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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:
Proposed motion 2010-0364 would accept the pre-design report for the King County Superior Court’s Children and Family Justice Center
SUMMARY
The proposed motion would accept the pre-design report for the King County Superior Court’s Children and Family Justice Center.  The report contains preliminary cost estimates and options for reductions that can be used to inform a policy decision regarding project scope, cost and financing options to fund the Children and Family Justice Center project. This is the committee’s first hearing on this motion.
This motion relates to the Council’s Safe, Healthy and Vibrant Communities priority, per Motion 13202.
BACKGROUND
King County’s Youth Service Center (YSC) is located at 12th Avenue and East Alder Street in Seattle.  Courtrooms, administrative offices and youth detention facilities are housed in three conjoined buildings on the campus: the Alder tower (1972), the Alder wing (1951, partially renovated in 1972), and the Spruce youth detention facility (1991).  In response to the deteriorating condition of the existing Youth Service Center Alder tower and wing and the desire to improve service delivery to children and families in the King County justice system, Executive staff, working with Superior Court, completed a Targeted Operational Master Plan (OMP) for juvenile and family court operations.  The OMP was transmitted to the County Council in late spring of 2006.  The OMP recommendations involved non-capital and capital measures that would achieve the long term goal of Superior Court to co-locate juvenile and family law matters for the north and south ends of the county. 

The OMP was followed by a Targeted Facility Master Plan to guide future capital projects envisioned in the OMP.  The King County Council reviewed the FMP, and in December 2009 approved the FMP (Motion 13109), setting for the long term policy goal of co-locating all north end juvenile and family cases with children, or Scenario 5.5 of the FMP, at the existing Youth Service Center site.  In light of  the county’s current financial situation and uncertainties in the caseload forecast, the council also requested a joint report from the Facilities Management Division (FMD) and Superior Court that addressed three questions: 1) whether it was possible to phase the construction or reduce the size and still achieve the objectives of Scenario 5.5, 2) whether the facility could be reduced based on reexamination of case filings and proceeding trends, and 3) how the operating costs for a replacement facility fit within the overall funding constraints.  The joint report was accepted by the King County Council on May 10, 2010, by Motion 13218.

The joint report recommended that planning for the facility and the site should accommodate the future growth needs for co-locating north end juvenile and family law cases through 2032 at the existing YSC site.  However, the report also stated that construction of the facility could be phased and that the size of the facility for Phase 1 should be 156,140 square feet.

ANALYSIS
This staff report will provide a high-level overview of the pre-design report and begin identifying policy issues for the Council.  Staff analysis is ongoing.

Prior to requesting expenditure budget for design and construction of Phase 1, FMD developed a pre-design report to more thoroughly understand the scope, cost, and schedule of this initial phase of development and how future growth needs could be met.  The report contains a preliminary project cost estimate.  A baseline budget with more cost estimate certainty will be calculated at the end of the next design phase.  The baseline estimate will be dependent upon resolution of pending optional project scope elements outlined in the report.
Scope

As part of the pre-design process, FMD engaged architectural firm, Kaplan McLaughlin Diaz (KMD), to develop three hypothetical concepts that would accommodate Scenario 5.5.  Note that FMD’s consultant, Kaplan McLaughlin Diaz (KMD), conducted outreach with the public in early 2010 to obtain feedback on the project, and the priorities of the community and Superior Court will inform the design process.  (The Pre-Design Report contains site diagrams of concepts A, B and C beginning on Page 48 – these concepts are preliminary and could change significantly through the design process.  Attachment 3 shows the view of the concepts from the southwest corner of the site.)  In addition to developing the site concepts, the pre-design process also analyzed the civil, mechanical, electrical, parking, land use permit, hazardous materials and construction phasing requirements.  

Exhibit 1 below summarizes the project program requirements for Phase 1 and Phase 2.  The Phase 2 requirements shown below include 11,158 square feet for the Prosecuting Attorney-Family Support Division and 1,850 square feet for Prosecuting Attorney-Domestic Violence Protection Order Advocates – these space requirements were inadvertently omitted from the original targeted FMP, but were conceptually identified in the report responding to Motion 13106.  At that time, the costs for the additional square footage were estimated at $16 million.  
	Exhibit 1

Youth Services Center Replacement Summary

	Description
	Phase 1

2015
	Phase 2

2032
	Total

	Square Feet (FMP)
	156,140
	87,470
	243,610

	Addition for PAO
	0
	13,008
	13,008

	Total Square Feet
	156,140
	100,478
	256,618

	Parking
	440 stalls
	197 stalls
	637 stalls


Schedule

The pre-design analysis took a conservative approach in developing a preliminary project schedule.  In summary:
· Master Use Permit Process:  1 year

· Design/Construction Documents/Permitting:  33 months

· Construction:  50 months

Note that two basic approaches have also been considered for the construction phase – maintaining county operations on site during construction or relocating most of the operations off site during construction.  Maintaining county operations on site is likely to be significantly more costly due to delays in the project schedule.  

Budget

Overall project costs are summarized in Exhibit 2 below.  

	Exhibit 2

Preliminary Phase 1 Cost Estimates ($millions)

	
	Lowest 

(3% contingency)
	Mid-Range

(10% contingency)
	Highest

(20% contingency)

	Project Cost ($2010)
	$113.9
	$120.6
	$130.2

	Project Cost ($2014, midpoint of construction)
	$129.0
	$136.6
	$147.5


At $130 million financed with 20-year bonds, the annual debt service would be $9.4 million with current interest rates of about 3.75 percent.
Policy Decisions
A number of policy decisions have been identified for the Council at this time.

Project Delivery Method:  The pre-design report includes a recommendation to complete this project as a lease-leaseback method with bridging documents that define the project’s overall spatial needs and performance requirements for the building.  Note that this project would be the first project completed using bridging documents.  These documents would detail all of the project specifications to ensure that the final facility meets all programmatic requirements.  According to the report, the recommendation is based on the following reasons:

· Construction risk is transferred to the developer

· Procurement of developer not tied to project cost, which is negotiated after all parties are on-board

· Financing structure encourages construction cost savings

· Completion can be expedited, because construction can commence before design is complete

· Necessary resources for project development are provided by private partners, reducing the county resources that would be allocated to the project

· Single point of accountability for design and construction

· Faster delivery

· Owner gains better understanding of the design before awarding final design/build contract

· Guaranteed maximum price at the conclusion of the pre-development phase eliminates owner risk for cost overruns

Council staff will review this recommendation and provide additional information in upcoming briefings.

Opportunities to Reduce Cost of Phase 1:  The pre-design report identifies several opportunities to reduce the overall cost of Phase 1.  These include:
· Remove or reduce Alder School or cost share with Seattle Public Schools for new facility

· Remove potentially lower priority areas (wellness/exercise room, conference room, archival storage, court holding area, computer training room)

· Reduce parking by 15 percent through development of a transportation management plan (this plan is required by the city of Seattle)

· Pursue partnership with Seattle Parks and Recreation in relation to open areas

· Construct a surface parking lot in lieu of a parking garage during Phase 1
Staff will provide additional information on these opportunities in upcoming briefings.
Compliance with High-Risk Capital Projects Ordinance 
Per Ordinance 16764, capital projects over $10 million are subject to a risk rating process to identify high-risk capital projects.  The risk ranking process is currently underway for 2010.  Although the final list of high risk projects has not yet been determined, this project likely will be selected as a high risk project.

The ordinance requires that high-risk projects, except lease-leaseback projects, request appropriations in phases (pre-design, design and construction), maintain a register of project risks and potential mitigation, and employ earned value management practices.

If the Council approves the recommendation to use the lease-leaseback method, the project would instead submit a standard set of supporting documentation at the approval of the lease agreement.  

All capital projects when making appropriation requests must submit a standard set of basic project information, including baseline if applicable.

REASONABLENESS
Staff analysis is ongoing.  This item is not yet ready for committee action.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Proposed Motion 2010-0364
2. Transmittal Letter, dated June 14, 2010
3. Site Diagrams

INVITED
· Kathy Brown, Director, Facilities Management Director

· Bruce Hilyer, Presiding Judge, Superior Court

· Dwight Dively, Director, Office of Management and Budget
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