Ruth Gilfry Site
- 286,820 gross square feet
- Program elements as noted above
- Single-story: Courts (1 level), Jail (2 levels), LEC (1 level)
- Future Expansion: Horizontal
- Full parking requirements; 380 spaces




Project Budget

Construction and Project Costs have been developed for the 3 different sites. Project Costs
include construction and all other non-construction costs. Costs are based on bidding the project
in the summer of 2009. For simplicity, Cost numbers are rounded-off from numbers printed in the
Report.

Site Construction Budget Project Budget
Downtown Site $ 56,135,000 $ 70,060,000
Airport Site $ 51,389,000 $ 61,636,000
Ruth Gilfry Site $ 51,589,000 $ 61,062,000

Operating Budget

The following chart outlines the anticipated annual operating cost comparison (2012 — opening
year) between the 3 different sites. The Downtown Site is the most expensive of the 3 because
of additional Jail staff required for the mid-rise Jail. The Ruth Gilfry Site is the least expensive
because of anticipated sharing of Food Service staff already on site. Utility costs have not been

calculated and are believed to be similar for each site.

Item Downtown Airport Gilfry Comments
Jail/Juvenile $ 3,231,741 $2,963,552 $2,963,552 3.7 addl staff
Downtown
Courts same same same
Law Enforcement same same same
Utilities same same same
Custodial
Food Service $ 62,198 $§ 62,198 $ 0 use FS staff on-site
Laundry confirm confirm confirm
Total $ 3,293,939 $ 3,025,750 $ 2,963,552
Difference $ 330387 $ 62,198 $ 0
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Location

Each of the 3 sites clearly has its advantages and disadvantages. In general, the Downtown Site
best supports current patterns of activity, both within County Government as well as Downtown
businesses and activities. Its challenges are with its higher Project Cost/Operating Cost, and cost
to expand in the future. Both the Airport Site and the Ruth Gilfry Site have lower Project
Cost/Operating Cost, but do not support Downtown revitalization. The Airport Site has the best
accessibility to the Interstate System.

Note: at the time of this printing, both the Airport Site and Ruth Gilfry Site are in the process of
being acquired for other purposes. It is hoped the information developed for these 2 sites can be
applied to new sites not currently identified. Additionally, if the higher first cost for the Downtown
Site can be reduced through a different land acquisition strategy and with financial support from
the City of Stevens Point, the difference between Downtown Site costs Out-of-Downtown Site
costs can be reduced to make the Downtown Site a more viable option.

Sustainable Design Strategies

There are many opportunities for incorporating sustainable design strategies in the plans for the
new Justice Center, as it moves into the next planning stages. These opportunities are outlined
in the section titled, Sustainable Design Strategies.
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3. POPULATION PROJECTION UPDATE

As part of the scope of work for this Study, Venture Architects has been responsible for updating the Jail
Inmate Population Projection information developed by the Goldman/Mead & Hunt Study (2006).

Information has been provided to Venture Architects by the Portage County Sheriff's Department.

Jail Bookings (Admissions) Update

Recent years’ annual Jail Bookings (2005-2007) have declined when compared to previous years.

2004 to 2005 3% decrease in Jail bookings
2005 to 2006 1% decrease in Jail bookings
2006 to 2007 3% decrease in Jail bookings
Year Total Bookings % Change
1992 1290 -

1993 1371 6%

1994 1425 4%

1995 1423 0%

1996 1434 1%

1997 1437 0%

1998 1494 4%

1999 1476 -1%

2000 1647 12%

2001 1862 13%

2002 1810 -3%

2003 1879 4%

2004 1935 3%

2005 1885 -3%

2006 1867 -1%

2007 1807 -3%
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Start Date to 2004 (G/M&H Study) to 2007 (VA Study)

From 1992 3.6% increase 2.4% increase
From 1999 4.7% increase 2.3% increase
From 2000 5.8% increase 2.8% increase

Average Length of Stay Update

Recent years’ annual Average Length of Stay (2005-2007) have increased when compared to previous
years.

Year Avg. Length of Stay % Change

1992 16.9 -

1993 18.5 9.5%

1994 19.7 6.5%

1995 18.9 -4%

1996 20.8 10.1%

1997 23.1 11.1%

1998 20.5 -11.3%

1999 25.1 22.4%

2000 23.3 -7.2%

2001 204 -12.5%

2002 21.8 6.9%

2003 22.8 4.6%

2004 21.7 -4.8%

2005 22.0 1.4%

2006 22.9 4.1%

2007 24.2 5.7%

From 1992 to 1995 18.5 days avg (16.9 to 19.7 days range)
From 1996 to 1999 22.4 days avg (20.5to 25.1 days range)
From 2000 to 2004 22.0 days avg (20.4 to 23.3 days range)
From 2005 to 2007 23.0 days avg (20.0 to 24.2 days range)
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Jail Population Projection Update (ADP — Average Daily Population)

Total ADP (Jail, Home Detention Program, Shipped) — Annual % Increase

Recent years (2005-2007) have seen a slight increase in the percentage increase of total inmates. In this
scenario, ADP includes inmates in Jail, shipped to other counties, and on Home Detention Program.

2004 to 2005
2005 to 2006
2006 to 2007

1.2% decrease in ADP

3.4% increase in ADP
2.5% increase in ADP

Year ADP in Jail ADP in HDP __ ADP Shipped Total ADP % ADP Change
1992 59.41 0.00 0.00 59.41 -

1993 64.20 4.99 0.00 69.19 16.5%
1994 70.31 6.48 0.00 76.79 11.0%
1995 65.65 7.81 0.00 73.46 -4.3%
1996 71.96 9.69 0.00 81.65 11.1%
1997 79.33 10.50 0.92 90.75 11.1%
1998 76.01 7.65 0.00 83.66 -7.8%
1999 82.88 10.38 7.02 100.28 19.9%
2000 77.33 12.21 12.32 101.86 1.6%
2001 79.70 13.95 8.94 102.59 0.7%
2002 79.09 15.07 12.07 106.23 3.5%
2003 79.90 18.29 18.16 116.35 9.5%
2004 77.04 14.92 21.59 113.55 -2.4%
2005 77.13 12.01 23.03 112.17 -1.2%
2006 76.47 9.49 30.01 115.97 3.4%
2007 73.5 9.77 35.60 118.86 2.5%
Start Date though 2005 (G/M&H Study)  through 2007 (VA Study)
From 1992 5.3% increase 5.0% increase

From 1999 4.5% increase 4.2% increase

From 2000 2.0% increase 2.2% increase
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Total ADP (Jail, Shipped) — Annual % Increase

Recent years (2005-2007) have seen greater increase in the percentage increase of jailed inmates, as
there have been fewer HDP inmates. In this scenario, ADP includes only those inmates in Jail and
shipped to other counties.

2004 to 2005 1.6% increase

2005 to 2006 6.3% increase

2006 to 2007 2.5% increase

Year ADP in Jail ADP Shipped Total ADP % ADP Change
1992 59.41 0.00 59.41 -

1993 64.20 0.00 64.20 8.1%

1994 70.31 0.00 70.31 9.5%

1995 65.65 0.00 65.65 -6.6%

1996 71.96 0.00 71.96 9.6%

1997 79.33 0.92 80.25 11.5%

1998 76.01 0.00 76.01 -5.3%

1999 82.88 7.02 89.90 18.3%

2000 77.33 12.32 89.65 -0.3%

2001 79.70 8.94 88.64 -1.1%

2002 79.09 12.07 91.16 2.8%

2003 79.90 18.16 98.06 7.6%

2004 77.04 21.59 98.63 0.6%

2005 77.13 23.03 100.16 1.6%

2006 76.47 30.01 106.48 6.3%

2007 73.5 35.60 109.10 2.5%

Start Date to 2005 (G/M&H Study) to 2007 (VA Study)
From 1992 4.3% increase 4.3% increase
From 1999 4.2% increase 4.2% increase
From 2000 1.9% increase 2.5% increase
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Home Detention Program (HDP) - % of Inmates on HDP

Since 1993, the Portage County Sheriff's Department has been utilizing a Home Detention Program for
individuals who qualify, in an effort to reduce the number of offenders housed in the Jail or shipped to
other Counties.

Year HDP % on HDP Year HDP % on HDP
1992 0 0 2000 12.21 12.0%
1993 4.99 7.2% 2001 13.95 13.6%
1994 6.48 8.4% 2002 15.07 14.2%
1995 7.81 10.6% 2003 18.29 15.7%
1996 9.69 11.9% 2004 14.92 13.1%
1997 10.5 11.6% 2005 12.01 10.7%
1998 7.65 9.1% 2006 9.49 8.2%
1999 10.38 10.3% 2007 9.77 8.2%
Explanation:

- Highest % of inmates on HDP was in 2003 (15.7%) and lowest in 2006/2007 (8.2%)

- There are fewer inmates on HDP than in the past as the Program is more selective — fewer flunk-
outs

- Most HDP inmates have been convicted of OWI (drunk driving), and are screened for “high risk”

Inmates Shipped — Average Daily Population (ADP)

These numbers represent the cost to rent beds in other counties to house Portage County inmates,
because of overcrowding in the Portage County Jail. They do not include the additional transportation cost
(staff time and travel expenses).

Year ADP Shipped Cost per year Cumulative Cost%
1997 .92 $ 14,750 $ 14,750
1998 0 $ 388 $ 15,138
1999 7.02 $130,392 $ 145,530
2000 12.32 $243,055 $ 388,585
2001 8.94 $154,476 $ 543,061
2002 12.07 $225,454 $ 768,515
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2003 18.16 $322,264 $1,090,779

2004 21.59 $304,187 $1,394,966
2005 23.03 $339,786 $1,734,752
2006 30.01 $370,326 $2,105,078
2007 35.60 $549,252 $2,654,330
Explanation:

- Portage County continues to ship out more inmates every year.
- From 2002 through 2006, the annual average dollar % increase has been around 14.5%

- Total cost to date is $2,654,330.

Inmates Shipped — Average Daily Population (ADP) Projected

These numbers represent the future projected cost to rent beds in other counties to house Portage County
inmates, because of overcrowding in the jail. They do not include the additional transportation cost (staff
time and travel expenses).

Year ADP Shipped Cost per year Cumulative Cost%
1997 .92 $ 14,750 $ 14,750
1998 0 $ 388 $ 15,138
1999 7.02 $ 130,392 $ 145,530
2000 12.32 $ 243,055 $ 388,585
2001 8.94 $ 154,476 $ 543,061
2002 12.07 $ 225,454 $ 768,515
2003 18.16 $ 322,264 $1,090,779
2004 21.59 $ 304,187 $1,394,966
2005 23.03 $ 339,786 $1,734,752
2006 30.01 $ 370,326 $2,105,078
2007 35.60 $ 549,252 $2,654,330
2008 $ 628,893 $3,283,223
2009 $ 720,083 $4,003,306
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2010 $ 824,495 $4,827,801

2011 $ 944,046 $5,771,847
2012 $1,080,934 $6,852,781
Explanation:

- Calculation is based on an annual average dollar % increase of 14.5%, based on increases from
2002 through 2006

- By 2012, Total cost to date could well exceed $6 million, not including the cost to transport
inmates (staff time and travel expenses).

- Future bed rental costs will be based on # of inmates needing to be shipped, availability of beds,
and distance to travel to these available beds.

Jail Size Options

A number of factors determine the size of a Jail facility, including annual bed % increase, number of years
of capacity, alternatives reduction, and number of Special Needs beds. 4 options were identified for the
Jail size. They include:

Option A — 309 total beds

- 3.5% annual bed need increase

- Year 2031 (20 years from occupancy)

- Alternatives reduction —none

- Operational bed capacity — 245 beds

- Rated bed capacity — 294 beds (1.2 factor)

- Special needs/disciplinary bed capacity — 15 beds
- Total actual beds — 309 beds

Option B — 289 total beds

- 3.5% annual bed need increase

- Year 2031 (20 years from occupancy)

- Alternatives reduction — 7% of operational bed capacity

- Operational bed capacity — 245 beds less 7% (17) = 228 beds
- Rated bed capacity — 274 beds (1.2 factor)

- Special needs/disciplinary bed capacity — 15 Beds

- Total actual beds — 289 beds

Option C — 327 total beds

- 3.75% annual bed need increase

- Year 2031 (20 years from occupancy)

- Alternatives reduction —none

- Operational bed capacity — 260 beds

- Rated bed capacity — 312 beds (1.2 factor)
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- Special needs/disciplinary bed capacity — 15 beds
- Total actual beds (312 + 15) = 285 beds

Option D — 305 total beds

- 3.75% annual bed need increase

- Year 2031 (20 years from occupancy)

- Alternatives reduction — 7% of operational bed capacity

- Operational bed capacity — 260 beds less 7% (18) = 242 beds
- Rated bed capacity — 290 beds (1.2 factor)

- Special needs/disciplinary bed capacity — 15 Beds

- Total actual beds (290 + 15) = 305 beds

Final Recommendation

Recognizing the difficulty in projecting a single number for a future bed count, the Planning Team agreed
to develop a bed size range as the Final Recommendation.

Low End Range (3.5% annual increase) - 285 total beds

- 3.5% annual bed need increase

- Year 2031 (20 years from occupancy)

- Operational bed capacity — 245 beds

- Rated bed capacity — 294 beds (1.2 factor)

- Alternatives reduction — 7% of rated bed capacity

- Rated bed capacity adjusted — 294 beds less 21 beds (7%) = 273 beds
- Special needs/disciplinary bed capacity — 12 Beds

- Total actual beds (273 + 12) = 285 beds

High End Range (3.75% annual increase) - 302 total beds

- 3.75% annual bed need increase

- Year 2031 (20 years from occupancy)

- Operational bed capacity — 260 beds

- Rated bed capacity — 312 beds (1.2 factor)

- Alternatives reduction — 7% of rated bed capacity

- Rated bed capacity adjusted — 312 beds less 22 beds (7%) = 290 beds
- Special needs/disciplinary bed capacity — 12 Beds

- Total actual beds (290 + 12) = 302 beds

Page 18



Housing Models

Pod-Dormitory

Control Center-Dormitory

Control Center — Indirect Supervision
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4. PROJECT NEEDS SUMMARY

The needs for this project go beyond just needing a larger Jail facility.
These needs include:

To meet Portage County’s overall judicial needs now, 20 years from now, and well into
the future (50 years and beyond).

To make Portage County’s judicial system more staff efficient, operationally efficient, and
safe and secure for all users of the judicial system.

To support community-based programs that compliment jail-based programs to reduce
recidivism.

Courts Needs

Existing Courthouse is old and space is inadequate

Existing Courthouse was built in the early 1950’s and is over 50 years old

Caseload projections say a 4" circuit judge will be required in 5 years

All court support departments will need to grow to support new 4" circuit judge

No attorney/client/witness meeting and waiting rooms

Prisoner holding areas are inadequate

All building infrastructure is aging and will need to be upgraded or replaced

Handicap accessibility issues are throughout the building

Building is not fire sprinklered — will be major issue if any future remodeling is required

Security is a serious concern

Unsecure movement of inmates from Jail across Strongs Avenue to the County/City
Building

No provision for visitor screening at County/City Building entrances/Multiple unscreened
entrances

Judges, staff, public and prisoners all share same hallway — separation is advocated by
U.S.Courts Design Guide and The Courthouse: A Planning Guide for Court Facilities
No secure judge’s parking

Existing Courtrooms are inadequate

Two of three courtrooms are smaller than State of WI Courtroom

Space Guidelines

Judge’s benches are not handicap accessible

Acoustics are inadequate — this can impact proceedings

Building infrastructure and space is inadequate for courtroom technology
(ie. wiring is duct taped to the floor)

Jail Needs

Existing Jail is inadequate to handle number of inmates, now and in the future

Since 1999, Portage County has been shipping inmates to other WI counties due to bed
space shortage

In 2007, that cost, not including transportation/staff, was $549,000

By the end of 2007, $2.65 million has been spent on shipping inmates since 1999

By the end of 2011 (year for new Jail occupancy), over $6,000,000 will have been spent
on shipping inmates
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Existing Jail has many operational problems because of design and size

Objective Classification, requiring a separation of inmates based on behavior and past
history, is severely limited in the current Jail because of the limited number of housing
units, size of housing units, and a large number of dormitory housing units

Proper inmate management is severely limited because of the poor sightlines into the
linear design of the housing units

Inmate abuse, staff assaults, and potential inmate suicides are high because of poor
sightlines — potential for future law suits

Vehicle sallyport is small and difficult to access because of floor elevation above street
level

All inmate program areas are inadequate in space, including booking, programs,
interviews, and exercise

All inmate support areas are inadequate in size, including food service and laundry
Work release processing area is poorly design and inadequate in size, leading to a strong
potential of contraband being brought into the Jail

Existing Jail is not easily expandable because of surroundings

Past recommended Jail expansion projects have intruded into historic neighborhood to
the south and is not politically acceptable

Law Enforcement Needs

Need for shared facility

Opportunities to save money and improve operations through a shared facility, and
include public areas, clerical/records, detectives support, patrol support, training,
evidence, communications center, and building support

Portage County Sheriff's Department

Future County growth will lead to overall department growth

There is limited space for many department functions including staff training, roll call,
offices, interview rooms, dispatch, evidence storage, general storage, Coroner’s office,
and secure parking

Training Room is used for too many other functions

City of Stevens Point Police Department

Future City growth will lead to overall department growth

There is limited space within the lower level to accommodate future space needs
Department location on the lower level is not friendly to the public or appropriate for
public use

Other Department Needs

Other County Departments

Emergency Dept/911 — access to Law Enforcement

Corporation Counsel — access to Law Enforcement and Courts
Coroner — access to Law Enforcement

Health & Human Services — access to Law Enforcement and Courts
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State Agencies
- Public Defender — access to Law Enforcement and Courts

- District Court Administrator — access to Courts
- Probation & Parole — access to Law Enforcement and Courts
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5. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Note: Final Program Document is a separate document to this Final Report
Law Enforcement..................................191,864 GSF (69% of Total)

Jail e 109,884 GSF
295 Bed Facility and Support Areas
0 Pod A -96 Gen Pop Beds
0 Pod B -84 Gen Pop Beds + 12 Special Needs Beds = 96 Beds
0 Pod C - 55 Direct Sup Beds + 48 Dorm Beds = 103 Beds

Juvenile Detention............cooiiiiiiii e, 12,107 GSF
15 Cell Facility and Support Areas

Sheriffs Department.............cooiiiiiiii 6,858 GSF
Administration/Clerical/Records/Detectives/Patrol

Stevens Point Police.........coo oo 6,618 GSF
Administration/Clerical/Records/Detectives/Patrol

Law Enforcement Shared................ocooeiiiiiiiiiinnn, 56,397 GSF
Public/Training/Evidence/Communications/Support/Fleet (20,396 GSF)

COUMS..ooviiiiie i e e e 0...07,843 GSF (24% of Total)
Circuit Court (4 Branches)..........c.coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie, 33,326 GSF
Courts/Personnel/Ancillary (Support)

Family Court Commissioner............cccovvviiiiiiiniiiiennns, 6,247 GSF
Hearing Room/Personnel/Ancillary (Support)
Clerk of COoUMS. ....cuivii e 8,189 GSF
Clerk of Courts — Jury Assembly...........ccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns 4,235 GSF
District AttOrNEY.....ceiviiii 7,633 GSF
Courthouse Shared...........covieiiiiii e, 8,212 GSF
Other County Departments........................5,246 GSF (2% of Total)

Emergency Management/Coroner

State AgeNCIES....c.viviiiiii i 13,576 GSF (5% of Total)

Public Defender/District Court Administrator/Probation & Parole

Total Gross Sq Ft....ovvvvviiiii e 278,529 GSF
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PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Downtown Parking Requirements are reduced to reflect opportunities for public transportation,
walking, and proximity to downtown parking lots.

Out of Downtown Sites
Downtown Site

Department Staff Public Total
Staff Public Total
LEC — County 65 25
60 10
Staff: Squads 15
Staff: Jail/Sheriff 50
Public: Huber 15
Public 10
LEC - City 30 10
15 5
Staff 29
Public 10 (Estimate)
Courts 60 120
30 60
Staff: Judges/Supp 16
Staff: FCC 3
Staff: C of C 22
Staff: DA 21
Public: Jury Sel 40
Public: General 80
Other Depts/Agencies 50 20
25 10
Staff: Emerg Mgt 3
Staff: Coroner 5
Staff: Public Def 14
Public: Public Def 6 (Estimate)
Staff: Dist Court Ad 3
Staff: P & P 22
Public: P & P 10 (Estimate)
Total 205 175 380
130 85 15
Goldman Study 180 Staff/Huber 250 430
CCPC 130 30
130 30
Staff 130
Public 30
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6. BUILDING CONCEPTS SUMMARY

Downtown Site Building Description

286,820 Gross Sq Ft Facility

Multi-story: Courts (2 levels), Jail/LEC (3 levels)

Jail: 295 Beds/ 3 Pods

Juvenile Detention: 15 Beds/1 Pod

LEC: Shared Facility between County & City

Courts: 4 Juried Courtrooms, Family Courtroom, Court Support Departments

Other: District Attorney, Probation & Parole, Public Defender, District Court Administrator
Parking: 174 Spaces on Block / 84 Spaces across Water Street

Future Expansion: Vertical

Airport Site Building Description

275,700 Gross Sq Ft Facility

Single-story: Courts (1 level), Jail (2 levels), LEC (1 level)

Jail: 295 Beds/ 3 Pods

Juvenile Detention: 15 Beds/1 Pod

LEC: Shared Facility between County & City

Courts: 4 Juried Courtrooms, Family Courtroom, Court Support Departments

Other: District Attorney, Probation & Parole, Public Defender, District Court Administrator
Parking: 380 Spaces

Future Expansion: Horizontal

Page 25



Ruth Gilfry Site Building Description

275,700 Gross Sq Ft Facility

Single-story: Courts (1 level), Jail (2 levels), LEC (1 level)

Jail: 295 Beds/ 3 Pods

Juvenile Detention: 15 Beds/1 Pod

LEC: Shared Facility between County & City

Courts: 4 Juried Courtrooms, Family Courtroom, Court Support Departments

Other: District Attorney, Probation & Parole, Public Defender, District Court Administrator
Parking: 380 Spaces

Future Expansion: Horizontal
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7. PROJECT BUDGET COMPARISON

THE FOLLOWING CHART SUMMARIZES AND COMPARES THE CONSTRUCTION AND PROJECT COSTS FOR THE 3 SITE OPTIONS
NUMBERS ARE BASED ON A SUMMER 2009 BID DATE

DOWNTOWN SITE AIRPORT SITE GILFRY SITE

CONSTRUCTION COST (INCL CM) $ 50,436,010 $ 46,171,365 $ 46,351,729
DESIGN CONTINGENCY (5%) $ 2,521,801 $ 2,308,568 $ 2,317,586
ESCALATION TO 2009 (6%) $ 3,177,469 $ 2,908,796 $ 2,920,159
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 56,135,279 $ 51,388,729 $ 51,589,474
OTHER PROJECT COSTS (18%) $ 10,104,350 $ 9,249,971 $ 9,286,105

A/E FEES

FURNITURE

COURTROOM TECHNOLOGY

VIDEO VISITING EQUIPMENT

COMMUNICATION CENTER

CONSTRUCT CONT (5%)

BOND COST

OTHER
LAND ACQUISITION COST (FMV) $ 3,820,852.00 $ 792,894.00 $ 186,798
FIBER OPTICS $ - $ 204,506.00 $ -
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 70,060,481 $ 61,636,101 $ 61,062,378
DIFFERENCE $ 8,998,104 $ 573,723 0
ADJ PARKING LOT (INCL ACQ) $ 340,000
SOILS CAPACITY OK OK - ADD'L TEST'G OK
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3 MAJOR REASONS FOR DOWNTOWN SITE PREMIUM

LAND ACQUISITION $3,634,054 PREMIUM BETWEEN DOWNTOWN AND GILFRY SITES

LARGER BUILDING 11,120 SQ FT PREMIUM BETWEEN DOWNTOWN AND OUT OF DOWNTOWN SITES
11,120 SQ FT X $195.72/SQ FT = $2,176,406 (PLUS 18%)

LARGER COST/SQ FT $195.72 - $ 187.12 = $8.60/SQ FT
286,820 SQ FT X $8.60/SQ FT = $2,466,652 (PLUS 18%)

ADDITIONAL NOTES

CONSTRUCTION BUDGETS ASSUME CONVENTIONAL SPREAD FOOTINGS

NO PREMIUM FOR POTENTIAL SUB SURFACE ROCK

CONSTRUCTION BUDGETS ASSUME NO EXPENSIVE WETLAND RELOCATION
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Portage County Justice Center \
Downtown Site Concept- 11-07-07 m
295 Bed Jail, 4 Juried Courtrooms “

Building Use Gross Square Cost/Sq Ft Total Cost

Foot

Basement Floor
LE Office 10,540 $ 130.00 | $ 1,370,200.00
LE Fleet 15,150 $ 105.00 | $ 1,590,750.00
Movement Corridor 4,210 $ 200.00 | $ 842,000.00
Unassigned - $ - $ -
Mechanical 19,060 $ 85.00 | $ 1,620,100.00
Sub Total Basement Floor 48,960 $ 5,423,050.00
First Floor
Jail Support 18,650 $ 200.00 | $ 3,730,000.00
Juvenile Detention 11,810 $ 250.00 | $ 2,952,500.00
LE Office 27,040 $ 130.00 | $ 3,515,200.00
LE Fleet 2,720 $ 105.00 | $ 285,600.00
Public /Shared 8,880 $ 130.00 | $ 1,154,400.00
Courts | 5,380 $ 200.00 | $ 1,076,000.00
Court Related Office 29,800 $ 130.00 | $ 3,874,000.00
Multi-Story Foundation Add 104,280 $ 3.00|$ 312,840.00
Sub Total First Floor 104,280 $ 16,900,540.00
Second Floor
Jail Housing 45,990 $ 250.00 | $ 11,497,500.00
Jail Support 12,650 $ 200.00 | $ 2,530,000.00
Public/Shared 7,630 $ 130.00 | $ 991,900.00
Courts [ 35,140 $ 200.00 | $ 7,028,000.00
Upward Future Expansion Add 50,470 $ 6.00 | $ 302,820.00
Sub Total Second Floor 101,410 $ 22,350,220.00
Third Floor
Jail Housing 18,350 $ 250.00 | $ 4,587,500.00
Mechanical 13,820 $ 85.00 | $ 1,174,700.00
Sub Total Third Floor 32,170 $ 5,762,200.00
Site Demolition $ 531,100.00
Relocate Synagogue to New Foundation $ 116,255.00
Earthwork | $ 218,554.00
Dewatering $ 920,042.00
Temporary Barriers and Enclosures $ 266,241.00
Site Paving/Concrete $ 488,679.00
Site Utilities $ 64,957.00
Landscaping $ 150,000.00
Subtotal Sitework $ 2,755,828.00
Total Sq Ft 286,820
Subtotal: $ 17585 | $ 50,436,010.00
Construction Contingency @ 5% 1.05
Cost with Contingency 52,957,810.50
Escalation Costs to Spring 2009 @ 5% per year 1.06
Total Construction Cost $ 19572 | $ 56,135,279.13
Option: New Parking Lot across Street
Demolition of Existing Structures $ 25,000.00
Asphalt Paving $ 115,000.00
Total New Parking Lot: $ 140,000.00
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Portage County Justice Center |

Airport Site Concept- 11-13-07 m
295 Bed Jail, 4 Juried Courtrooms a

Building Use Gross Square Cost/Sq Ft Total Cost

| Foot
First Floor

I
Jail Housing 42,770 $ 230.00 [ $ 9,837,100.00
Jail Support 30,930 $ 180.00 | $ 5,567,400.00
Juvenile Detention 12,220 $ 230.00[$ 2,810,600.00
LE Office 36,000 $ 125.00 | $ 4,500,000.00
LE Fleet 16,640 $ 100.00 | $ 1,664,000.00
Public /Shared 14,830 $ 130.00 | $ 1,927,900.00
Courts | 38,980 $ 180.00 | $ 7,016,400.00
Court Related Office 33,640 $ 125.00 | $ 4,205,000.00
Mechanical 8,190 $ 80.00 | $ 655,200.00
Sub Total First Floor 234,200 $ 38,183,600.00

Mezzanine Floor

Jail Housing 17,700 $ 230.00 [ $ 4,071,000.00
Mechanical 23,800 $ 80.00 | $ 1,904,000.00
Sub Total Mezzanine Floor 41,500 $ 5,975,000.00
$ 160.17 | $ 44,158,600.00
Sitework
Site Demolition $ 3,856.00
Tree Removal $ 38,344.00
Earthwork | $  719,998.00
Site Paving/Concrete $ 747,707.00
Site Utilities $ 352,860.00
Landscaping $ 150,000.00
Subtotal Sitework $ 2,012,765.00
I
Total Sq Ft 275,700
Subtotal: $ 167.47 | $ 46,171,365.00
Construction Contingency @ 5% 1.05
Cost with Contingency | 48,479,933.25
Escalation Costs to Spring 2009 @ 5% per year 1.06
I I
Total Construction Cost $ 186.39 | $51,388,729.25
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Portage County Justice Center |

Gilfry Site Concept- 11-07-07] m
295 Bed Jail, 4 Juried Courtrooms a

Building Use Gross Square Cost/Sq Ft Total Cost

| Foot
First Floor

I
Jail Housing 42,770 $ 230.00 [ $ 9,837,100.00
Jail Support 30,930 $ 180.00 | $ 5,567,400.00
Juvenile Detention 12,220 $ 230.00[$ 2,810,600.00
LE Office 36,000 $ 125.00 | $ 4,500,000.00
LE Fleet 16,640 $ 100.00 | $ 1,664,000.00
Public /Shared 14,830 $ 130.00 | $ 1,927,900.00
Courts | 38,980 $ 180.00 | $ 7,016,400.00
Court Related Office 33,640 $ 125.00 | $ 4,205,000.00
Mechanical 8,190 $ 80.00 | $ 655,200.00
Sub Total First Floor 234,200 $ 38,183,600.00

Mezzanine Floor

Jail Housing 17,700 $ 230.00 [ $ 4,071,000.00
Mechanical 23,800 $ 80.00 | $ 1,904,000.00
Sub Total Mezzanine Floor 41,500 $ 5,975,000.00
$ 160.17 | $ 44,158,600.00
Sitework
Site Demolition $ 2,755.00
Tree Removal $ 204,503.00
Earthwork | $  938,965.00
Site Paving/Concrete $ 680,810.00
Site Utilities $ 216,096.00
Landscaping $ 150,000.00
Subtotal Sitework $ 2,193,129.00
I
Total Sq Ft 275,700
Subtotal: $ 168.12 | $ 46,351,729.00
Construction Contingency @ 5% 1.05
Cost with Contingency | 48,669,315.45
Escalation Costs to Spring 2009 @ 5% per year 1.06
I I
Total Construction Cost $ 187.12| $51,589,474.38
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8. OPERATING BUDGET SUMMARY

Facility Operating Budget Comparison (Year 2012)

This chart compares anticipated annual operating costs for each site option starting in year 2012,
the date when the new Center will be completed and ready for occupancy.

Jail Staffing Projections for New Jail
Jail staffing represents the single largest operating cost for the Center. The following charts
include:

- Jail Staffing comparison to other WI Counties

- Existing Jail — Existing Staffing (2007)

- New Jail Staffing — Out of Downtown
(Full Occupancy)

- New Jail Staffing — Downtown
(Full Occupancy)

- New Jail Staffing - Out of Downtown
(At Initial Opening)

- New Jail Staffing — Downtown
(At Initial Opening)

- Comparison of Existing Jail Staffing to New Jail Staffing

Correctional & Detention Operating Budget Comparison

These charts compare proposed new Jail Operating Budgets (for 2012) against Operating
Budgets for the Current Jail Facility (for 2012).

- Downtown — 130 Portage County Inmates/30 Rental Inmates
- Downtown — 130 Portage County Inmates/50 Rental Inmates
- Out-of-Downtown — 130 Portage County Inmates/30 Rental Inmates

- Out-of-Downtown — 130 Portage County Inmates/50 Rental Inmates
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FACILITY OPERATING BUDGET COMPARISON (YEAR 2012)

JAIL/JUVENILE

COURTS

LAW ENFORCEMENT

UTILITIES

CUSTODIAL
FOOD SERV
LAUNDRY

OTHER

TOTAL

DIFFERENCE

DOWNTOWN SITE

3,231,741

same

same

same

62,198
confirm

0

3,293,939

330,387

AIRPORT SITE

$ 2,963,552
same
same
same

$ 62,198
confirm
0

$ 3,025,750
$ 62,198
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GILFRY SITE

$

$

2,963,552

same

same

same

o o

2,963,552

COMMENTS

3.7 Add'l Correct Staff
Downtown

Use of FS staff on-site

Per year difference



Existing Jail Staffing = 79 Beds (Rated Capacity)

Existing Jail —

Existing Staffing (2007)

Position Staff Description

Administration

o Jail Captain 1 1 shift/5 days

o Jail Sergeant 1 1 shift/5 days

Administration Total 2

Corrections Officers

o Corporal 4 2-3 shift/7 days

o Corrections Officer 4 1-2-3 shift/7 days

o Corrections Officer 4 1-2-3 shift/7 days

o Corrections Officer 4 1-2-3 shift/7 days

> Male Day Worker - Movement 1 1 shift/4 days

o Female Day Worker - Movement 5 1 shift/4 days (other .5 is Juv)

o Male PM Worker - Movement 1 1 shift/4 days

Secure Total 18.5

Support Staff

> Lead Cook 1 1 shift/5 days

o Part Time Cooks 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days (equiv of 2
FT)

o Transport/Warrants 4 1 shift/day

o Clerical .5 1 shift/5 days (part time)

Support Staff Total 3.9

Existing Jail Staff Total 24.4

Note: Contracted Nursing, Program Staff

(Social Worker and Contracted

Services), and Court Securities Unit

(CSU) is not included

Jail has made a request for 2 additional Corrections positions. According to National Institute of

Corrections (NIC), the Jail is understaffed by 3.5 Corrections positions.
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New Jail Staffing = 295 Beds (Rated Capacity)

New Jail Staffing — Out of Downtown

(Full occupancy)

Position Staff Description
Administration

> Jail Captain 1 1 shift/5 days

o Jail Lieutenant 1 1 shift/5 days

> Jail Corporal 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
Administration Total 7

Secure Correctional Officers

> Booking Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Classification Officer 1 1 shift/5 days

o Central Control 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod A — General Population Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod B — General Population Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod C — Direct Supervision Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod A) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod B) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod B) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod C) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover/Court Movement 1 1 shift/5 days

o Electronic Monitoring Officer 1 1 shift/5 days
Secure Total 48

Support Staff

o Kitchen 5 1-2 shift/7 days

o Administrative Clerical 1 1 shift/5 days
Support Total 6

Proposed Jail Staff Total 61

Note: Contracted Nursing, Program Staff (Social Worker
and Contracted Services), and Court Securities Unit (CSU)

is not included
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New Jail Staffing = 295 Beds (Rated Capacity)

New Jail Staffing — Downtown
(Full occupancy)

Position Staff Description
Administration

> Jail Captain 1 1 shift/5 days

o Jail Lieutenant 1 1 shift/5 days

> Jail Corporal 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
Administration Total 7

Secure Correctional Officers

> Booking Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Classification Officer 1 1 shift/5 days

o Central Control 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod A — General Population Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod B — General Population Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod C — Direct Supervision Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod A) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod B) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod B) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod C) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking — Additional Position 3.7 1-2 shift/7 days
> Rover/Court Movement 1 1 shift/5 days

o Electronic Monitoring Officer 1 1 shift/5 days
Secure Total 51.7

Support Staff

o Kitchen 5 1-2 shift/7 days

o Administrative Clerical 1 1 shift/5 days
Support Total 6

Proposed Jail Staff Total 64.7

Note: Contracted Nursing, Program Staff (Social Worker
and Contracted Services), and Court Securities Unit (CSU)
is not included
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New Jail Staffing = 295 Beds (Rated Capacity)

New Jail Staffing — Out of Downtown
(At initial opening — occupy 199 beds)

Position Staff Description
Administration

o Jail Captain 1 1 shift/5 days

o Jail Lieutenant 1 2 shift/5 days

o Jail Corporal 4 1-2-3 shift/7 days
Administration Total 6

Secure Correctional Officers

> Booking Officer 3 2-3 shift/7 days

o Classification Officer 1 1 shift/5 days

> Central Control 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod A — General Population Officer Not occupy 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod B — General Population Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Pod C — Direct Supervision Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod A) Not occupy 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod B) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod C) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover/Court Movement 1 1 shift/5 days

o Electronic Monitoring Officer 5 1 shift/5 days
Secure Total 30.5

Support Staff

o Kitchen 5 1-2 shift/7 days

> Administrative Clerical 1 1 shift/5 days
Support Total 6

Proposed Jail Staff Total 42.5

Note: Contracted Nursing, Program Staff (Social Worker
and Contracted Services), and Court Securities Unit (CSU)

is not included
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New Jail Staffing = 295 Beds (Rated Capacity)

New Jail Staffing — Downtown
(At initial opening —occupy 199 beds)

Position Staff Description
Administration

o Jail Captain 1 1 shift/5 days

o Jail Lieutenant 1 2 shift/5 days

> Jail Corporal 4 1-2-3 shift/7 days
Administration Total 6

Secure Correctional Officers

o Booking Officer 3 2-3 shift/7 days

o Classification Officer 1 1 shift/day

o Central Control 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Pod A — General Population Officer Not occupy 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Pod B — General Population Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Pod C — Direct Supervision Officer 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod A) Not occupy 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod B) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
o Rover-Housing/Booking (Pod C) 5 1-2-3 shift/7 days
> Rover-Housing/Booking — Additional Position 3.7 1-2 shift/7 days
> Rover/Court Movement 1 1 shift/5 days

o Electronic Monitoring Officer 5 1 shift/5 days
Secure Total 34.2

Support Staff

o Kitchen 5 1-2 shift/7 days

o Administrative Clerical 1 1 shift/5 days
Support Total 6

Proposed Jail Staff Total 46.2

Note: Contracted Nursing, Program Staff (Social Worker
and Contracted Services), and Court Securities Unit (CSU)
is not included
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Comparison of Existing Jail Staffing to New Jail Staffing

1. New Jail is a larger facility. Secure Beds increase from 79 beds to 295 beds.
The larger Jail requires some staff positions to become fixed positions, reducing the
potential for staff movement, especially in an emergency situation. This includes Central
Control and Booking Officer.

The larger Jail requires more administrative staff to manage larger number of staff. (1
position — Jail Lieutenant)

The larger Jail requires more Rover officers to move inmates to/from Booking and
provide services to inmates in the housing pods.

2. New Jail is multi-storied, if downtown.
Support areas are on the first floor and the housing areas are on the second and third
floors. Vertical movement of inmates via elevators is going to require staff assistance
that is not required if the facility was on a single level. This will add an additional Rover-
Housing/Booking position (3.7 staff)

3. New Jail has Special Needs Beds.
Special Needs Beds require a higher staff to inmate ratio than General Population Beds.
For the fully occupied Jail staff recommendation, Pod B (which includes the 12 Special
Needs beds) has one additional Rover-Housing/Booking position (5 staff).

4. New Jail has Health Services Unit.
In providing this needed service to the inmate population, it will require additional Rover
staff assistance to move inmates from housing to/from the Health Services Unit.

5. New Jail has 1 Direct Supervision Housing Pod for improved inmate management.
The Direct Supervision Pod requires a higher fixed position staff to inmate ratio than an

Indirect General Population Pod. For the Direct Supervision Pod, the ratio is 1 staff to 55
inmates, compared to a General Population Pod, where the ratio is 1 staff to 90 inmates.
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CORRECT & DETENT OPERATING BUDGET COMPARISON (3% ANNUAL INFLATION)

DOWNTOWN

130 PORTAGE CO INMATES/30 RENTAL INMATES

ACCOUNT TITLE

2008 PROPOSED BUDGET

CURRENT FACILITY

79 INMATES

JAIL FACILITY - EXPENSES

Salaries/Wages

Salaries 1,553,437
Overtime 49,465
Benefits 833,810

Housing Inmates

Food

Inmate Programs

Medical

Supplies

Other

Inmate Transportation

TOTAL EXPENSES

JAIL FACILITY - INCOME

Bed Rental

Other

TOTAL INCOME

TOTAL

2,436,712

767,550
75,000
37,825
39,300
40,650
28,550
83,220

3,508,807

355,275

387,500
742,775

(2,766,032)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
CURRENT FACILITY
79 INMATES

2,742,519

1,748,393
55,673
938,453

863,878

84,413

42,572

44,232

45,752

32,133

93,664

3,949,162

399,866

436,135
836,001

(3,113,161)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
NEW FACILITY
130/30 INMATES

4,142,686
2,484,612
79,507
1,578,567

178,648
90,139
93,563
96,985

67,971

4,669,992

947,366

436,135
1,383,501

(3,286,491)
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COMMENTS

2 add'l COs added in 2008
3.2% of Salaries

Refer to Pop Proj Update
for historical numbers
2012 - $1,096/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $553/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $574/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $595/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $417/inmate
163 inmates
$6/day/inmate (2008)

30 inmates plus juvenile
$50/day



CORRECT & DETENT OPERATING BUDGET COMPARISON (3% ANNUAL INFLATION)

DOWNTOWN

130 PORTAGE CO INMATES/50 RENTAL INMATES

ACCOUNT TITLE

2008 PROPOSED BUDGET

CURRENT FACILITY

79 INMATES

JAIL FACILITY - EXPENSES

Salaries/Wages

Salaries 1,553,437
Overtime 49,465
Benefits 833,810

Housing Inmates

Food

Inmate Programs

Medical

Supplies

Other

Inmate Transportation

TOTAL EXPENSES

JAIL FACILITY - INCOME

Bed Rental

Other

TOTAL INCOME

TOTAL

2,436,712

767,550
75,000
37,825
39,300
40,650
28,550
83,220

3,508,807

355,275

387,500
742,775

(2,766,032)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
CURRENT FACILITY
79 INMATES

2,742,519

1,748,393
55,673
938,453

863,878

84,413

42,572

44,232

45,752

32,133

93,664

3,949,162

399,866

436,135
836,001

(3,113,161)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
NEW FACILITY
130/50 INMATES

4,142,686
2,484,612
79,507
1,578,567

178,648
90,139
93,563
96,985

67,971

4,669,992

1,312,366

436,135
1,748,501

(2,921,491)
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COMMENTS

2 add'l COs added in 2008
3.2% of Salaries

Refer to Pop Proj Update
for historical numbers
2012 - $1,096/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $553/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $574/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $595/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $417/inmate
163 inmates
$6/day/inmate (2008)

50 inmates plus juvenile
$50/day



CORRECT & DETENT OPERATING BUDGET COMPARISON (3% ANNUAL INFLATION)

OUT OF DOWNTOWN

130 PORTAGE CO INMATES/30 RENTAL INMATES

ACCOUNT TITLE

2008 PROPOSED BUDGET

CURRENT FACILITY

79 INMATES

JAIL FACILITY - EXPENSES

Salaries/Wages

Salaries 1,553,437
Overtime 49,465
Benefits 833,810

Housing Inmates

Food

Inmate Programs

Medical

Supplies

Other

Inmate Transportation

TOTAL EXPENSES

JAIL FACILITY - INCOME

Bed Rental

Other

TOTAL INCOME

TOTAL

2,436,712

767,550
75,000
37,825
39,300
40,650
28,550
83,220

3,508,807

355,275

387,500
742,775

(2,766,032)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
CURRENT FACILITY
79 INMATES

2,742,519

1,748,393
55,673
938,453

863,878

84,413

42,572

44,232

45,752

32,133

93,664

3,949,162

399,866

436,135
836,001

(3,113,161)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
NEW FACILITY
130/30 INMATES

3,874,497
2,324,061
74,370
1,476,066

178,648
90,139
93,563
96,985

67,971

4,401,803

947,366

436,135
1,383,501

(3,018,302)

Page 52

COMMENTS

2 add'l COs added in 2008
3.2% of Salaries

Refer to Pop Proj Update
for historical numbers
2012 - $1,096/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $553/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $574/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $595/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $417/inmate
163 inmates
$6/day/inmate (2008)

30 inmates plus juvenile
$50/day



CORRECT & DETENT OPERATING BUDGET COMPARISON (3% ANNUAL INFLATION)

OUT OF DOWNTOWN

130 PORTAGE CO INMATES/50 RENTAL INMATES

ACCOUNT TITLE

2008 PROPOSED BUDGET

CURRENT FACILITY

79 INMATES

JAIL FACILITY - EXPENSES

Salaries/Wages

Salaries 1,553,437
Overtime 49,465
Benefits 833,810

Housing Inmates

Food

Inmate Programs

Medical

Supplies

Other

Inmate Transportation

TOTAL EXPENSES

JAIL FACILITY - INCOME

Bed Rental

Other

TOTAL INCOME

TOTAL

2,436,712

767,550
75,000
37,825
39,300
40,650
28,550
83,220

3,508,807

355,275

387,500
742,775

(2,766,032)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
CURRENT FACILITY
79 INMATES

2,742,519

1,748,393
55,673
938,453

863,878

84,413

42,572

44,232

45,752

32,133

93,664

3,949,162

399,866

436,135
836,001

(3,113,161)

2012 BUDGET ESTIMATE
NEW FACILITY
130/50 INMATES

3,874,497

2,324,061
74,370
1,476,066

178,648
90,139
93,563
96,985

67,971

4,401,803

1,312,366

436,135
1,748,501

(2,653,302)
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COMMENTS

2 add'l COs added in 2008
3.2% of Salaries

Refer to Pop Proj Update
for historical numbers
2012 - $1,096/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $553/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $574/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $595/inmate
163 inmates

2012 - $417/inmate
163 inmates
$6/day/inmate (2008)

50 inmates plus juvenile
$50/day



9. LOCATION

SITE ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES SUMMARY

Downtown Site

Description

- Located in downtown Stevens Point, west of the County Annex Building. East of
Water Street and north of Arlington Place.

- 6.5 acres.

- Currently includes Associated Bank Building, leased to the Noel Group, and a number of
surface parking lots owned by Associated Bank and the City of Stevens Point.

- Not owned by the County.

Advantages

- Retains current patterns of Courts and Jail use: familiarity, surrounding support
services, campus plan, “one stop shopping”, etc.

- Supports current and future Downtown businesses and activities, and creates a
positive perception of the Downtown as being the “Center” of Stevens Point.

- Reinforces the concept of the Justice Center as being a “civic” institution that has historically
been found in most downtown areas of County Seats.

- Generally easy to find from all directions.

- Smallest environmental impact.

Disadvantages

- Highest first cost for land acquisition and project construction, due to multi-story construction,
building demolition costs, and high water table in the Downtown.

- Future expansion will likely have to go up. This is an added cost in Phase One and all future
phases.

- Jail operating costs are the highest of the 3 site options due to the multi-floor design.

- Not in close proximity to Interstate and/or relocated US Highway 10. Increases travel time for
emergency vehicles leaving the Law Enforcement Center.

- Potential flooding of downtown would turn the building into an “island” surrounded by water.
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Airport Site

Description

Located at the Intersection of 1-39 and State Highway 66. North quadrant across
from the County Airport.

37.5 acres (including pond) / 25 acres (not including pond).
Not owned by the County.

Site is mostly undeveloped. Only a few structures on the land.

Advantages

Easy accessibility to Interstate 39, and the relocated US Highway 10 potentially reduces
travel time for emergency vehicles leaving from the Law Enforcement Center.

Provides ample land for economical on-grade expansion in all directions.

Appears to be free of any high underground rock formations and wetlands that would add to
the cost of any building construction.

Disadvantages

Does not support the development of Downtown Stevens Point as the center of Stevens
Point.

Creates a third campus for the County and does not support benefits of being in close
proximity to other County departments.

May be sold to a new party before the County is prepared to purchase it, making it
unavailable to the County.

Is not an ideal location for the City of Stevens Point Police Department, as it is not central to
the City of Stevens Point.

Does not support sustainable design concepts, including minimizing sprawl, walkability, etc.
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Ruth Gilfry Site

Description

Located just south of the Ruth Gilfry Center and the County Nursing Home and north of
County Highway HH.

20.8 acres.
Mostly wooded. There is one residence and associated buildings in the center of the site.

County owns only a small portion at the north end of the site.

Advantages

Lowest first cost for land acquisition, project construction, and long-term staffing cost.

Contiguous to the current Health and Human Services County Campus creates an
opportunity to achieve cost savings and functional conveniences by being in close proximity.

Provides adequate (not ample) land for economical on-grade expansion in all directions.

Disadvantages

May be physically difficult and visually difficult to find by those not familiar to Stevens Point.
Not a civic showplace for the County.

Neither along the Interstate or in the Downtown area.

Active railroad line that runs along the western edge of the site poses potential environmental
hazards, should there be a spill or derailment.

Strong potential for wetlands that will need to be modified and/or relocated.

Adjacent to residential neighborhood directly to the east.
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SITE SELECTION PROCESS

Complete Final Building Program
Departments
Square Foot Requirements

Develop Conceptual Generic Building Designs
Downtown Design
Out-of-Downtown Design

Identify Viable Sites
Must be in Stevens Point
Available

Adequate Size: Now/Future
No Outstanding Issues

Develop Criteria for Selection
Criteria: Tangible/Intangible
Prioritize Criteria

Test Generic Building Designs on Viable Sites
Downtown Sites
Out-of-Downtown Sites

Evaluate Sites & Designs against Criteria
Management Team Evaluation
Venture Architects Evaluation

Final Site Recommendation
Management Team Recommendation
Standing Committee Recommendation
County Board Recommendation
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10. LEED GREEN/SUSTAINABLE DESIGN
STRATEGIES

The following points are examples of various strategies inspired by the LEED Rating System
that typically do not add to initial construction cost. Many of these issues are addressed with off-
the-shelf technology that is readily available in any construction market. The key is to plan the
building holistically from the beginning design phases to take advantage of the inherent synergy
these steps individually contribute to the building's overall performance. Many of these topics act
in concert with others to achieve superior environmental performance, and to look at any one
topic in a vacuum may diminish from the overall building performance.

Site

Development in Urban Center
— Near Utilities
— Public Transportation
— Context
— Diversity

Bicycle Storage

Parking
— Minimize Footprint
— Control Runoff
— Provide Preferred Parking for Low-Emission — Fuel Efficient Vehicles
— Preferred Parking for Carpool
— No New Parking Option/Alternate

Open Space
— Native Vegetation on 50% of Site Area
— Vegetative Roof — Exceed Zoning by 25%+
— Hanging Gardens
— Creeping Vines
— Reducing overall Net Impervious Surface
— Decrease Storm water Net Runoff
— Treat/Filter Storm water with Vegetative Roof and Rain Gardens

Reduce Urban Heat Islands
— Vegetative Roof
— Shading — Reflective Parking

Landscape

50% Reduction in use of Potable Water
— Native drought Tolerant Plants/Trees and Grasses
— Captured Rainwater from Rain Gardens used for Irrigation
— No Irrigation System Attached to City Water Source
— Cistern Water Collection/Option/Alternate
Water Conservation

20-30% Water Use Reduction
— Waterless Urinals
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— Dual Flush Toilets
— Restricted Flow Faucets and Showers
— Gray Water Recycling Option/Alternate

A/C Cooling Tower Water Reclamation Options/Alternate

Energy Conservation
Fundamental Building Commissioning
Reduced CFC Refrigerants in HVAC System

Optional Energy Performance
— Energy Star Rated Building in the Top 10% tier of Buildings
— 15-27% Energy Reduction from Standard

Energy Saving Strategies
Daylight Interior Spaces

External Shading of Perimeter Glass
— Recessed Balconies.
— Sun Shading Devices
— Covered Dining Terrace
— Plantings/Vines on Trellis
— Awnings and Umbrellas on Dining Terrace
— Arcade — Recessed Storefront Canopies

Lighting Control — Dimmable Ballast

Natural Ventilation
— Reduced A/C Loads from Shading
— Natural Convection Air Flow

Tight Sealed Thermal Envelope
— Foamed in Place Insulation

Low-Emissivity Walls and Roof
— Foil Faced Sheathing Keeps Heat In and Reflects Solar Gain

Right Size A/C System — Humidity Control
— Renewable Energy Source Option/Alternate — Windmill, Solar PV, Geo-Thermal Heat
Exchange
— Heat Recovery at Fresh Air
— Cooling Tower Water Conservation at Heat Exchange
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Material Conservation
On-site Recycling
Construction Site Recycling
— Prefabricated Construction Methods
— Divert = 50-75% of Construction Waste
Recycled Contract within New Construction Material 10%+
— 20% of the Construction Material is Manufactured Locally within a 500 mile radius of
Milwaukee.
— Use of Rapidly Renewable Materials such as Bamboo, Linoleum, Wheat board and

Cork.
— Use of Certified Secondary Harvested Wood throughout.

Indoor Air Quality

Highly Effective Ventilation System with 100% Outside Air
Compliance with Tobacco Smoke Control
— Careful Placement of Air Intakes and Operable Windows away from Exterior Smoking
Areas
— Prohibit Smoking in Public Zones
Carbon Dioxide Monitoring with Building Automation System

Air Quality Management Program during Construction

Specification of Low-Emitting Materials
— Adhesives, Paint, Carpets and Wood Floor Composites

Indoor Chemical Pollutant Control
— Ventilation and Exhaust Utility Closets
— Specify and Use Green Cleaning Products
— Capture Dirt Outside Building
Other
Effective Building Systems Control
— Dimmable Dial Switching Light Fixture
— Operable Windows
Mechanical Systems Designed for Optical Thermal Comfort

Daylight and Views for 90% of Building

Accredited Design Professional Leading Design-Build Team
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11. APPENDIX
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