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C O U R T  F A C I L I T I E S  A D V I S O R Y  C O M M I T T E E  

O P E N  M E E T I N G  A G E N D A  

Open to the Public (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1)) 

THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED 

Date: September 7, 2017 

Time:  10:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m. – Registration 

10:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. – Open Session (Item 1) 

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

12:45 p.m. – 2:00 p.m. – Open Session (Item 2) 

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. 

I .  O P E N  M E E T I N G  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( C ) ( 1 ) )  

Call to Order, Roll Call and Opening Remarks 

Approval of Minutes 

Approve minutes of the Court Facilities Advisory Committee meeting held on 

July 19, 2017. 

I I .  P U B L I C  C O M M E N T  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( 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. 

www.courts.ca.gov/cfac.htm 
cfac@jud.ca.gov 

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 September 6, 2017, will be provided to advisory body members. 

I I I .  D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  P O S S I B L E  A C T I O N  I T E M S  ( I T E M S  1 – 2 )  

Item 1 

Lake County–New Lakeport Courthouse: Result of Sites Study (Action Required) 

Review of the project’s sites study including current and alternative site locations. 

Presenters: Hon. Andrew S. Blum, Presiding Judge, Superior Court of California, 

County of Lake 

Ms. Deepika Padam, Senior Project Manager, Facilities Services 

Mr. Ed Ellestad, Security Supervisor, Facilities Services 

Mr. Ron Duek, Project Manager, Construction Management Agency, 

Kitchell 

Mr. Kevin Hallock, Architect, Construction Management Agency, Kitchell 

 

Item 2 

Glenn County–Renovation and Addition to Willows Courthouse: Scope, Schedule, and 

Budget Review (Action Required) 

Review of the project’s scope, schedule, and budget to complete the working drawings 

phase. 

Presenters: Hon. Donald Cole Byrd, Presiding Judge, Superior Court of California, 

County of Glenn 

Ms. Deepika Padam, Senior Project Manager, Facilities Services 

Mr. Peter Birkholz, Principal, Page & Turnbull 

Mr. Matt Wade, Project Director, Construction Manager at Risk, Kitchell 

Mr. Rob Nash, Senior Project Manager, Construction Management Agency, 

Vanir 

I V .  A D J O U R N M E N T  O F  M E E T I N G  

Adjourn 

mailto:cfac@jud.ca.gov


 

 

C O U R T  F A C I L I T I E S  A D V I S O R Y  C O M M I T T E E  

M I N U T E S  O F  O P E N  S E S S I O N  O F  M E E T I N G  
July 19, 2017 

10:30 AM –12:30 PM – Open Session 
Judicial Council of California – San Francisco Office 

Advisory Body 

Members Present: 

Hon. Brad R. Hill, Chair 
Hon. Patricia M. Lucas, Vice-Chair 
Hon. Donald Cole Byrd 
Hon. Keith D. Davis 
Ms. Melissa Fowler-Bradley 
Hon. William F. Highberger 
Hon. Steven E. Jahr (Ret.) 
Hon. Jeffrey W. Johnson 
Hon. Laura J. Masunaga (by phone) 
Mr. Stephen Nash 
Hon. David Edwin Power (Ret.) (by phone) 
Ms. Linda Romero Soles 
Mr. Kevin Stinson (by phone) 

Advisory Body 

Members Absent: 

Mr. Anthony P. Capozzi 
Mr. Stephan Castellanos, FAIA 
Hon. Robert. D. Foiles 
Hon. Gary R. Orozco 
Mr. Larry Spikes 
Hon. Robert J. Trentacosta 
Mr. Thomas J. Warwick, Jr. 
Mr. Val Toppenberg 

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

Hon. Kevin R. Culhane, Presiding Judge, Superior Court of Sacramento County 
Hon. David De Alba, Assistant Presiding Judge, Superior Court of Sacramento County 
Hon. Lloyd G. Connelly (Ret.), Interim Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of 

Sacramento County 
Hon. Robert C. Hight (Ret.), Judge, Superior Court of Sacramento County 
Hon. Jennifer K. Rockwell, Judge, Superior Court of Sacramento County 
Hon. Arthur G. Scotland (Ret.), Administrative Presiding Justice, Court of Appeal, Third 

Appellate District 
Mr. James L. Tully, Principal, NBBJ 
Mr. Dale Alberda, AIA, Design Principal, NBBJ 
Mr. Jason T. Miller, AIA, Senior Associate/Project Architect, NBBJ 
Mr. Charles (Chuck) Short, President, CTS Business Solutions, LLC 

Mr. Kevin J. Lane, Clerk/Administrator, Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District (by phone) 

Mr. Mike Courtney, Director, Facilities Services 
Ms. S. Pearl Freeman, AIA, Manager, Facilities Services 
Ms. Lisa Hinton, Project Manager, Facilities Services 
Mr. Chris Magnusson, Senior Facilities Analyst, Facilities Services 
Ms. Pella McCormick, Deputy Director, Facilities Services 
Ms. Kristine Metzker, Planner Manager, Facilities Services 
Mr. Loren (Mike) C. Smith, Project Manager, Facilities Services 
Ms. Millicent Tidwell, Chief Operating Officer, Operations and Programs Division 

www.courts.ca.gov/cfac.htm 
cfac@jud.ca.gov 

  

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


M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  │  J u l y  1 9 ,  2 0 1 7  
 
O P E N  S E S S I O N  O F  M E E T I N G  

Call to Order, Opening Remarks, and Approval of Meeting Minutes 

The chair called the open session of the meeting to order at 10:30 AM and opening remarks were made. 
The committee voted unanimously (with the abstention of all members absent from the May 17, 2017, 
meeting and the exceptions of judges Donald Cole Byrd and 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 May 17, 2017. 

O P E N  S E S S I O N  –  D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  A C T I O N  I T E M S  

Item 1 

Five-Year Infrastructure Plan for Fiscal Year 2018–2019 

Mr. Mike Courtney, director of the Judicial Council’s Facilities Services, presented an update on the 
status of the five-year plan’s preparation, indicating that a draft of the five-year plan will be presented to 
the advisory committee by e-mail for vote to recommend it be submitted to the Judicial Council for 
adoption. At the conclusion of Mr. Courtney’s presentation, the advisory committee took no action. 

Item 2 

Sacramento County—New Sacramento Criminal Courthouse: 100 Percent Schematic Design Review 

Mr. Loren (Mike) C. Smith, Judicial Council Project Manager, introduced the project team for the 
New Sacramento Criminal Courthouse: from the Superior Court of Sacramento County, Presiding Judge 
Kevin R. Culhane, Assistant Presiding Judge David De Alba, Judge Jennifer K. Rockwell, Retired Judge 
Robert C. Hight, and Retired Judge Lloyd G. Connelly, Interim Court Executive Officer; from the Court 
of Appeal, Third Appellate District, Retired Administrative Presiding Justice, Arthur G. Scotland; 
from NBBJ, Mr. James L. Tully, Principal, Mr. Dale Alberda, Design Principal, and Mr. Jason T. Miller, 
Senior Associate/Project Architect; and courts planner from CTS Business Solutions, LLC, Mr. Charles 
(Chuck) Short, President.  
 
Mr. Smith, Mr. Tully, and Mr. Alberda presented the project’s 100 percent schematic design plans and 
drawings consistent with the PowerPoint slides included in the project materials that were posted on line 
for public viewing in advance of the meeting and available at www.courts.ca.gov/documents/cfac-
20170719-materials.pdf. Mr. Smith presented the project’s background, space program compliance, site 
design, deviations from standards, cost reduction measures and budget, and next steps. Mr. Alberda 
presented the building’s design and courtroom layouts. Mr. Tully presented the security and building 
systems and the sustainability approach. In addition, the following comments were made: 
 
• the cost estimate at 50 percent Schematic Design was reconciled through a number of cost reduction 

measures and as shown in PowerPoint slide No. 51 (see link above). These measures reduced the 
project budget by $14.6 million, resulting in a delta of $17.1 million from the current authorized 
construction budget of $307.3 million to the 100-percent-Schematic-Design cost estimate of 
$324.4 million; 

• the courtyard cannot be entered from the courthouse building. Its users must exit the building to 
access it, and then to return back into the building, they must pass through security screening; 

2 | P a g e  C o u r t  F a c i l i t i e s  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  
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• the covering of the courtyard is proposed as a trellis-like structure that would be open to the sky 

above; 

• ballistic glazing would be applied to all chambers including all upper-floor locations; 

• no vehicular ingress or egress is planned on the south part of the site because light rail trains currently 
operating along H Street block site access when stopped in the street. Furthermore, the local transit 
authority has proposed the installation of an additional track within H Street to increase the number of 
light rail trains running within the downtown area; 

• the project is tracking to meet its required LEED Silver certification and aspiring to meet LEED Gold 
certification within the current project budget; 

• as a cost-savings measure, and because the central holding area had been relocated back to the 
Ground floor, one in-custody elevator was eliminated. In an earlier iteration of the design, this 
elevator, referred to as a jump elevator, had been planned to run only from the Ground-floor sallyport 
area to the then Third-floor central holding area. The relocation of the central holding area including 
elevator reduction was supported by the county sheriff; and 

• in order to verify the correct number of holding cells and rated capacity for occupancy/seating within 
those cells prior to completion of 50 percent Design Development drawings, the holding core 
examples (i.e., typical holding cores A, B, and C) in the June 2015 Catalog of Courtroom Layouts for 
California Trial Courts should be compared to the layout shown between courtrooms on floors 7–16 
in the 100 percent Schematic Design drawings. 

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

1. The 100 percent schematic design report is accepted, and the project move forward into design 
development of the preliminary plans phase. 

A D J O U R N M E N T  T O  E D U C A T I O N  S E S S I O N  ( C L O S E D  T O  P U B L I C )  A N D  

A D J O U R N M E N T  

There being no further business, the open session of the meeting was adjourned at 12:30 PM, and the 
advisory committee moved to the education session of the meeting. The education session of the 
meeting—which was closed to the public and not subject to Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 10.75—was 
adjourned at 2:00 PM. 

Approved by the advisory body on ______. 

3 | P a g e  C o u r t  F a c i l i t i e s  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  
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1. Executive Summary of Project Status 

At the completion of Design Development of the revised design presented to CCRS on 

January 10, 2014, the project status is as follows: 

 

1.1 Scope – the project is within the approved scope, as described below. 

 

1.2 Budget – the project is over budget. Note that the Judicial Council required this 

project to achieve a mandatory 32.6 percent reduction to hard construction cost.  
 

1.3 Schedule – the project schedule is delayed due to continued Value Engineering 

efforts to meet the project budget.  

 

1.4 Status – the project has completed the CFAC directed Independent Site Study 

with findings described in this report and the attached documents. 

 

2. Background 

2.1. Budget Year 2009-2010 – initial project authorization:  

 Project first submitted for SB 1407 funding authorization. 

 Acquisition phase funding transferred in August 2009. 

 Original Approved FY 2009-2010 Building Gross Square Feet (BGSF): 

50,158 SF 

2.2. Budget Year 2010-2011:   

 Preliminary Plans phase funding was authorized and transferred in February 

2011. Total project cost decreased due to decreases in the cost of 

construction materials including lumber, particle board and CMU. CCCI 

adjustment and escalation were updated. Markup for market conditions was 

also eliminated. 

2.3. Budget Year 2011-2012 

 Preliminary Plans phase was approved by the State Public Works Board. 

 In December 2011, the Judicial Council approved a total of 4 percent 

reduction in the FY 2011-2012 unescalated hard construction cost budget. 

 In April 2012, the Judicial Council approved a 3 percent reduction in the 

FY 2011-2012 unescalated hard construction budget. 

 Workings Drawings phase funding was authorized in the Budget Act. 

However, this funding was not released due to potential program funding 

shortfalls. 
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 The recommendation of the Court Facilities Working Group was to move the 

Working Drawings phase to FY 2014-2015 and a re-appropriation of funding 

was requested for the FY 2014-2015 Budget Act. 

2.4. Budget Year 2014-2015:  

 Project restarted once Working Drawings phase appropriation was approved 

in the FY 2014-2015 Budget Act. 

 New building size: 45,300 BGSF 

 New Hard Construction Cost subtotal is $23,800,000.  

2.5. Budget Year 2015-2016: 

 Construction phase funding appropriated in FY 2015-2016 Budget Act. 

2.6. Summary of changes to Hard Construction Cost Subtotal: 

 FY 2009-2010 Budget Year: $ 35,320,290 

 Current (2015-2016 Budget Year): $ 23,800,000 

 Reduction from FY 2009-2010 budget: $ 11,520,290 or 32.6 percent 

2.7. Summary of changes to BGSF: 

 FY 2009-2010 Budget Year: 50,158 BGSF 

 Current (2015-2016 Budget Year): 45,300 BGSF 

 Reduction from Original to Current: 4,858 BGSF, or approximately 

9.7 percent decrease. 

3. Project Description 

The scope of this project includes the design and construction of a new four-courtroom, 

45,300 building gross square foot (BGSF) courthouse with public and secure parking in 

the County of Lake. This project will replace the existing Lakeport Courthouse and 

leased Records Storage Annex, and will relieve the current space shortfall, increase 

security, and replace inadequate and obsolete facilities in the City of Lakeport.   

4. CFAC/CCRS History and Project Update 

The New Lakeport Courthouse project was first presented to the CCRS on 

December 14, 2012. The project team presented the reductions of $2,542,300 or 

8.2 percent, exceeding the minimum reductions stipulated by 1.2 percent. The CCRS 

conveyed that this project was too high on a per square foot basis compared to other 

SB 1407 projects and directed that the cost be reduced from $598 per square foot ($/sf). It 



New Lakeport Courthouse 

Facilities Services, Judicial Council 

CFAC Capital Project Budget Status Report 

September 7, 2017 

 

Page 4 of 6 

directed the project team to target $470-500/sf, which would result in a total reduction of 

$6.9-8.4 million or 22.5-27.1 percent. The JCC responded with a request of a revised 

proposed construction budget of $24,848,683, or $525/sf. At a January 2013 CCRS 

meeting the team was directed to review site costs and alternatives, further engage with 

the city and county to reduce site access cost, explore other alternatives to reduce the 

current construction budget and reduce the hard construction budget to under $20 million.  

On January 10, 2014, the project team presented their research and findings based on the 

subcommittee’s directives. The presentation included the distribution of the “Lakeport 

Courthouse Cost Reduction Report” dated December 16, 2013 and table titled “New 

Lakeport Courthouse, Site Options Cost Comparison with Escalation” (“Table”) dated 

January 8, 2014. The subcommittee approved the following proceeding with the project 

with restoration of $3.8 million in funding and authority to proceed into working 

drawings in FY 2014-2015, utilize the approved design already developed with minimal 

changes or redesign costs, and ensure that there is no further time or cost delays to the 

project.  The project budget was established at $23,800,000 for a reduced building gross 

square footage of 45,300 BGSF.  

Design Development drawings were completed for the approved design in May 2015. 

The consolidated cost estimate of the Architect and Construction Manager at Risk 

(CMAR) estimated the project to be $5.4 million over budget. In order to keep within the 

project budget, an alternative design for a rectangular and compact building design was 

studied with further reduction to square footage. Alternative designs for the site work 

were studied as well.  

On completion of the alternative design diagrams, new cost estimates were completed in 

December 2015. In the new estimates, the L-shaped scheme was estimated to be 

$6.2 million over budget with escalation and the rectangular scheme was estimated to be 

$5.7 million over budget. The rectangular scheme presented savings of approximately 

$500,000. However, in order to complete the Design Development drawings of the 

rectangular scheme with a fast-tracked schedule, additional design fees of approximately 

$500,000 would have to be paid; changing the design of the project, could result in no 

cost savings.  

The increase in costs were primarily due to high site costs related to topography and soil 

conditions. This analysis was presented to CFAC on March 3, 2016 with request for 

additional funds to proceed with the project. CFAC denied the request and directed  that 

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. 

JCC staff hired a Construction Management Agency to complete an independent cost 

estimate of the L-shaped scheme and to conduct a site study. Several sites were examined 

with the goal of studying in detail the sites that are flat, have easy access to utilities and 

public transportation, and have minimal CEQA costs. Three sites were selected for a 

detailed study in addition to the current site on Lakeport Boulevard; all of which will 
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have no added land costs due to either being donated or obtained through an equity 

exchange.  

Several site plan studies were completed for the current site, a site at Bevins Court, a site 

adjacent to the Lake County Jail, and a site at Bevins Streets. Compact floor plans were 

studied for a simpler rectangular building and a 3-story square building. Delivery method 

of Design-Build was also studied as an alternate to CMAR delivery. At the conclusion, 

the cost estimates of the site options on the four sites shows that the CMAR delivery 

method on all four sites will not bring the project on budget. The design-build delivery 

method will bring the project on budget on alternate sites with either square or 

rectangular designs, or if a 3-story square building was designed for the current site.  

The detailed findings of the study are attached for reference. 

5. Schedule 

If the project receives funding augmentation for the current authorized L-shaped design 

on the current site, the project schedule is as follows. For the alternate schemes, the 

schedule is depicted in the attached study documents. The schedule assumes cash funding 

for construction. 

 
a b c D E f 

Phase 

Current 

Authorized Schedule 

FY 15–16 Current Schedule 

Start Date Finish Date Start Date Finish Date % Complete 

Site Selection 7/1/09 3/15/10 7/1/09 3/15/10 100% 

Site Acquisition  3/16/10 1/14/11 3/16/10 1/14/11 100% 

Preliminary Plans 1/15/11 6/8/12 1/15/11 6/8/12 100% 

Working Drawings & 

Approval to Bid 
7/1/14 11/13/15 3/4/16 6/8/18 0% 

Bid and Contract 

Award 
11/14/15 6/1/16 6/11/18 9/14/18  

Construction 6/2/16 7/1/18 10/29/18 5/7/21  

Move-in 7/2/18 8/15/18 5/10/21 7/10/21  

 

 

6. Status of Hard Construction Cost Budget 

Below is a summary of the original hard construction cost, hard construction revisions, 

hard construction reductions based on the council direction of December 12, 2011, 

April 24, 2012, January18, 2013, and January 10, 2014, as well as the revised design-to-

budget for the New Lakeport Courthouse. 
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6.1. Calculation of Hard Construction Cost Budget with Judicial Council Directed and 

CCRS Accepted Reductions 

FY 09-10 Hard Construction Cost Subtotal  .......................................................  $ 35,320,290 

   

FY 10-11: Reductions to original estimate due to decreases in the cost 
of construction materials, updates to CCCI and escalation, and 
eliminated markup for market conditions   .............................................  

$ (4,479,751) 

   

FY 11-12: JC mandated 4% reduction   ..................................................  $ (1,233,622) 

FY 11-12: JC mandated 3% reduction  ...................................................  $ (925,216) 

FY13-14 CFWG mandated reduction .....................................................   (2,382,114) 

FY14-15 CCRS mandated BGSF reduction ............................................   (2,499,587) 

Revised Hard Construction Cost Subtotal $  23,800,000 

   

Cost Reduction Achieved $ 11,520,290 

Cost Reduction as percent of Construction Cost Subtotal 

 

% 32.6 

6.2. Design-to-Budget Calculation 

Current FY 15-16 Hard Construction cost subtotal ............................................  $ 23,800,000 

Data, Communication and Security ....................................................................  $ 770,100 

CCCI Adjustment to August 2017 dollars (CCCI 5264 to CCCI 6620) .............  $ 6,329,228 

Unauthorized Design-to-Budget $ 30,899,328 

 

 

7. Conclusion 

The project has gone through significant value engineering over the last several years. 

Reductions have been made not only architecturally by reducing square footage, level of 

architectural finishes, and reduction of glazing, but also structurally and in building 

systems. The mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems as well as data, 

communications, and security systems have all been reduced. The design and 

construction team have determined that a safe and functional building cannot be built 

without either augmenting the project budget or changing the delivery method and the 

site for the project. 
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Initial Site 
Security 
Assessment for 
New Courthouse, 
Lake County 

  
MAY, 2017 

SECURITY OPERATIONS 

  



 

 

On April 16, 2017, staff from the Judicial Council’s Security Operations unit visited potential 
building sites for the new courthouse in Lake County. The sites are all located within, or on the 
outskirts of, the city of Lakeport. 
 
Three of the sites are in close proximity to one another on the 900 block of Bevins Court and 600 
Bevins Street. The other sites are adjacent to the Lake County Jail. 
 
The Bevins sites are bordered by light industrial businesses; some residential areas; the Lake 
County Fairgrounds; the Lake County Public Health Department; the Environmental Health 
building; a small, county-operated mental-health rehabilitation residence; and the Tribal Health 
building. 

Site 1, 902 Bevins Court 

This 2.1 acre property is at the end of the Bevins Court cul-de-sac. It is bordered on the north by 
a mobile home park and baseball fields, on the west by the county fairgrounds, and on the south 
by the Tribal Health parking lot. To the north and immediately adjacent are the Lake County 
Public Health Department and Environmental Health Building. 
 
There are no nearby structures that would overlook a courthouse site. A high-speed vehicular 
threat is unlikely due to the site location and accessibility. The surrounding neighborhood does 
not pose a significant threat; however, the site is accessible by foot from the north and east, with 
natural concealment. This could leave the eastern side of the building, depending on orientation, 
vulnerable to homeless occupation and vandalism. Some evidence of homeless 
occupation/presence on the southeast corner of the property was observed. The north and east 
sides of any potential courthouse on this site would not be visible from any street. 
 
The site location is at the end of a one-block cul-de-sac, and is concerning due to the limitation 
of access and egress. Sheriff’s transport vehicles would have only one way in and one way out of 
this site, using a relatively narrow residential type street. Vehicular traffic could be effectively 
blocked by a single vehicle such as a car or pick-up, and the street could be entirely blocked with 
a larger vehicle, essentially trapping occupants of the courthouse with no vehicular egress, and 
no access for vehicles to get in. This also presents an opportunity for assault or escape attempt 
from sheriff’s transport vehicles, as well as hindering emergency medical and fire response. 
 
Parking at this site would add to the congestion/bottleneck concerns as both the Lake County 
Public Health Department and the Tribal Health facilities have parking lots (approximately 150 
spaces), which require traffic to use the same narrow street for access and egress. 

Site 2, 934 and 946 Bevins Court 

This 1.5 acre parcel sits between the Lake County Public Health Department/Environmental 
Health building to the east, and a county mental health residential facility to the west. On the 



 

north side the parcel overlooks a new apartment complex and a mobile home park. To the south 
are vacant lots belonging to Tribal Health, also under consideration for a courthouse site, and 
east of that, the Tribal Health facility and parking lots. 
 
There are no nearby structures that overlook this site, although the property directly across the 
street (south) could be improved and built on, as well as the parcel to the east described in Site 1, 
resulting in an overlook capability concern. As with the 902 Bevins site, this location will only 
have access from one narrow street, subjecting it to many of the same chokepoint concerns. 
 
The property line is currently accessible by foot from the north, where a cyclone fence restricts 
access to the property itself. 
 
The relatively small size of this site will make ideal setbacks more difficult to achieve, both from 
the street and from courthouse parking areas. 

Site 3, 947 and 951 Bevins Court and 600 Bevins Street 

This 3 acre corner site is located at the intersection of Bevins Street and Bevins Court, on the 
southeast corner. Bevins Street runs along the west side of the parcel, and Bevins Court along the 
north. To the east is the parking lot, and Tribal Health facility. The site overlooks a light 
industrial complex to the south, consisting of auto repair, light manufacturing, and similar shops. 
To the west, across Bevins Street are additional light industrial, auto repair, and supply 
businesses. Across Bevins Court, to the north is the vacant lot (Site 2), the county mental health 
residential facility, and the Lake County Public Health Department. 
 
There are no nearby structures that overlook this site, although the properties described in Site 1 
and Site 2 could be improved and built on, resulting in an overlook capability concern. 
 
The Site 3 parcel is fairly close to the crest of the Bevins Street hill, and traffic observed was 
travelling at very reasonable speeds due to business driveways, parking and semi-blind hill crest. 
The site is large enough to mitigate high speed vehicle threats using setback and landscape 
features. This site is also large enough to achieve desirable setbacks from the street and dedicated 
parking area. 
 
The light industrial complex does come with some inherent security concerns, mainly due to 
chemical use and the presence of flammable and/or explosive products used in fabrication and 
repair work (welding gasses, cutting torches, etc.). However, depending on building orientation, 
these concerns can be minimized by using space nearest the concern as parking or other open 
space to maximize distance between the threat and the courthouse. 
 
Having access and egress points available from two sides of the property greatly reduces the 
concerns associated with a single point of entry and exit on a cul-de-sac as identified in the Site 1 
and Site 2 descriptions. 



 

Site 4, Jail Sites A and B 

The jail sites are located approximately 5 miles north of downtown Lakeport. The sites are on a 
small development in a rural area that consists of buildings for the National Guard, the Sheriff’s 
Administration, the main Lake County Jail, and the Lake County Animal Control. There are no 
businesses or nearby residences in the immediate area. 

Jail Site A 

The site at the front of the jail complex, Site A, is bordered by Hoyt Avenue and Kemp Court 
and is directly adjacent to the jail facility. During the visit for this report, several presumed 
inmate “trustees” were seen outside the confines of the jail, loading and/or unloading supplies 
from a loading dock, directly adjacent to the proposed Site A. 
 
The relative isolation of the area, along with the narrow, curving access road make a high speed 
vehicular assault unlikely. However, the relatively small size of the site may present challenges 
in obtaining ideal setback recommendations. The Sheriff’s Administration building and National 
Guard facility are on higher ground overlooking the jail complex. These facilities are an unlikely 
vantage point for a sniper overlook. 
 
A courthouse at this location may present several security challenges for the Sheriff. As it is 
currently rather isolated, any visitor traffic is relatively easy to be alerted to and to monitor. With 
a courthouse on this site, dozens of additional vehicles and court users will be present on a daily 
basis. This significantly increases the opportunity for the introduction of contraband to the jail 
facility, and would most likely result in necessary operational changes to the current methods of 
groundskeeping and other work performed by inmate trustees. 

Jail Site B 

The other site, Site B, is located at the rear of the complex, adjacent to the jail on the south and 
the Animal Control building on the west. This location is currently accessed by driving through 
the public parking lot serving the jail, or by circumventing around the east side of the jail facility. 
To the immediate north of the site is an elevated plateau sprinkled with oak trees. The elevation 
is approximately 15 to 20 feet above the proposed site and creates a natural overlook, complete 
with existing cover and concealment. 
 
The jail sites are both affected by the isolation of the location, as well as the limited access and 
egress points. There is no nearby highway exiting, requiring surface streets to be used from both 
the north and south. During this visit, Hill Road, just north of the facility, was closed due to 
construction or slide repair, requiring anyone coming from the north to drive south on the 
highway, well past the site, before exiting and then backtracking on surface streets. 
 
Due to the security sensitivity of the jail facility and immediate surrounding area, no ground 
level photography was conducted during this visit. Overhead views are included. 



 

Photos 

Site 1, facing east, right to left, from end of cul-de-sac 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 

Site 1, view from end of cul-de-sac, facing west 

 

Site 2, left to right, facing west to start 

 



 

 
 

 
 

 



 

Site 2, rear of site overlooking apartment complex and mobile home park 

 

Site 3, from rear of site, facing south, moving clockwise (light industrial, fabricating, auto 

repair, etc.) 

 



 

 

Site 3, facing west from rear of site 

 



Site 3, intersection at northwest corner of site 



 

Site 4, overhead views 



County Jail Property



 

 

   

COUNTY OF LAKE 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
255 North Forbes Street 
Lakeport, California 95453 
TELEPHONE (707) 263-2580 
FAX (707) 263-1012 

              CAROL J. HUCHINGSON 
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

 
February 8, 2017 
 
Ms. Deepika Padam, AIA, LEED AP bd+c | Senior Project Manager 
Capital Program | Operations & Programs Division 
Judicial Council of California 
455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 
Dear Ms. Padam, 
 
As you are aware, yesterday, the Lake County Board of Supervisors discussed the Lake County 
Courthouse Construction Project, and in particular, the sites your office has recently evaluated, on Bevins 
Court in Lakeport and adjacent to the Lake County Jail, north of Lakeport. 
 
After deliberations with City officials and other interested parties, our Board directed that I send letter to 
you advising that the County has a preference that the Courthouse Construction project remain within the 
Lakeport City limits, if at all possible.  This could be at the County and City owned Bevins Court site, 
provided acceptable terms could be reached regarding the relocation of the Lake County Health 
Department, or at any other Lakeport site your office deems appropriate.  In addition, the County and 
Sheriff Brian Martin continues to make our site adjacent to the Lake County Jail available for your 
consideration in the event no other site within the City of Lakeport is determined feasible. 
 
The County of Lake and the City of Lakeport have a united front in that all parties want the Lake County 
Courthouse Construction Project to become reality.  The existing court facility, built in the late 60's has 
long been inadequate to meet the needs of the court. 
 
Please include this letter in the materials you are preparing for the consideration of the Judicial Council.  
It at all possible, I do plan to attend the Council meeting on March 17, along with Lake County Sheriff 
Brian Martin. 
 
Thank you for your continuing efforts on this project.  It has been a pleasure to work with you. 
 

Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 

 
Carol J.Huchingson 
Lake County Administrative Officer 
 
CC: Brian Martin, Lake County Sheriff 
 Lake County Board of Supervisors 
 Margaret Silveira, Lakeport City Manager 























































New Lakeport Courthouse
Project Site Study Presentation

Court Facilities Advisory Committee Meeting
September 07, 2017
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• Project Overview

• Summary Report

• Alternate Site Study

• Floor Plans

• Site Schemes

• Construction Delivery Methods Considered

• Security Analysis

• Project Schedule

• Cost Comparison

• Court Statement
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Agenda



• Current Site Area: 5.74 acres

• Authorized Building Area: 45,300 BGSF

• 2 Stories, 1st Floor Embedded in Hill

• 4 Courtrooms

• Site is Owned by JCC

• Preliminary Plans complete

3

Project Overview



March 3, 2016 CFAC Meeting

• Project team requested additional 
funds to proceed with Working 
Drawings

• CFAC Action: All work suspended 

• Team to study alternatives and 
prepare a report on all options to 
reduce costs

4

Summary Report



Alternate Site Study
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6

36 Alternate Sites Reconsidered

North
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9 New Alternate Sites Considered

City of Lakeport

City of 
Clearlake

Clear Lake

Why these sites were considered

• Generally flat topography

• Less environmental concerns

County 
Jail

North
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3 Selected Study Sites

Jail Site

Existing 
Courthouse

Bevins Ct. Site

Lakeport Blvd. 
Site (Current)

Clear Lake

City Boundary

Hwy 29

South Bevins Site
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Current Site

Current Site

5.7 acres

Retail
Fire Protection 

District Site

Chamber of 
Commerce

Retail

Transit Stop

Sloped Topography
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Bevins Court Site

County Site
1.4 acres

City Site
2.1 acres

County Site
1.7 acres

Tribal Health

Residential

Mental Health 
Clinic

Flood Plain

Transit Stop

Sloped Topography

Public Health
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Jail Site

North Site
2.5 acres

South Site
1 acre

County Animal 
Control

Transit Stop

Gentle Slope

County Jail
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Tribal Health Site
3.0 acres

Tribal Health

ResidentialMental Health 
Clinic

Flood Plain

Transit Stop

Sloped Topography

Public Health

Industrial

Industrial

South Bevins Site



Floor Plans
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Floor Plans - Square Scheme
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Floor Plans - Rectangle Scheme
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Site Schemes
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Current Site: Square Scheme

Current Site (5.7 acres)
17

Chamber of 
Commerce

Lakeport 
Boulevard

Tables & 
Benches

Retail

Pump 
Station

Observation 
Point

Cone of Vision Easement

North



Current Site: Square Scheme -
Section

18



• Pros:
• Existing site 

owned by JCC

• Within city limits

• CEQA completed, 
simple 
amendment 
needed

• Cons:
• Site Development Costs:

• ADA ramping from the street

• Long vehicular access road and utility service runs

• Retaining walls

• Environmental Mitigation Costs:

• Intersection improvements – traffic mitigation

• New bus stop construction – traffic mitigation

• Mitigation of sensitive plant species

• Construction sequencing to work around 
migratory birds

• 3-story building not ideal for court operations and 
blocks view from chamber building

19

Current Site: Square Scheme

Current Site: Square Scheme



Bevins Ct. Site: Square Scheme

Bevins Ct. Site (3.5 acres)
20

North

County Public 
Health Building

County Parcels for Building

City Parcel for Parking



• Pros:
• Within city 

limits

• Generally flat 
site

• Existing utilities

• Cons:
• New site must be acquired

• Parking separate from courthouse

• Sidewalk improvements required

• Cul-de-sac could pose traffic problems

• Negotiations with multiple property owners

• Both sites contain un-buildable areas

• East site is near flood plain

• Potential traffic mitigation issues at 
intersections

• 3-story building not ideal for court operations

• CEQA process required

21

Bevins Ct. Site: Square Scheme



Bevins Ct. Site: Rectangle Scheme

Bevins Ct. Site (3.5 acres)
22

North

Potential 
Property Line 

Relocation

County Public 
Health Building

County Parcels for Building

City Parcel for Parking
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Bevins Ct. Site: Rectangle Scheme

• Pros:
• Within city 

limits

• Generally 
flat site

• Existing 
utilities

• Cons:
• New site must be acquired

• Parking separate from courthouse

• Sidewalk improvements required

• Cul-de-sac could pose traffic problems

• Negotiations with multiple property owners

• Both sites contain un-buildable areas

• East site is near flood plain

• Potential traffic mitigation issues similar to 
current site

• CEQA process required

• Easement required for property line 
relocation



Jail Site: Rectangle Scheme Opt. 1

Jail Site (2.5 acres)
24

North

County 
Jail

Animal 
Control



Jail Site (2.5 acres)
25

Jail Site: Rectangle Scheme Opt. 2

North

County 
Jail

Animal 
Control



• Pros:
• Existing utilities in place

• Direct access to jail

• Reduces central holding

• Reduces county costs for 
detainee transport

• Parking on site

• CEQA completed, simple 
amendment needed

• Generally flat site

• Cons:
• New site must be 

acquired

• 5 miles outside city limits

• No amenities nearby

• Low water flow on site 
will require pumps or 
upgrade to system

26

Jail Site: Rectangle Scheme
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S. Bevins Site: Rectangle Scheme

S. Bevins Site (3.0 acres)

North

County Public 
Health Building

Bevins Court

Tribal Health

B
e
v
in

s 
S
tr

e
e
t

Health Clinic



• Pros:
• Within city limits

• Generally flat site

• Existing utilities

• Contiguous site

• Single property owner

• 2-story rectangular 
building supports Court 
operations

• Parking on site

• Cons:
• New site must be acquired

• Potential traffic mitigation 
issues similar to current site

• CEQA process required

• Slight slope south of site 
may require retaining
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S. Bevins Site: Rectangle Scheme



Construction Delivery Methods 
Considered

Design Build

(DB)
New project, new budget 

authorization

Construction 
Management at Risk

(CMAR)

Approved delivery method

29



Security Analysis

30



Project Schedule

31

Schedules assume cash funding for construction

Site Option Project Completion

Current Site: CMAR (Current L Shaped Scheme) 06/2021
Current Site: CMAR (Square Shaped Scheme) 07/2023
Current Site: DB (L or Square Scheme) 02/2022

Bevins Ct. Site: CMAR 12/2025
Bevins Ct. Site: DB 07/2024

Jail Site: CMAR 07/2024
Jail Site: DB 03/2023

South Bevins Site: CMAR 07/2024
South Bevins Site: DB 03/2023



Design-to-Budget includes:

Hard Construction Costs

Data, Communications, and Security

CCCI Adjustment to CCCI 6620 (August 2017)

Design-to-Budget $30,899,328

Review of Design-to-Budget

32
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Cost Comparison: CMAR
Budget 

Site Option Cost Estimate Shortfall
(Hard Cost) (Escl., Hard, Soft)

Current L-Shape: Plant Estimate $35,917,988 $6,950,884
Current L-Shape: LSA Estimate $34,383,149 $4,329,495
Current Site Square Plan $27,740,135 $3,577,944

Bevins Ct. Square Plan $24,912,094 $4,354,323
Bevins Ct. Rectangle Plan $25,832,883 $5,463,495

Jail Site Rectangle Plan $25,348,349 $2,632,228

South Bevins Rectangle Plan $25,726,577 $3,136,885
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Cost Comparison: Design-Build
Budget 

Site Option Cost Estimate Shortfall
(Hard Cost) (Escl., Hard, Soft)

Current L-Shape: LSA Estimate $36,049,062 $7,158,263
Current Site Square Plan $27,740,135 $0

Bevins Ct. Square Plan $24,912,094 $0
Bevins Ct. Rectangle Plan $25,832,883 $0

Jail Site Rectangle Plan $25,348,349 $0

South Bevins Rectangle Plan $25,726,577 $0
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1. Executive Summary of Project Status at 100 Percent Working Drawings 

At the conclusion of the Working Drawings phase, the project status is as follows: 

 

1.1 Scope – The project is within the approved scope, as described below. 

 

1.2 Schedule – The project schedule is delayed due to budget challenges. 

 

1.3 Budget – The project is over budget.  

 

2. Background 

2.1. Budget Year 2009-2010 – initial project authorization:  

 Project first submitted for SB 1407 funding authorization of the Acquisition 

and Preliminary Plans phases. 

 Acquisition phase funding transferred in March 2010. 

 Original Hard Construction Cost subtotal: $24,029,266 

 Existing Willows Historic Courthouse Building Gross Square Feet (BGSF): 

15,798 BGSF. 

 Original approved BGSF of the addition: 29,028 BGSF. 

 Total approved BGSF: 44,826 BGSF. 

2.2. Budget Year 2010-2011 

 The State Public Works Board (SPWB) approved site acquisition for the 

expansion parcel and transfer of title of the historic courthouse in 

February 2011. 

2.3. Budget Year 2011-2012 

 Acquisition for the parking site completed and Preliminary Plans phase 

funding transferred in December 2011. 

 In December 2011, the Judicial Council approved a total of 4 percent 

reduction in the unescalated hard construction cost budget. 

 In April 2012, the Judicial Council approved a 2 percent reduction to 

renovation projects in the unescalated hard construction budget. 

2.4. Budget Year 2013-2014 

 Workings Drawings phase funding was authorized in the Budget Act.   
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 The Glenn project team met the Judicial Council mandates above by 

reducing the overall space of the addition by 2,959 BGSF to 26,069 BGSF; a 

reduction of approximately 6.6 percent from the approved building size.   

 Mandates were also met by reducing costs at the building exterior and 

interior. 

 New Hard Construction Cost subtotal: $22,260,906 

 New Total approved BGSF: 41,867 BGSF. 

 Preliminary Plans phase was approved by SPWB and Working Drawings 

phase funding was transferred in May 2014. 

2.5. Budget Year 2014-2015:  

 Construction phase funding was authorized in the Budget Act. 

 New Hard Construction Cost subtotal: $21,529,485; a reduction of $731,422 

for Interim Space Improvements. This was removed from the budget as it 

was funded using Operations/Support funds. 

2.6. Budget Year 2015-2016: 

 Construction phase funding was reappropriated in the Budget Act due to 

schedule delays in the Working Drawings phase. 

2.7. Budget Year 2016-2017: 

 Construction phase funding was reappropriated in the Budget Act due to 

delays caused by a code compliance issue identified by the State Fire 

Marshall in the Working Drawings phase. 

2.8. Summary of changes to Hard Construction Cost Subtotal: 

 FY 2009-2010 Budget Year: $ 24,029,266 

 Current (FY 2015-2016 Budget Year): $ 21,529,485 

 Reduction from FY 2009-2010 budget: $ 2,499,781 or 10.4 percent 

2.9. Summary of changes to BGSF: 

 FY 2009-2010 Budget Year: 44,826 BGSF 

 Current (FY 2015-2016 Budget Year): 41,867 BGSF 

 Reduction from Original to Current: 2,959 BGSF, or approximately 

6.6 percent decrease.  
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3. CFAC/CCRS History 

3.1. Pre-Design Review December 2012: Main discussion points: 

 

• The Judicial Council directed reductions were a total of 6 percent.  

• Project team presented budget reductions of 7.4 percent. 

  

• Recommendation: The CCRS accepted the 7.4 percent budget reduction to 

the hard construction cost and directed that another $500,000 be reduced 

from the construction phase budget. The subcommittee had several concerns 

with the design of this project and recommendations, as follows: (1) reduce 

the number of holding cells considering that the jail is next door and the 

juvenile hall is nearby, (2) limit the number of attorney/client rooms, 

(3) consider bench seating in courtrooms, (4) although the finishes are not 

finalized, minimize use of wood and bullet resistant glazing, and (5) break 

out the contingency between the renovation and addition—7 percent for 

renovation and 5 percent for the addition. 

• The project team was given discretion to determine how to reduce the 

construction phase budget by the additional mandated amount and prepared a 

letter to the subcommittee identifying how the reduction will be achieved by 

January 14, 2013.   

3.2. 100 Percent Schematic Design Review: 

• Although bench seating was to be considered for this project, the Court would like 

to pursue theatre seating in the new courtrooms to match the seating in the existing 

historic courtroom. The subcommittee approved this request.  

• After review of the directive to apply two different contingencies to the renovation 

and expansion areas, the project team suggested that it would be best to keep the 

contingency for the renovation and addition the same at 7 percent, given the 

complexity of the project. The subcommittee approved this request. 

• Given that this project is a renovation and addition to the existing building, it is 

important to ensure that the exterior finish is consistent and matches the finish of 

the historic building. 

• The 100 Percent Schematic Design estimate is currently 3 percent over budget. 

One of the key drivers is the difference in the actual cost to relocate utilities 

compared to the initial utility budget assumptions made when the project was 

originally scoped. As the project team moves through design development, the 

team will look for new savings to bring the project on budget.  
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• This project is located on a constrained site with limited area for a new addition, 

which impacts all site utilities. Therefore, this requires that a sewer ejection 

system be installed on the sewer line servicing the adjacent county jail by the 

project, with the intent that the County will maintain the system. The 

subcommittee raised concern with this option and requested that the project team 

look for alternative solutions to sewer system issues and report back to the group. 

In addition, the project team will meet and coordinate with the County to discuss 

maintenance for the system and confirm that the County is willing to accept the 

responsibility.  

• The HVAC system for the project is expected to be purchased as a package unit. 

The subcommittee was concerned that although there are initial savings with this 

option, the long-term costs associated with the package unit may not be 

beneficial. The subcommittee requested that the project team complete a life-

cycle cost presentation on the HVAC system recommended and report back to the 

group. 

• The subcommittee approved the project to proceed with design development with 

the expectation that they will respond to the following items by providing 

additional information to the group at the project 50 percent design development 

review: 

o Identify ways to meet the established budget for the project; 

o Find alternative solutions in lieu of installing a sewer ejection system, 

which is proposed to be maintained by the County; and 

o Complete a life-cycle cost presentation on the proposed HVAC system. 

3.3. 50 Percent Design Development Review: 

• The project team addressed all items requested of them from the 

December 2013 100 Percent Schematic Design Review meeting. Some of 

the main discussion points and subcommittee member comments included 

the following: 

o Project team reviewed alternative options to resolve the routing of 

the underground site utilities.  

o The team presented the alternative options and informed the 

subcommittee that the preferred option is to locate the new county 

sewer line and electrical feeder under the new addition of the 

courthouse. A sleeve would be provided for County access at the 

east and west end of the new courthouse addition for future 

maintenance.  
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o After reviewing the life-cycle analysis results, and considering the 

desire that the existing historic building be minimally impacted, the 

project team recommended the base design for the HVAC system.  

o The subcommittee discussed the possibility of having one 

attorney/client room instead of two to allow more seating in the 

multi-purpose courtroom. 

o Although the team attempted to revise the project as much as 

possible to meet the established budget, the team advised the 

subcommittee that the project is slightly over budget and will 

continue to look for ways to reduce the current estimate.  

o The subcommittee also approved the project to move forward with 

completion of Design Development of the Preliminary Plans phase, 

with the acceptance of the slight overrun on the project budget due 

to site utility costs and the review of conference room redesign to 

accommodate more seating within the multipurpose courtroom.  

o Budget overrun: The current hard construction cost estimate was 

2.86 percent over the original budget. The site utility relocations 

remain over budget at $1,180,260.   

4. Project Description 

 

The scope of this project is for the renovation and expansion of the existing Willows 

Branch main Courthouse located in the City of Willows. This project will provide a 

modern, secure courthouse with three courtrooms for the residents of Glenn County, 

improving the existing deficient court facility and consolidating the Willows and Orland 

court facilities in Willows to alleviate operational and services restrictions; and providing 

associated parking for the judicial officers, staff and the public. 

This project is ranked in the Critical Need priority group in the Trial Court Five-Year 

Infrastructure Plan adopted by the Judicial Council of California (JCC) in October 2008, 

and consequently is one of the highest priority trial court capital-outlay projects for the 

judicial branch. 

5. Project Update  

5.1 The 100 percent DD report was approved by the CCRS on April 28, 2014, which 

acknowledged that the project proceed with requesting PP approval from SPWB 

and proceed to the WD phase. The SPWB granted PP approval on May 9, 2014. 

5.2 The working drawings were submitted to the Authorities Having Jurisdiction 

between May 2015 and July 2015. 
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5.3 Design team received and responded to 100 percent WD comments from DSA and 

BSCC and received the respective approvals in September 2015. Interwest, third 

party plan reviewing consultant, approved the documents in October 2015.  

5.4 The Court’s phased move from the Historic Courthouse began in anticipation of 

construction beginning in November 2015. The Phase 1 move to the Resource 

Center, Records Storage, and Orland Courthouse was completed in 

September 2015. 

5.5 A modular building from the Yolo Superior Court was relocated to Willows for 

reuse as swing space during construction of the Glenn-Willows project. The 

modular building’s site utility construction work was bid in November 2015. The 

utility construction began in January 2016 and was completed in May 2016. 

5.6 The project team met with the State Fire Marshal to review the working drawings in 

November 2015. This meeting resulted in the SFM questioning the fire rating at the 

property line between the historic courthouse and the County’s one-story structure 

(Connector) which connects to the main County building.  

A Request for Alternate Method of Design (AMMR) for the property line issue was 

submitted to the SFM in December 2015 which was subsequently rejected. In 

January 2016, the project team set up another meeting with SFM to discuss the 

issue and submitted a revised AMMR which was again rejected. The team created a 

third proposal to partially or completely demolish the Connector and received 

verbal approval from SFM in February 2016.  

JCC spoke with County representative to discuss the approach. A letter signed by 

SFM office in March 2016 and later revised and re-signed by SFM on 

April 6, 2016, was provided to the County.  

JCC and Court met with the County on April 7, 2016, to discuss a term sheet for 

demolishing a portion of or the entire Connector. The County asked for revisions 

and delegated the decision to County Facilities Committee. Between May and 

July 2016, JCC and Court met with the Facilities Committee to develop an 

acceptable term sheet for the loss of their usable space and compensation for that 

loss. JCC met with County Ad-hoc Committee on August 1, 2016, with a proposal 

of compensation to County. The County requested a new 2016 appraisal of value to 

receive compensation in current dollars. JCC hired an appraiser and revised the 

term sheet for the County’s review in October 2016. Glenn County Ad-hoc 

Committee formally accepted the revised term sheet via email on 

November 16, 2016. 

5.7 The Judicial Council, at its meeting on August 26, 2016, approved the Court 

Facilities Advisory Committee recommendation that the schedules of active 

SB 1407 courthouse capital projects are modified or put on hold until funding can 

be restored. The impact of the Judicial Council’s direction for this project is to the 

continuation and completion of the Working Drawings phase. The project will be 

placed on hold after this phase until funding can be restored. 
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5.8 JCC hired a Construction Management Agency (CMA) to develop an independent 

cost estimate of the project beginning in November 2016. After reconciliation with 

the CMAR’s estimate and additional value engineering, the project was confirmed 

to be over budget by January 2017.  

5.9 Lease for Resource Center was extended to allow the Court to continue using the 

swing space. 

5.10 Two alternates have been prepared for presentation to the CFAC/CCRS: keeping 

the original design with added scope of Connector, or square footage reduction 

with added scope of Connector. For the latter option, JCC staff previously met 

with the Court to determine the spaces that may be eliminated from or reduced in 

size in the program, if the original project is not granted additional funds. 

6. Schedule 

a b c d e 

Phase 

Current Authorized Schedule 

FY 16–17 Current Schedule 

Start Date Finish Date Start Date Finish Date 

Site Selection 3/10 2/11/11 3/10 2/11/11 

Site Acquisition  2/12/11 12/9/11 2/12/11 12/9/11 

Preliminary Plans 2/1/12 5/9/14 2/1/12 5/9/14 

Working Drawing & Approval to 

Proceed to Bid1 
5/10/14 9/2/16 5/10/14 5/25/18 

Bid and Contract Award 9/3/16 11/25/16 5/28/18 9/28/18 

Construction 11/26/16 11/30/18 10/1/18 10/27/20 

Move-in 12/1/18 12/31/18 10/28/20 12/8/20 

 

  

                                                 
1 This schedule assumes the project will be granted the budget shortfall by CFAC/CCRS in September 2017 to avoid 
redesign delay. It further assumes cash funding for construction instead of bond sale funding available after 
July 1, 2018. 



Renovation and Addition to Willows Historic Courthouse 

Facilities Services, Judicial Council 

CFAC Capital Project Budget Status Report 

September 7, 2017 

 

 

Page 8 of 8 

7. Status of Hard Construction Cost Budget and 100 Percent Working Drawings 

Estimate 

Below is a summary of the original hard construction cost, hard construction reductions 

based on the council direction, the current design-to-budget, and a comparison of the 

current hard construction cost budget to the 100 Percent Working Drawings estimate. 

Hard Construction Cost 
Original FY 09-10 Hard Construction Cost      $ 24,029,266 

Current Hard Construction Cost       $ 21,529,485 

    Total Reductions    $   2,499,781 

    Percent Reduced     10.4% 

 

Design-to-Budget 
Current Hard Construction Cost       $ 21,529,485 

Data, Communications and Security      $      711,739 

CCCI Adjustment to August 2017 dollars (CCCI 5264 to CCCI 6620) $   5,729,312 

Unauthorized Design-to-Budget      $ 27,970,536 

8. Conclusion 

The project has gone through significant value engineering. Reductions have been made 

not only architecturally by reducing square footage, level of architectural finishes, and 

area of glazing, but also structurally and in building systems. The mechanical, electrical 

and plumbing systems have been reduced, as well as the data, communications, and 

security systems. The design and construction team have determined that the project 

cannot be built without the requested augmentation to the original project budget or 

without further reduction to the scope for the project. In either option, the Working 

Drawings phase cannot be completed until the SFM approves the drawings with the 

added Connector building demolition scope. 

9. Approval Requested 

The project is estimated to be $4.6 million over budget with the current design. It is 

requested that either the project funding be augmented by this amount to account for the 

added scope of the Connector building, utility separation cost, added waterproofing 

scope, increased cement plaster scope and added structural upgrade scope, or by 

$2.3 million for redesigning the project for a smaller building and including the scope of 

Connector building. 
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• Historic Courthouse Area: 15,798 SF

• Addition Authorized Area: 26,069 SF

• Site Area: 0.275 Acres of Infill Property for Addition

• 2 Stories, Existing Mechanical Basement

• 3 Courtrooms

• Historic Courthouse constructed in 1894

• Transfer of Title: December 2009

• Currently in Working Drawings phase, over-budget
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CCRS 100% DD Report:

• Project on budget 

• Approved by CCRS through action by email 
on May 9, 2014

August 26, 2016 Judicial Council directive:

• Complete Working Drawings 

• Gain approvals from Authorities Having 
Jurisdiction 

• Hold due to lack of funding
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Summary Report
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Site Context



Highlight of Critical Conditions

• Poor existing conditions – water intrusion, mold, hazmat, 
seismic V building

• Building requires system upgrades – ongoing electrical 
and HVAC issues

• Security and accessibility deficiencies

• Staff and judicial officers segregated – Orland, Resource 
Center, Historic Courthouse, Records Storage

• Modular building swing space:
• Relocated and renovated December 2015
• Remains unused
• Ongoing monthly costs –funding runs out in January 

2020
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Two Project Options

Option 1: 
Current 
design

Option 2: 
Project 

redesign for 
smaller 
building

OR



Option 1: Current Design

• After significant value engineering project is over 
budget

• Primarily due to unforeseen conditions of historic 
renovation

• Issues impacting budget are:

• Waterproofing 

• Structural upgrade 

• Cement plaster condition

• Connector building demolition

• Utility separation 
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Existing Courthouse Waterproofing

• Enhanced waterproofing at historic courthouse

• Storm water diversion from roof & site will not address 
water issues

• Rains in 2016 resulted in roof leaks, flooding, mold

• Current estimate for added waterproofing: $108,000
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Existing Courthouse Structural Upgrade
• Existing courthouse with seismic V rating 

• Unreinforced brick masonry bearing walls with wood framed floors 
& roof

• Foundation upgrade was not included in original project scope

• Increased floor construction and structural refinement necessary

• Current estimate for structural upgrade: $335,000
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Existing Courthouse Cement Plaster

• Project delay has led to 
continued deterioration

• Cement plaster was to 
be patched and 
repaired, not replaced in 
original project scope

• Crumbling stucco 
cannot be patched or 
repaired

• Current estimate for 
repair: $865,000



12

Connector Building Demolition

Connector 
Building
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Connector Building Demolition
• 2015 – SFM identified 

connector as a 
code/property line 
issue

• Alternative solutions 
were rejected by SFM

• 4/2016 – SFM required 
demolition of the 
Connector

• 12/2016 – County 
Facilities Committee 
accepted terms of 
demolition for 
compensation

• Current estimate for 
demolition: $891,000
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Site Utility Separation

• Courthouse and County buildings 
share utilities 

• Issue reviewed with CCRS in 2014 with 
identified need of $1.6m for utility 
separation

• CCRS directed project to absorb costs

• MOU signed with County for 
separation of utilities - County to build 
parking lot and JCC to pay for utility 
separation

• Current estimate for site utilities: 
$1.95m



Option 2: Project Redesign
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Planned 
Building 
Addition

Reduced 
Addition



Option 2: Project Redesign

• Multiple meetings to reduce program for:

• Reduced budget

• Retain functionality

• Reductions to staff and space made throughout 
program 

• Largest space reductions in:

• Court Administration

• Clerk’s Office

• Family Court Mediation/Self-Help

• Court Sets/Judiciary
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Option 2: Project Redesign
• Example reductions:

• Court Administration: reduced CEO office, 
reception area, collections

• Court Sets/Operations: eliminated one jury 
deliberation (3:1 ratio), IT workroom, attorney 
interview room

• Clerk’s Office: eliminated traffic and civil staff 
positions, 3 counter workstations 

• Family Court Mediation/Self-Help: eliminated staff 
workstation, combined meeting spaces

• Reduced overall program by 4,500 BGSF or 11%
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Option 2: Project Redesign
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Department / Functional Area

(A) Working Drawings 
Program

Staff                      NSF

(B) Adjusted Program

Staff                      
NSF

Court Administration 10 1,505 10 1,129

Court Operations 3 153 3 192

Court Sets / Judiciary 5 9,281 5 8,232

Clerk’s Office 20 2,353 12 1,567

Family Court Mediation / Self-Help 4 1,618 3 1,196

Jury Services 1 1,190 0 1,265

In-Custody Holding 0 1,485 0 1,474

Public Area 2 1,310 2 1,116

Building Support 1 2,181 2 1,970

Mechanical / Electrical Support Space 0 8,482 0 8,136

Total Staff and Net Square Feet (NSF) 46 29,558 37 26,227

Gross Area Factor 37% 11,022 37% 9,799

Total Building Gross Square Feet 
(BGSF)

40,580 36,076



Project Schedule
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Option 1: Current Design

Scope Change Approval 12/2017

Working Drawings Complete 04/2018

Bidding Complete 08/2018

Construction 10/2018 – 10/2020

Option 2: Project Redesign

Scope Change Approval 12/2017

Working Drawings Complete 11/2018

Bidding Complete 03/2019

Construction 05/2019 – 05/2021

• Schedules assume cash funding for construction
• Redesign requires SHPO review and approval



Design-to-Budget / Cost Estimate
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Design-to-Budget includes:
Hard Construction Costs
Data, Communications, and Security
CCCI Adjustment to CCCI 6620 (August 2017)

Design-to-Budget:  $27,970,536

Design Option Cost Estimate Budget Shortfall
(Hard Cost) (Escl., Hard, Soft)

Option 1: Current Design $31,194,010 $4,593,229
Option 2: Project Redesign $27,481,217 $2,317,114
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Approval Requested

Request approval to proceed with the project with funding 
augmentation of:

$4.6 million 
for current 

design

$2.3 million 
for redesign 

costs

OR
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