Courthouse Project
Dear Justice Hill,

Sacramento Deserves A New Downtown Courthouse For Its Citizens, Judiciary And Trial
Court Employees.

Why is a new courthouse needed?

o The existing Sacramento County Gordon D. Schaber Courthouse (hereinafter "Schaber
Courthouse") was built in 1965, and was originally designed for 22 courtrooms.
Sequential renovations necessitated by the growth of Sacramento County have now
squeezed 44 courtrooms into the original building envelope. At the same time, elevator
capacity, public hallway space, restroom facilities and all public service areas remain as
they were when the building contained only 22 courtrooms;

o For the last two decades, the building has had major security, life safety, functional and
overcrowding issues that include but are not limited to the following;

o The secure holding facilities, which were designed for a court with 22
courtrooms, are dangerously insufficient for more than 600 in-custody
defendants who now appear in court each week. This results in severe
overcrowding that violates Title 24 standards;



Hon. Brad R. Hill
Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
August 10, 2016

Page 2

o For all courtrooms on the east side of the building, in-custody defendants must
be transported through public corridors that are simultaneously used by jurors,
witnesses, crime victims, trial court employees and members of the public;

o For all courtrooms on the west side of the building, in-custody defendants can
only access the courtroom through the clerk’s office or judicial chambers;

o There is no method of secure transport for in-custody defendants to any of the
numerous courtrooms located above the fourth floor:

o The building has received the highest deficiency seismic rating (Level V);

o Although the building is occupied by up to 3000 people on a daily basis, there is
no fire sprinkler system above the second floor;

o None of the courtrooms are ADA compliant, and all courtrooms fail to meet
minimum state size standards.

The jury lounge-which was designed to provide space for 145 occupants-is grossly
inadequate to handle the average of 307 new jurors that report for jury service each day
or the 500 total jurors that are regularly present. This problem led to enforcement
citations issued by the City Fire Marshal, and some additional seating was added to the
open mezzanine adjacent to the jury assembly room. These additions have resulted in
available seating for a total of 286 occupants; hundreds of potential jurors are therefore
required to stand in adjacent public hallways;

As a result of the foregoing and numerous other structural issues, the building was in
2008 ranked number 9 out of 33 projects on the statewide Capital Outlay Projects list.
The physical and safety deficiencies outlined above caused the Sacramento facility to be
placed in the “Immediate Needs” category in support of building a new courthouse;

The foregoing deficiencies and many others were summarized in the 2010 Project
Feasibility Report, which described the Sacramento court facilities as “. . . unsafe,
substandard in size, overcrowded, and [with]| many physical conditions which create
impediments to the administration of justice.”



Hon. Brad R. Hill

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
August 10, 2016

Page 2

Significant Progress to Date

o Preliminary Design and site acquisition for the new courthouse was completed in June
2014;

o The California Legislature appropriated funds for preliminary plans and working
drawings in FY 2014-15;

o The Judicial Council approved a scope change to provide for a single unified building in
February 2016;

e A budget re-appropriation and scope change was submitted by the California
Department of Finance to the Legislature in April 2016. The re-appropriation included
$16 million to proceed with architectural and engineering design. The re-appropriation
specifically directing these funds to the Sacramento County Project was approved by the
Legislature and finalized in the 2016/17 final budget.

Current Activity for the Project

Final design and working drawings are currently in progress;
o There is no approved construction funding to build the $425 million dollar building;

o The Judicial Council and the Court are exploring other options to fund the construction
project;

e Weneed your help to bring this desperately needed project to completion.

Very truly yours,

Hon. Kevin R. Culhane
Presiding Judge
Sacramento Superior Court



Superior Court of California
County of Santa Barbara
Criminal Courts Building — Executive Summary
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The Superior Court of Santa Barbara County serves residents
of South County from the historic Anacapa courthouse, the
Figueroa courthouse across the street, and a small Jury
Services building nearby. These facilities are overcrowded and
have severe security problems and many physical deficiencies,
including inadequate parking.

The new Santa Barbara Criminal Courthouse will increase
efficiency and security by consolidating all criminal and traffic
court operations in one modern, secure building for the south
district. It will also co-locate jury services with the criminal
courtrooms. The new facility will relieve the historic Anacapa
courthouse of criminal proceedings and replace the Figueroa
courthouse and alter the use of the Jury Services building.

The project will also provide basic services not currently provided to south district court users due to limited space, including
appropriately sized courtrooms, jury deliberation rooms, an adequately sized self-help center, a children's waiting room,
attorney/client interview rooms, and ADA accessibility. Enhanced security features would include entrance screening of all

court users and adequately sized in-custody holding.

The new courthouse will be located on Santa Barbara Street, next to the Figueroa courthouse and across the street from the

historic courthouse.

Site acquisition was completed in mid-2012.

This project is in architectural design-preliminary plans with a current expected completion date of 3 Q 2022.

Courtrooms 8
Square Footage 92,331
Current authorized project budget $99,507,000

In 2000 the Task Force on Court Facilities found the existing Criminal Courthouse deficient. Seismic retrofitting would be
costly and replacement was ultimately recommended. The Building is included among those noted as immediate and critical

needs.

The building suffers from a number of deficiencies:

e Lack of security — Lobbies and hallways are dangerously crowded with criminal defendants
e Poor circulation routes - Litigants, staff, jurors, judges and in-custody defendants co-mingle in cramped public

hallways and lobbies.

e Lack of Holding Cells — Retrofitted custodial facilities use telephone booth sized cages to separate different

classifications of in-custody defendants

e Insufficient number and size of courtrooms — The Court has outgrown the over 60 year old building compelling use
of a National Historic Landmark Courthouse across the street to accommodate additional full-time criminal

calendars.

e Poor physical condition of building — antiquated plumbing routinely fails and renders courtrooms inoperable
e Lack of Fire/Life Safety Systems — No alarm system and fire suppression is only available on one floor of the

structure

e Inadequate ADA compliance — a single elevator serves the building which is insufficient in size to accommodate the
needs of those in a wheel chair; a single ADA compliant restroom is located on the basement level.


http://www.courts.ca.gov/2806.htm

County Of Santa Barbara

105 East Anapamu Street, Room 406
Santa Barbara, California 93101
805-568-3400 » Fax 805-568-3414
www.countyofsb.org

Mona Miyasato
County Executive Officer

Executive Office

August 8, 2016

Hon. Brad R. Hill

Administrative Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal
Fifth Appellate District

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Justice Brad Hill,
This letter is in support of the New Criminal Courthouse in the Pueblo Viejo district in downtown Santa Barbara.

The new Santa Barbara Courthouse will replace a deteriorating 62 year old building no longer suitable for the needs
of the criminal courts. The current courthouse suffers from inadequate courtroom sizes, small crowded lobby areas,
non-ADA compliant jury boxes, restrooms and doors, inadequate holding cells for inmates, unsafe transports of
inmates through public areas using one elevator and public cross walks, unsecure circulation for judicial officers and
staff, and unsecure parking for judicial officers. In addition to the operational side of the court the facility’s system’s
life cycles of the plumbing, electrical, and HVAC systems continue to expire on a daily basis.

The new Criminal Courthouse consolidates 8 courtrooms into one building along with jury services and public
windows servicing Records, Traffic, Criminal, and Appeals conveniently located on the street level for ease of access
by court users. The new building will offer easier access for jurors, witnesses, litigants, attorneys, staff, and judicial
officers and will also be ADA compliant.

In addition, the new courthouse will bring various jobs to the downtown community for 2 to 3 years, provide
additional customers for local businesses, and beautify the historic Pueblo Viejo district of Santa Barbara.

It was recently reported that the funding stream for new courthouse construction is diminishing and the fund is
being depleted. The decision on which construction projects should move forward given the challenges of the fund
is a critical one for this committee. As you make your decision, thank you for considering the safety, access, and
security needs of the public servants who work in the Santa Barbara Courthouse as well as the members of our
community that access it daily.

Sincerely,

%Z;V{Q@

Mona Miyasato
County Executive Ofﬁcer

cc: Court Facilities Advisory Committee cfac@jud.ca.gov
Terri Maus-Nisich Tom Alvarez
Assistant County Executive Officer Budget Director

tmaus@countyofsb.org toalvarez@countyofsb.org
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
105 East Anapamu Street, 4th Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

First District Supervisor

JEREMY TITTLE
Chief of Staff
ERIC FRIEDMAN TELEPHONE: (805) 568-2186
District Representative FAX: (805) 568-2534
www.countyofsb.org/bos/carbajal
LISA VALENCIA E-mail: Scarbajal@sbcbosl.org
SHERRATT B

District Representative

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

August 8, 2016

Hon. Brad R. Hill

Administrative Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal
Fifth Appellate District

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Justice Hill,

I am writing to urge your support of the New Criminal Courthouse in the historic Pueblo Viejo
district in downtown Santa Barbara. This is a much needed project that will address critical
safety gaps for the courthouse staff, jurors and the public at large.

As First District Supervisor for Santa Barbara County, | know first-hand the significance this
project has for public safety in our community. The new Santa Barbara County Courthouse will
replace a deteriorating 62 year old building that is no longer suitable for the needs of the
criminal courts. The current courthouse has a number of deficiencies including: inadequate
courtroom sizes; small crowded lobby areas; non-ADA compliant jury boxes, restrooms and
doors; inadequate holding cells for inmates; unsafe transports of inmates through public areas
using one elevator and public cross walks; unsecure circulation for judicial officers and staff;
and unsecure parking for judicial officers. In addition to the operational side, the current
facility infrastructure is near the end of its lifespan which is resulting in plumbing, electrical, and
HVAC systems malfunctions.

To address these public health and safety issues, the new Criminal Courthouse consolidates 8
courtrooms into one building along with jury services. It will also locate public windows
servicing Records, Traffic, Criminal, and Appeals to a convenient location on the street level for



Santa Barbara County Courthouse
August 8, 2016
Page 2

ease of access by court users. This new arrangement will provide enhanced access for jurors,
witnesses, litigants, attorneys, staff, and judicial officers that will be ADA compliant.

I was recently informed by staff that the funding stream for new courthouse construction is
diminishing and the fund is being depleted. The decision on which construction projects
should move forward given the projected challenges of the fund is critical for both the
Committee and the communities that are being served. | appreciate your consideration of the
unique challenges the Santa Barbara Community faces and how the new Courthouse will serve
to address them.

Thank you for your consideration of funding for this much needed project.
Sincerely,

Locly

Salud Carbajal
First District Supervisor



County Of Santa Barbara
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August 8, 2016

Hon. Patricia M. Lucas

Vice Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Assistant Presiding Judge of the

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara
Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Judge Patricia Lucas,
This letter is in support of the New Criminal Courthouse in the Pueblo Viejo district in downtown Santa Barbara.

The new Santa Barbara Courthouse will replace a deteriorating 62 year old building no longer suitable for the needs
of the criminal courts. The current courthouse suffers from inadequate courtroom sizes, small crowded lobby areas,
non-ADA compliant jury boxes, restrooms and doors, inadequate holding cells for inmates, unsafe transports of
inmates through public areas using one elevator and public cross walks, unsecure circulation for judicial officers and
staff, and unsecure parking for judicial officers. In addition to the operational side of the court the facility’s system’s
life cycles of the plumbing, electrical, and HVAC systems continue to expire on a daily basis.

The new Criminal Courthouse consolidates 8 courtrooms into one building along with jury services and public
windows servicing Records, Traffic, Criminal, and Appeals conveniently located on the street level for ease of access
by court users. The new building will offer easier access for jurors, witnesses, litigants, attorneys, staff, and judicial
officers and will also be ADA compliant.

In addition, the new courthouse will bring various jobs to the downtown community for 2 to 3 years, provide
additional customers for local businesses, and beautify the historic Pueblo Viejo district of Santa Barbara.

It was recently reported that the funding stream for new courthouse construction is diminishing and the fund is
being depleted. The decision on which construction projects should move forward given the challenges of the fund
is a critical one for this committee. As you make your decision, thank you for considering the safety, access, and
security needs of the public servants who work in the Santa Barbara Courthouse as well as the members of our
community that access it daily.

Sincerely,

Mona Miyasato
County Executive O icer

cc: Court Facilities Advisory Committee -cfac@jud.ca.gov
Terri Maus-Nisich Tom Alvarez
Assistant County Executive Officer Budget Director

tmaus@countyofsb.org toalvarez@countyofsb.org
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

August 8, 2016

Hon. Patricia M. Lucas

Vice Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Assistant Presiding Judge of the

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara
Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Judge Lucas,

I am writing to urge your support of the New Criminal Courthouse in the historic Pueblo Viejo
district in downtown Santa Barbara. This is a much needed project that will address critical
safety gaps for the courthouse staff, jurors and the public at large.

As First District Supervisor for Santa Barbara County, | know first-hand the significance this
project has for public safety in our community. The new Santa Barbara County Courthouse will
replace a deteriorating 62 year old building that is no longer suitable for the needs of the
criminal courts. The current courthouse has a number of deficiencies including: inadequate
courtroom sizes; small crowded lobby areas; non-ADA compliant jury boxes, restrooms and
doors; inadequate holding cells for inmates; unsafe transports of inmates through public areas
using one elevator and public cross walks; unsecure circulation for judicial officers and staff;
and unsecure parking for judicial officers. In addition to the operational side, the current
facility infrastructure is near the end of its lifespan which is resulting in plumbing, electrical, and
HVAC systems malfunctions.

To address these public health and safety issues, the new Criminal Courthouse consolidates 8
courtrooms into one building along with jury services. It will also locate public windows
servicing Records, Traffic, Criminal, and Appeals to a convenient location on the street level for



Santa Barbara County Courthouse
August 8, 2016
Page 2

ease of access by court users. This new arrangement will provide enhanced access for jurors,
witnesses, litigants, attorneys, staff, and judicial officers that will be ADA compliant.

I was recently informed by staff that the funding stream for new courthouse construction is
diminishing and the fund is being depleted. The decision on which construction projects
should move forward given the projected challenges of the fund is critical for both the
Committee and the communities that are being served. | appreciate your consideration of the
unique challenges the Santa Barbara Community faces and how the new Courthouse will serve
to address them.

Thank you for your consideration of funding for this much needed project.
Sincerely,

docty

Salud Carbajal
First District Supervisor
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY

August 9, 2016

Hon. Brad R. Hill

Administrative Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal
Fifth Appellate District

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Honorable Justice Hill,

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
105 East Anapamu Street, 4 Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

TELEPHONE: (805) 568-2191
FAX: (805) 568-2283
E-mail: jwolf@sbcbos2.org
www.countyofsb.org/bos/wolf

I am writing to you in my role as the Santa Barbara County Supervisor who sits on the AB 109 realignment committee
and the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council. | have taken the opportunity to visit our two courthouses on a regular

basis and have seen first-hand the need for a new and better functioning criminal court.

Hence, this letter is in support of the much needed new Criminal Courthouse in downtown Santa Barbara.

The new Santa Barbara Courthouse will replace a 62 year old building that is no longer suitable for the needs of the
criminal courts. The current courthouse suffers from inadequate courtroom sizes, small crowded lobby areas, non-
ADA compliant jury boxes, restrooms and doors, inadequate holding cells for inmates, unsafe transports of inmates
through public areas using one elevator and public cross walks, unsecure circulation for judicial officers and staff, and
unsecure parking for judicial officers. In addition to the operational side of the court the facility’s system’s life cycles

of the plumbing, electrical, and HVAC systems continue to expire on a daily basis.

The new Criminal Courthouse as designed will consolidate eight courtrooms into one building along with jury services
and public windows servicing Records, Traffic, Criminal, and Appeals conveniently located on the street level for ease
of access by court users. The new building will offer easier access for jurors, witnesses, litigants, attorneys, staff, and

judicial officers and will also be ADA compliant.

It was recently reported that the funding stream for new courthouse construction is diminishing and the fund is being
depleted. The decision on which construction projects should move forward, given the challenges of the fund, is a
critical one for your committee. As you make your decision, | want to thank you in advance for considering the
safety, access, and security needs of the public servants who work in the Santa Barbara Courthouse as well as the
members of our community that access it daily.

i

)
i/ / il
et ify i &

cerely, f

Jé |§\iet Wolf U
Second District Supervisor
Cngnty of Santa Barbara

CC:

Hon. Patricia M. Lucas, Vice Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
August 9, 2016

Hon. Patricia M. Lucas

Vice Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Assistant Presiding Judge of the

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara
Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Honorable Justice Lucas,

I am writing to you in my role as the Santa Barbara County Supervisor who sits on the AB 109 realignment committee
and the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council. | have taken the opportunity to visit our two courthouses on a regular
basis and have seen first-hand the need for a new and better functioning criminal court.

Hence, this letter is in support of the much needed new Criminal Courthouse in downtown Santa Barbara.

The new Santa Barbara Courthouse will replace a 62 year old building that is no longer suitable for the needs of the
criminal courts. The current courthouse suffers from inadequate courtroom sizes, small crowded lobby areas, non-
ADA compliant jury boxes, restrooms and doors, inadequate holding cells for inmates, unsafe transports of inmates
through public areas using one elevator and public cross walks, unsecure circulation for judicial officers and staff, and
unsecure parking for judicial officers. In addition to the operational side of the court the facility’s system’s life cycles
of the plumbing, electrical, and HVAC systems continue to expire on a daily basis.

The new Criminal Courthouse as designed will consolidate eight courtrooms into one building along with jury services
and public windows servicing Records, Traffic, Criminal, and Appeals conveniently located on the street level for ease
of access by court users. The new building will offer easier access for jurors, witnesses, litigants, attorneys, staff, and
judicial officers and will also be ADA compliant.

It was recently reported that the funding stream for new courthouse construction is diminishing and the fund is being
depleted. The decision on which construction projects should move forward, given the challenges of the fund, is a
critical one for your committee. As you make your decision, | want to thank you in advance for considering the
safety, access, and security needs of the public servants who work in the Santa Barbara Courthouse as well as the
members of our community that access it daily.

;S'"i-pcerely,

/]
and M f—
et Wolf {)

ond District Supérvisor
nty of Santa Barbara

CC: Hon. Brad R. Hill, Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
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August 9, 2016

Hon. Brad R. Hill

Administrative Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal
Fifth Appellate District

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Ave.,

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Judge Hill,

This letter is to express my support for the construction of a new criminal courthouse in the
Pueblo Viejo district of downtown Santa Barbara.

The Santa Barbara Superior Court currently maintains two courthouses in the historic downtown
el Pueblo Viejo District of Santa Barbara California. One building is the beautiful historic
courthouse at 1100 Anacapa Street. The other building is the Criminal Courthouse at Figueroa
Street, which has been repeatedly remodeled to accommodate the changing demands of the
criminal justice community. The Criminal Court building does not provide a sufficient number of
courtrooms compelling the use of the National Historic Landmark for criminal calendars.

The current courthouse suffers from inadequate courtroom sizes, small crowded lobby areas,
non-ADA compliant jury boxes, restrooms and doors, inadequate holding cells for inmates,

unsafe transports of inmates through public areas using one elevator and public cross walks,
unsecure circulation for judicial officers and staff, and unsecure parking for judicial officers.

The current criminal courthouse is deficient in other ways. For example, the jury operations for
the Superior Court are housed in a building one block away from the Criminal Court’s Building.
Jury orientation takes place in this building and then jurors are escorted down the street to
proceed through weapons screening, This two building process is inefficient. The current design
for the new facility calls for jury services to be housed within the proposed new criminal court
building. Jurors will be screened upon arrival at the court, receive their orientation and then
directed to their courtroom in a more convenient and efficient manner. This operational




efficiency saves time for the jurors, judges, attorneys, staff and litigants while improving the
juror’s experience.

Additionally, currently judges park in an open accessible parking lot behind the existing criminal
courthouse. With a new courthouse judges will be provided secure parking underground in a
gated garage with direct access in a secure route to their chambers and courtrooms. The new
building would also provide appropriate circulation routes for the public, staff and secure routes
for movement of inmates making the facility safer for everyone tending to business in the court.

In addition to the operational side of the court the facility’s system’s life cycles of the plumbing,
electrical, and HVAC systems continue to expire on a daily basis.

The new Santa Barbara Courthouse will replace a deteriorating 62 year old building no longer
suitable for the needs of the criminal courts. A new criminal court building would mean a boost
to the local economy as well. Contractors and suppliers will frequent local businesses and hotels
during the 2-3 year construction phase.

As the State Senator representing the 19" district, which includes all of Santa Barbara County
and western Ventura County and as chair of the Senate Judiciary Committee | am well aware that
the funding stream supporting construction of new courthouses throughout California are
dwindling. This decline in funding puts you and the committee in a difficult position in
prioritizing projects and finding a mechanism to address these critical needs.

Santa Barbara Superior Court’s proposed Criminal Courts Building was and remains one of the
top critical projects identified in California’s Court System’s Infrastructure. The Court enjoys
strong support from partners in government, the bar, the justice system and private business in
Santa Barbara. [ share their concern and urge you to find a way to ensure that this critical need
be met before costs further escalate.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Hannah Beth Jackson
Senate District, 19



105 East Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
(805) 568-2625

Matthew P. Pontes
Director

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
GENERAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

August 8, 2016

Hon. Brad R. Hill

Administrative Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal
Fifth Appellate District

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Honorable Judge Hill,

I’'m writing to you in your roles as Chair and Vice Chair of the Judicial Council’s Court Facilities Advisory
Committee.

The Santa Barbara Superior Court currently maintains two courthouses in the historic downtown el Pueblo Viejo
District of Santa Barbara California. One building is the beautiful historic courthouse at 1100 Anacapa Street.
The other building is the Criminal Courthouse at Figueroa Street which has been repeatedly remodeled to
accommodate the changing demands of the criminal justice community. The Criminal Court building does not
provide a sufficient number of courtrooms compelling the use of the National Historic Landmark for criminal
calendars.

Thousands of tourists a year pore through the halls of this landmark. On a daily basis they are exposed to
shackled inmates in orange jumpsuits being paraded across the public street and through the storied halls. This
leaves an inappropriate impression of the American Justice System and the City of Santa Barbara. Each day tour
busses line up on Figueroa Street in between the Historic Courthouse and the current Criminal Court Building.
As international tourists disembark the sounds of their camera shutters compete with the sounds of inmate waist
and ankle chains they are photographing as defendants cross the street for their court appearances.

The current criminal courthouse is deficient in other ways. There are inadequate employee and public circulation
routes, poor custody facilities, crowded narrow hallways, a porous sally-port for the transportation bus, no
attorney client meeting spaces and no ADA compliance. Judges, staff and inmates move through public hallways
and share elevators creating a safety hazard and exposing judicial officers and staff to increased risk.

The sally-port is secured by two electronic low level gates. This sally-port was recently modified as a defendant
squeezing between the bus and the wall and jumping over the gate, escaping into downtown Santa Barbara. Once
inmates are secured in the holding facility, custody deputies’ safety is compromised by the tight housing units.
The custody facility has been modified to accommodate an increasingly violent classification of defendants, many



of whom must be segregated from others. Single person cages, smaller than a phone booth, have been installed in
order to secure these defendants and isolate them from other classifications.

There is one elevator in the building which is used to move inmates from the first floor to courtrooms on upper
levels. Judges and public must be evacuated from the elevator and when the inmates are placed on the elevator
along with the custody deputy. This is the only elevator in the building and it does not meet ADA requirements
for those persons compelled to use a wheel chair. The bathrooms and narrow hallways also do not meet current
ADA requirements.

The jury operations for the Superior Court are housed in a building one block away from the Criminal Court’s
Building. Jury orientation takes place in this building and then jurors are escorted down the street to proceed
through weapons screening. This two building process is inefficient. The current design calls for jury services to
be housed within the new criminal court building. Jurors will be screened upon arrival at the court, receive their
orientation and then directed to their courtroom in a more convenient and efficient manner. This operational
efficiency saves time for the jurors, judges, attorneys, staff and litigants while improving the juror’s experience.

Currently judges park in an open accessible parking lot behind the existing criminal courthouse. With a new
courthouse judges will be provided secure parking underground in a gated garage with direct access in a secure
route to their chambers and courtrooms. The new building also provides appropriate circulation routes for the
public, staff and secure routes for movement of inmates making the facility safer for everyone tending to business
in the court.

A new criminal courts building in downtown Santa Barbara means a boost to the local economy as well.
Contractors and suppliers will frequent local businesses and hotels during the two to three year construction

phase.

[ am aware that the funding stream supporting construction of new courthouses throughout California are
dwindling. The decline in funding puts you and the committee in a difficult position in prioritizing projects and
finding a mechanism to address these critical needs. Santa Barbara Superior Court’s proposed Criminal Courts
Building was and remains one of the top critical projects identified in California’s Court System’s Infrastructure.

The Court enjoys strong support from partners in government, the bar, the justice system and private business in
Santa Barbara. I share the concern and urge you to find a way to ensure that this critical need be met before costs
escalate further.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

i Pos

Matthew P. Pontes
Director, General Services Department
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Santa Barbara, CA 93101
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August 8, 2016

Hon. Patricia M. Lucas

Vice Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Assistant Presiding Judge of the

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara
Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Honorable Judge Lucas,

I’'m writing to you in your roles as Chair and Vice Chair of the Judicial Council’s Court Facilities Advisory
Committee.

The Santa Barbara Superior Court currently maintains two courthouses in the historic downtown el Pueblo Viejo
District of Santa Barbara California. One building is the beautiful historic courthouse at 1100 Anacapa Street.
The other building is the Criminal Courthouse at Figueroa Street which has been repeatedly remodeled to
accommodate the changing demands of the criminal justice community. The Criminal Court building does not
provide a sufficient number of courtrooms compelling the use of the National Historic Landmark for criminal
calendars.

Thousands of tourists a year pore through the halls of this landmark. On a daily basis they are exposed to
shackled inmates in orange jumpsuits being paraded across the public street and through the storied halls. This
leaves an inappropriate impression of the American Justice System and the City of Santa Barbara. Each day tour
busses line up on Figueroa Street in between the Historic Courthouse and the current Criminal Court Building.
As international tourists disembark the sounds of their camera shutters compete with the sounds of inmate waist
and ankle chains they are photographing as defendants cross the street for their court appearances.

The current criminal courthouse is deficient in other ways. There are inadequate employee and public circulation
routes, poor custody facilities, crowded narrow hallways, a porous sally-port for the transportation bus, no
attorney client meeting spaces and no ADA compliance. Judges, staff and inmates move through public hallways
and share elevators creating a safety hazard and exposing judicial officers and staff to increased risk.

The sally-port is secured by two electronic low level gates. This sally-port was recently modified as a defendant
squeezing between the bus and the wall and jumping over the gate, escaping into downtown Santa Barbara. Once
inmates are secured in the holding facility, custody deputies’ safety is compromised by the tight housing units.
The custody facility has been modified to accommodate an increasingly violent classification of defendants, many



of whom must be segregated from others. Single person cages, smaller than a phone booth, have been installed in
order to secure these defendants and isolate them from other classifications.

There is one elevator in the building which is used to move inmates from the first floor to courtrooms on upper
levels. Judges and public must be evacuated from the elevator and when the inmates are placed on the elevator
along with the custody deputy. This is the only elevator in the building and it does not meet ADA requirements
for those persons compelled to use a wheel chair. The bathrooms and narrow hallways also do not meet current
ADA requirements.

The jury operations for the Superior Court are housed in a building one block away from the Criminal Court’s
Building. Jury orientation takes place in this building and then jurors are escorted down the street to proceed
through weapons screening. This two building process is inefficient. The current design calls for jury services to
be housed within the new criminal court building. Jurors will be screened upon arrival at the court, receive their
orientation and then directed to their courtroom in a more convenient and efficient manner. This operational
efficiency saves time for the jurors, judges, attorneys, staff and litigants while improving the juror’s experience.

Currently judges park in an open accessible parking lot behind the existing criminal courthouse. With a new
courthouse judges will be provided secure parking underground in a gated garage with direct access in a secure
route to their chambers and courtrooms. The new building also provides appropriate circulation routes for the
public, staff and secure routes for movement of inmates making the facility safer for everyone tending to business
in the court.

A new criminal courts building in downtown Santa Barbara means a boost to the local economy as well.
Contractors and suppliers will frequent local businesses and hotels during the two to three year construction
phase.

I am aware that the funding stream supporting construction of new courthouses throughout California are
dwindling. The decline in funding puts you and the committee in a difficult position in prioritizing projects and
finding a mechanism to address these critical needs. Santa Barbara Superior Court’s proposed Criminal Courts
Building was and remains one of the top critical projects identified in California’s Court System’s Infrastructure.

The Court enjoys strong support from partners in government, the bar, the justice system and private business in
Santa Barbara. [ share the concern and urge you to find a way to ensure that this critical need be met before costs
escalate further.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Al .

Matthew P. Pontes
Director, General Services Department
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The sally-port for inmate delivery is secured by two electronic gates. In response to a recent inmate
escape attempt, this sally-port was modified to correct a critical design defect in the wall and fencing.
Once inmates are secured in the holding facility, Custody Deputies’ safety is compromised by the tight
spaces in the holding units. The custody facility has been modified to accommodate an increasingly
violent classification of defendants, many of whom must be segregated from others. Single person cells,
smaller than a phone booth, have been installed to secure violent offenders and isolate them from other
custody classifications. The custody facilities, as they currently exist, are inadequate for today’s inmates
and the security of Sheriff’s staff.

There is one elevator in the building that is used to move inmates from the basement to courtrooms on
upper levels. Judges and members of the public must be evacuated from the elevator when inmates are
being escorted by a Custody Deputy. This is the only elevator in the building and it does not meet ADA
requirements for people with mobility issues. The bathrooms and narrow hallways also do not meet
current ADA requirements,

The jury operations for the Superior Court are housed in a building distant from the criminal court’s
building. Prospective jurors are required to park in one block, attend orientation in another, before
walking to a third block for the jury selection process. This process involving multiple locations is
inefficient and confusing. The new building design calls for jury services to be located within this new
criminal court building. Jurors will be screened upon arrival at the court, receive their orientation, and
then directed to their courtroom in a more convenient and efficient manner. This operational efficiency
saves time for the jurors, judges, attorneys, staff and litigants while improving the juror’s experience.

Currently, judges park in an open accessible parking lot behind the existing criminal courthouse. With the
new building design, judges will be provided secure underground parking in a gated garage with direct
access to a secure route to their chambers and courtrooms. The new building design also provides
appropriate circulation routes for the public and staff, as well as secure interior corridors for movement of
inmates, making the facility safer for everyone tending to business in the court.

I realize that the funding stream for the construction of new courthouses throughout California is
dwindling. This puts you and the committee in a difficult position as you prioritize projects and find ways
to address these critical needs. The Santa Barbara Superior Court’s proposed criminal courts building
was, and is one of these critical projects identified in California’s Court System’s Infrastructure. The
Court enjoys strong support from its partners in government, the bar, the justice system and private
business within Santa Barbara. [ share their concern and urge you to find a way to meet this critical need
before costs escalate further.

In my role as chief law enforcement officer of the county in which this building should be constructed I
wish to express my strong support for this proposed project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

BILL BROWN
Sheriff — Coroner
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812-A W. Foster Road  Commiittee in support of the Santa Barbara Court construction project.

Santa Maria, CA 93455

Phone (805)934-6150  The Santa Barbara Superior Court currently maintains two courthouses in the historic downtown el

Solvang Pueblo Viejo District of Santa Barbara, California. One building is the beautiful historic courthouse

1745 Mission Drive ¢ 1100 Anacapa Street, which is a designated National Historic Landmark. The other building is

;ﬁi,‘i"é&?éﬁg%m the criminal courthouse on Figueroa Street, which has been repeatedly remodeled to accommodate
the changing demands of the criminal justice community. The criminal court building does not

ggﬁmcgzig::U%ﬁSS provide a sufficient number of courtrooms, compelling the use of the National Historic Landmark

Santa Barbara, CA 93110 courthouse for criminal calendars.

Phone (805) 681-4143

Main Jail Thousands of tourists visit the halls of this landmark every year. On a daily basis they are exposed

4436 Calle Real to handcuffed inmates in jumpsuits being escorted across the public street and through the storied

232‘,,“;?33"5?’2‘3?.‘22%% 110 halls. This leaves an inappropriate impression of the American justice system and the City of Santa
Barbara. Each day tour buses park on Figueroa Street in between the Historic Courthouse and the
current criminal court building. As international tourists disembark, the sounds of their camera

COURT SERVICES  shutters compete with the sounds of inmate waist chains as defendants cross the street for their

CIVIL OFFICES court appearances.

Santa Barbara

1105 Santa Barbara Street The current criminal courthouse is deficient in other ways. There are inadequate employee and

gﬁfg;gzg Ca 9310 Public circulation routes, poor custody facilities, crowded narrow hallways, a poorly designed

Phone (805) 568-2000  sally-port for the Sheriff’s inmate transportation bus, no attorney client meeting spaces, and no

. ADA compliance. Judges, staff and inmates move through public hallways and share elevators,
;g?m sweet ~o» Creating a safety hazard and exposing judicial officers, public and staff to increased risk.

P.O. Box 5049
Santa Maria, CA 93436
Phone (803) 346-7430



The sally-port for inmate delivery is secured by two electronic gates. In response to a recent inmate
escape attempt, this sally-port was modified to correct a critical design defect in the wall and fencing.
Once inmates are secured in the holding facility, Custody Deputies’ safety is compromised by the tight
spaces in the holding units. The custody facility has been modified to accommodate an increasingly
violent classification of defendants, many of whom must be segregated from others. Single person cells,
smaller than a phone booth, have been installed to secure violent offenders and isolate them from other
custody classifications. The custody facilities, as they currently exist, are inadequate for today’s inmates
and the security of Sheriff’s staff.

There is one elevator in the building that is used to move inmates from the basement to courtrooms on
upper levels. Judges and members of the public must be evacuated from the elevator when inmates are
being escorted by a Custody Deputy. This is the only elevator in the building and it does not meet ADA
requirements for people with mobility issues. The bathrooms and narrow hallways also do not meet
current ADA requirements.

The jury operations for the Superior Court are housed in a building distant from the criminal court’s
building. Prospective jurors are required to park in one block, attend orientation in another, before
walking to a third block for the jury selection process. This process involving multiple locations is
inefficient and confusing. The new building design calls for jury services to be located within this new
criminal court building. Jurors will be screened upon arrival at the court, receive their orientation, and
then directed to their courtroom in a more convenient and efficient manner. This operational efficiency
saves time for the jurors, judges, attorneys, staff and litigants while improving the juror’s experience.

Currently, judges park in an open accessible parking lot behind the existing criminal courthouse. With the
new building design, judges will be provided secure underground parking in a gated garage with direct
access to a secure route to their chambers and courtrooms. The new building design also provides
appropriate circulation routes for the public and staff, as well as secure interior corridors for movement of
inmates, making the facility safer for everyone tending to business in the court.

I realize that the funding stream for the construction of new courthouses throughout California is
dwindling. This puts you and the committee in a difficult position as you prioritize projects and find ways
to address these critical needs. The Santa Barbara Superior Court’s proposed criminal courts building
was, and is one of these critical projects identified in California’s Court System’s Infrastructure. The
Court enjoys strong support from its partners in government, the bar, the justice system and private
business within Santa Barbara. I share their concern and urge you to find a way to meet this critical need
before costs escalate further.

In my role as chief law enforcement officer of the county in which this building should be constructed I
wish to express my strong support for this proposed project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sinceggely,
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BILL BROWN
Sheriff — Coroner



Superior ourt of alifornia

Uounty of Shasta

GREGORY S. GAUL GARY G. GIBSON
Presiding Judge Asst. Presiding Judge

August 2, 2016

Brad R. Hill, Presiding Justice

Court of Appeal, Fifth District

Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
2424 Ventura Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Re: August 11, 2016 CFAC meeting
Dear Justice Hill:

We send this letter to express our thoughts on the ICNA revenue shortfall, and to voice our
support for your steadfast leadership with respect to the Court Facilities Advisory Committee.
Your role as chair exemplifies Theodore Roosevelt’s expression that nothing in this world is
worth doing unless it means effort, pain and difficulty. Every ground breaking for yet another
California courthouse starting construction reflects your work, and none of it has been easy.

The upcoming August 11 meeting addresses yet another obstacle in the struggle to replace
aging, unsafe court facilities. Shasta County’s proposed new courthouse is a poster child for
why SB 1407 was so desperately needed and long overdue in California. Like other projects in
the Immediate Needs category, our operations are inefficient because we are constrained by
facilities. The main courthouse is undersized and court staff is spread throughout multiple
facilities and leased office space. Security is poor in most of our buildings, and non-existent in
others. Providing access to justice in our community is a daily challenge.

The substandard conditions we face in Shasta are common issues in each of the other 16 projects
that are now in jeopardy. We must press forward to find a correction to the dismal ICNA
revenue projections and we support your efforts and that of your committee to identify solutions
so that all of the SB 1407 projects are completed.

Replacing revenue taken from ICNA, or at the very least finding common ground with

legislative leaders to compromise on general fund obligations that are depleting our construction
revenue stream is critical. We must also ensure that our facilities are built by Judicial Council

1500 COURT STREET, ROOM 205 REDDING, CA 96001 @ Phone (530) 245-6761 ® Fax (530) 225-5339



August 2, 2017
Page two of two

under the watchful eye and thoughtful review of CFAC, whose oversight and cost-cutting
measures ensure prudent use of scarce SB 1407 funds. The public we serve deserves nothing
less.

Very truly yours,

GARY'G. GIBSON

GREGORY S. GAUL
Presiding Judge Asst. Presiding Judge



Superior Court of California
County of Siskiyou

Yreka Courthouse
SB 1407 Project Need Report - August 24, 2012
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ABOVE: Siskiyou Daily News reporter Pat Arnold took this slammg photo of Edward Lansdale
firing at a wilness in a sex abuse case inside the Siskiyou County Courthouse.
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INTRODUCTION

Siskiyou Superior Court has a desperate need for a new courthouse in Yreka, the county
seat. Out of necessity, the court continues to operate in extremely overcrowded, poorly
secured conditions with inadequate access for the public, staff, and inmates. There

was a shooting in the courthouse in 2000 resulting in one death and one serious injury.
Burglars broke into the Courthouse in 2012 and stole a major portion of Siskiyou
County’s heritage gold collection, apparently gaining access through a window. Raw
sewage inundated the court’s basement space, including a courtroom and a multi-
purpose room, in 2003 requiring emergency hazmat cleanup and three months of
refurbishment before the court could resume its use. The basement continues to flood
periodically. Bats occasionally fly in the hallways and water leaks from upstairs ceilings
during heavy rainfalls. Inmates are commingled with the public and staft as they are
escorted necessarily through public hallways and flights of stairs. Vacant jury rooms
serve as the only holding cells. Staft and judges cannot move through the courthouse
without potential contact with the public and jail inmates. The court functions in one-
fifth of the space recommended by Trial Court Facilities Standards. The courthouse is
out of compliance on virtually all of the trial court standards, including ADA.

Historically, there were numerous small town justice courts spread throughout the
county. These were eventually consolidated in 1990 into three justice court districts,
generally serving the northeastern, northwestern, and southeastern portions of Siskiyou
County. The justice courts were operating in far flung areas of the county in substandard
facilities. One justice court consisted of a room next to a fire station where the judge
and attorneys would wait outside in vehicles while a jury deliberated. In 1996,
pursuant to state legislation, the Siskiyou County Municipal Court District superseded
the Western, Southeastern, and Dorris/Tulelake Judicial Districts to embrace the entire
County of Siskiyou.

In June 1998 when California voters approved Proposition 220, a Constitutional
Amendment permitting the judges in each county to unify their municipal and superior
courts into a unified superior court, Siskiyou County aggressively pursued unification.
The court quickly transitioned into a case management system that all departments,
staff, and judges could utilize while consolidating processes, procedures, and financial
matters. Steps were taken to equalize workloads and cross-train judges and staff so all
assignments could be adequately and flexibly covered.

Siskiyou County Superior Court has never had a facility that could accommodate the
unified superior court. In particular, the main courthouse in Yreka provides limited
access to justice with its deficient jury space and crowded conditions as described later
in the report. s
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CURRENT COURT OPERATIONS

Siskiyou County, which is geographically the fifth largest county in California spread over
6,347 square miles, is located in the far northern region of California. It is bounded by the
State of Oregon on the north, Modoc County on the east, Trinity County and Shasta County
on the south, and Del Norte County and Humboldt County on the west.

Four court facilities serve the county of Siskiyou. Facilities include a historic but outmoded
courthouse with three courtrooms in Yreka, and single courtroom facilities in the remote
locations of Weed, Dorris, and Happy Camp. All case types are heard at the Yreka facility
while typically only traffic and small claims cases are heard at the remote locations along
with misdemeanor arraignments in Weed and Dorris.

The Yreka Courthouse is the main courthouse in Siskiyou County. It is a multi-functional
facility, dealing with all types of civil and criminal cases. The facility also houses court
support functions, including court administrative offices, as well as the offices of the
District Attorney, County Assessor — Recorder, and County Tax Collector, and the Board of
Supervisors” public hearings chamber. It is located in the downtown area of Yreka on 4th
Street and is surrounded by small businesses, churches and residences. The courthouse is
essentially multiple structures, ranging from wood frame to pour-in-place concrete, which
are connected to one another by various means. The original structure dates from 1857 and
is located to the rear of the primary entrance to the courthouse. The remaining structures
were added through the years by means of various and unknown structural systems.

In 1954, a rectangular structure was constructed directly in front of the historic 1857
courthouse, and the two buildings were joined by an internal bridge. The court structures
cover the majority of the site, leaving very little space for landscaping and natural
vegetation. Due to the fact that the site is fully developed, there is no on-site vehicular
circulation. Service entry, as well as inmate entry, is directly from the street. There is no
secure parking for Judicial Officers. This court facility has severe functional and access
deficiencies that cannot be cost effectively remedied.

Duce to the physical and functional deficiencies of the Yreka Courthouse, the superior court
has been forced to decentralize its operations, thereby requiring an annex facility located
one block from the main courthouse. This facility is referred to as the Eddy Street Annex
and houses the court’s Information Technology and Court Reporters staff. The fact that
these facilities are not consolidated simply exacerbates their functional problems. This

is one of the many conditions that impacts access to justice for all county residents and
negatively impacts overall court operations, in terms of strain on resources, workload, and
staffing.

The Weed satellite court facility is located in leased space in the City of Weed’s city

hall. Court is held one day per week in the city council hearing room. The structure was
originally built in the early 1900s and has since been expanded with numerous additions.
Renovated portions of the facility are in generally sound condition while non-renovated
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portions are visibly deteriorated with obvious water leakage problems. Restrooms, public
counters and hardware require upgrades to meet current ADA standards. HVAC and
electrical systems are not adequate.

The Dorris satellite court facility is located in a residential area of Dorris adjacent to the
foothill of the mountain range. Court is held here one day per month. This one courtroom
facility was recently remodeled and serves the eastern area of Siskiyou County and
Western area of Modoc County as a joint use facility.

The Happy Camp satellite court facility is located within a county-owned facility shared
by the sheriff’s and fire departments. The facility is approximately 70 miles (2 hour drive)
west of Yreka. Utility of the facility for the Court is limited by the difficulty of winter
travel to this site location. This satellite court serves the western part of Siskiyou County.
Court is held here one day every other month. The facility only handles traffic, small
claims, and fish and game violation cases.

Existing Facilities Transfer Chart

Transfer Status
Under the Trial Court Facilities Act, negotiations for transfer of responsibility of all trial court
facilities from the counties to the state began July 1, 2004. Assembly Bill (AB) 1491 (Ch. 9
Statutes of 2008) (Jones) was enacted and extended the deadline for completing transfers to
December 31, 2009. Transfer status for cach existing facility affected by the proposed project

is provided in the following table.

The main Yreka Courthouse did not transfer and is County owned.

Existing Facilities Transfer Status

Facility Location Owned or Leased | Type of Transfer | Transfer Status
Yieka 311 4th Street, Yreka, CA 96097 County Owned TOR 12119/08
Courthouse
Weed ;

; 550 Main Street,Weed, CA 96094 Leased TOR 04/01/07
Satellite
gg{;ﬁ s 324 North Pine Street, Dorris, CA 96023 | State Owned TOR/TOT 12/01/08
Happy Camp | 4th Street Happy Camp, CA 96039 County Owned MOU Limited Use | 09/15/08
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Siskiyou County Court Facilities’ Location

* Denotes Court Facilities
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As the above map of Siskivou County illustrates, citizens must travel great distances to
avail themselves of court services and to fulfill jury duty
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1. Security

In 2000, a defendant in a criminal case shot and wounded the victim and her fiancé and
then shot and killed himself on the central interior stairway of the Yreka Courthouse.
After this incident, security was improved in the courthouse as an x-ray machine,
magnetometer, and more security officers were added. Nevertheless, despite these
efforts, in February 2012, burglars gained access to the courthouse through a first floor
window and stole the County’s heritage gold collection. The following concerns cannot
be improved due to deficiencies in the existing courthouse, and safety and security
remain major issues:

® Jail inmates are brought to the courthouse in sheriff' s vehicles which must
park on the street. The inmates are then escorted in shackles over an open-
air walkway up to the side entrance of building. The officers and inmates are
vulnerable to assault from every direction with numerous hiding places for
potential perpetrators to lie in wait. Once inside, the inmates must be escorted
through the public corridors and stairways to reach the assigned courtroom.
There is not a viable place to construct a secure sallyport on the courthouse
property as the courthouse consumes most of the court site area.

* The building does not have separate and secure judicial, staff and public
circulation. The public can easily access judges and staff as they circulate
through the building.

® The facility does not have separate and secure corridors for inmate movement.
There are substantial security risks posed by the lack of dedicated, secured
corridors and elevators. Inmates are marched through the same hallways that
the public, staff, and judges must use in order to move through the building to
reach any department or courtroom. Anyone capable of secreting a weapon into
the building would have the opportunity to hand the weapon to an inmate.

® There is no secure parking for the judicial officers. Judges park in an open
parking lot behind the courthouse that is in plain view and easily accessible by
the public.

* There are no designated holding areas for inmates or juvenile detainees. Vacant
Jury rooms and the multipurpose room in the basement are primarily used for
this purpose. At times, inmates must be seated in the jury box for significant
periods of time because there is no place available in the courthouse to hold
them. -
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v [n order to shield juvenile offenders from public view, a curtain was
installed at the end of the hallway near the makeshifi holding area in the
Jury room. When the curtain is closed, it prevents egress from the building
in the event of an emergency evacuation as it obscures an emergency exit.

» The courtrooms were designed with the witness stand adjacent to the
bench and no effective barrier between them. The bailiffs must be posted
near the door and the attorneys’ tables and therefore would need some
time to respond to any threat a witness might pose for a judicial officer.
Departments I and 2 in the courthouse are especially problematic, and they
each are used for a high volume of felony cases.

= There are multiple doors and windows through which the public can enter
undetected by security even though the building has security cameras.
Throughout the work day there is constant concern about an intruder
entering through a side door. In 2012, two burglars entered the courthouse
at night and heisted a major portion of the County s gold collection. The
court remains concerned that persons desiring to harm judges or staff
could enter the building undetected and commit violent acts.

»  There are no rooms to separate victims and witnesses from the public or
inmates.

u  There is no security in the Eddy Building where our IT staff and Court
Reporters are located.

Various studies dating back to the 2002 Courthouse Master Plan have all concluded that the
security issues cannot be resolved by remodeling the existing courthouse due to cost and design
problems. The 2012 burglary and theft of a major portion of Siskiyou County’s gold collection
located in the lobby of the Courthouse indicates the deficiency in securing the building.

Yreka Courthouse
Inmates traverse through public corriders and stairs with judge shown on the left
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Inmates are offloaded curbside from vans

2000 shooting inside
of courthouse

» o
ABOVE: Siskiyou Daily News reporter Pat Armold took this startling photo of Edward Lansdale
firing al & wilness in & sex abuse case inside the Siskiyou Gounty Courthouse

2012 gold theft inside courthouse
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2. Overcrowding

Three (two combined courthouses & Eddy Building) existing facilities containing
three courtrooms are directly affected by this project as shown in the table below.
These facilities are currently unsafe, substandard in size, and overcrowded.

Existing Facilities

Number of i
Existing Bcl;ilrlglslr;g Departmental Square aC ?,L;:tcggta:gee&sf
Facility Location Courtrooms Square Footage Occupied by Total Building
Affected by This the Court
Project Footage Square Footage
iski 311 Fourth Street
Siskiyou 3 13,123 9,449 33.63%
Courthouse | Yreka, CA 96097
Eddy 322 W. Center Street
Building 0 3,093 2,227 100.%
Annex Yreka, CA 96097
Total Existing Courtrooms and
DGSF 3 16,216 11,676

The Superior Court of Siskiyou County is located in the county seat, Yreka. The
facility has three courtrooms and one shared use courtroom with the Siskiyou
County Board of Supervisors. The second facility, Eddy Street Annex is located
one block from the Yreka Superior Courthouse.

The functional square footage of space currently occupied by the court at these
two facilities is 11,676. The square footage required for the project is 49,438
Departmental Gross Square Feet (DGSF) or 69,213 Building Gross Square Feet
(BGSF). This represents a shortfall of 37,762 DGSF to meet the current and near-
term needs of the court based on the space program developed by the AOC.

The existing facilities contain numerous deficiencies relative to access and
efficiency, security, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility which
create impediments to the administration of justice. Specific issues with the existing
facilities are summarized as follows:

*  The courr facilities serving Siskivou County are decentralized, have severe
security problems, are overcrowded, and have many physical condition
problems. As the Yreka Courthouse cannot be renovated and expanded on
site, the operations of this facility and those in the Eddy Building Annex
need to be consolidated into a single, secure, and physically appropriate
building.

*  Approximately 90 percent of court staff are located in Yreka, and all of the
Judicial officers are headquartered in Yreka. All of the felony, unlimited
civil, probate, family law and juvenile proceedings and trials (other than
some infractions) are heard exclusively in Yreka. The jail is located in
Yreka, and the District Attorney, Public Defender, and most of the private
attorneys practice in Yreka exclusively. Probation, Human Services, and
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the Sheriff's Office are also located in Yreka. In sum, the Yreka courthouse is
integral and vital to the dispensation of justice in Siskiyou County. There are
no viable alternative courthouses in our county.

With approximately 13,123 gross square feet of space in the Yreka Courthouse,
we currently operate in only 20% of the space that Trial Court Standards
recommend (the Trial Court Standards specify that we need approximately
69,213 gross square feet). We are forced to convert broom closets into work
areas, crowd staff into constricted areas, share converted courtrooms with the
county, lease space, and do without basic secure space and other necessary
space because it is either non-existent or undffordable. It is important to note
that many couris that scored higher than Siskiyou as immediate need courts
did so based primarily on the criterion of needing new judges. Since we are
not scheduled to receive any new judges in the foreseeable future, we did

not score any points in this category. Ironically, many of the courts scoring
high in this category have a significantly greater percentage of recommended
space, even after the additional judges are factored in, than does Siskivou.

We are not aware of any other court that will be operating in a percentage of
recommended space as low as ours, either before or after the need for new

Judges has been considered.

There is no jury assembly room in the courthouse. Prospective jurors often
must crowd in the hallway and wait their turn to be called into the courtroom

for jury selection. There is no method of remedying this unpleasant situation

within the existing overcrowded, inadequate courthouse.

Our clerks are crammed into tight spaces within a labyrinth of file shelves,
copy machines, file carts, cubicles, coffee cart, and freestanding coat racks.
They are virtually on top of one another at times. Our Financial Officer works
in a converted janitor’s closet.

As mentioned under security, many areas must serve dual and often non-
optimal purposes. Our jury rooms serve also as conference rooms and
holding cells. Our basement hearing room serves as a jury assembly room,
training room, self-help work area, and storage area for criminal depariment
Jiling cabinets. We ofien have to inquire about absent staff so we can find a
seating area for an assigned judge.

We cannot hold more than two juries on the same day because we have only
two jury boxes and two jury rooms. Of course, on the days that we hold two
Juries, we have problems determining where to hold inmates and juvenile
detainees since the jury rooms also serve as holding/detention rooms. An
existing jury room is deficient lacking adequate ventilation, windows, and
restrooms. Jurors must use public restrooms, and thus risk encountering
parties or witnesses involved with the trial.

Attorneys have no place other than crowded hallways and the back of the
courtrooms to interview clients, often within earshot of other defendants or
witnesses.

10
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3. Physical Condition

Existing Yreka Courthouse

= Siskivou County has retained ownership of the Yreka Courthouse. The County
recently acquired the court s right to occupy its current space in the courthouse in
exchange for some property on the site of the proposed New Yreka Courthouse. As
a resull, the court remains in the existing courthouse with the understanding that
it will vacate by 2016. After this point, terms of the purchase agreement allow the
court to remain in the courthouse, but the duration is not stated, thus making the
Court s continuing tenancy uncertain.

» The building is severely non-compliant with American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards. In order for a non-ambulatory person to enter the courthouse, the
person must find a way to the back of the courthouse, enter through the back door
and navigate the various levels of the courthouse. If a person needs to go o the
Criminal Department, he or she would have to take the elevator to the second floor,
then seek assistance to travel through the locked door of the District Attorney's
Office and then move around some files and boxes through another locked door
to reach the Criminal Department’s public counter. This circuitous journey
is necessary because the 1954 addition was not built to the same levels as the
1857 courthouse. Thus, it is not possible for a person in a wheel chair to reach
the Criminal Department without great effort and assistance. In a fire or other
emergency, evacuation of a disabled person would be dangerously problematic.

» The building has a Level 5 seismic rating, which means that it cannot be
transferred to the State without costly structural repairs, which in the case of the
1857 courthouse is not possible.

» The 1857 Courthouse, while eclipsed by the boxy looking 1954 Courthouse directly
in firont of it, would evoke substantial resistance in the community if attempts were
made to demolish it.

» The lower level of the structure periodically floods causing damage to furniture,
office equipment, and files. We have placed furniture and file cabinets on blocks to
prevent water damage. One judge was flooded out of his chambers three times.

» n 2003, the basement of the courthouse, which houses a courtroom, jury room,
Jjudge’s chambers, and storage/multi-purpose room, was inundated with raw
sewage. The entire basement was evacuated and a hazardous materials company |
spent three months removing the waste and remodeling the area before the court
was able to resume using the space.

" The building has outdated and inefficient electrical and mechanical systems. It is
often cold in the winter and hot in the summer. Mysterious and very unpleasant
odors infiltrate staff work areas at unpredictable intervals.

= Qur multi-purpose room is too small to serve as a proper jury assembly room, but
we have no other option. The Fire Marshall has voiced concerns about this
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» arrangement, particularly when we hold significant trials requiring us to
summons a large jury panel. There is poor ventilation in one of the jury rooms,
and because heating and cooling is uneven and inadequate throughout the
building juror comfort is virtually impossible. Long trials tend to frazzle even
the most dedicated jurors under these undesirable conditions. The judges
routinely have to inquire in jury trials about claustrophobia.

= The existing courthouse has asbestos and we have had to send asbesitos
warnings to staff per AOC advice and counsel.

= Bats are regularly spotted in the building. Recently, a bat was discovered
attached to the pant leg of a bailiff as he rose from his desk to assist a jury
exiting the courtroom.

Eddy Street Annex

»  This building has been under lease with a private owner for several years.
= There is not adequate space for court staff to function effectively.

= The court space is split berween two floors. The lack of a building elevator
is a major drawback to its continued use from the perspective of the court
employees.

»  The suite is not protected by the court security staff.

s The public can enter into the space without restriction.

Front entrance to courthouse
is not in compliance with
ADA

Eddy Street Annex is
non-compliant with
ADA & has no security




Superior Court of California, County of Siskiyou

Project Need Report

Court users in wheelchair must traverse locked
District Attorney Office 1o reach department 4

Crowded hallway for persons in wheelchair
on way (o department 4

Storage area that persons in wheelchairs must
navigate on way io depariment 4

Persons in wheelchairs muse
doors on way 1o depariment 4

have assistance with

e

| T —
=1
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4. Improved Access to Court Services by Constructing New
Courthouse

As demonstrated above, the existing courthouse’s security problems, overcrowding,
and poor physical conditions cannot be remedied according to the 2002 Master
Plan, AOC Needs Assessment, Seismic Studies, and ADA reviews. Through the
construction of a New Yreka Courthouse, access will be improved or expanded as
follows:

Security of Safe Access
»  Separation of Judges and Staff from public and inmates.
*  Separation of inmates from all court users.
*  Holding cells for inmate security and safety.

»  Efficient movement of inmates from sally port, holding cells, inmate
elevators, and courtroom holding cells.

*  Secured, separate parking for safety and security of judges.

e Secure entrances and exits.

Overcrowding
e Adequate space for judges, staff, inmates, and public.
*  Public counters centrally located on the first floor.
*  Waiting areas.
* [Interview rooms.
*  Witness separation areas.
*  Adequate Jury Assembly Rooms.
e FEfficient Court Calendars

e Five courtrooms with jury boxes and jury rooms.

Physical Conditions
*  Seismic Compliance.
e Compliance with ADA standards.
e Compliance with Fire Marshall Reviews.
*  No more floods, asbestos, bats, leaky ceilings, foul odors or raw sewage.
*  Consolidation of court staff.

*  Adeguate heating, cooling and other mechanical systems.

15
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5. Summary of Economic Opportunities

In accordance with Chapter 311, Statutes of 2008, Government Code section
70371.5(e), in recommending a project for funding, the Judicial Council shall
consider economic opportunities for the project. “Economic opportunity” includes.
but is not limited to, free or reduced costs of land for new construction, viable
financing partnerships with, or fund contributions by, other government entities or
private parties that result in lower project delivery costs, cost savings resulting from
adaptive reuse of existing facilities, operational efficiencies from consolidation of
court calendars and operations, operational savings from sharing of facilities by more
than one court, and building operational cost savings from consolidation of facilities.

Economic opportunities for this project are as follows:

1. Free or Reduced Costs of Land

The project has benefited from a land cost reduction or land donation. The
City of Yreka and Siskiyou County have donated $25,000 each to purchase
property in the downtown proposed site.

2. Donation of City and County Staff time

The County Counsel and City Attorney have contributed over 200 hours of
time fo the project.

3. Adaptive Reuse of Existing Facilities

The project does include adaptive reuse of existing facilities as the existing
courthouse will be adapted for use as county offices.

4. Consolidation of Court Calendars and Operations

The project consolidates three existing facilities into one new courthouse:
the 1857 Yreka Courthouse, the 1954 Yreka Courthouse and the Eddy
Street Annex.

6. Stage of Project Completion

Site Acquisition was completed and approved by the Publics Works Board in
June 2012. Five private homes were acquired; the County exchanged these
buildings, land and a parking area with the State for the Court’s space in the joint
Court-County Building, and the City sold a parking lot to the State. The footprint
for the New Courthouse and parking area is 2.24 acres.

The project is now entering the pre-planning phase, and has local court
construction funds ($3.3 million) to pay for a substantial portion of this work.
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7. Courtroom Usage

7.1 Courtroom Locations and Assignments. For its five judicial officers, Siskiyou
Superior Court has only three courtrooms, one makeshift courtroom with no
Jury box, and a multipurpose room with no jury box. There are only two jury
deliberation rooms, and one of these rooms is located in a dark basement and is
very small with no windows, no attached restroom, and poor ventilation. The
other jury room also serves as the primary holding area for inmates, and is thus
not always available. The outlying courthouses are remote and have no jury
boxes or jury rooms. Due to the remoteness of these courthouses, only small
claims, traffic, and misdemeanor arraignments are conducted. As mentioned
previously, it is not possible to expand the existing courthouse in Yreka since
the deficiencies in terms of circulation, seismic issues, asbestos, and historical
preservation make it cost prohibitive.

Calendar assignments in the Yreka courthouse are somewhat akin to a fire

drill due to lack of holding cells, jury boxes and jury rooms. We are unable

to hold more than two jury trials at a time, causing civil trials to be continued
frequently. We are unable to make permanent assignments of judges to
courtrooms, but must rotate as calendar matters change during the day. We have
a full-time calendar coordinator who constantly makes changes to calendars as
splits, settlements, continuances, and extended hearings occur. If we had five
dedicated courtrooms, with at least three, or preferably four, jury boxes and jury
rooms, our use of staff and judges would be considerably more efficient.

Court Usage Information

2011 Population

FY 2009-10 Filings | FY 2009-10 Dispositions

4,398 12 22 3.9 20

Judicial Resources FY 2008-09 Jury Trials

45,084 8,051 30

5.0 5.6 25256 4510 18 | 24,630

7.2 Estimated Population Served

D —

Judicial position County Population Per judicial position
County equivalents 2009-10 Total equivalent L
Siskiyou 5.6 45,084 8,051 30
7.3 Number of Filings
Judicial position Filings Per judicial position
Gounty equivalents 2009-10 Total equivalent ank
Siskiyou 56 25,256 4,510 18
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7.4 Number of Dispositions

Cotn! Judicial position Dispositions Per judicial position
y equivalents 2009-10 Total equivalent

mm__ﬂ_ 4,398

7.5 Number of Jury Trials

Count Judicial position Jury Trials Per judicial position
y equivalents 2009-10 Total equivalent

7.6 Weighted Filings Data

The AOC will provide this information.

8. Type of Courthouse

The New Yreka Courthouse Project will be the Main Courthouse in Siskiyou
County, and the only Courthouse that offers Jury trials and hearings for all case

types.
9. Disposition of Existing Court Space

The AOC, Court, and County were able to collaborate on a negotiated agreement
that provided a county parking area, Public Defenders Building, Detective Office,
and Stage Bus Office to the Courts in exchange for the Court’s space in the shared
County Courthouse. The County will relocate part of the Sheriff’s Office, all of
the County Counsel’s office, and will expand the District Attorney’s Office into the
existing court space.

10. Consolidation of Facilities

As noted above, the 1857 Courthouse, 1954 Courthouse and leased space in
the Eddy Building, all of which have inadequate space with numerous security,
crowding, and physical problems, will be combined into a new courthouse to
remedy these problems. The Yreka Courthouse handles well over 90% of the
court’s work, houses al] of the judicial officers, and is the only courthouse that

handles all matters, including juries.
11. Extent to Which Project Solves Court’s Facilities Problems
Please see Item 4 for a list of general issues resolved by construction of the New

Yreka Courthouse. It is likely that construction of the new courthouse would
resolve all major court facility issues for Siskiyou Superior Court for 50-100 years.
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12. Expected Operational Impact

In general, preliminary reviews suggest that all of the impacts on our court will be
positive with the exception of a few funding issues.

Custodial Services—Since the new courthouse will be substantially larger than the
existing courthouse space, custodial services will be more expensive. However, this
will be partially offset by having a newer, easier to clean building and the ability to
have competitive bids for cleaning service. We will also consider custodial labor
costs in selecting flooring and furnishings for the new courthouse.

Security—Since AB 109, the Sheriff’s Office has been in charge of the security
budget. It is anticipated that security costs will increase for the new building

due primarily to supervising holding areas and operating a control center for the
courthouse. We have held preliminary discussions with the Sheriff, and believe that
we can mitigate some of these costs by careful scheduling of courtrooms and inmate
transportation.

13. Qualitative Statement of Need to Replace a Facility

Since 1998, the AOC has been engaged in a process of planning for capital
improvements to California’s court facilities. The planning initiatives began with a
statewide overview, moved to county-level master planning, progressed to county
level master planning, and proceeded to project specific planning in 2002.

The New Yreka Courthouse was initially ranked 14 out of 211 SB1732 projects

in 2004 as one of the courthouses in the state with the worst conditions of
overcrowding, poor security and inadequate physical conditions. When the criterion
of space for Access, primarily to meet the demand for new judges, was added to

the ranking criteria, the New Yreka Courthouse ranking was reduced even though
the existing Yreka Courthouse remained one of the most overcrowded courthouses
in the State, operating in one-fifth of the space needed. We believe that the

total courtroom and courthouse inventory for a county should be considered in
making determinations on access and crowding. Similarly other access issues for
ADA compliance, public access without being in proximity to inmates or alleged
perpetrators, and protection of witnesses should have been more fully considered for
our courthouse in assigning points for access.

In October 2008, the Council also adopted an updated trial court capital-outlay plan
(the plan) based on the application of the methodology. The plan identifies five
project priority groups to which 153 projects are assigned based on their project
score (determined by existing security, physical conditions, overcrowding, and
access to court services). This project—ranked in the Critical Need priority group

in the Trial Court Capital-Outlay Plan adopted by the Judicial Council in October
2008—is one of the highest priority trial court capital-outlay projects for the judicial
branch, and was selected as one of 41 projects to be funded by SB 1407 revenues
by the Judicial Council in October 2008 even without the additional considerations
requested above.
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14. Courtroom and Courthouse Closures

During the past six years, we have continued to move more of our court business
to Yreka. Limited Civil cases were moved from Weed to Yreka about six years
ago. Approximately one year ago, we moved Misdemeanor Pre-trials from Weed
to Yreka. Similarly, about three years ago, we reduced our monthly calendar in
Happy Camp to one day every two months.  All of these actions continue to strain
our already overcrowded conditions in Yreka, but needed to be taken as a result of
budget reductions.

We discontinued leasing courtroom space in Tulelake approximately one year ago.
This court was jointly operated by Modoc County Superior Court and Siskiyou
County Superior Court one day per month on alternating months. The Tulelake
Court Calendar has now been combined with the Dorris Calendar that is in session
one day per month, and continues in Dorris as a joint Modoc and Siskiyou shared
calendar. The Dorris Court is owned by the State, and was remodeled two years ago
to resolve ADA and other compliance issues.

15. Outside the Box

During the site selection process, our Project Advisory Group selected the
downtown site because it offered economic contributions from the City and
County; was in proximity to the jail, Sheriff, private and public attorneys, and other
agencies; and was close to shopping, restaurants, bus services, the freeway, and
utilities. For the State, it represented a particularly creative plan as the existing
court space was exchanged for County property, thus lessening project costs while
unburdening the State from the difficult task of disposing of the Court’s space in the
existing courthouse in 2012, with its many deficits.

In 2012, Siskiyou Superior Court volunteered to reduce the size of its project by
over 17,000 gross square feet, and has also agreed to look at lower cost construction
options for its new courthouse project as SB 1407 funds were reduced.

In addition, Siskiyou Superior Court was approved by the Judicial Council Group to
use its $4.5 million local Court Construction Funds to purchase five homes on the
project site, and use the remaining funds for pre-planning purposes in the amount of
$3.3 million. Consequently, if approved to proceed with its project, Siskiyou will
be able to fund a major portion of pre-planning with local funds rather than SB 1407
funds. This plan also reduced total project costs by over $6 million as the need for
a multiple level parking structure was no longer necessary with the expanded size of
the site.

16. Expended Resources by AOC, Court, & Local Communities

In 2010, the Project Advisory Group (PAG) was formed in Siskiyou County.

The PAG was comprised of AOC, Court, City of Yreka, and Siskiyou County
representatives. The PAG was very active in discussing site selection options,
alternatives, and local contributions. In the early stages the committee met frequently,
and has remained active through the site selection process.
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The Yreka City Manager and Siskiyou County Administrative Officer have been
active and have volunteered the use of their staff’s time to assist in the project
where needed. The City and County Planners have assisted in preparation of
environmental and site impact matters, saving the state substantial time. The City
Attorney and County Counsel were instrumental in working with AOC attorneys to
complete the property acquisition agreements for the private and public property for
the site. Court staff and judges and AOC staff have also contributed hundreds of
hours to the project.

As noted previously, the PAG was able to overcome many obstacles to select an
optimum plan for a court site while devising a plan to leverage $4.5 million in local
contributions and funds to reduce project costs.

Consequently, significant delays or discontinuing the New Yreka Courthouse would
be devastating because:

*  Siskiyou will continue to operate in a substandard, ADA deficient,
overcrowded, inadequately secured courthouse with no separation of
the public, staff, judges, and inmates in space that is 20% of the size
recommended by California Trial Court Facilities Standards.

*  The downtown site, which is the priority site of the Project Advisory Group,
would likely not be available in perpetuity if the project is eliminated,

* Itis not clear how long Siskiyou Superior Court would be able to remain
in the space it inhabits as the County now owns this space as part of the
properly exchange with the State. The county has developed plans for using
the existing courthouse space occupied by the court,

*  There are no other facilities in Yreka, or in the entire county for that matter,
that could be suitably remodeled into a courthouse.

*  The State would be saddled with managing or disposing of the five private
homes, three County buildings, and two parking lots it purchased for the new
courthouse site.

*  Ifthe downtown site is not used for the courthouse project, the City of Yreka
and Siskiyou County as well as the community will be less supportive of any
Juture collaboration with the State involving construction of a court facility.
We have had a very active Project Advisory Group for over two years that
strongly prefers the downtown site.

* Ifthe downtown site, the primary site selected by the PAG, is not utilized, then
the contributions of the City and County will not be available.- Similarly, the
remaining $3.3 million in local Court Construction Funds would need to be
turned over to the State Controller s Office and would not be available for
any future project.
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CONCLUSION

Siskiyou Superior Court and the representatives of the community have collaborated
impressively for over ten years attempting to achieve a primary goal of court consolidation: the
construction of a New Yreka Courthouse. For our county, this means having the first facility in
the county that is equipped to handle all case types, safely holds inmates and juvenile detainees,
and offers a secure, healthy environment for court users, inmates, staff, and judges. It is hard to
conceive that our current facility, with such dire, irreparable security, crowding, physical, and
access problems could or should remain in service much longer.

Major milestones have been completed for the project. Site acquisition in the optimum
downtown location close to the jail, Sheriff’s Office, public and private attorneys, other justice
partners, public transportation, and other services has been approved and is widely supported
in the community. As part of this transaction Siskiyou County and the City of Yreka have
contributed substantial funds and in-kind staff services, while Siskiyou County will move into
the court’s space in the existing courthouse once the New Yreka Courthouse is constructed.

The New Yreka Courthouse project is now in the pre-planning phase, and Siskiyou County has
encumbered $3.3 million in local court construction funds to pay for a significant portion of this
phase. These funds will not be available in the future if the New Yreka Project is climinated.

We believe that the New Yreka Courthouse Project represents the pinnacle of court
consolidation as embodied in SB 1732 and funded by SB 1407 by “ensur[ing] uniformity of

access to all court facilities in California.”

Thank you for your consideration of the New Yreka Courthouse Project.
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PROJECT DELIVERY AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made as of March 11, 2016 by and between the State
Public Works Board of the State of California (the “Board”) and the Judicial Council of

California (“Judicial Council”).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapters 10 and 11, Statutes of 2015, Item 0250-301-0668 (2), (the

“Law”), the Legislature has authorized the Board to finance the construction of the Siskiyou

County, New Yreka Courthouse project (the “Project”) for the Judicial Council through the
issuance of lease revenue bonds (the “Bonds™), and as such, the Board is contracting with the
Judicial Council for all activities required to construct the Project; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows:

1. The Judicial Council hereby agrees to provide and perform all activities
required to construct the Project on behalf of the Board in accordance with the applicable
provisions of the Law and the State Building Construction Act of 1955, commencing at
Section 15800 of the California Government Code, as amended (the “Act”), and in
accordance with the State’s established policies and procedures for the construction of major

capital projects.

2. The Board does hereby authorize and direct the Judicial Council to
execute and deliver a contract or contracts for the construction of the Project, provided that
such contracts are within the cost and scope previously approved by the Board. Prior to the
execution of any of the above referenced contracts, the Judicial Council shall timely ascertain
whether the Board’s staff wishes to review the contract and make all necessary arrangements
for such review.

% The Judicial Council agrees to take all reasonable actions necessary to
maintain and retain documentation evidencing expenditures for the Project, including but not
limited to contracts, payment of invoices, internal state transfers of funds and other related
accounting records for a minimum of 30 years from the date of this agreement. Once the
Bonds have been issued and sold, this retention schedule may be increased to allow for
- records to remain available for at least three years after all the Bonds have been paid.

4. The Judicial Council hereby agrees to construct the Project with all
dispatch and, to the extent possible, to adhere to the latest legislatively approved project
schedule, with construction starting June 2016 and concluding by June 2018, or such
schedule subsequently recognized by the Board. In the event the Project schedule is
extended, or anticipated to be extended, by more than ninety (90) days, the Judicial Council
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August 1, 2016

Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Justice Brad R. Hill, Presiding Chair
Justice Court of Appeal, Fifth District
2424 Ventura Street

Fresno, California 93721

Re: Siskiyou Courthouse Project
Honorable Chair and Committee members:

The Siskiyou Courthouse Project will be reviewed by the Court Facilities Advisory Committee (CFAC) on August 11,
2016. Siskiyou’s project is shovel ready. All approvals required to proceed have been obtained. The State Fire
Marshal and State Public Works Board have both approved the project. Bids have been received. Bids expire
August 19, 2016. If Siskiyou is not approved by CFAC to proceed, it is dead. Our community has invested heavily in
this project, and it is shovel ready. The county and City of Yreka paid over $1.1 million for the site acquisition for
this project. The County paid $3.2 million for the preliminary plans. These were one time funds totaling ~$4.3
million; an equivalent per capita support from Los Angeles County would exceed $1 billion.

If CFAC directs, funding is set to be approved by the Pooled Money Investment Board (PMIB) on Wednesday
August 17, 2016, but CFAC must direct keeping the matter on the calendar. The Judicial Council holds bids within
the budget CFAC approved. Bids expire Friday, August 19, 2016. A 30 day extension of the bids will cost an
additional $150,000. No extension is realistic beyond that period of time. Bids become stale because of market
conditions outside of our control. A 30 day delay adds costs to construction during the winter months. All the
decisions are in place for this project to proceed, except the release of funds.

This law firm has served Siskiyou County for over 60 years. Our roots are generations deep in the community. Our
offices are just across the street from the existing courthouse. We are very familiar with the deficiencies in the
existing building, which interfere with citizens accessing justice safely. For instance, in 2002, a criminal defendant
smuggled a gun into the courthouse, shot the young woman who was the accusing witness in the case and then
turned the gun on himself. Additionally, disabled persons can only access one of the second floor courtrooms by
transiting the office space of the District Attorney.

All the 23 pending courthouse projects CFAC will review have been confirmed repeatedly over the years in
legislative and executive processes to be critical and necessary. Six of those projects have been constructed. All of
the remaining projects have courthouses which profoundly fail to provide access to justice to their citizens. This is
infrastructure at least as important as potholes on I-5 or bridges; courthouses are the citizens' front line access to
government, and give daily meaning to the lofty ideal of “access to justice”. All of the projects lack access to
justice: jurors in stairwells waiting to serve; the hazards defendants in custody face while moving in public



hallways. People come to courthouses because they are compelled by law: they are summonsed for jury duty or
to defend themselves in a case; they are subpoenaed as witnesses. When they come to courthouses, our citizens
should see that their presence and participation is respected by being afforded an environment where they can
safely do their business.

Delay of the project is waste. There will be costs of rebidding, increased materials cost, loss of time in
construction. There is and will be Project site deterioration, transients' trespass, and liability. We risk losing the

contractor and project architects. Delay means stale plans and costs to refresh/redesign when and if the project
later approved. The consequence of not moving forward now must inevitably be that the project is dead. This

would cause irreparable harm to this community.
Siskiyou did all that was required of it to move forward promptly, and was never told to stop. Siskiyou was

directed to shift its funding path from the Spring 2016 Bond sale to interim financing, and relied to its detriment.
We urge this committee to approve the Siskiyou Project to proceed as planned and scheduled.

Very truly yours,

NEWTON & NEWTON
Professional Corporation
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Albert H. Newton, Jr. Michael P. Newton













































































































Superior Court of California
County of Sonoma

Raima Ballinger José Octavio Guillén
Presiding Judge ACCESS, SERVICE, JUSTICE Court Executive Officer

August 3, 2016

Honorable Brad R. Hill, Presiding Justice
Chair, Court Facilities Advisory Committee
Judicial Council of California
Administrative Office of the Courts

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102

Dear Justice Hill:

Thank you for your email of July 28" and inviting courts with Immediate and Critical Needs Account
(ICNA) funded courthouse construction projects to address the Court Facilities Advisory Committee at
your upcoming meeting, August 11™.

On July 6, 2016, we provided a joint letter to highlight the unique collaborative and substantial financial
investment made by the County of Sonoma to further the Sonoma Court’s courthouse construction
project. As noted in this joint letter, our County has already committed $26,775,445 toward our project.
Further delays in our project will jeopardize this good-faith investment and exposes our judicial branch
to greater risks and costs by remaining in our aging and substandard court facility. We expect to address
this on August Figl

In addition to the foregoing, we are obliged to address one further serious concern which would result
from delay. With respect to our County’s project, the Preliminary Plans were approved by the CCRS at
its 50% Design Development completion phase. The Committee directed Project Management to

- proceed to 100% Design Development without any further changes, and to stay within the budgeted
amount. The 100% Design Development plans were completed in late March, 2016. As of early April,
2016, these plans only needed to be presented to CCRS and to then obtain approval from the Department
of Public Works. During the month of April, we learned that due to concerns about the declining ICNA
revenues and sudden resignation of the Director of the Judicial Branch Capital Program Office,
leadership directed that no action be taken on this completed matter until the CFAC’s meeting of June
28,2016. This was purely an administrative function and not a policy decision, since the work had
already been completed and the project stayed within the established budget. We urge the Committee to
permit Sonoma County to complete this phase as was anticipated. If the CFAC decides that the projects
should complete the phase they are currently in, Sonoma courthouse should be permitted to proceed to
Working Drawings phase as we have already completed the Preliminary Plans phase, awaiting final
approvals.

Hall of Justice Empi n irthous Civil and Family Law Courthouse uvenile Justice Center
600 Administration Drive 3035 Cleveland Avenue 3055 Cleveland Avenue 7425 Rancho Los Guilicos Road

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 Santa Rosa, CA 95403 Santa Rosa, CA 95403 Santa Rosa, CA 95409



Justice Brad Hill

August 3, 2016

Page 2

There is one additional serious concern for our Court regarding the delay of our Preliminary Plans phase
and subsequently not proceeding to its next Working Drawings phase. The Budget Act of 2015 included
$7,670,000 for the Preliminary Plans. The Budget Act of 2016 approved $11.252 million to complete
the Working Drawings phase. In our view, Sonoma County should not be penalized for inaction by
Capital Program Office leadership’s decision. To not complete the 100% Preliminary Plans and not
procced with Working Drawings would be unfair to all parties concerned, and would not constitute an
efficient use of the resources already expended.

Our Court continues to appreciate your leadership in responsibly addressing the judicial branch’s court
facilities’ past and present challenges, but we are also deeply concerned about the potential for further
delays of not just our Court’s project, but the other 22 current ICNA projects. Suffice it to say, all 23
courthouse construction projects have been fully vetted and reprioritized at least twice and have
undergone careful scrutiny and reductions. Subjecting these projects to yet another round of
prioritization would be pitting projects against each other and in our view, an irresponsible way to
address the real issue of securing a more stable source of funding for infrastructure, instead of relying on
fees and fines.

While we recognize the fiscal and political realities surrounding the revenue shortfall to the ICNA and
the mandate from the Budget Trailing Bill language', we respectfully urge your committee and Judicial
Council not to fall into this proverbial rabbit hole by stopping any project based on less than optimal
revenue projections. We also urge you to first work earnestly with our other two branches to secure
repayment of the $1.4 billion of redirections or to find other alternative sources of stable funding not
susceptible to the volatility of revenue derived from fees and fines.

We recognize that the task before your committee is perhaps the most important decision in determining
the fate of our judicial branch’s courthouse construction program.

Sincerely,
Raima Ballinger
Presiding Judge

! Budget item 0250-301-3138-Requires the Judicial Council to report to the Joint Legislative Committee and DOF by 1-10-
17 with a long-term solvency plan and staying within existing resources; increase revenues or reduce expenditures. Assess
which construction projects will move forward, explain why for each project, and any alternative financing agreements to
fund projects; report on the long-term fund condition to fund the recommended projects; and revenues and expenditures by
project to be submitted annually until debt service on the proposed projects are fulfilled.


















New Santa Rosa Criminal Courthouse
Presented to the Court Facilities Advisory Committee
August 11, 2016

Seismic Risk for Hall of Justice is Level V

e Sonoma County is situated near numerous major seismic faults, including the San Andreas,
Hayward, and Rodgers Creek;

e A USGS report recently concluded that there is a 63% probability of at least one Magnitude 6.7
or greater earthquake striking before 2032;

e Asshown by a ground shaking study, the courthouse is located in an area expected to cause the
maximum damage, referenced as violent shaking, and would result in serious damage to
buildings, facilities and infrastructure; and

e Judicial Council studies conducted in 2003 determined the existing court was a Level 5 seismic
risk. There have been no subsequent structural improvements.

Crowded and Inefficient Space Throughout Existing Court Facility-HOJ

e The existing conditions in our present courthouse render it unfit;

e Of course, our sister counties in line for new construction suffer from similar problems;
however, the fact that others share the burden of these problems does not make it easier for
any one of us;

e The photos represent the need of members of the public to crowd into hallways, to line up
outside, and to be exposed to the elements and discomfort when we ask them to fulfill their
civic duty and transact court business at the courthouse.

In-Custody Defendants Are Transported Through Public and Staff Areas

e There is, of course, limited or no security under these conditions;

e These type of escorts pose a significant security risk to the public, inmate, civilian staff and
Sheriff’s deputies;

e  Whether it's a sympathetic person that wants to assist the inmate, or a victim that may want to
lash-out toward the inmate; these type of escorts happen multiple times every day and put
everyone at risk;

e Inmates are often transported through internal “security” areas to be brought to certain courts;

e Inmates are transported past the public, past judges’ chambers without a secure passageway,
past family members and friends of sentenced defendants; and

e Past court staff at their workplace through internal “secure” hallways.

New Santa Rosa Criminal Courthouse Page 1



First and Second Floors at Hall of Justice

e The entire second floor area is open to the public view. A bullet was fired into this glass several
years ago, and concerns remain for security of judicial officers and court staff. These concerns
are increasing due to the transport of high risk and prisoners through the public hallways to the
courtrooms;

e Recent statistics reflect a 20% increase in gang-related cases in Sonoma County, thus making
segregation and transportation an increasingly dangerous and challenging security risk. More
than 30% of our current jail population appearing in court are suffering from some form of
mental illness; and as a result of criminal realighment, in-custody population has become more
challenging to control, as evidenced by increased incidents of attempted escapes and
altercations inside and outside the courtrooms; and

e The courtyard is open on multiple sides, allowing unfettered and unsecure public access. Two of
the criminal courtrooms must be accessed from the outside, or through this courtyard area. This
courtyard is accessed from three sides by the general public.

Recurring Termite Infestation

e Recurring termite infestation- Despite our aggressive preventive pest control measures, the
colonies of termites dwelling under the slab have entered through floor penetrations at
electrical conduits and plumbing; and

e Every year during early spring, termite populations explode, causing an infestation in most
offices located on the first floor.

e There continues to be damage from such infestation despite the aggressive attempts at
abatement.

Recurring HVAC & Elevator Failures, Plumbing and Water Leaks

e Deferred maintenance of the existing facility totals more than $18 million;.

e The existing HVAC units are not capable of appropriately heating the building and require
complete replacement;

e One of the three elevators is not operational;

e A rapidly spreading plumbing leak from an unknown source, later determined to be sewage,
occurred during business hours in the midst of a critical court operations unit. VCT floor tiles
buckled under the carpet. Repairs required asbestos abatement protocols; and

e On numerous occasions, leaking at the deliberation room ceiling on the second floor has passed
through to the first floor, soaking court furniture, files, and equipment in the civil public service
lobby.

County Demolishes Old Jail to Make Room for Our New Courthouse

New Santa Rosa Criminal Courthouse Page 2



e Sonoma County spent $3.48 million during the challenging financial times caused by the
recession to demolish the old jail and make certain site improvements pursuant to our sales site
acquisition agreement with the State.

Site Acquired Adjacent to New Jail and Existing Hall of Justice

e As part of the site acquisition agreement, the County committed to installation of a new storm
drain and the relocation of the well that serves the Emergency Operations Center. The County
has budgeted $1.28 million for these projects, which are underway.

Property Acquired From County

e The Court and County Board of Supervisors recognize the importance of improving justice
services, and have worked collaboratively to make the new facility a reality;

e The County sold the property highlighted in yellow to the State in 2008 in order to construct the
new Court facility;

e Subsequently, the County has invested over $13 in specific actions to ready the site; and

e The County’s long deferred development of the County Government Center is impacted by the
timing of the Court construction.

County’s Relocation and Construction of Fleet Operations

e Sonoma County has almost completed construction of the new Light Fleet Facility (shown) and
re-location of the motor pool lot, at a total cost of $9.8 million; and

e This move was necessary in order to support the construction of the new Criminal Courthouse,
and was done in order to vacate the property sold to the State, pursuant to the sales
agreement.

County Funds Jail Inmate Connector

e To provide the most efficient, cost-effective transfer of inmates from the Main Adult Detention
Facility to the new Sonoma County Criminal Courthouse, it is necessary to construct a
connector;

e The connector is currently in the design phase and preliminary site work has begun;

e 150 -200 inmates are transferred daily from detention to the Court. There are limited holding
facilities at the existing Court building, requiring Sheriff’s Deputies to accompany inmates
including those with mental health issues and those with limited mobility;

e The new Inmate Connector will create a secure, ADA compliant transfer to holding facilities in
the new Court;

e The County has spent over $13 million to date to prepare our site for the new Court;

e We have dedicated another $13 million in discretionary General Fund dollars for the remaining
site work and construction of the new Inmate Connector;
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e Furthermore, we have dedicated space within our County Government Center campus that
could have otherwise been used to replace our existing, aging facilities;

e In total, the County will have contributed $26.7 million to support the construction of the new
Court facility. If the Court project is delayed, we anticipate annual escalation at 6 — 10 %,
requiring a further commitment from our Board;

e The County has committed to the Court project, reflecting the Board of Supervisors’ and the
Court’s shared vision of improved justice services; and

o We respectfully request that the Judicial Council consider our commitment when reviewing this
project.

Current Project Status

e Interms of the status of the Sonoma project, | think it is important to better understand what
was achieved already before certain projects were put on hold:

0 Our project team had completed 100% design development. We appeared before CCRS,
and were told to proceed so long as we kept the project within budget. In fact, we were
within budget.

0 The next step would have been formal internal approval by our own Capital Programs
Division. Given our timeline, and the attention and diligence that we have been
applying, we expected approval internally during early April of this year. We expected
approval by the Department of Public Works by the end of April of this year. We
expected approval by the Department of Finance by mid-May of this year.

0 We have come to learn that although the completed 100% design development package
was provided to the JC management internally, it was held without action. Again, at this
point the architects were paid, the construction manager was paid, the design
development package was complete, it had been submitted for approval of this
committee, and then held up.

0 Itis highly likely that we would have had, or had been close to receiving, working
drawings for our project by now; if so, it would have been ready for timely submission
for bond sale.

O Ireiterate, the time and resources have already been expended and product received by
our professionals; and the only reason for delay of this stage seems be internal
decisions.

0 Clearly, every court here will be seeking approval for their project to be completed. Of
course, we are in that category.

0 However, from a financial standpoint it makes no sense to refrain from proceeding on a
portion of the phase that has already been completed and, in essence, paid for. It makes
no sense, what has been done, to delay going forward with working drawings for this
project.

0 |speak not only for Sonoma, but for other counties, to remind all of us that to the
extent that we delay, there are serious economic consequences due to escalation of
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material cost and general project costs. Such delay also impacts the readiness of the
project for the bond cycle, which | believe is twice yearly.

0 From the standpoint of Sonoma County, | request that our project continue through the
working drawings phase at a minimum, and to explore going forward with the project as
a whole at the earliest possible date.
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CROWDED AND INEFFICIENT SPACE
THROUGHOUT COURT F¥ACILITIES
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IN-CUSTODY DEFENDANTS TRANSPORTED
THROUGH PUBLIC AND STAFF AREAS
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IN-CUSTODY DEFENDANTS TRANSPORTED
THROUGH PUBLIC AND STAFF AREAS
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FIRST AND SECOND FLOORS
HALL OF JUSTICE
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RECURRING TERMITE INFESTATION

Below: Termite swarm migration
onto office carpet area

Termite Damage
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RECURRING HVAC & ELEVATOR FAILURES,
PLUMBING AND WATER LE&KS
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COUNTY DEMOLISHES OLD JAIL TO MAKE
ROOM FOR OUR NEW COURTHOUSE
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SITE ACQUIRED ADJACENT TO NEW
JAIL AND EXISTING HALL OF JUSTICE
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PROPERTY ACQUIRED FROM COUNTY
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COUNTY’S RELOCATION AND
CONSTRUCTION OF FLEET OPERATIONS
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF STANISLAUS

800 - T1th Street

. Modesto, California 95354

Rebecca ], Fleming Telephone (209) 530-3111
xecutive Officer

Jury Commissioner Fax (209) 236-7797

www stanct.org

August 8, 2016

Court Facilities Committee
¢/o Justice Brad Hill

Please accept this letter as a plea for support for the New Stanislans County Courthouse. We acknowledge the
message that has been delivered by Judicial Council Staff regarding the shortfall of revenues for the facilities
fund. We also express concern that there does not appear to be a plan to overcome these issues given the
awareness of the critical situation by the staff and/or committee.

Stanislaus County is not a well-resourced court. It never has been. It has taped together res