
June 26, 2012
Honorable Board of Supervisors

Napa County

1195 Third Street
Napa, CA  94559

Dear Chairman Caldwell and Board Members:

On December 14, 2010 the Board of Supervisors held a public hearing and adopted a resolution approving the first Napa County Five Year Capital Improvement Plan as provided for by Government Code Section 66002.  The first plan encompassed Fiscal Years 2010/2011 to 2014/2015 and the first update presented to and approved by the Board on August 9, 2011 covered Fiscal Years 2011/2012 to 2015/2016.  This is the second annual update and it covers Fiscal Years 2012/2013 to 2016/2017.
This Napa County Five Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is a comprehensive five year plan for the capital improvement needs for Napa County.  The CIP identifies current and future scheduling for defined projects from fiscal years 2012-2013 through 2016-2017.  

The explicit goals of this planning document are to focus attention on County objectives and fiscal capacity, coordinate efforts to increase efficiencies, and inform the public on both current and future needs and projects.

The projects included in this CIP consist of construction, rehabilitation, and other major projects in the following functional areas:

· County building facilities, owned or leased;

· County road and bridge system facilities;

· County airport facilities; and
· Measure A funded projects.

The Five Year CIP is based upon, and incorporates the findings of the following planning documents or processes:

· Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan through 2028;
· Napa County Preliminary Facilities Conditions Assessment;
· Napa County Emissions Reduction Plan for County Operations;
· Five Year Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP);
· Five Year Roads Capital Improvement Plan (RCIP);
· Five Year Measure A Capital Improvement Plan;
· Projects submitted for consideration by County Departments on an annual basis; and
· Projects recommended for budgeting in Fiscal Year 2012-2013
Further details on these planning documents/processes are found in the background and policy sections of this report.

Completion of the facilities master planning efforts identified above have provided a comprehensive framework for the creation of a list of projects to address the County’s short term and long term facilities needs in the Five Year CIP.  This comprehensive framework is also inclusive of the projects submitted by County departments and divisions through their collective planning efforts.  
Given the differing purposes of recent planning efforts, careful coordination and analysis of findings was required prior to their inclusion into this CIP.  It was found that recommended action(s) could be in conflict with one another based on the scope of the study.  


This planning document was created using a software application that provides a vehicle for achieving the following efforts: 

· Estimating capital requirements;

· Setting priorities; 

· Planning, scheduling, and  implementation of projects;

· Developing revenue policy for proposed improvements; 

· Monitoring and evaluating the progress of capital projects; and

· Informing the public of projected capital projects and unfunded needs.
Other California counties, including Solano and Santa Barbara counties, utilize the same application and database in the development of their respective multi-year Capital Improvement Programs. 

This CIP will continue to be updated annually to reflect the completion of projects, new or changing priorities, and funding availability.

SUMMARY
The full five year program is summarized according to funding requirements in dollars as follows:

	Fiscal Year
	Funded
	Unfunded
	Total

	FY 2012/13
	$26,807,000
	$4,586,000
	$,$31,393,000

	FY 2013/14
	$22,207,000
	$18,169,000
	$40,376,000

	FY 2014/15
	$19,013,000
	$15,234,000
	$34,247,000

	FY 2015/16
	$3,213,000
	$7,511,000
	$10,724,000

	FY 2016/17
	$2,000,000
	$13,242,000
	$15,242,000

	5 Year Total
	$73,240000
	$58,742,000
	$131,982,000


Staff is moving forward with implementation of capital improvement projects as authorized by the Board.  A project is considered unfunded if funds from a specific source have not been allocated to a specific project.  It should be noted that in many instances, while funding has not been applied, revenue streams have been identified to partially or fully offset costs of a particular project.  Funded totals in future fiscal years are based on cumulative cash flow projections for projects that have appropriations in fiscal year 2012-13.
The following is a summary of the proposed funding sources for projects identified as unfunded in the different functional areas:

Airport
· Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

· Airport Enterprise Fund

Buildings
· Animal Shelter Fund – Animal Shelter

· General Fund – most County owned buildings
· Fire Fund - County owned fire stations

· Library Fund – Library facilities
This list also applies to proposed projects in the Napa County Emissions Reduction Plan, specifically the photovoltaic and energy efficiency projects.

Measure A
· Measure A Funds
· Grants from different State and Federal funding sources
Roads
· Road Fund

· Federal Highway Administration - Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
· Federal Highway Administration -High Risk Rural Roads Program (HR3)

· Federal Highway Administration - Safe Routes to School Program (SR2S)

· Federal Highway Administration -Surface Transportation Program (STP)

· Federal Highway Administration - Congestion Management/Air Quality Program (CMAQ)

· Federal Aid Secondary (FAS) Program

· Bay Area Air Quality Management District - Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA)
BACKGROUND
A. Five Year Capital Improvement Plan: Airport
Each year, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requests the Napa County Airport to submit an updated five year project plan known as the Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP).  Projects included in the ACIP, which are now included in this CIP, are eligible to receive future grant funding from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  In addition, the ACIP is used by the FAA and the Napa County Airport for project coordination and planning purposes.
The annual ACIP update for 2012-2017 is predominantly a continuation of previous plans submitted to the FAA.  Many of the projects in the plan have been requested in past years without success due to limited funding or to re-prioritization.  The FAA uses the ACIP to distribute Airport Improvement Program funds based on long range planning, priority ratings and the local need for development.  All projects must be included in the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and included in the ACIP to be eligible for funding.  The ACIP is for five future years (2012-2017) with the focus on the year for funding determination.


B. Five Year Capital Improvement Plan: Roads  
The Roads Division of the Public Works Department is responsible for operating and maintaining the County road system so that it is safe, reliable and accessible for all users.  Capital improvement projects have been identified in each of these areas.

Safety

The County’s goal is to improve safety for all users of the County road system.  Collision records and field investigations by staff have identified locations of proposed improvements to improve safety at various locations.  Funding is available for safety improvements through Federal and State sources, including the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), High Risk Rural Roads (HR3) and Safe Routes to School (SR2S) programs.

Reliability

Another goal is to operate and maintain the County road system so that it is available at all times.  This is achieved through a comprehensive pavement preservation program.  Using an inventory of current pavement conditions on every County road, the program applies scientific principles about the deterioration of pavement over its life cycle to determine the appropriate treatment for each road.  This information is used to determine the proposed maintenance and rehabilitation projects, by prioritizing those treatments which are identified as the most cost-effective.  Packages of pavement overlay and surface treatment projects have been identified in communities throughout the unincorporated area.  In recent years, funding for this work has come from the federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), the state Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 (Proposition 1B), and from the County’s General Fund.  Although ARRA and Proposition 1B have concluded their funding ability, additional funding is anticipated in the coming five years from the federal Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Management/Air Quality program (STP/CMAQ, programmed by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission via the Napa County Transportation & Planning Agency).  Other federal funds are allocated to the County from the Highway Bridge Program, for the replacement of the Oakville Cross Road bridge over the Napa River.
Accessibility

The final goal is to plan, design and maintain the County road system so that it is accessible to all modes of travel and all users.  Sources of information for determining needed improvements to improve access for bicyclists and pedestrians, and for people of all ages and abilities, include the Countywide Bicycle Plan, as well as input from local schools.  Additional work is planned to develop a more-comprehensive approach to identifying the needs of all these users of the County road system.  Funding is available for pedestrian improvements through Federal and State programs including the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) and Safe Routes to School (SR2S) programs.  In recent years, funding for bikeway improvements has been available from the state Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 (Proposition 1B), and from the regional Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA, provided by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District).  A new source of funding for bikeway improvements which will be explored in the coming year is the State Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA), for which the County has become eligible with adoption of the updated Countywide Bicycle Plan.
Local funds will be used to construct an extension of Devlin Road, to provide improved circulation in the Airport Industrial Area (AIA).  The funds are being loaned from the County’s Accumulated Capital Outlay fund, and will be repaid from Traffic Mitigation Fees which are collected as properties in the AIA develop.  The extension will accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists through inclusion of a Class I multi-use path, which will eventually be integrated into the countywide “Vine Trail” network.
The future, and nature, of these funding sources are dependent on the outcome of upcoming decisions at both the federal and state levels.  At the federal level, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act – a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the last multi-year federal transportation authorization bill, has expired, although its provisions have been extended on an interim basis.  A new federal transportation bill is being prepared by Congress and is expected to continue the same programs which have been features of SAFETEA-LU.

At the state level, concerns with the state budget are ongoing, and in recent years these concerns have led to taking or deferring funds which have previously routinely flowed to the County for the basic operation of the County road system.  Although the 2011-12 state budget was passed with minimal impact to roads funding, the larger concerns over the State’s financial stability remain.  It is necessary to continue to explore other funding options that are both stable and sustainable, which the County will be able to rely upon to address the ever-increasing needs of the County road system.  As a result, few specific roads capital improvement projects have been identified for the later years of this plan.  As these federal and state funding situations become more defined, it will be possible to incorporate more projects into future updates of this plan.

C. Five Year Capital Improvement Plan: Measure A
The County unincorporated area share of Measure A is being used to fund projects that are specified in the 1998 Measure A sales tax ordinance.  Current estimates indicate that over the 20 year life of the tax, the County can expect to receive approximately $40 million in revenues from Measure A.  To date, twelve projects have been approved, two projects have been completed, and ten projects are in progress.  In addition to several feasibility studies for specific flood damage reduction opportunities, key ongoing Capital Improvement Plan projects managed by the County, either in construction or planned, include:

· The Milliken-Sarco-Tulocay (MST) Recycled Water Project;
· Napa River Restoration in the Rutherford Reach;
· Napa River Restoration in the Oakville to Oak Knoll Reach; and
· 
The County has generally used Measure A funds to leverage other sources of funding (e.g. grants) for design and construction of these projects.  For certain projects, when matched with Measure A funds, a single grant may provide sufficient funds to fully complete construction.  However for other projects, due to the large size and costs, multiple grants are being sought.  This is the case for the Napa River restoration projects in Rutherford and Oakville, which encompass approximately 15 miles of the Napa River.  For such projects, ultimate completion dates are dependent upon success in obtaining grant funding.  This CIP forecast reflects expenditures of Measure A revenues as funded and requirements for other sources of funding from grants, as unfunded.

D. Annual Departmental Project Requests
Prior to the preparation of this CIP, as part of the development of the County’s annual CIP, and in an effort to facilitate budget development, the Department of Public Works invited departments to submit Capital Improvements requests for any repairs, and/or minor or major projects anticipated for fiscal year 2012-13.  Given the current national, state and local economic climate, the Department of Public Works recommended that projects submitted be limited only to those essential to the conducting of County business in a safe and efficient manner.   

Projects were evaluated and prioritized based upon the following criteria:

· Departmental prioritization;

· County Executive Office management analyst recommendation and rationale;

· Ability to contribute non-General Fund funding to support the proposed project;

· Overall amount of funding available in the General Fund;

· Other cost and/or operational impacts of proposed project;

· Health/ safety, and/or Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access issues;

· Client service or capacity enhancements; and

· Consideration if facility site may be considered for property disposition within the next 10 years.

The following is a summary of the steps in the processing of project requests:

· Department of Public Works issued a call for 2012-2013 Capital Improvement Project proposals;
· County Departments/Divisions identified projects (specific location, scope of project, justification/rationale of need for project; Director/Manager approval);
· County Departments/Divisions prioritized projects;
· County Departments/Divisions completed the 2012-2013 Project Proposal Form and submitted to applicable management analyst;
· County Executive Office Management Analysts reviewed projects and project prioritization with departments/divisions.  Analysts indicated their recommended action (recommendation, deferral, or denial) and prioritization in the Project Proposal Form and submitted completed form to Public Works; and
· Public Works reviewed the projects recommended by the Management Analysts and recommend projects to the County Executive Officer and Board of Supervisors based upon budgetary and staffing constraints.

Projects from this process have been incorporated into this CIP.  These projects include the projects to be presented to the Board to be budgeted for fiscal year 2012-2013. 
E. Preliminary Facilities Conditions Assessment (PFCA)
In 2010, the County contracted with Jones, Lang LaSalle Americas, Inc. (JLLA) to conduct a preliminary facilities conditions assessment of all County owned building facilities.  This assessment evaluated the condition of the building and the building systems, and estimated the useful life of the building components.  The specific systems that were reviewed included the exterior walls, windows, roofs, flooring, heating ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC), plumbing, electrical, fire life safety, elevators and telephone systems.  

The evaluated facilities included:

· Administration Building

· Airport

· Animal Shelter

· Bella House

· Calistoga Library

· Carithers Building

· Greenwood Ranch Fire Station

· Hall of Justice

· Health and Human Services Campus

· Homeless Shelter

· 650 Imperial Way

· Juvenile Justice Center

· Napa Library

· Sheriff’s Facility

· Spanish Flats Corporate Yard

· Yountville Maintenance Yard

Projects identified as “Required to Continue Operation of County Facilities” in the Preliminary Facilities Condition Assessment (PFCA) were incorporated into this CIP.  However, it is of note that not all identified projects are included as some of the listed projects were for buildings that may be demolished or disposed of as part of the implementation of the Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan.
The Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan recommends the planning, design and construction of new Health and Human Services facilities on Old Sonoma Road and a new Administration Building on the Sullivan lot within the next five years.  Based upon this development schedule, it is recommended that projects identified in the Preliminary Facilities Condition Assessment for the affected buildings at Health and Human Services (buildings A, C, D, E, F, H, and J) not be pursued at this time.

It is recommended that projects identified in the Preliminary Facilities Condition Assessment for buildings to remain in the County portfolio for a period no less than five years (Carithers, Hall of Justice and Jail Annex, 650 Imperial Way, and buildings B, G, K and L at the Health and Human Services campus and now the County’s Administration Building) be pursued in order to continue County operations at these facilities.  

Although the Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan recommends the planning, design and construction of a new Administration Building on the Sullivan lot within the next five years, given the recent developments with regards to further analysis of the downtown plan, recommended projects for the Administration Building have been included in this Five Year CIP to provide an idea of what will be required in the next five years to adequately maintain County operations at the facility.

As progress is made on the HHSA Redevelopment Project and on
the master planning of the Downtown Campus it may be necessary to re-consider projects recommended in the Preliminary Facilities Conditions Assessment for existing County facilities in future updates of the 5 Year CIP.
F. Significant Projects
Projects with the most significant impact on the CIP include:

· Health and Human Services Agency Campus Project
· New Jail Planning
· Administration Building Remodel
· The Milliken-Sarco-Tulocay (MST) recycled water project

· Napa River restoration in the Rutherford Reach

· Napa River restoration in the Oakville to Oak Knoll Reach

· 
· Photovoltaic projects for various County facilities

· Various County facilities equipment/systems replacements/repairs recommended in the Preliminary Facilities Condition Assessment
· Highway 29 utility undergrounding project
· Jail security system replacement

· 
· Various Airport projects

· 
· Various Roads projects

· Remaining flood repair projects

· Oakville Crossroad Bridge replacement

· Devlin Road Extension/Fagan Creek Bridge design

· 
· 
· 
· Purchase of California Boulevard property
G. Projects Completed in Fiscal Year 2011-2012
Projects completed in Fiscal Year 2011-2012 include:
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· Administration Building cold room HVAC replacement

· Airport apron rehabilitation

· Airport perimeter road pavement repairs
· American Canyon Library Branch – Crawford facility library conversion
· Asphalt concrete overlays on Oakville Grade and Redwood Road
· Atlas Peak communications tower
· Bella house gutter replacements
· Crawford facility investigatory demolition
· Deer Park school safety project
· Greenwood fire station re-carpeting
· Hall of Justice cooling tower repair
· Hall of Justice boiler replacement
· Health and Human Services Agency Clinic Ole remodel
· Health and Human Services Bldg. K ramp
· Napa Library roof repairs
· Napa State Hospital M1 & M2 improvements
· Probation Department interior renovation
· Redwood Road flood repair
· Rule 20A – Highway 29 – St. Helena utility undergrounding coordination
· Rutherford Dust restoration project – reach 4 (east bank)
· Tubbs Lane class II bike lane
· Whitehall Lane flood repair
· Zinfandel Lane fish passage
H. Other progress made in Fiscal Year 2011-2012
The following progress was also made in the CIP program:
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Solano Avenue Improvements construction contract award
· Initiation of planning for the Administration Building Remodel Project including the “One Stop” Permitting Center.
· Health and Human Services Campus Project Master Planning
· Rutherford Restoration Project Reach 4 (West Bank) construction contract award
· Rutherford Restoration Project Reach 8A design completion
· Jail Security System Replacement (Phases I and II) Design completion
· Jail Fire Dampers Retrofit Design Completion
· Various County Facilities Photovoltaic Installation Release of Request for Proposals

· Planning and design of road projects in time for construction during the 2012 construction season
· Substantial progress in the planning and design of the Devlin Road extension project
· Substantial progress in the planning of various Library capital improvement projects
POLICY AND THE FIVE YEAR CIP
This section describes policies approved by the Board that have an effect on the Five Year CIP and in the eventual delivery of the projects proposed in the Five Year CIP.

A. Health and Human Services and Downtown Campuses - Master Plan

On October 13, 2008, the Board received the Adult Correctional System Master Plan Phase II report, and endorsed staff’s recommendations to plan for the construction of a new 366 bed jail (designed to meet the County’s jail needs through 2025) on the site of the current County Jail and Hall of Justice.  In August of 2008, the Board received a Facility Space Needs Analysis prepared for the County by HOK Advance Strategies and Staubach.  The Analysis’ key findings included:   

· The existing County Administration Building, Carithers Building and Health & Human Services Campus are already above capacity.  In addition, the Carithers Building, Hall of Justice and Health & Human Services Campus were all determined to be significantly deficient in terms of function/efficiency, quality of environment and cost-effectiveness.  Some buildings on the HHS campus are at the end of their useful life.  

· Without major renovations or construction of new buildings, approximately 34,000 additional square feet will be required by 2013 and 119,000 square feet by 2028.  

· If major renovations were completed on all buildings the need for additional space can be reduced by as much as 20,000 square feet by 2028.  

· Major renovations may not address co-location or service delivery requirements.  

· If the County were able to replace all existing buildings with buildings of the same square footage using efficient standards, additional space would still be needed by 2018, but the need for additional space could be reduced by 60,000 square feet in 2028.  

Given this analysis, on February 10, 2009, the Board held a facilitated workshop to develop goals and parameters to guide the development of the County’s Facilities Master Plan.  After discussion, the following priorities and areas of Board consensus were identified:   

· Addressing critical Health and Human Services Agency (HHSA) needs and deficiencies is the top priority.  Construction of replacement facilities at the present Health & Human Services Campus is preferred with all HHSA services being consolidated into one location.  

· Legal and other factors that may elevate the new jail to a higher priority must be considered.  

· There is a preference for non-HHSA Administration/Core services to remain downtown.  Core services include departments that provide counter services to the public.  

· There is an interest in developing scenarios for alternative occupancies, including, but not limited to:  

· Creation of a Law and Justice Center at the present 1195 Third Street (Administration) Building that would relocate certain Carithers and Hall of Justice tenants to the current Administration Building and relocate the Administration Building’s current occupants; 

· Creation of satellite offices in appropriate areas in the County; 

· Construction of a new Administration Building on the present Sullivan block lot; and 

· The potential relocation of Non-Administration/Core service departments to a non-downtown location such as the Health & Human Services Campus.  

· There is an interest in the concept of shared meeting space between the City of Napa and the County of Napa in the downtown, and potentially between the other cities within Napa County and the County at satellite locations.  

· Scenarios developed must include cost analysis for multiple time horizons (phasing) and multiple occupancy models (leasing versus ownership).  

On September 28, 2009 at the Board’s annual retreat, the Board identified as one of the Strategic Objectives:  At the December 15, 2009 Board of Supervisors Meeting, present to the Board for action a contract for a consultant to develop the Facilities Master Plan.  On November 10, 2009 the Board approved a Professional Services Agreement for Jones Lang LaSalle Brokerage, Inc. to prepare a Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan Through 2028.
On November 9, 2010 the Board was presented with the Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan Through 2028.  This Plan guides County facility needs in the 2 campuses to 2028 and beyond.  Key recommendations in the Master Plan are as follows:

· Execute a four phase development of four new buildings of 2 and 3 stories in height, approximately 184,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) on the site to support all Health and Human Services functions.  Structure phasing in a manner that best supports growth and minimizes disruption to existing operations and the neighborhood.

· Develop a new building on the Sullivan Block of approximately 90,000 GSF and 4-5 stories with underground secured parking.

· Demolish the existing Administration Building and replace it with a new building of 4 to 5 above grade stories of approximately 90,000 GSF with an additional floor of below grade space totaling 22,000 GSF. 

· Consolidate functions currently located in the Carithers and 650 Imperial Buildings into the new downtown facilities and sell these surplus properties.
· Replace and expand the existing Hall of Justice/Jail.
· Consider inclusion of shared meeting space with the city of Napa and possible retail uses in the downtown facilities.
On December 14, 2010 the County Executive Office provided the Board with the Preliminary Financing Plan and Feasibility Analysis for Major Facilities Capital Improvement Projects (including the Health and Human Services Campus, Downtown Campus and Jail Replacement Projects) for discussion and input.  With regards to the Downtown Campus staff was directed to explore other alternatives for downtown such as sharing space with the City.  
The Board approved for staff to retain appropriate consultants to move forward with Redevelopment of the HHSA campus with the intent to fund the initial phases of redevelopment with Accumulated Capital Outlay Funds.  
The County subsequently contracted with LSA Associates for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) phase of the project and with TLCD Architecture Inc. for the Master Planning phase.  

On March 20, 2012 the Board was advised that the following progress had been made to date:

· A site and building evaluation had been conducted; 

· The EIR process started and was in progress; 

· The first round of functional group meetings with HHSA staff had been held; 

· A public meeting to present the master planning process and to solicit views as to the scope and content of the EIR had been held on November 17, 2011; 

· Visioning meetings with County staff had been held; 

· Significant progress in the programming element of the project had been made.

Staff presented the Board with a summary of the work completed to date on the EIR and Master Planning phases of the project.  Staff also provided an overview of the current and future phases of the project.

Staff advised the Board that TLCD Architecture Inc. was assisting the County with site feasibility studies that would assist the County in determining the site area on which the development of the master plan could be based.  The Board was also advised that TLCD had prepared information for the following four alternatives:

· Build on existing site and retain buildings A, B, C and Crescent driveway; 

· Build on existing site and remove buildings A, B, C and Crescent driveway; 

· Include adjacent property and retain buildings A, B, C and Crescent driveway; 

· Include adjacent property and remove buildings A, B, C and Crescent driveway

Staff recommended that the four alternatives be evaluated in accordance with the following criteria:

· Program adjacencies; 

· Temporary facilities; 

· Neighborhood compatibility; 

· Historic district; 

· Public amenities; 

· Total project cost; 

· Future growth; 

· Phase I cost

Staff obtained input from the Board on the four alternatives and the proposed criteria.  Staff then held a public meeting on March 22, 2012 to present a project update, a summary of the Board's input on the alternatives as received from the Board meeting and the evaluation criteria and to request input from the public.  
Staff and TLCD presented the following at the April 24, 2012 Board of Supervisors meeting:

· Summary of public feedback from the March 22 Community Meeting 

· Updated growth and space projections 

· Updated year 2028 build-out images 

· A report on initial phase of construction options 

· A recommendation to move forward with the Draft EIR to study the following alternatives: 

1. Build on existing site and remove buildings A, B, C and Crescent driveway; 

2. Include adjacent property and retain buildings A, B, C and Crescent driveway; 

3. Build at a different site than the Old Sonoma Road site  

The Board approved for staff to move forward with this approach which is expected to be completed by December of 2012.  Completion of the Master Plan will then follow.

B.  Jail Replacement Planning
On May 22, 2012 the Director of Conservation, Development and Planning and the County Executive Officer requested that the Board approve and authorize for the Chairman to sign an agreement with Ascent Environmental for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Jail Replacement Project.
The Jail Project involves the replacement of jail facilities in Napa County and includes two possible sites that will be analyzed at an equal level of detail within the EIR. The first site (Downtown site) includes the existing Hall of Justice (HOJ) in downtown Napa.  The second site (Alternative site), is located outside of the City of Napa within unincorporated Napa County.

If the new Jail is constructed on the existing site, the existing HOJ would be replaced by a new building, approximately 64-68 feet tall, with approximately 209,000 square feet.  When fully operational, the Jail would employ approximately 119 full time Custody staff, and 43 full time administrative and support staff.  The Jail would include 526 beds with ancillary facilities, including but not limited to warehouse, maintenance unit, food services, laundry, medical and mental health units, and inmate intake and release.  The Downtown site may also provide for commercial development opportunities on the west side of Main Street in an area that is currently used for law enforcement and County staff parking.  Commercial development could include development of a multi-level building providing a combination of retail, office and/or residential uses, and could screen the new Jail from viewers on Main Street.  The building footprint would be approximately 36,200 square feet.

If the new Jail is constructed on the Alternative site, the replacement jail that would consist of a low-rise structure measuring approximately 24 feet in height, including 526 beds with ancillary facilities, including but not limited to warehouse, maintenance unit, food services, laundry, medical and mental health units, and inmate intake and release, comprising approximately 213,000 square feet.  It is anticipated that the Alternative site will require 195 parking spaces, and when fully operational, the jail will employ approximately 126 full time employees, and 43 full time administrative and support staff.  
Additionally, the Alternative site would provide a secured 100 bed residential facility for low level offenders and could include other uses such as detoxification/treatment facility and day program facility.  Also, if the Jail is developed at the Alternative site, the HOJ in downtown Napa would remain in place for some period of time, providing inmate overflow, daily holding of approximately 100 inmates for court related appearances, offices, meeting space, and classrooms.  When funding becomes available, the existing HOJ could be replaced with a new building or buildings containing similar uses and a sally port where vehicles transporting inmates from the new Jail would drop off and pick up inmates destined for the holding area and/or the adjacent courthouse.
C. Emissions Reduction Plan for County Operations. 
The California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Scoping Plan for the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) states that local governments should reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from their own operations by 15% below current levels by 2020 in order to support meeting AB 32 targets.  Although County operations represent less than one percent of county emissions as a whole, the County recognizes its role as a leader in the effort and prepared an Emission Reduction Plan for County Operations accordingly.

The Emission Reduction Plan for County Operations was developed by direction of the County Board of Supervisors with the following goals:

· Increase the County’s understanding of its GHG footprint 

· Establish a GHG reduction target 

· Develop a list of GHG reduction actions 

· Evaluate the economics of the Actions; and

· Implement actions to achieve the adopted GHG target
The County set a reduction target of 1,385 GHG eTons based upon the calendar year 2007 GHG actual emissions level and additional GHG caused by the Parking Structure.  In addition to this required reduction, the County will employ appropriate measures to assure no-net-increase in GHG emissions from any future growth and/or expansion of programs/activities.
Emission Sources

Emissions from County operations stem from three sectors – facilities, fleet and employee commute.
· Emissions from County facilities are the result of natural gas used and the production of electricity used to heat/cool/light County facilities and to operate the office equipment necessary to administer County operations.  
· Fleet emissions result from the gas, diesel and oil consumption by County owned and operated vehicles and equipment from personal vehicles used for County business.  
· Employee commute emissions are comprised solely of the fuel consumed in the daily commute of County employees to and from work.

63% of the County’s GHG in 2007 were from mobile sources (employee commute and County fleet) and 37% were from stationary sources (County facilities).

On March 16, 2010 the Director of Public Works and the Director of Environmental Management presented and the Board approved the Emission Reduction Plan for County Operations.  One of the three major goals of the Emission Reduction Plan for County Operations is to reduce the impact on the environment directly attributable to County building and facility use by implementing improvements to existing County buildings and facilities that reduce energy demand, incorporate energy reduction standards into all new County facility construction and, where practical, utilize the buildings and structures to host renewable energy production.  

The Emission Reduction Plan for County Operations makes recommendations for facility improvements where there is an overall positive internal rate of return and the facilities are considered highly likely to remain in the County’s long term real estate portfolio.  The analysis considered both the emissions reductions and the lifecycle costs to identify possible opportunities and actions.  In many cases, a positive financial benefit exists when lifecycle costs are considered.  The net present value financial evaluation tool was also incorporated into the analysis.

GHG reductions for County Facilities include:  
· a combination of energy generation through installation of Photovoltaic systems on current county facilities, 
· energy efficiency projects, and 
· adoption of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold Standards which, if implemented to the fullest extent, could potentially enable the County to achieve 85% of its target GHG emission reduction.
Photovoltaic Systems on Current County Facilities
Renewable energy strategies were evaluated and are included in first tier recommendations for photovoltaic retrofits defined as those projects determined to have positive internal rates of return and positive net present value.  Energy generation projects are recommended at the following facilities:
· Airport

· Animal Shelter

· California Boulevard Corporate Yard

· Greenwood Ranch Fire Station

· Homeless Shelter

· Library

· Sheriff’s Facility
· Yountville Corporate Yard

· Yountville Fire Station

Implementation of first tier photovoltaic projects is included in this CIP.

Second tier recommendations for photovoltaic retrofits are defined as those projects determined to have positive internal rates of return and positive net present value, but are for buildings that are possible disposition properties or properties to be replaced with newer facilities on the same site.  Staff does not recommend moving forward with these projects since they typically have a long pay-back period.  By the time the energy savings could pay for the installation costs, the facilities will most likely be demolished, replaced or disposed of.  Second tier photovoltaic projects include projects at the following facilities:

· Administration Building

· Carithers Building
· Hall of Justice

· HHSA
· 650 Imperial Way

These projects are not included in this five year CIP.

Energy Management Strategies for First Tier Projects

The first step in reducing energy use is to gain an understanding of where and how it is being used, and how it can be reduced.  Identified locations/consumption and potential areas for energy efficiency improvements are summarized below:

Lighting
Lighting efficiency retrofits were considered at several facilities.  Lighting retrofits typically improve light quality and reduce maintenance costs while reducing energy use/emissions.

Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC)
Replacement of HVAC equipment does not usually make economic sense solely for energy efficiency reasons, but the County has a great deal of equipment that is at or near the end of its life and should be replaced in accordance with the recommendations in the Preliminary Facilities Conditions Assessment.  Upon replacement, it generally makes sense to install high efficiency equipment.

There are numerous miscellaneous energy efficiency projects that can be implemented such as controls, variable speed motors, high efficiency motors, newer refrigerators, etc.  The following is a listing of all County Energy Projects that were evaluated as part of the Emissions Reduction Plan to ascertain potential benefits from pursuing energy related projects:

· Administration Building – Chiller Replacement

· Animal Shelter – Lighting Retrofit & 

Water Heater Replacement

· Carithers – Lighting Retrofit

· Library – Lighting Retrofit

· Airport – Lighting Retrofit

· Sheriff – Lighting Retrofit

Implementation of first tier energy efficiency projects is included in this CIP.  The project at Carithers is included since the project has a short pay-back period and the building is not scheduled for disposition for at least five years.
LEED Gold Level for New Facilities

The replacement of County facilities, subject to the Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan Through 2028, with new construction will result in a decrease in GHG emissions.  The Plan calls for constructing facilities that meet LEED Gold Standard.  Financial modeling run against the Title 24 versus LEED standards suggest a positive Internal Rate of Return from the additional investment to build at a LEED Gold level. 

Funding Options for Projects in Emissions Reduction Plan

The economic analysis that was completed for the potential GHG reduction actions was based on funding with existing County funds.  However, there are several funding methods that the County can consider to manage the risk and reward of the investment.  At one end of the spectrum is paying for the project out of capital funds.  This option represents a high cost/high-risk investment with the potential for a relatively high return.  At the other end of the payment option spectrum is a Power Purchase Agreement, discussed in detail below, which represents a low cost/low risk purchase option with a significantly reduced return on the investment.  
When considering the Plan as a whole, it is important to consider all of the purchasing/financing options that are available.  It is possible that a combination of different funding options will best manage the County’s risk and reward.  Following are descriptions of some funding options for the entire Plan or portions of the Plan.

Energy management projects often pay for themselves in a very short period of time.  As such, if the projects are financed over time, the annual payments are typically less than the cost savings associated with the project.  

The California Energy Commission has a low interest loan program that is available to local governments with a finance rate of 3.45% and a term up to 15 years.  The program is easy to use and uses the energy savings as the collateral for the loan. 
Power Purchase Agreements

A Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) is an alternate method of “buying” renewable energy without having any out-of-pocket expenses.  The vendor constructs the renewable energy system at no cost to the County, and charges the County for the energy produced.  The vendor can take advantage of available tax credits and accelerated depreciation, and pass the savings along to the County.  The advantages to the County are:

· Renewable energy cost can be less than what the County is currently paying to the utility;

· County has no out-of-pocket expenses;

· Vendor is responsible for operating and maintaining the equipment; and 

· County makes no payments if the system is not operating.
When entering into a long-term contract such as this, there are many energy issues that must be addressed.  Some of the main issues include the cost of energy and term of the agreement, the risks associated with liability clauses in the contract, the costs at the end of the contract term, and ownership of the Renewable Energy Credits.

 
Lease Purchase Agreement

A Lease Purchase Agreement (LPA) is similar to a PPA in several ways.  The vendor constructs the Renewable Energy system at minimal to no upfront cost to the County, but instead of charging for the energy that is produced, the County would pay a fixed annual lease payment.  Under an LPA, the County is responsible for the operation of the system and is required to make payments even if the system is not operating.  The advantages to the County are:
· Annual lease payment can be less than what the County is currently paying in energy costs, and

· County may have no out-of-pocket expenses

 
Clean Renewable Energy Bonds

Clean Renewable Energy Bonds (CREBs) are an additional method for the County to fund renewable energy installations, including wind and solar energy.  CREBs provide interest free capital that is treated in a manner similar to tax exempt bonds.  CREBs allotments are prioritized based on the size of the renewable energy system that is proposed, with the smallest requests being given priority.  Napa County has sought and has been granted an allocation of authority from the U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service to issue New CREBs under section 54C of the Internal Revenue Code. Allocation of authority to issue New CREBs has been granted to fifteen Napa County PV projects totaling over $7 million. The County has up to three years from the date the approvals were granted (October 23, 2009) in which to exercise this authority and issue bonds.

 
Other Incentive Programs

There are also numerous incentive programs that make energy efficiency and renewable energy a more viable investment: Energy Efficiency Rebate Programs; California Solar Initiative; Self Generation Incentive Program; Net Metering; Federal Tax Credit; and Federal Accelerated Depreciation.

Energy Efficiency Rebate Programs are funded through the California Public Utilities Commission and administered by PG&E.  These programs provide cash rebates that can help to offset the initial cost of an energy efficiency project.

The California Solar Initiative Program incentive is paid over a period of five years, and for non-profit and public entities is currently equal to $0.32 per kWh generated for five consecutive years.  The program is designed for the incentive to decrease as more PV systems are installed in California.  When this current level of funding is completely used, the rebate will be reduced to $0.26 per kWh.

The Renewable Energy Program provides rebates for renewable energy sources other than solar.  The program provides a set rebate for each watt of power that the Renewable Energy system generates.  In contrast to the CSI program, the rebate is paid in a single payment when the installation has been completed.  Rebates vary based on the type of renewable generating system being installed, and on the power output rating of the system.

Next Steps

With completion of the Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan Through 2028, the County is at a position where it can begin strategizing the implementation of photovoltaic projects at various County facilities that will be in the County’s real estate portfolio for the long term.  
Funding
Projects recommended in the Napa County Emissions Reduction Plan for County Operations can be paid for through the following methods, including a combination of the methods:

· Cash for the capital projects

· California Energy Commission low interest loan; which requires a debt service

· Clean Renewable Energy Bonds; which requires a debt service

· Cash payments for “buying” renewable energy through a Power Purchase Agreement

· Cash for the lease payments required through a Lease Purchase Agreement  

· Various rebate programs described in this report

For those projects that will require either cash or debt service, funding may be identified from any of the following sources:

· Airport Photovoltaics – Airport Enterprise Fund

· Animal Shelter Photovoltaics – Animal Shelter Fund

· California Boulevard Corporate Yard Photovoltaics – Equipment Pool Operating Fund
· Greenwood Ranch Fire Station Photovoltaics – Fire Fund

· Homeless Shelter Photovoltaics – Affordable Housing Fund
· Library Photovoltaics – Library Fund

· Sheriff’s Facility Photovoltaic – General Fund

· Yountville Corporate Yard Photovoltaics – Roads Fund

· Yountville Fire Station – Fire Fund

· Administration Building – Chiller Replacement – General Fund

· Animal Shelter – Lighting Retrofit & 

Water Heater Replacement – Animal Shelter Fund
· Carithers – Lighting Retrofit – General Fund

· Library – Lighting Retrofit – Library Fund

· Airport – Lighting Retrofit – Airport Enterprise Fund

· Sheriff – Lighting Retrofit – General Fund


A Request for Proposals has been released and staff anticipates design and construction of various County photovoltaic installation projects during fiscal year 2012/2013.
D. 2010 California Building Codes
On November 23, 2010 the Board of Supervisors adopted an ordinance implementing the new 2010 California Green Building Standards Code.  This followed the Board’s action on November 9, 2010, to approve some local amendments to the State Code.

California adopted mandatory building regulations for all new construction in the state that is intended to achieve major reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, energy consumption, and water use.

The 2010 California Green Building Standards Code will require:

· 20 percent mandatory reduction in indoor water use, with voluntary goal standards for 30, 35 and 40 percent reductions;

· Separate water meters for nonresidential buildings’ indoor and outdoor water use, with a requirement for moisture-sensing irrigation systems for larger landscape projects.

· Diversion of 50 percent of construction waste from landfills, increasing voluntarily to 80 percent ;

· Mandatory inspections of energy systems (i.e. heat furnace, air conditioner, mechanical equipment) for nonresidential buildings over 10,000 square feet to ensure that all are working at their maximum capacity according to their design efficiencies; and
· Low-pollutant emitting interior finish materials such as paints, carpet, vinyl flooring and particle board.

The 2010 Green Building Standards Code is structured similarly to LEED standards, encompassing several distinct aspects of the building process, components and functions.  Compliance with all of the 2010 Green Building Standards Code provisions, both mandatory and voluntary, is roughly equivalent to a LEED “Silver Rating”.  
However, the 2010 Green Building Standards Code is fundamentally different from LEED.  The 2010 Green Building Standards Code is an enforceable code while LEED is a privately developed standard, administered by the non-profit organization, the United States Green Building Council (USGBC).  LEED standards only become project requirements if they are specified by contract, and they are enforced through contract provisions, which typically provide for third-party verification.  LEED certification is based on the design documents, whereas compliance with the 2010 Green Building Standards Code and more stringent ordinances is approved through on-site inspection.  Contractors will have to comply with both requirements where LEED will be required for a project and where those requirements conflict, they will have to comply with the most stringent.

The first LEED certification for a new County facility was that of a LEED “Gold” Certification for the Sheriff’s Facility built in 2005.  The Napa County Conceptual Site Development and Phasing Plan through 2028 calls for LEED “Gold” certification for the new facilities proposed in the plan.  For future County projects where LEED certification is not included, compliance with the mandatory 2010 Green Building Standards Code will be required.

E.  Local Vendor Preference Policy
On June 8, 2010 the Board provided direction to staff regarding a local vendor preference policy.  Current County policy commits the County to a program of active competition in the purchase of professional and other services, with a goal of selecting the best qualified firm to provide services at the least cost to County taxpayers.  However, staff believes it is possible to improve opportunities for local vendors to fully participate in the County’s contracting process and encourage larger out of County firms to partner with local firms in proposing on County contracts, through the following actions: 

· In RFPs for services that would benefit from knowledge of local circumstances, include preference points in RFP scoring; 

· Inclusion of language in RFP/RFQs encouraging non-local firms to partner with local firms where appropriate;
· Increased outreach program consisting of better and  more channels for the dissemination of RFPs and RFQs (including a centralized page on the County’s website and updates to local professional groups); 

· Annual meetings and clinics with local vendors to discuss upcoming contracts for all services, and to provide a better understanding of County’s contracting programs; 

· Creation of a pre-registration system for certain service areas, that would be open to both local and non-local firms; and 

· Clarification of rules concerning the use of and justification of sole source contracting, to discourage the use of sole source contracts unless there is a compelling reason.

On June 8, 2010 the Board also provided direction to staff regarding First Source Hiring.  First Source Hiring typically establishes a requirement that certain firms take certain actions designed to encourage the hiring of local residents.  The Board directed staff that in contracting for services and for construction projects, the County will inform the Workforce Investment Board (WIB) of all vendors that have been selected to perform County services.   In addition, the contractors will be informed of the services of the WIB and required to contact them to assist with their hiring needs.  
On May 14, 2012 the Department of Public Works held a contracting opportunities workshop in which future opportunities and an overview of the County’s contracting process were presented.
F. California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (CUPCCAA)  
On June 8, 2010, as part of the local vendor preference policy direction, the Board requested that staff look into the County opting into the California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (CUPCCAA).  There is a segment of the Public Contract Code (Public Projects: Alternative Procedure, Section 22000-22045) known as the California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (CUPCCAA) that allows for simplified alternative procedures for bidding and awarding public construction projects in certain circumstances. The CUPCCAA applies to public works projects and contracts that typically involve the construction; remodeling; repair; or renovation of public buildings, roads, and other public improvements owned or to be used by the public agency. It does not apply to contracts for supplies, equipment, or services. While the act may apply to maintenance work, the County of Napa did not opt into the act for maintenance work since maintenance work is currently not subject to the bidding requirements that public works projects are.  Opting into the act for maintenance work would require following cost accounting procedures which are currently not required.

CUPCCAA is voluntary and it allows local agencies to perform public project work up to $30,000 with its own work force if the agency elects to follow the cost accounting procedures set forth in the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual of the California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission.  In addition, the Act provides for the following alternative bidding procedures:

· Public projects of $30,000 or less may be performed by negotiated contract or by purchase order (PCC 22032(a));
· Public projects of $125,000 or less may be let to contract by the informal procedures set forth in the Act (PCC 22032(b)); however if all bids received are in excess of $125,000, the Board may, by adoption of a resolution by a four-fifths vote, award the contract, at $137,500 or less, to the lowest responsible bidder, if the Board determines the cost estimate was reasonable (PCC 22034(f)); and 

· Public projects of more than $125,000 shall be let to contract by formal bidding procedures (PCC 22032(c)) except as otherwise provided in PCC 22034(f).  
On September 28, 2010 the Board approved for the County to opt into the provisions provided by CUPCCAA.  Many jurisdictions have opted into CUPCCAA since the allowed alternative bidding procedures save time and money on the delivery of smaller public construction projects.  This is due to the fact that:

· No informal or formal bidding is required for projects costing less than $30,000; 

· Property management staff may perform through its own forces, purchase order, or negotiated contract more routine public works projects costing up to $30,000;
· Plans and specifications are not required for projects costing less than $125,000;
· No advertisement in newspapers is required for projects costing less than $125,000; and 

· Staff time preparing reports to the Board is not required since Board action is not required for projects costing less than $125,000.  By passing the ordinance the Board delegated the authority to award informal contracts to the Director of Public Works and to the Purchasing Agent.

CUPCCAA allows that public projects of $30,000 or less may be performed by force account, negotiated contract or by purchase order.  This provision does not require informal or formal bidding.  Using this provision for smaller construction projects, that are often time-sensitive, will allow staff to consider the contractor’s proximity and immediate availability in selecting a firm, for example.  Thus, depending on the circumstances, staff could request quotes from qualified local companies in the immediate area first for these smaller projects.  Quotes would only be requested from a wider area if qualified local companies are not available or the price quotes from local companies are deemed too high.  This provision could not apply to federally-funded projects.
Second, the CUPCCAA states that public projects of $125,000 or less may be contracted for utilizing informal procedures.  Under the CUPCCAA, participating agencies (in this case the County) would create a list of contractors, identified according to categories of work.  In issuing request for bids, the County would be required to send a request for bid to each firm in the list of contractors within the category of work needed. The County would also be required to notify a mandated list of professional trade journals.  Although out of County firms would need to be given an opportunity to be added to the list of contractors, local firms would have the assurance of inclusion in the RFP distribution for the category of work they are prequalified to perform and the bid process would be significantly less complex and more cost-effective.  This provision could apply to federally-funded projects as well.  
Under the CUPCCAA, the traditional public project bidding process is still required for public projects greater than $125,000.
Since the Board approved opting into CUPCCAA in the fall of 2010, the following contracts have been awarded under the provisions of CUPCCAA:

1. Projects under $30,000:

	Project 
	Contract Amount 
	Contractor and Place of Business 

	Hall of Justice Boiler Replacement (2011)
	$23,932
	Bell Products, Napa

	Hall of Justice Boiler Replacement (2012)
	$26,086
	Bell Products, Napa

	Hall of Justice Cooling Tower Repairs
	$12,597
	Bell Products, Napa

	Greenwood Fire Station Re-carpeting
	$8,083
	Carston Interior Inc., Napa

	Bella House Gutter Replacement
	$2,582
	Modern Method Roofing, Napa

	Napa Library Roof Repairs
	$12,642
	Modern Method Roofing, Napa

	Airport Gas Line Modifications
	$20,402
	Binstock Enterprise, Napa

	Napa State Hospital M1 & M2 Improvements
	$23,900
	Creative Construction, Napa

	HHSA Bldg. K Ramp Replacement
	$15,280
	Emil Meyers Construction, Napa

	TOTAL 
	$145,504 
	


2. Projects greater than $30,000 and less than $125,000:

	Project 
	Contract Amount 
	Contractor and Place of Business 

	HHSA Clinic Ole
	$81,999
	Griffin Molinari, Napa

	Hall of Justice Elevator Repairs
	$84,112.50
	Empire Elevator, Petaluma

	Crawford Facility Investigatory Demolition
	$46,700
	Cal Inc., Vacaville

	Administration Building Cold Room HVAC Replacement
	$85,295
	American Mechanical, Walnut Creek

	Animal Shelter Flooring Replacement
	$45,554
	RP Coating, Hayward

	TOTAL 
	$343,660.50 
	



Through the delivery of the above projects under the provisions of CUPCCAA, the following efficiencies/benefits have been realized:

· Design time and cost savings on those projects where the preparation of plans and specifications was not warranted; 

· Considerable reduction in time required to bid and award a contract; approximately 1-1/2 to 2 months was saved in each case. This is very important for projects that were urgent, such as the Hall of Justice Boiler and Cooling Tower Repairs as well as the Napa State Hospital M1 and M2 Improvements; 

· Cost savings in the bidding of projects since the bidding process for the above projects was much more streamlined. 


As reported to the Board on June 8, 2010 as part of the Local Vendor Preference presentation, CUPCCAA allows for the possibility of local construction firms to be awarded business for the following reasons:

1. Since CUPCCAA allows public projects with an estimated construction cost of $30,000 or less to be performed by negotiated contract or by purchase order, where allowed by law, staff requested quotes from qualified local companies in the immediate area first for these smaller projects. Quotes were only requested from a wider area if qualified local companies were not available or the price quotes from local companies were deemed too high. 

2. Under the CUPCCAA, for projects with an estimated construction cost between $30,000 and $125,000, the County establishes an annual list of contractors, identified according to categories of work. In issuing request for informal bids, the County is required to send a request for bid to each listed firm within the category of work needed. The County is also required to notify a mandated list of professional trade journals. Although out-of-County firms need to be given an opportunity to participate, local firms have the assurance of inclusion in the RFP distribution for the category of work they are qualified to perform by virtue of current applicable contractor's license and the bid process is significantly less complex and more cost effective. Stakeholder meetings took place between County staff and local vendors in 2010 to explore ways for improved outreach and participation of local vendors in County projects. Local construction companies participating in the stakeholder meetings indicated that this would be of benefit to them in competing for local projects.


· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
In the Spring of 2011 the California State Controller advised public agencies of action by the Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission to increase the informal bid limit pursuant to Public Contract Code Section 22032 effective for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2011. On October 9, 2011 the Governor signed into law AB 720 which officially amended the statutes to recognize the action by the Commission. The act now provides for the following:

· Public projects of $45,000 (previously $30,000) or less may be performed by negotiated contract or by purchase order (PCC 22032(a)). 

· Public projects of $175,000 (previously $125,000) or less may be let to contract by the informal procedures set forth in the Act (PCC 22032(b)); however if all bids received are in excess of $175,000 (previously $125,000), the Board may, by adoption of a resolution by a four-fifths vote, award the contract, at $187,500 (previously $137,500) or less, to the lowest responsible bidder, if the Board determines the cost estimate was reasonable (PCC 22034(f)). 

· Public projects of more than $175,000 (previously $125,000) shall be let to contract by formal bidding procedures (PCC 22032(c)) except as otherwise provided in PCC 22034(f). 
Former CUPCCAA Allowance

	Under $30,000 May be performed by Force Account, Negotiated Contract or Purchase Order
	Over $30,000 but less than $125,000 May be let to contract by the informal procedures set forth in the Act 
	Above $125,000 Shall be let to contract by formal bidding procedures



New CUPCCAA Allowance Per Commission and AB 720
	Under $45,000 May be performed by Force Account, Negotiated Contract or Purchase Order
	Over $45,000 but less than $175,000 May be let to contract by the informal procedures set forth in the Act
	Above $175,000 Shall be let to contract by formal bidding procedures


Given the efficiencies/benefits realized from the implementation of CUPCCAA staff recommended to the Board and the Board approved on April 17, 2012 continued delegation of the authority to execute construction contracts subject to CUPCCAA to the Director of Public Works and the Purchasing Agent within the newly authorized limits described above. 

G.  Pre-qualification of Contractors for Major County Construction Projects
Napa County (County) is allowed but not required to pre-qualify contractors bidding on public works projects.  The County may pre-qualify contractors in accordance with Public Contract Code Section 20101.

The State of California Department of Industrial Relations (DIR), in collaboration with affected agencies and interested parties, has developed model guidelines for rating bidders, and has drafted a standardized questionnaire, that may be used by public entities for pre-qualifying contractors.  DIR, in developing the standardized questionnaire, has consulted with affected public agencies, cities and counties, the construction industry, the surety industry, and other interested parties.

The County has utilized the standard questionnaire entitled "Pre-qualification of Contractors Seeking to Bid on Public Projects:  The 1999 State Legislation and the Model Forms Created by the Department of Industrial Relations" to pre-qualify contractors on past major County public works projects such as the Juvenile Justice Center, the Sheriff's Facility, and the Fifth Street Parking Garage.

On September 21, 2010 as part of the approval by the Board of the implementation of procedures for the award of contracts for public works projects as authorized by the California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (CUPCCAA) for Napa County Public Works Projects, staff presented recommendations regarding the pre-qualification of contractors and representatives from organized labor (Labor), and the contracting community provided input regarding these recommendations.  Based on this information, the Board approved the implementation of CUPCCAA and asked staff to work with the labor union and contracting communities to further consider the input provided regarding pre-qualification of contractors.

Subsequently staff worked with Labor and the contracting community as well as County Counsel in the consideration of the input regarding the proposed pre-qualification process.   

In the process of working with Labor and the contracting community, staff requested specific input on the pre-qualification package and process.  This input was reviewed and incorporated where staff and County Counsel agreed the suggestions would strengthen the pre-qualification packet.  These changes were incorporated into the prequalification packet that staff recommended to the Board as the baseline for future pre-qualification packages.
On April 17, 2012 the Board approved the following related to pre-qualification of contractors for major County construction projects:
1. Authorization for the Director of Public Works to approve the prequalification of projects estimated at $1,000,000 or more that meet certain criteria including, but not limited to:

a. Are of a complex technical and project management nature; 

b. Require many subcontractors; and 

c. Have a construction duration of more than four months.

2. Approval of the prequalification packet for County construction projects; 

3. Authorization for the Director of Public Works to revise the packet to address individual projects when appropriate; 

4. Authorization for the Director of Public Works to name an appeals panel whenever a prequalification score is challenged; and

5. Direction by the Board to the Director of Public Works to (1) identify, as part of the annual 5 year CIP update, projects over $1,000,000 and whether pre-qualification is recommended, and (2) report to the Board, at the earliest opportunity during the course of the fiscal year, on any changes to said recommendations and on new projects over $1,000,000 not included in the annual 5 year CIP update and whether pre-qualification is recommended.
In accordance with Board direction the following are projects with an estimated construction cost of $1,000,000 or more and the recommendation for pre-qualification:
1. Project:  Rutherford Dust Restoration Project (Reach 8)

Engineer’s Estimate:  $2,042,370

Recommendation for pre-qualification:  Not pre-qualify  

The nature of this project is not as complex and technical as major building or bridge projects.  The bid documents for this project have been enhanced to ensure that the contractor has the necessary experience and capacity to complete a river restoration project of this size.  Contractors who do not meet these minimum requirements in addition to the standard contract requirements will be deemed either non-responsible or non-responsive.  In addition, the schedule for this project does not allow for a pre-qualification process since construction must begin early this summer in order to construct the project within the required resource agency permitting window and be completed by the beginning of the next rain season. 

2. Project: Various asphalt concrete overlays (Old Sonoma Rd., South Kelly Road, Oak Knoll Ave.)

Engineer’s Estimate:  $1,145,526

Recommendation for pre-qualification:  Not pre-qualify  

The nature of this project is not as complex and technical as a major building or bridge project and construction only takes a few days.  In addition, the schedule for this project does not allow for a pre-qualification process since construction is targeted for this summer prior to colder and rainy weather conditions.

3. Project:  Photovoltaics Installations at various County Facilities

Engineer’s Estimate:  $5,000,000

Recommendation for pre-qualification:  Qualifications will be considered as part of the proposals

Government Code Sections 4217.10 et seq. which is a process unique to energy conservation projects, allows the County extensive flexibility to not only consider the greatest value but also qualifications of the contractors.  Financials, experience, and other elements of the existing standard County prequalification package will be taken into account as expressly allowed by Section 4217.16.
4. Project:  Jail Security System Replacement

Engineer’s Estimate:  $1,543,000
Recommendation for pre-qualification:  Pre-qualify

5. Project:  Devlin Road Extension

Engineer’s Estimate:  $6,500,000
Recommendation for pre-qualification:  Pre-qualify

6. Project:  Oakville Crossroad Bridge
Engineer’s Estimate:  $2,500,000
Recommendation for pre-qualification:  Pre-qualify
7. Project:  HHSA Campus Project

Engineer’s Estimate:  $27,000,000

Recommendation for pre-qualification:  Pre-qualify
DEFINITIONS

The following definitions are provided as a guide for the review of the charts, tables and project detail sheets of the Five Year CIP. 
Project Function and Department  

The CIP is organized first by function and then by department to mirror the County’s annual budget format.  

Project Division  

Within each department, projects are grouped by project division, and within each division, projects appear in the order of fully funded, partially funded, and unfunded.  Capital Improvement project division definitions are as follows:

New Land, Buildings and Facilities  

All new facility construction and land/building acquisition.
Major Improvements to Existing Buildings and Facilities Improvements to and renovations of existing buildings and facilities.  This includes:

· Significant remodeling (e.g., tenant improvements to County owned buildings and additions to County owned buildings)

· Renewal of buildings and facilities (seismic retrofit, re-roofing, major repaving, replacing major plumbing/ mechanical/electrical systems past their service life, etc.)  
· Airport and road facilities resurfacing/rehabilitation projects.

· Other projects involving improvements to and renovations of other facilities.
Project Delivery  

The CIP records the assumed method of project delivery which in turn affects the project scope, schedule and budget.  Simple projects require little or no schedule and budget.  Simple projects require little or no design, less management, and little time.  Large and complex projects require full multi-discipline design, multi-layered management and more time.  Five methods of delivery are identified:  Bid-Build, Design-Build, Design-Bid-Build, Design-Build (Bridging) and CM/GC or Construction Manager (CM) at Risk.
Bid-Build is the project delivery method best suited to capital renewal projects.   “Provide and install 700-high efficiency fluorescent light fixture ballasts,” is an example of a Bid-Build project.  Such a project would be put out for bid with a simple description of what, how many and where, and upon Board of Supervisor’s approval, the lowest responsible bidder would buy and install the ballasts.

Design-Build is the project delivery method best suited to common building and facility types well understood by owners and builders regionally and nationally.  As such owners neither need nor want much input, they just want the “warehouse.”  The project requirements are documented by means of performance parameters, drawings and specification in no more detail than necessary.  Competitive bids or best value proposals for final design and construction are solicited.  Upon Board of Supervisor approval, the lowest responsible bidder or design-builder proposing the best value completes the design and builds the project.  This method has more control over design than Bid-Build.  Design-Build is usually quicker and less expensive than Design-Bid-Build but the owner has less control of the result.  The County has utilized this method most recently for the design-build of the Fifth Street Parking Garage.  
Design-Bid-Build is the traditional method of project delivery for buildings designed for a specific owner with a custom purpose or program.  The design function is kept separate from the build function.  The designer (architect and/or engineer) is the owner’s advocate.  The designer thoroughly documents the owner’s program in drawings and specifications.  The project is competitively bid, and the lowest responsible bidder is selected.  An agreement between owner and contractor is negotiated and executed.  The contractor builds the project per the designer’s drawings and specifications.  With this method the owner’s wishes are made specific and clear in the drawings and specifications, and ideally, the Owner gets what is wanted, but this method is usually slower and sometimes more expensive than design-build.  This is the method used by the County on most of its projects.
Design-Build (Bridging) is a hybrid of the traditional design-bid-build method and the design-build method.  The Bridging method, properly used, reduces the Owner’s risks and costs in the construction program without giving up control of the design or the quality of the end product.  Bridging preserves the practice of the Owner’s architectural designer and contract administrator exclusively serving the Owner’s best interests throughout all design phases and the construction.  Construction costs can be significantly reduced in most projects.  The Owner’s exposure to claims and unwarranted change orders is greatly diminished, both during and after construction.  After occupancy, if there is a defect requiring correction, Bridging provides a clear, single responsibility for corrective work that is fair and efficient for the Owner.  

In Design-Build (Bridging) the Owner’s design consultant carries out the Schematic Design after the program of requirements and budget are set and the site is identified.  The Owner’s Design consultant carries out Design Development and assists the owner in preparing an extensive legal and technical Request for Proposal (RFP) for a design/build contract.  This contract can be for a lump sum, fixed-price contract or any other form of design/build contract.  Firm bids are received from contractors or a firm price is negotiated with a selected contractor.  When satisfactory prices are obtained, the notice to proceed is given for the Contractor’s Designer to prepare final detailed construction documents.  The Owner’s design consultant reviews these documents and reports to the Owner’s representative who deals with any issues arising out of this review.  
On January 11, 2011 the Board of Supervisors approved for the use of the design-build (bridging) method in the delivery of the HHSA Redevelopment Project.  A possible future good candidate for this method would be the new Jail.  

CM/GC or Construction Manager (CM) at Risk CM/GC or Construction Manager at Risk allows the Owner to interview and select a fee-based firm, based upon qualifications and experience, before the design and bidding documents are fully completed.  The construction manager and design team work together to develop and estimate the design.  A guaranteed maximum price is then provided by the CM, who then receives proposals from and awards subcontracts to subcontractors. The final construction price is the sum of the CM’s fee, overhead, and contingencies and the subcontractors’ proposals. Any unused contingency at the end of the project reverts to the Owner.  The design consultant team is selected separately and reports directly to the owner.
This method can provide for a faster delivery schedule, integration of design and construction team, design phase builder assistance, early construction cost commitment, competitive pricing for subcontracting work, single point of responsibility for construction and check and balances between the Architect/Engineer and the Contractor.

Project Funding  

Fully funded projects are approved by the Board of Supervisors with funding that meets or exceeds the estimate of total project cost.  Funding can come from single or multiple sources from inside or outside the County.  Partially funded projects have committed funding sufficient to cover some, but not all, of the estimated total project cost.  Unfunded projects have been identified as a County need, but have no funding that has been formally allocated by the Board at this time.  A Glossary of Funding Sources, which lists all the funding sources that are used in the CIP with a definition, is located in the appendices section.
Estimated Project Cost  

The CIP uses the following elements of total project cost: 
· Site acquisition costs;

· Preliminary costs; 
· Project management costs; 
· Design costs; 
· Construction costs;

· Permit and fee costs; and 
· Contingency.  
Labor cost for County staff and outside consultants can be recorded separately within the preliminary cost, project management costs and design costs.  Escalation factors were added to construction costs to accommodate increased inflation and price spikes in construction materials.  Staff will be monitoring rates when requesting budget for funding projects and will adjust the escalation rate appropriately based on information available at time of project request and approval.  
NEXT STEPS

This five year CIP from fiscal year 2012-2013 through fiscal year 2016-2017 is herein presented.  The 2012-2013 projects included in the plan represent projects that will be presented to the Board for consideration to be budgeted for fiscal year 2012-2013.

Staff recommends bringing the annual update to this five year CIP strategic planning document, for fiscal years 2013-2014 through fiscal year 2017-2018, to the Board for consideration in June 2013.  

CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY

This five year CIP from fiscal year 2012-2013 through fiscal year 2016-2017 is herein presented today for the Board’s review and adoption.

Respectfully Submitted,
Steven E. Lederer
Director of Public Works
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