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1. Approval of Minutes from 4/17/2019 – Attachment
2. Los Angeles County Sherriff Question – Oral Report
3. IDS Report & Cost Escalations – Attachment
4. Financing Options – Attachment
5. Future Meeting Dates – June 12, June 26, July 10
6. Adjournment

ATTACHMENT

Police Station Citizens Advisory Committee
MINUTES
Wednesday, April 17, 2019
6:00 P.M., Hughes Center – Padua Room
Present: David Burgdorf, Richard Chute, Harold Gault, John Jocelyn, Aundre Johnson, Jim
Keith, Matthew Magilke, Anthony Nelipovich, Beth Pfau, Katharine Rosacker, Joyce Sauter,
Sally Seven, Jess Swick, and Ex-Officio Frank Bedoya;
City Manager Tara Schultz, Assistant City Manager Chris Paulson, Chief Shelly Vander Veen,
Captain Aaron Fate, Finance Director Adam Pirrie, Assistant to the City Manager Jamie Harvey,
Sr. Administrative Assistant Lisa Amaya
Not Present: n/a
Chair Magilke called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM DECEMBER 5, 2018
Ludd Trozpek asked when staff would address the comments made on page 5 of the
December 5, 2018 minutes.
City Manager Schultz responded she would address a couple of those comments during her
update.
There were no other requests to speak.
Committee Member Seven moved to approve the Police Station Citizens Advisory
Committee meeting minutes of December 5, 2018, as amended; seconded by
Committee Member Sauter; and carried on a unanimous vote.
2. UPDATE ON STUDY FOR RETROFITTING EXISTING POLICE STATION AND CITY
YARD ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
Principal Architect John Silber from the IDS Group provided an update from an architectural
standpoint for Path 4 (Expand & Retrofit), Path 5 (City Yard), and Path 6 (New Building).
Path 5
After consulting with City staff, TransTech and the IDS Group do not recommend Path 5 as
a viable option. He stated the footprint isn’t large enough to accommodate both the PD
vehicles and public works vehicles and the vacant land north of the City Yard would need to
be purchased. It is not a cost-effective option.
Path 4
Mr. Silber commented on their study of the retrofit and reuse of the existing station and their
concept design. He elaborated on how Path 4 came about, from their perspective, stating
that the existing building was built very stoutly, and the roof was built strong enough to be a
floor. However, the building has its weaknesses and have to be addressed.
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Path 6
Mr. Silber reviewed the drawings for the new building option and explained how the existing
site would be demolished or cleared for construction.
Mr. Silber commented on estimated construction costs and used the analogy of purchasing
an airline ticket months in advance, it’s a projection based on data they have. Cost
estimating at this point in the project is like that in terms of when the project will be
completed. He said the IDS Group has an in-house cost estimator who estimated how long
it will take and how much it will cost for Path 6. He reviewed the cost comparison for a new
building ($25M) versus retrofit and expansion of the existing building ($18.8M).
Mr. Silber responded to questions related to the accuracy of their cost estimator and stated
he’s pretty conservative, but he couldn’t give a precise answer.
Chief Vander Veen responded to a question related to whether she and staff were satisfied
with the building’s square footage. She approved the previous plan’s square footage and
she approves the current plan’s if it remains the same for the new building.
City Manager Schultz responded to questions related to the $1.5M for Furniture, Fixtures &
Equipment (FF&E), stating that was something the City was going to try to fundraise for and
see if the Colleges would be willing to donate funding.
Mr. Silber responded to questions related to the $1.6M escalation costs; explained that they
did not change the plan or figures, but simply used the estimate as a tool for comparison
purposes; commented on the new building versus retrofitted building and said the life
expectancy would be the same; and he said it’s more complicated to determine the retrofit
construction timeline than it is for new construction. A new building option would have the
advantage in terms of time and less disruption. He also responded he would get back to the
Committee with an answer on how long it would take from ground breaking to completion of
the building, after he talks with the cost estimator.
In response to a question on the feasibility of the retrofit and whether it’s truly a viable
option, Mr. Silber noted it’s very early in the process, however, he was confident that they’ve
been thorough with their review. If the Committee decides to go with the retrofit, they will
have a more detailed cost estimate. From a builder’s perspective, of course they would
prefer to build new, but the building would have to be knocked down. He said the Committee
will have to assess which option is less risky and whether they’ll choose an option that is
more predictable but would cost more. His firm has years of retrofit experience and he
offered to provide a list of examples for the Committee to review, if they wished to do so.
Committee Member Pfau arrived at 6:30 p.m.
Committee Member Seven said the retrofitting option sounds more experimental and
believed the estimates would be more susceptible to change. It would be difficult to compare
the two cost estimates.
Committee Member Sauter commented on schools throughout the nation using modular
buildings while classrooms are retrofitted. She believed retrofitting the existing station is
feasible and safe.
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Mr. Silber responded to questions related to the difference in the operating and maintenance
costs in a one-story versus two-story building (both options would be two-stories); and he
explained the process for relocating staff to modular buildings during the retrofitting option.
Staff would be temporarily moved out of the existing building. That cost would be
approximately $100k.
Committee Member Keith asked Chief Vander Veen if she could continue operations out of
the portables with only the new jail and lockers constructed.
Chief Vander Veen expressed concern about the communications center as well, the lay
down space for construction and having room onsite for the modular buildings. She added
that Mr. Keith was correct in that the previous estimate was higher for relocation to the
portables, but the cost should be less now that the PD has obtained three portables.
There was some discussion on the potential to add a second stand-along building, bringing
the square footage to 16k square feet and whether there was enough space to do so. Chief
Vander Veen and City Manager Schultz responded that it all comes down to having
adequate space for parking, which was and is an important element in the previous plan.
Chief Vander Veen responded to Committee member Keith’s question related to whether
the mobile EOC needed to be kept onsite. She said the EOC is the PD’s back-up
emergency plan. However, if an EOC is included in the new building, staff could potentially
get rid of the current EOC and use a smaller command post. That would be a consideration
with a new building.
Committee member Nelipovich said it seems apparent that Chief Vander Veen, staff, and
City Manager Schultz seem to endorse the plan, which is more in line with the price and with
what residents want. He wanted to discuss tactics and strategies to get more people to vote
for this.
Chief Vander Veen said the PD wants a safe and efficient building. If this plan is deemed to
be a safe and efficient building, they’ll support it. They need a solution.
Committee member Nelipovich asked for clarification on Chief Vander Veen’s comments.
Chief Vander Veen responded she understood his previous question to be about square
footage and layout, which staff supports.
City Manager Schultz and Mr. Silber responded to questions related to the March 2020
primary election and if a recession would impact the construction costs. City Manager
Schultz said the first step is to get the plans done, which will take some time. She reminded
the Committee that they’re only in the preliminary stages of either plan. It could be
approximately three years from the approval of a bond until construction is completed.
Chief Vander Veen responded to Chair Magilke’s question related to whether other agencies
have an EOC as large as Claremont PD’s. She said the PD’s EOC is unique in the size, but
most agencies have a mobile EOC. City Manager Schultz added that many have a
permanent EOC.

Police Facility Ad Hoc Committee Minutes
April 17, 2019
Page 4
Mr. Silber responded to questions related to repairing the existing building, stating that IDS
Group has already developed the package for bracing the non-structural elements
(bookcases, filing cabinets, ceilings, etc.), and said it’s currently in the process. It’s important
to make the building safe for the employees now.
City Manager Schultz added that the $200-400K figure doesn’t include the seismic work,
which would be another $1.5M, and it will not be part of the bond measure. Staff is trying to
get the safety work completed. Additionally, she noted staff hasn’t addressed the exterior
design of the building yet.
Mr. Silber also addressed concerns related to the locker rooms and jail.
Chief Vander Veen addressed a question related to operational concerns that were
proposed in Measure PS. She said the operating concerns are consistent, but it’s difficult to
compare because the building was much larger in Measure PS and required the purchase of
land north of the City Yard site.
Committee Member Chute echoed Mr. Keith’s and Mr. Swick’s earlier comments about
having a smaller EOC to increase the square footage to the west to build a single story. He
asked how the retrofit would be sold to the community and suggested having a program
plan to explain why this proposal is different than the previous one.
Committee Member Keith liked the idea of having police employees in portable buildings
while the station is being retrofitted. Before the plan goes to the voters, he recommended
adding to the contingency in case the project goes over budget. He commented on the two
comparisons and the $6M difference between the two estimators; he questioned which one
to trust.
Chief Vander Veen responded staff had a second cost analysis done by a separate firm to
verify the numbers.
Committee Member Keith supported having a second cost analysis done for this project, in
addition to having someone evaluate the detailed plans to save the current building,
specifically the roof. Committee Member Seven shared his concerns.
In response to Committee Member Chute’s question, City Manager Schultz clarified staff is
actively pursuing funding sources for $2M, in addition to whatever recommendation the
Committee chooses to do. The safety and seismic improvements must be done to protect
the people who work in that building.
Mr. Silber stated the IDS Group engineers are very experienced in this type of work and said
they know how to make it seismically retrofitted to modern standards. It’s a weakness that
needs to be addressed and they understand how to engineer and address it.
There was discussion on the comparison of the new building versus the retrofit and the
costs associated with each. The Committee also discussed the construction costs
associated with Measure SC, and potential funding sources for the $2M needed for safety
and seismic improvements.
Chief Vander Veen responded staff is working on grants, but there are no funds at this point.
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Chair Magilke invited public comment.
An unidentified male speaker asked Chief Vander Veen for clarification on the EOC. He was
opposed to any plan that includes costs for anything that isn’t going to last 40 years, such as
communications equipment, and he believed voters would feel the same way. Lastly, he
said there was concern about underground storage tanks and asked if they were still there.
Chief Vander Veen responded the communications center in the EOC is very small and is
sufficient for short-term emergencies; however, it would not be efficient if they had to use it
for one to two years. She said a recent scan under the rear parking lot indicated there were
no underground tanks.
Seeing no other requests for public comment, Chair Magilke invited Committee Members’
comments.
Chief Vander Veen responded to questions related to evaluating the size of the EOC and
reducing it in order to allow more space for a larger first floor. The PD needs a mobile
command post and staff could research a smaller one.
City Manager Schultz said there’s no decision to make tonight. Staff wanted to offer some
ideas on their options and answer questions from the previous meeting. Staff will bring back
additional information for the Committee to review at the next meeting, along with finance
options. The Committee can then decide what recommendation to make to the City Council.
She noted the Committee might have to extend their meetings into June because a couple
of meeting dates were cancelled.
City Manager Schultz responded to questions related to adding an escalation cost and more
contingency money; having a report for the Committee to review; and having an inquiry go
out to the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department regarding contract services.
Committee members expressed their opposition to contracting out with the Los Angeles
County Sheriff’s Department, but believed it was a matter of due diligence to have City staff
reach out to them. There was some discussion on whether the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Department is accepting new contract services with cities, but the Committee believed a
letter should be sent to them for a response because the request came from the community.
City Manager Schultz responded she would discuss this matter with the City Council to see
if they’re interested in moving forward with their inquiry and will bring back their decision at
the next meeting.
There was discussion on the inquiry to the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, so that
they compare “apples to apples,” and formalizing their request to City Council.
City Manager Schultz noted it’s not an agenda item and apologized for letting the Committee
discuss this item. She understands their position and will take their request to the City
Council.
Committee Member Chute requested that this item be agendized for the next meeting.
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There were no further requests to speak.

3. CITY MANAGER UPDATE
City Manager Schultz provided an update on staff’s efforts in researching funding sources
for the $2M needed for the safety and seismic improvements. Currently, the best option is
Assembly Bill 11 (AB11), through Senator Anthony Portantino’s office. Staff won’t have an
answer until after the budget process has been completed, but if approved, the funds would
be used for the full safety and seismic upgrades. Senator Portantino and his staff are very
supportive of the project. Secondly, with regard to grant funding sources, staff submitted
some language for two bills, Senate Bill 5 and AB11, which was previously discussed. The
added language would allow for funding for upgrades of public safety facilities for seismic
retrofit and ADA compliance. Hopefully they’ll get approved, but staff will continue to look at
any available options for funding. Another bill being considered will look at changing the
threshold of the vote from 67% to 55%. That bill is moving forward and would be placed on
the 2020 ballot. City Manager Schultz noted that it’s best to wait until that bill passes and
suggested putting the bond measure on the following election.
Finance Director Adam Pirrie provided handouts to the Committee regarding the City’s
response to Chair Magilke’s proposals made at the December 5 meeting. He reviewed the
two analyses, one represented the sanitation fund and projections for the next ten years and
the other represented the same ten-year sanitation fund, with a $500,000 fee reduction.
Finance Director Pirrie responded to questions related to why sanitation fees were
increased three times in the year prior to the City Yard building being built. He said a
Committee was formed back in approximately 2012 to address the fees and discuss
whether to contract out for sanitation services. The City Council decided to keep the
sanitation operation in-house and recommend regular ongoing rate increases to ensure the
fund was viable.
Committee Member Sauter provided a list of homeowner sanitation rates going back to
2010.
Finance Director Pirrie confirmed it’s for sanitation, sewer, and street sweeping fees. The
decrease she mentioned could have been a change in container sizes.
City Manger Schultz added that Sandra Emerson, Ph.D. has been working on her report and
presented a draft for comments. City Manager Schultz responded to questions related to
whether the Committee will see the draft or if staff would just be reviewing it. She said staff
will provide their comments to Dr. Emerson, who will then present it to the Committee.
Committee Member Seven thanked Finance Director Pirrie for the detailed analyses.
Committee Member Sauter suggested meeting more than once a month to make the
deadline for the next election.
City Manager Schultz responded they may need to hold a June meeting, and potentially one
in July, because a couple of meetings were missed. She’ll bring a list of meeting dates for
discussion at their next meeting.
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City Manager Schultz responded to questions related to having a campaign strategy to
inform voters of this plan. She said there is nothing to present at this point in time, but it’s
important to get the information out. Staff knows what needs to be addressed and will ask
the Committee for input, however, they need to know which direction the Committee is
headed. Additionally, she noted the City doesn’t have any assets to sell.
Chief Vander Veen responded to a question related to the EOC and said because it’s grantfunded they won’t profit from a sale; the money will be returned. It’ll be up to the Committee
to determine if they want to keep it.
Finance Director Pirrie responded to questions related to the finance presentation scheduled
for the next meeting. He will review options for two potential projects: a new building at
$25M and reuse/retrofit of the existing station at $18.9M. After requesting some parameters
from the Committee, he stated he would present options for 15, 20, and 30 years.
Chair Magilke confirmed their next meeting will be May 8, 2019.
City Manager Schultz noted the City Yard is no longer an option. She explained that in their
request for funding, the study included a “go, no-go” point and if they hit that point, staff
would discontinue spending any more money on the study. She said they hit that point when
they started talking about the circulation (vehicles) and deficiencies at the City Yard site.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Ludd Trozpek, said the last committee discussed a break out of the list of costs, when it got
to this point; he echoed the earlier speaker’s comments about not paying for non-durable
goods that won’t last the life of the bond; and said the City was committed (in the previous
measure) to paying $1.5M for FF&E, which reduced the bond to $23.5M but then increased
with underwriting costs. He commented on the Colleges’ contribution being late in the
previous campaign and believed the Committee should have a list of numbers for their final
measure. This list should be complete, even without the Colleges contribution, because the
whole idea in the last measure was to try to get the bonded amount as small as possible.
Finance Director Pirrie responded to Chair Magilke’s question about variable rates for nonprofits and said staff could adjust them and use a flat rate. He asked Chair Magilke to
provide input about how to adjust those rates for the Colleges and businesses after the first
review of the options.
City Manager Schultz responded to questions related to whether there were other funding
options for FF&E and if the Committee could receive a report along with their next agenda,
so they have it in advance. She added that staff was looking to the Colleges for the FF&E
funds and said there are no grants for that. She confirmed that a report would be included in
the next agenda packet.
Finance Director Pirrie added that staff could look at structuring the FF&E payments so that
the goods will be paid for during the first 10 years of the bond. After the tenth year, the debtservice costs could be evaluated. He will discuss this option with the underwriters.
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City Manager Schultz responded to Chair Magilke’s question, stating she’ll provide the
engineers’ report to the Committee once she has it.
There was some discussion on soft costs, which include architectural and engineering fees.

4. ADJOURNMENT
Chair Magilke adjourned the meeting at 8:16 p.m.

Matt Magilke, Chair

ATTEST:

Lisa Amaya, Sr. Administrative Assistant

ATTACHMENT

STUDIES FOR THE CURRENT
POLICE DEPARTMENT
AND
CITY YARD ADMIN BUILDING

Prepared by:

May 2019

May 6, 2019

City of Claremont City Manager’s Office
207 Harvard Avenue
Claremont, CA 91711

Subject:

Studies for the Current Police Department and City Yard Admin Building

Pursuant to the subject agreement, we transmit herewith our project report of observations, findings and
recommendations for the remodeling/expansion of the City’s Police Department Facility (the “Facility”)
and for the alternative of relocating the Facility to the City Yard site.
In the following paragraphs, we present our scope of work, our observations and recommendations, and
supporting background information.

1.

BACKGROUND

Cornell Avenue

The existing Facility is 46 years old
N
and is beyond its useful life. Its
design and construction does not
align with either modern police
practice or modern technology.
With a floor area of 10,000 square
feet (SF), the existing Facility is also
Existing
PD
Building
too small to accommodate
Department requirements when
those requirements are set to the
appropriate “2019 and the decades
to come” standards. The existing
Facility was designed mainly for an
all-male police force. The existing
Facility mechanical systems are
worn and prone to breakdowns
putting computer and communications systems at risk. The jail is currently certified by the California
Department of Corrections but is at risk of losing certification due to its age and design. Furthermore,
there is a significant lack of compliance with ADA regulations.
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Modern Police Facility Requirements:
The City has analyzed the needs for a modern Facility
to serve the City for decades to come. Specific space
requirements are set forth in the 2016 Needs
Assessment presented to the City and report prepared
by WMM Associates in 2016. (See Attachments 1A and
1B).

This exhibit is from Attachment 1 A, Page 4, Overall Site Plan prepared by WMM
Associates in 2016

The highlights of the above study include:
1. A 26,000 SF Facility allocating space and a
design meeting the requirements of modern
police practices and technology including
modern computer and communications
systems.
2. Construction meeting current California
Building Code(s) and standards including:
▪

Seismic safety standards applicable to
Essential Facilities (Essential Facility
standard allows occupancy and use
immediately following the maximum
anticipated earthquake event).

▪

Compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act (the “ADA”).

This exhibit is from Attachment 1 A, Page 26, Updated Project Costs prepared by
WMM Associates in 2016

3. Site improvements providing secured vehicle
storage, public parking, emergency generator,
and landscaping.
4. Total cost of $25,000,000 in 2018 dollars.
On two occasions, the citizens of Claremont
considered how to finance a new Police Department
Facility (the November 2015 Parcel Tax ballot measure and the June 2018 General Obligation ballot
measure). Both measures failed to secure a favorable outcome. As a result, the City is now in the process
of:
1. Re-evaluating paths to the creation of a modern Facility meeting the objectives listed above; and
2. Completing immediate improvements to the existing facility on an interim basis to address:
▪

Seismic safety for occupants.

▪

Improve ADA Compliance
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2.

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PATHS

To study various options, the City designated various paths as part of the project development, with the
final goal of building a PD facility that can accommodate the current needs of the Department and serve
the residents of Claremont efficiently and effectively.
2.a. These Paths are as follows:
•

PATH 1- Occupant safety improvements (Improvements need to be made regardless of a plan to
move forward. Plans and bid package is being prepared by IDS for this path.)

•

PATH 2- Building performance improvements (Structural system improvements including
reinforcing wall to ceiling connections. This work will also be needed for paths 3 and 4.)

•

PATH 3- Systems for intermediate length occupancy (In addition to the structural work, if the PD
is going to utilize the facility for 5+ years, the electrical and mechanical systems need to be
replaced and properly braced.)

•

PATH 4- Expand and retrofit existing Facility (utilizing existing building and site as efficiently as
feasible.)

•

PATH 5- City Yard Administration building expansion and reuse (After initial review, this path
was determined to not be a viable option.)

•

PATH 6- New Building on existing site (Construction of a new Facility on the current Police
Department site. This path was already studied by the City previously.)

Path 4 or 5 or 6 define the City’s ultimate goal, which is to build a PD facility that can accommodate the
current needs of the Department and serve the residents of Claremont efficiently and effectively.
Path 6 is to construct a new Facility on the current PD Site. Path 6 was already studied by the City
previously, and it was determined a new 26,000 SF facility would be constructed on existing PD Site
with a total cost of $25,000,000 in 2016 dollars. (See Attachments 1A and 1B). IDS did not perform
any further work for Path 6.

2.b. Scope of Work for Paths 4 and 5:
IDS was retained by the City to assess the viability of Path 4 and Path 5.
Viability was defined as meeting the following four tests.
1. The Facility must be able to meet the Modern Police Facility Requirements summarized above.
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2. The Facility should not compromise other City operations.
3. Construction activity should not have a significant adverse impact on police operations.
4. Project costs for either Path 4 or Path 5 should not be greater than Path 6 with project cost savings
being desirable.
2.c. Approach for Paths 4 and 5
Path 4: For Path 4 -- retrofit, expand, and reuse the existing Police Department Facility – IDS completed
the following tasks:
▪

Prepare preliminary floor space plans to confirm the “fit” of the necessary areas to meet the needs
of the Police Department. These preliminary plans were based on the 2016 Needs Assessment
Report (See Attachments 1B), as well as the layouts and area sizes for the proposed new building
on the property.

▪

Prepare a preliminary project scope of work describing the items included in the potential
renovation.

▪

Prepare a preliminary site plan.

▪

Meet with the City and Police Department staff to review the plans and obtain comments.

▪

Update the preliminary plans based on the comments received.

▪

Develop an opinion of probable construction cost for the proposed retrofit, renovation
and expansion including the impact of required phasing.

▪

Attend a Police Station Citizens Advisory Committee meeting to present materials and
respond to questions.

▪

Prepared this report summarizing the results of the work.

Path 5: As a first step for Path 5 -- relocate the Police Department to the City Yard site – IDS worked
with City staff and Transtech Engineering to evaluate the impact of the proposed relocation of the
Police Department on City Yard operations. Results of this effort indicated that there would be
significant conflicts with vehicle circulation between current City Yard operations and Police vehicle
circulation requirements and building footprint requirements. The only means to overcome this
drawback would be to acquire additional property north of the City Yard. Because Path 5 would fail
the four-point viability test, further exploration of this option was dropped.
The initial review identified the following issues, which resulted in Path 5 to not be a viable option:
Operational concerns:

▪
▪

Overall operation of Fleet and Sanitation Divisions would have to be reconfigured and
reassessed based on the layout.
The drive aisle that is located immediately behind the Admin Building is a valuable part of the
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▪
▪

entire City yard operation and circulation.
This drive aisle allows for vehicles to enter the yard, via the north gate, however, they can exit
the yard from either the north gate or south gate.
If the drive aisle is permanently closed for the PD extension, circulation and efficiency would be
greatly impacted for City operations in addition to various regional community partners that use
the facility.

Major changes to other areas of the yard would be required, including:
▪ Truck wash area
▪ Existing Storage
▪ Parking
▪ Potentially, the CNG filling area and above ground storage tanks.
To accommodate these changes, and displaced and additional required parking spaces, vacant land
area north of the yard will need to be purchased. The changes to vehicular flow within the yard
would increase the operation and idle time for trucks, equipment, and staff, resulting in less efficient
and effective operational conditions. In the event of a major emergency, assuming all vehicles for
both Police and Community Services are parked in the yard, it would create a significant back-up to
exit all the vehicles onto Monte Vista Avenue.
It was determined that this option:
▪ Is not a cost effective option.
▪ Would result in departmental inefficiencies, circulation challenges, and safety concerns.
Exhibit below shows the site study. This exhibit is from Attachment 2 D, Page 4, 2019-04-17 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC

Path 5 was determined to not be a viable option.
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3.

PRESENTATIONS AFTER IDS WAS RETAINED

The following presentations were made for the above paths after IDS was retained:
1. 2018-10-17 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC (See Attachment 2a)
2. 2018-10-23 PP PRESENTATION TO CC (See Attachment 2b)
3. 2018-12-05 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC (See Attachment 2c)
4. 2019-04-17 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC (See Attachment 2d)

4.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PATH 4 (Expand and retrofit
existing Facility)

4.a. IDS tested Path 4 for viability using the four standards listed above,
results are as follows:
Test #1: The Facility must be able to meet the Modern Police Facility Requirements.
Path 4 structural engineering issues can be described in two parts:
A. Impacts to the existing building structural systems; and
B. Overview of new building areas (expansion above and adjacent to the existing building).
A. Impacts to the existing building structural systems
In terms of impacts to the existing building, the Path 4 renovation involves the following key
structural engineering issues that affect existing structural systems:
1. Existing roof as new second floor: The existing roof is a heavy structural system involving a 9
inch thick cast in place slab over precast concrete planks spanning between interior and
exterior walls. This system is capable of withstanding large live loads. An early step in the
schematic design phase will be to determine the capacity for the roof system to work as a
second floor support system, including any strengthening measures required to support
second floor loading (e.g. supplementary beams and columns and possibly wall foundation
strengthening).
2. Structural modifications to accommodate architectural space planning: Path 4 concepts
include large new openings in the heavy roof system to create spaces that are open to the
new roof. Providing such openings would entail the addition of new beams and columns to
support the edges of the new openings, and may result in the need for additional interior and
exterior masonry shear wall strengthening and other modifications to handle the
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redistribution of seismic loads. New openings in exterior walls compound the potential need
for strengthening.
3. Seismic upgrades: The significant modifications to the structure, in addition to the need to
ensure the structure can reliably perform as an essential services facility, requires a complete
seismic review and analysis of existing structural systems in order to determine the adequacy
and need for seismic retrofit. As has been pointed out in the prior seismic investigation study
(See Attachment 3), there are a number of structural features that warrant further review and
probable retrofit in order to comply with modern essential facilities seismic performance
requirements. A key example of existing areas likely to require strengthening are the
connections between the existing precast/cast in place roof and the supporting interior and
exterior walls. These connections support large gravity loads and large seismic loads, yet the
capacity for load transfer is in question, particularly in relation to the adequacy the
embedment length of reinforcing steel.
B. Overview of new building areas (expansion above and adjacent to the existing building)
The Path 4 concepts requires the creation of a new roof system in concert with converting the
existing roof to a second floor system, as well as new one-story building additions. Structural
systems and issues may be summarized as follows (See Attachment 4 for Conceptual Primary
Structure Layout):
1. New roof structure: In order to avoid further, major modifications to the existing perimeter
building walls, it is anticipated that the new roof structure over the existing second floor level
will be supported independently of the existing structural system. The new roof structure will
be composed of metal deck over steel beams supported by long span steel trusses spanning
the full width of the narrower building direction. The steel trusses will be supported by steel
wide flange columns supported by drilled concrete piers or concrete pad footings just outside
of the existing walls. The lateral (wind and earthquake) load carrying system will consist of
the metal deck roof diaphragm spanning to the perimeter walls which contain steel bracing
in selected bays on all four sides.
2. New building additions: Consistent with the essential services mission of high seismic
resistance, the new building additions will be composed of fully grouted reinforced masonry
walls, similar to the existing building, with a metal deck roof system over steel framing and
columns. Perimeter walls will be supported on continuous footings and interior columns will
be supported by spread footings. Interior column requirements may be limited because the
roof spans are short so roof beams may span between perimeter masonry walls (new and
existing walls).
The structural system of the existing police facility consists of:
1. A concrete slab floor with spread footings.
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2. Reinforced concrete masonry bearing walls.
3. A roof structure consisting of a 2-way reinforced concrete deck over hollow-core pre-cast
concrete planks.
Non load-bearing elements include incombustible metal stud/gypsum board partitions and
suspended acoustic tile and gypsum board ceilings.
The building detailing included non-structural wood eave trim and wood trellis work supported on
cast concrete columns. The wood trellis work has been removed.
Given the building’s age and alignment to outdated police practices, such as the employment of an
all-male force, there is no salvage value to the existing building interiors, mechanical, plumbing,
electrical, computer and communications systems. In evaluating the Path 4 option IDS has assumed
the building would first be gutted down to its primary structural frame and then retrofitted and
remodeled to meet modern standards.
The existing building is too small and would require expansion. Our recommendation is to expand to
the south at the ground floor and to add a second story. In terms of vertical (gravity loading) the
structural system of the existing roof and walls is constructed so robustly that it will support the
weight imposed by use as a floor. In terms of lateral (seismic force loading) the building requires
retrofit strengthening at certain locations such as the connection between masonry walls and the roof
system.
Conceptual floor and site plans were developed to illustrate the expansion and remodeling of the
building (See Attachment 5). These drawings increase the floor area from the existing 10,000 SF to the
required 26,000 SF. The allocation of space by function and the adjacencies employed were aligned
with those of the existing Path 6 design (See Attachment 6) to facilitate a “like for like” comparison.
The result demonstrates that Path #4 could result in a facility meeting Test #1, the Modern Police
Facility. This would include current “Essential Facility” standards.
This assessment is presented only at a conceptual level and assumes implementation would be step
by step engineering analysis and design. However, it should be noted that the engineering concepts
and construction technology described above are conventional and in common practice. Please see
IDS’s SOQ included as Last Attachment and Titled “SAMPLE SEISMIC PROJECTS DEVELOPED BY IDS”
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Test #2: The Facility should not compromise other City operations.
Path #4, like Path #6, limits Police Department facility improvements to the existing single city block.
The Police Department is the only department materially impacted by the expansion. Both Path #4
and Path #6 meet the requirements of Test #2.
Test #3: Construction activity should not have a significant adverse impact on police operations.
In order to prevent adverse impacts to Police Department operations, the renovation and expansion
will need to be conducted in phased sequences, so PD can continue to operate on-site for as long as
possible during construction.
The construction sequence planned for Path #4 is as follows:
1. Clear the westerly portion of the site and use this for parking and allocate space for temporary
trailer office space.
2. Construct the single-story addition housing the new jail and new locker room facilities.
3. Install the temporary trailer space and move all police department functions except jail,
locker rooms, and dispatch to the trailers.
4. Remodel the existing police department building and construct the second-story addition.
5. Relocate all police department functions into the new building and complete the balance of
the site improvement work.
There is not a very significant difference in the impacts of path 4 or 6 to current operation, therefore,
this Path also passes Test #3.
Test #4: Project costs for either Path 4 or Path 5 should not be greater than Path 6 with project cost
savings being desirable.
IDS prepared a Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Project Cost Estimate for the Path 4 Conceptual
Design assuming the construction sequence described above. The Path 4 ROM Project Cost
Estimate totals $18,896.00. Path 6 ROM Project Costs are $25,000.00. The indicated potential
savings of Path 4 as against Path 6 is therefore $6,104,000.
4.b. Cost Estimates Review:
Following are cost estimates for Path 4 and Path 6:
•

PATH 4- Expand and retrofit existing Facility (utilizing existing building and site as efficiently as
feasible.)
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Total Building SF: 26,000 SF
Total Cost: $18,865,000 in May 2019 Dollars
•

PATH 6- New Building on existing site (Construction of new Facility on the current Police
Department site. This path was already studied by the City previously, and it was determined a
new 26,000 SF facility would be constructed on existing PD Site with a total cost of $25,000,000 in
2018 dollars.)
Total Building SF: 26,000 SF
Total Cost: $25,000,000 in May 2018 Dollars

Following is a side-by-side comparison of costs for the above paths:
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4.c. Review of IDs prepared detailed cost estimates for Path 4:
Costs estimates prepared by IDS (See Attachment 7) were reviewed independently by a Contractor, and
were found within current industry standards.
Following is the information for the Contractor that reviewed IDS’s cost estimates:
Company Name: Sinanian Development
Web-site: www.sinanian.com
Sinanian Development, Inc. was established in Tarzana, California in 1983. Through the years Sinanian
Development has acquired proficiency in a wide variety of construction areas to include multidwelling, commercial, educational, health and public facilities as well as tenant improvement,
renovation and restoration of structures. With company growth Sinanian Development has expanded
its services to include pre-construction, design, value engineering and coordinated construction.
Limitations: This letter report is intended for the sole use of the City of Claremont in its evaluation of the
subject property. It is very preliminary in nature based solely on the scope of work set forth above. It is
not intended for use by other parties and may not contain sufficient information for purposes of other
parties or other uses. Our professional services have been performed with the degree of care and skill
ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable consultants practicing in this field at this
time.

Thank you for allowing us this opportunity to be of service on this project. If you have any questions
regarding this letter report, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
IDS GROUP, INC.
John Silber, AIA
Principal Architect

cc: Said Hilmy, PhD, SE, Principal

Studies for the current Police Department
and City Yard Admin Building
May 6, 2019
Page 13

ATTACHMENTS
ATTACHMENT 1A
2017-06-28 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC
ATTACHMENT 1B
2016 NEEDS ASSESSMENT REPORT PREPARED BY WMM ASSOCIATES
ATTACHMENT 2A
2018-10-17 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC
ATTACHMENT 2B
2018-10-23 PP PRESENTATION TO CC
ATTACHMENT 2C
2018-12-05 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC
ATTACHMENT 2D
2019-04-17 PP PRESENTATION TO PSCAC
ATTACHMENT 3
PRIOR SEISMIC INVESTIGATION STUDY
ATTACHMENT 4
CONCEPTUAL PRIMARY STRUCTURE LAYOUT
ATTACHMENT 5
CONCEPTUAL FLOOR AND SITE PLANS ILLUSTRATING THE EXPANSION AND REMODELING OF THE
BUILDING
ATTACHMENT 6
PATH 6 CONCEPT DESIGN BY WMM ASSOCIATES IN 2016
ATTACHMENT 7
COSTS ESTIMATES PREPARED BY IDS
IDS’s SOQ: “SAMPLE SEISMIC PROJECTS DEVELOPED BY IDS

ATTACHMENT
CLAREMONT POLICE FACILITY COST ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON (MAY 2019)

COST ESTIMATE (June 2017)
NEW BUILDING
ON EXISTING PD SITE
TOTAL BUILDING SF: 26,000 SF
TOTAL COST: $25M
COST ITEM

COST ESTIMATE (April 2019)
RENOVATE EX. BUILDING, ADD SECOND FLOOR AND EXPAND
ON EXISTING PD SITE
TOTAL BUILDING SF: 26,000 SF
TOTAL COST: $18.3M
% OF TOTAL
BUDGET

AMOUNT

HARD CONSTRUCTION COSTS

COST ITEM

$15,500,000

62.00%

HARD CONSTRUCTION COSTS*

$4,000,000

16.00%

SOFT COSTS

SIGNAGE COSTS

$40,000

0.16%

UTILITY/SERVICE CONNECTION FEES/COSTS

$75,000

MOVING RELOCATION COSTS

% OF TOTAL
BUDGET

AMOUNT

$11,300,000

61.51%

$3,500,000

19.05%

SIGNAGE COSTS

$40,000

0.22%

0.30%

UTILITY/SERVICE CONNECTION FEES/COSTS

$75,000

0.41%

$10,000

0.04%

MOVING RELOCATION COSTS

$100,000

0.54%

$1,500,000

6.00%

FF&E COSTS

$1,500,000

8.17%

$725,000

2.90%

COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT COSTS

$725,000

3.95%

CONSTRUCTION COST INCREASES: 5% ANNUAL FROM 2017 TO 2019 FOR
HARD CONSTRUCTION COSTS

$1,600,000

6.40%

CONSTRUCTION COST INCREASES: COSTS ARE ESTIMATED AS OF
CURRENT YEAR (2019)

$0

0.00%

CONTINGENCY AT 10% OF TOTAL HARD CONSTRUCTION COSTS

$1,550,000

6.20%

CONTINGENCY AT 10% OF TOTAL HARD CONSTRUCTION COSTS

$1,130,000

6.15%

$25,000,000

100.00%

TOTAL PROJECT COST (BASE YEAR APRIL 2019)

$18,370,000

100.00%

PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION FROM TO MAY 2018 to MAY 2019 AT 5%
SHOWN

855,000

5.00%

PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION TO MAY 2019 (N/A)

0

PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION FROM TO MAY 2020 AT 5% SHOWN

897,750

5.00%

PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION FROM TO MAY 2020 AT % SHOWN

565,000

5.00%

PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION FROM MAY 2021 TO APRIL 2021 AT 5%
SHOWN

942,638

5.00%

PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION FROM MAY 2020 TO APRIL 2021 AT %
SHOWN

593,250

5.00%

ASSUMED PROJECT COMPLETION: PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION FROM
MAY 2021 TO APRIL 2022 AT 5% SHOWN

989,769

5.00%

ASSUMED PROJECT COMPLETION: PLUS 1 YR COST ESCALATION FROM
MAY 2021 TO APRIL 2022 AT % SHOWN

622,913

5.00%

SOFT COSTS

FF&E COSTS
COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT COSTS

TOTAL PROJECT COST (BASE YEAR APRIL 2018)

TOTAL ADJUSTED PROJECT COST AT APRIL 2022
ADD % INDICATED+ PROJECT CONTINGENCY DUE TO NEW
REGULATIONS, CODES, CPI, TARIFFS, DESIGN
CONTINGENCIES, INCREASE IN SOFT COSTS, ETC.

TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET

$28,685,157

TOTAL ADJUSTED PROJECT COST AT APRIL 2022

$20,151,163

$2,868,516

ADD % INDICATED+ PROJECT CONTINGENCY DUE TO NEW
REGULATIONS, CODES, CPI, TARIFFS, DESIGN
CONTINGENCIES, INCREASE IN SOFT COSTS, ETC.

$2,015,116

Additional Relocation Costs (Temporary Facility and Rental)

$171,586

$31,553,673

10.00%

TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET

$22,337,865

TOT SF

26,000

TOT SF

26,000

PER SF COST

$1,214

PER SF COST

$859

10.00%

ATTACHMENT

City of Claremont
Police Station Citizens
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Financing Options

Agenda
•
•
•
•
•

Revenue Options
General Obligation Bonds vs. Certificates of Participation
Financing a New Police Facility ($31.6M)
Financing a Retrofitted/Expanded Police Facility ($22.3M)
Costs to Taxpayers
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Revenue Options
Ad Valorem
Property Tax

Parcel Tax

Requires 2/3 supermajority vote for cities

Requires 2/3 supermajority vote

Calculated based on Assessed Value

Special tax not based on Assessed Value

Raise property tax as needed to pay debt
service on General Obligation Bonds
(dedicated revenue)

Special tax that can be tiered based on
property characteristics (square footage,
specific improvements, dwelling unit)

Distinct from general property tax collections
and cannot be levied or used for any other
purpose

Revenue supports Lease Revenue
Bonds/Certificates of Participation

Has a sunset date

Typically includes a sunset date

43% of general obligation bond measures (14
in total) on local CA ballots were approved in
2018

65% of parcel tax measures (65 in total) on
CA ballots were approved in 2018

Passing rates for ad valorem property tax measures excludes education-related and State G.O. bond measures. Passing rates for parcel tax measures includes education-related issuers.
Sources: CDIAC, Ballotpedia
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General Obligation Bonds vs. Certificates of Participation
General Obligation Bonds

Certificates of Participation

Mechanics

Levy property taxes

Lease-leaseback structure

Payment source

Ad valorem property (dedicated
revenue stream)

Appropriations from the General
Fund (supported by GF revenues)

Bond term

Typically 30-years maximum;
shorter terms based on policy
preference

Useful life of project

Credit

Strength of credit dependent on
nature of tax base, local
economy, income levels, etc.

Similar to a general obligation credit
with additional risk from additional
factors contributing to the General
Fund

Additional notes

1) Two-thirds voter approval
2) No additional collateral

1) No voter approval required
2) Use and occupancy of leased
property
3) Leasable assets of value greater
than or equal to borrowing
amount

4

Financing Assumptions
• Current Rates plus 0.25%
• AAA Rating for GO Bonds
• AA Rating for Certificates of Participation
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Financing a New Police Facility ($31.6M)
General Obligation Bonds
Term
Par Amount
True Interest Cost
Average Annual
Debt Service
Total Net Debt
Service
Annual Assessment
(Per $100,000 AV)

15 Years

20 Years

25 Years

30 Years

$32,015,000

$32,015,000

$32,015,000

$32,015,000

2.50%

2.89%

3.30%

3.57%

$2,582,733

$2,122,949

$1,899,261

$1,757,043

$38,740,989

$42,458,978

$47,481,525

$52,711,286

$50.91

$41.84

$37.44

$34.63
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Financing a New Police Facility ($31.6M)
Certificates of Participation (COPs) – Parcel Tax
Term
Par Amount

15 Years

20 Years

25 Years

30 Years

$27,125,000

$27,240,000

$27,445,000

$27,610,000

2.72%

3.23%

3.58%

3.80%

$2,612,003

$2,185,060

$1,946,768

$1,795,777

Total Net Debt
Service

$39,180,050

$43,701,200

$48,669,200

$53,373,300

Parcel Tax (Flat

$248.45

$207.84

$185.18

$170.81

True Interest Cost
Average Annual
Debt Service

Rate per Parcel)

Parcel Tax
(Improved Square
Footage)

8.42 cents per 7.04 cents per 6.28 cents per 5.79 cents per
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
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Financing a Retrofitted/Expanded Police Facility ($22.3M)
General Obligation Bonds
Term
Par Amount
True Interest Cost
Average Annual
Debt Service
Total Net Debt
Service
Annual Assessment
(Per $100,000 AV)

15 Years

20 Years

25 Years

30 Years

$22,665,000

$22,665,000

$22,665,000

$22,665,000

2.50%

2.89%

3.30%

3.57%

$1,828,116

$1,502,864

$1,334,664

$1,243,782

$27,421,743

$30,057,287

$33,616,596

$37,313,464

$36.03

$29.62

$26.50

$24.52
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Financing a Retrofitted/Expanded Police Facility ($22.3M)
Certificates of Participation (COPs) – Parcel Tax
Term
Par Amount

15 Years

20 Years

25 Years

30 Years

$19,205,000

$19,285,000

$19,430,000

$19,550,000

2.72%

3.23%

3.58%

3.80%

$1,849,450

$1,547,043

$1,378,486

$1,271,660

Total Net Debt
Service

$27,741,750

$30,940,850

$34,462,150

$38,149,800

Parcel Tax (Flat

$175.92

$147.16

$131.12

$120.96

True Interest Cost
Average Annual
Debt Service

Rate per Parcel)

Parcel Tax
(Improved Square
Footage)

5.96 cents per 4.99 cents per 4.44 cents per 4.10 cents per
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
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Costs to Taxpayers
• The following bases were used to calculate the cost to taxpayers shown on the
following pages:
Taxable
Assessed
Value

Improved
Square
Footage

Parcel
Count

4,429,686,141

9,348

20,677,794

477,561,761

271

4,848,639

Colleges

75,937,415

223

3,804,114

Non-Profit

51,779,242

95

1,582,307

Other

38,468,337

576

109,044

Total

5,073,432,896

10,513

31,021,898

Residential
Commercial/Industrial
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Costs to Taxpayers ($31.6M/25 Years)
Annual Costs
GO Bond
Rate

$37.44/
$100,000 AV

Parcel Tax
(Flat Rate)
$185.18/Parcel

Parcel Tax
(Square
Footage)
6.28 cents per
square foot

1,658,272

1,731,037

1,297,627

178,777

50,183

304,275

Colleges

28,427

41,295

238,726

Non-Profit

19,384

17,592

99,297

Other

14,401

106,662

6,843

Total

1,899,261

1,946,768

1,946,768

Residential
Commercial/Industrial
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Costs to Taxpayers ($31.6M/25 Years)
Total Costs
GO Bond
Rate

$37.44/
$100,000 AV

Parcel Tax
(Flat Rate)
$185.18/Parcel

Parcel Tax
(Square
Footage)
6.28 cents per
square foot

41,456,792

43,275,914

32,440,687

4,469,431

1,254,576

7,606,865

Colleges

710,687

1,032,363

5,968,145

Non-Profit

484,594

439,796

2,482,428

Other

360,020

2,666,552

171,075

Total

47,481,525

48,669,200

48,669,200

Residential
Commercial/Industrial
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Costs to Taxpayers ($22.3M/25 Years)
Annual Costs
GO Bond
Rate

$26.50/
$100,000 AV

Parcel Tax
(Flat Rate)
$131.12/Parcel

Parcel Tax
(Square
Footage)
4.44 cents per
square foot

1,174,045

1,225,729

918,836

126,573

35,534

215,454

Colleges

20,126

29,240

169,039

Non-Profit

13,724

12,457

70,311

Other

10,196

75,526

4,845

Total

1,344,664

1,378,486

1,378,486

Residential
Commercial/Industrial
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Costs to Taxpayers ($22.3M/25 Years)
Total Costs
GO Bond
Rate

$26.50/
$100,000 AV

Parcel Tax
(Flat Rate)
$131.12/Parcel

Parcel Tax
(Square
Footage)
4.44 cents per
square foot

29,351,130

30,643,221

22,970,910

3,164,327

888,352

5,386,341

Colleges

503,162

731,005

4,225,981

Non-Profit

343,090

311,415

1,757,781

Other

254,891

1,888,157

121,137

Total

33,616,600

34,462,150

34,452,150

Residential
Commercial/Industrial
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Recommendations
• Ask clarifying questions
• Discuss the Committee’s recommendations for:
1. Net proceeds to be financed
2. Financing Term
3. Financing Mechanism

15

