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1.0 Kick Off Meeting

SR AR

NEVADA COUNTY

New Nevada City Courthouse
Planning Study

JUNE 9, 2022

Northstar Room (Exteral)

Desiree Belding (External) Justin Drinkwater (External)

1.1 Project Initiation: Summary Report

SECTION 2 | Option 1

2.1 OPTION 1 —
RENOVATION OF EXISTING COURTHOUSE FACILITY

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Architecture

Site Conditions
‘The Courdhouse is located at 201 Church Street and is
flanked by Norh Pine Strect to the west and Main Street
o the cast. Washington Street flanks the noreh side of
the building.

There is insufficient parking adjacent to or on-site
for Courthouse users.

Surface parking lot adjacent to the site

Both the original Courthouse building and Annex
line the norchern, castern, and southern edge of the
site and fail o meet the required 25-foot stand-off
distance per the Judicial Council Standards.

=
Nevada County Courthouse

‘The Courthouse is located on a steep terrain, which
negatively impacts site access for able and non-able-bodied T
persons.

View of Annex from Church Street

The site’s steep terrain
creates accessibility
challenges
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SECTION 2 | Option 1

Site/Civil Engineering

Site Topography

‘The existing Courchouse and Annex building are located on a full city block, with North Pine Street west of the
building, Washington Street to the norch, Main Strect to the cast, and Church Street to the south. The ste is
located on moderately stecp terrain, generally sloping from norch to south.

Based on an acrial topographic survey provided by the Nevada City Engineering Department, the high point of
Washington Street is approximately an clevation of 2,546 feet above mean sea level, located near the midpoint of
the Courthouse site. Washington Street drains cast and west towards Main and North Pine Strcets.

North Pine Street slopes norch to south, dropping approximately 21 feet to an elevation of approximately 2,520
feet near the southwest corner of the site.

Main Strcet slopes north to south with an clevation drop of approximately 24 fect to an clevation of 2,519 feet,
near the southcast corner of the sitc.

Church Street drains cast and west, with a high point at clevation 2,529 feet located near the Courthouse entry.
‘The serect drops approximately 10 feet from the high point to the adjacent intersections.

Site Topography for Existing
Nevada City Courthouse

Existing Site Access

Site access includes two secured vehicular entrances located along Main Street, accessing the Annex Building. An
access for trash and maintenance vehicles is located on Washington Street. A second vehicular access s located on
Washington, providing access to a few accessible parking spaces.

Pedestrian sidewalks are located along each of the adjacent streets. The main entrances to the Courthouse and
Annex Buildings are located on Church Strect. Pedestrian access for authorized personnel is located on Main
Street and Washington Street.

Compliant accessible access to the existing buildings is nor provided, and some of the existing public sidewalks
appear substandard from an accessibility and local building code standpoint.
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1.2 Steering Committee Visioning Sessmn & Slte Tour
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1.5 Community Outreach
1.6 1st Community Focus Group Meeting
1.7 1st At-Large Community Meeting

1.8 Steering Committee Meeting

Scoring Process

The Study implemented a weighted scoring

framework to evaluate each option. The ‘ CRITERIA EVALUATION SCORING MATRIX ‘
Criteria were scored on a scale of 0 to 100,
with each item’s score weighted according ITEM WEIGHT (%)
to its priority to the project. .
Court Function 35.0%
The team considered many different options Site Function 20.0%
to develop the Cost Evaluation Score. The Local Community Goals 15.0%
selected methodology had two ‘1mportam Judicial Council Goals 15.0%
elements. The most important is that the
Cost scoring would be consistent with the Project Delivery 15.0%

the desired 70/30 priority of Criteria to Cost.
Additionally, the selected methodology

is an established methodology for the Judi-
cial Council with a successful precedent.

The Criteria Evaluation Scoring Matrix illustrates the breakdown of each criterion in
relationship to its weighted equivalent

SCORING EXAMPLE

ITEM OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3
Renovate Existing Rebuild On-Site Build on New Site

Total Cost $10,000,000 $12,000,000 $30,000,000

Score 100 83 33
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2.0 Develop Project Concepts & Focus on 3

OPEN SPACE SETBACK ROOFSCAPE SETBACKS MAINTAINING 3-STORY DATUM

OPEN SPACE SETBACK ROOFSCAPE SETBACKS

OPEN SPACE SETBACK

. 2 z&b;\uz
COURTYARD DAYLIGHT =k
CREATE SETBACKS TO REDUCE SHADOW IMPACTS
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DETAILED CRITERIA EVALUATION

3.1 Design Team Evaluates 3 Options D . voso

Score Scare Scare

Courthouse Function

H H H Safety and Security 30% 680 18 a5 79 100 20

3'2 Steerlng Commlttee Meetlng Program Requiremants 25% 5] 14 100 25 100 25
Clirculation Patterns 15% 60 2 100 15 100 15

Functional Adjacencies 15% 55 ] 100 15 100 15

33 2nd Communlty FOCUS Meetlng Ruilding Efficiancies 15% B0 @ 100 15 100 15
Score 58 -1} 100

Site Function

3.4 2nd At-Large Community Meeting o -

Site at Program Location 20% 70 14 70 14
Accass to Site 20% 50 10 70 14 70 14
. . . Site Functicnality 20% 50 10 BO 18 95 19
3.5 Stee”ng COmmIttee Mee‘“ng Accesaibility 20% 20 4 50 10 a0 18
Scorg 45 70 20

Local Cammunity Goals

Puglic Image of Building 20% 100 20 80 18 20 4
Econamic Impact 30% 100 30 100 30 25 B
Historic Aspecis [ 338 15% 100 15 BO 12 25 i
Useful Life of Building 15% 20 14 100 15 20 =l
Broeder Regional Goals 20% 85 17 BES 17 70 14
Score 96 92 32

Finding and Conclusions

There was a significant divide between the scoring of the three options. Option 1 has major issues with accom-
modating a well-functioning courthouse in the existing building footprint and on an undersized site. Although
Option 1 scored comparatively low, it scored very well for the Local Community Goals criteria. Since Option 2
proposes the construction of a new building on the existing site, it has a greater advantage over Option 1 and the
functional scores reflect this. However, Option 2 is comparatively expensive and has significant logistical issues.
Option 3 scores substantially higher than either Options 1 and 2 due to its high functionality and low cost,
which are the main goals of the project. Court function, site function, and Project Delivery all played important
roles in scoring disparities.

FINAL EVALUATION

WEIGHT OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3
(%) Renovate Existing Rebuild On-Site Build on New Site
Weight Item Score Weight Score Weight Score Weight
Criteria Evaluation
o)

70.0% R - 64 45 86 60 87 61
30.0% Cost Weighted Score 80 24 72 22 100 30
100.0% Final Score 69 82 91
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4.1 Draft Report
4.2 Steering Committee Meeting

4.3 Final Report

4.4 Presentation to County & City

\evada County Courthouse
{ighest and Best Use

nal Report

anuary 2025

X .

= B, e > y 2 2
2 .;’Eﬁ‘m” Wede 74
v Sy o ;

NELSON



