
AGENDA ITEM FOR ADMINISTRATIVE MEETING      (   )  Discussion only 
                                                                                                 ( X )  Action 

FROM (DEPT/ DIVISION):    County Counsel 

SUBJECT:      DLR Group Contract     

Background: 

For the past ten months, the Courthouse Planning 
& Needs Assessment Committee has been meeting. 
The committee has reviewed and toured the current 
facilities and discussed the needs and deficiencies 
of the facilities.  One of the next steps is to conduct 
a more formal study and assessment for the 
planning for courthouse needs of the county.   The 
AOC-OJD Court Facilities Task Force has set 
deadlines for the interest and the application for 
funding for planning grants.  The committee is 
interested in submitting an application  for a 
planning grant.  A proposal for assistance in 
making the application has been received from the 
DLR Group.  The committee has reviewed the 
proposal and is recommending to the Board that the 
county contract with the consultant to assist in the 
process.    

Requested Action:    

Review proposal and authorize contract with DLR 
Group in an amount up to $20,639 to assist in the 
application for planning grant funding from Court 
Facilities Task Force  

ATTACHMENTS:     Proposal 

************For Internal Use Only************ 
Checkoffs:  
(          )  Dept. Heard (copy)                                               To be notified of Meeting: 
(          )  Human Resources (copy)  
(          )  Fiscal 
(    X   )  Legal (copy)                                                          Needed at Meeting: 
(          )  (Other -  List:) 

******************************************************* 

Scheduled for meeting on:       December 29, 2021 

Action taken:  

******************************************************* 
Follow-up: 



 

 

DLR Group Architecture & Engineering inc. 

an Oregon corporation 

110 Southwest Yamhill Street, Suite 105 

Portland, OR  97204 

 

 

 

December 17, 2021 

 

Dan Dorran 

Umatilla County Commissioner 

216 SE Fourth St 

Pendleton OR 97801 

 

Re: Project Name:  Assistance with Criteria Narrative for OAC-OJD Court Facilities Task Force Submission 

DLR Group Project No.:  N/A 

 

Dear Commissioner Dorran:  

 

Per the discussion at your Courthouse Assessment Committee meeting on Dec. 15 we are pleased to provide 

this proposal to assist Umatilla County with this first step.  We understand the scope of our effort to be as 

follows: 

1. Assist with authorship and documentation of the Submission Criteria (No. 1 on Task Force criteria 

document attached as exhibit A) 

a. Review existing plans for Umatilla County Courthouse and Umatilla County Hansell Complex 

b. Tour both buildings and interview selected stakeholders to obtain information related to 

Appendix B – JCF adopted assessment criteria (Attached as exhibit B) 

c. Prepare overview narrative response like overview document prepared for Morrow County 

Courthouse for each of the two buildings (attached as exhibit C) 

2. Assist with compiling responses / documentation authored by Umatilla County for submission criteria 2 

through 6 (Exhibit A) as appropriate. 

3. Produce draft overall narrative / submission document. 

4. Attend one virtual review meeting for comment / feedback / update of draft narrative. 

5. Develop final narrative document. 

6. Attend Jan 24 session of OAC-OJD Court Facilities Task Force if requested. 

 

We understand this first step narrative to be an overview level.  Due to time restraints and desire to keep this 

initial fee in line we have not included any on-site time for structural, mechanical, or electrical engineering.  We 

do not believe that level of assessment is needed at this stage.  Those assessments will be necessary to update 

this narrative for submission in the future if / when you request matching funds for construction.  We 

understand that for this request – for planning funds only – the Task Force understands that more detail will 

come from the planning process itself. 

 

We propose a lump sum fee of $19,845 plus a budget of $794 for reimbursable costs (travel, hotel (anticipate 

two nights for two persons), meals while visiting Umatilla County.  Total not to exceed amount would be 

$20,639.  See Exhibit D for our task fee analysis of how we developed this fee proposal. 

 

Depending on how quickly we can develop a form of agreement we are prepared to start and prepared to visit 

the buildings at the earliest mutually convenient time for our team and yours.  We will need to interview folks in 

the know about each of the categories of criteria stated on exhibit B. 

 

  



Dan Dorran 
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Please let me know if you have any questions.  We can assist with a form of agreement if you desire or feel free 

to forward a proposed form of agreement to us if you have one you are comfortable with. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

DLR Group 

 

 

 

Kent R. Larson 

Principal in the Firm 

 

Encl: Exhibit A; Exhibit B; Exhibit C; Exhibit D 

 

cc: 

Justin Stranzl 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

klarson
Kent Signature Blue



Below are the criteria the Court Facilities Task Force adopted on June 11, 2014 for use when 
prioritizing county projects. 
 
Criteria:  
   
1.  Need  
   
          a.  Current Condition of your court facilities.  
   
          b.  Ranking/analysis in 2008 courthouse facilities assessment, and any changes since 

(feel free to make comments about the study).  
   
          c.  See pp. 38 and 62-63 of the attached Feb. 2009 Legislative Committee on Court 

Facilities report.  Please evaluate your facilities       against those criteria.  
   
   
2.  Level of collaboration with, and involvement by the court.  
   
   
3.  Readiness  
   
          a.  Is the county ready to proceed?  
   
          b.  Does it have the necessary financial and political commitments?  Please identify 

and explain.  
   
   
4.  Likelihood of on-time, on-budget completion  
   
          a.  Do other transactions need to occur before the project is ready to go?  (e.g., Does 

the county already have the land and/or the  
               project matching funds?  
         
          b.  What processes, decisions, actions need to occur to execute this project?  
   
          c.  Describe the number/significance/complexity of project unknowns or 

contingencies.  
   
   
5.  If bond funded (major rebuilds/new courthouses), does it meet the statutory 

criteria?  See, Sections 6 and 7, 2014 Senate Bill 5703 (Section 6 begins on page 4).    
   
          a.  Structural defects posing actual or potential threat to human health/safety;  
   
          b.  Replacing courthouse more cost effective than remodel/repair; and  
   
          c.  Create an opportunity to co-locate with other state offices.  
   
   
6.  Urgency  
           
          a.  What are the consequences of this project not receiving funding now?  
   

EXHIBIT A
NARRATIVE DEVELOPMENT

https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2014R1/Measures/Text/SB5703/Enrolled


          b.  What are the consequences of this project not receiving funding at all?  
   
   
7.  Does the facility plan incorporate Best Practices (e.g., as published by the NCSC)?  See 

www.ncsc.org/topics/courthouse-facilities/courthouse-design-and-finance/resource-

guide.aspx.  
   
8.  Level of detail provided/currently available as an indicator of thoroughness/maturity of 

the proposal.  
   
9.  For non-bond projects, availability of county matching funds.  
 

EXHIBIT A
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http://www.ncsc.org/topics/courthouse-facilities/courthouse-design-and-finance/resource-guide.aspx
http://www.ncsc.org/topics/courthouse-facilities/courthouse-design-and-finance/resource-guide.aspx
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P.O. Box 788 • 110 N. Court St.           Darrell J. Green 
Heppner, OR 97836 • (541) 676-2529          County Administrator 

                 dgreen@co.morrow.or.us  
 

ATTACHMENT B 
ENGINEERING SUMMARY 

FOR REFERENCE ONLY 
 
Executive Summary 
This is a preliminary analysis of the Morrow County Courthouse that provides a snapshot of the existing 
facility conditions that are being addressed and require further and a more complete analysis. This 
engagement will help provide justification and prioritization for funding to the 2019 Legislative Session. 
 
The current use is still the same since its opening in 1903 an active Circuit Court and appellate court, which 
creates issues in its functionality and utilization. The courthouse facilitates other county functions such as 
offices for the District Attorney, Treasury, Assessors Office, Support Enforcement, County Clerk, and Tax 
Collection. The entire facility was reviewed during our initial visit to gather information in each of these 
functional areas to address noticeable issues or deficiencies. 
 
From our site visit and preliminary assessment Morrow County identified these areas to focus on; 
Configuration and special use, Jury assembly and deliberation spaces (including adequate restroom 
facilities), Relocation and needs of the law library (including the District Attorney in discussion and 
structural component), Judges Chambers, People with disabilities needs, adequate holding area location, and 
safety & security. The headings below are directly from the Appendix A– JCF Adopted Assessment Criteria 
of the Interim Committee on Court Facilities Final Report 2009 that relate to the areas that wanted to be 
addressed from the Morrow County Officials. 
 
Building Configuration 
During the assessment we agreed that the Building Configuration and special use of the facility needed to be 
addressed. The high public contact departments (Treasury, Assessors Office, Support Enforcement, County 
Clerk, and Tax Collection) and functional areas are on the lower floors the building. The current layout does 
present instances that require interaction with staff or clientele that should not have interaction as the 
Courtroom, Jury Deliberation, and Attorney offices are upstairs away from the high public contact areas. 
These interactions may lead to possible issues. This will require a complete assessment and analysis to 
address these layout & design concerns to alleviate any configuration and functional issues. 
 
Provisions for Persons with Disabilities 
Our visual assessment of the facility both inside and outside noted the ADA accessibility and deficiencies. 
The rear main floor entry from the rear parking lot is ADA accessible and so is the main floor restroom & 
offices. The main floor Elevator allows for ADA access to the upstairs offices and Courtroom. However, the 
upstairs restroom near the small break room is not ADA compliant. The Jury Deliberation Restroom is not 
ADA accessible. The lower level and basement levels are not ADA accessible. This is a major component 
of the restoration and rehabilitation to meet the needs of the public and keep the historic preservation of the 
courthouse that needs to be addressed. 
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Security and Public Safety 
The building security was visually reviewed per the assessment criteria. There is marginal compliance and 
needs a thorough analysis done of each of the integrated systems in place (surveillance, perimeter lighting, 
security doors, secure windows, etc.). 
 
Regarding public safety, a complete and thorough analysis of the existing fire protection system, fire alarms, 
evacuation plan & routes, and current fire codes needs to be completed. The visual assessment provided 
evacuation plans around the facility as well as access to fire safety equipment (extinguishers, hoses, water, 
AED, etc.). It did not allow for testing of the equipment or systems capacity and efficiency but needs to be 
done as part of the complete Feasibility Study for rehabilitation and compliance. 
 
Courtroom Areas 
During our visit we noted that the courtroom currently shares space with the law library. The law library 
takes up approximately one quarter of the rear of the courtroom. This was done to provide a Jury 
Deliberation Room (addressed in Jury Deliberation Section). This will need to be evaluated for removal 
from the courtroom and remodel of this area for future use. 
 
Judicial Offices 
The judge’s chambers were evaluated and noted as shared spaces due to space constraints and poor 
configuration. Upon approval of funds the Feasibility Study will provide guidance for optimal space 
utilization and address the privacy and acoustics issues that accompany shared spaces. 
 
Support Space 
The area available to conduct business and store records is inadequate and is in need for a comprehensive 
analysis. 
 
Jury Assembly 
Currently the Jury Assembly is held in a separate building, with no accessible path between the existing 
courthouse. A further analysis of the space utilization of the upper level of the courthouse will need to be 
done and incorporate this into the Feasibility study for the remodel. 
 
Jury Deliberation 
Upon entry into the Jury Deliberation room, we immediately noticed the inadequate space to comfortably 
accommodate jurors and functional area to perform duties. The existing space does not allow for extra room 
to review charts, exhibits, or video monitors & equipment. This space was limited even more after a 
remodel of the clock tower. The Jury Deliberation Restroom is not ADA compliant and provides marginal 
code compliance. This area will need to be thoroughly reviewed and remodeled for compliance to current 
standards and statutes. 
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Court Security 
We performed a visual assessment of the building perimeter, site, parking evaluation, building entrance 
evaluation, and public waiting area assessment. There is marginal compliance across the board of these 
categories and the courthouse has taken some measures to 
meet some of the standards. However, a thorough comprehensive Feasibility Study needs to be performed to 
understand all the components, systems, surveillance, traffic flow, public transactions, public & private 
access, security screening measures, and safety protocols that exist to provide accurate and reliable feedback 
to what needs to be changed, remodeled, and its costs associated with the proposed renovations. 
 
The following examples were provided from the County Staff, “at times potential jurors and empaneled 
jurors must travel through an open parking lot between the county administration building to the county 
courthouse, which creates the risk of exposure to litigants or family members of litigants. Physical security is 
only provided while court is in session and the surveillance system needs to be upgraded.” 
 
In-Custody Defendant Areas 
The current In-Custody Receiving, Holding, and Transportation components that are in place for the existing 
courthouse are combined between the Sheriff’s Office and the County Courthouse. The In-Custody court 
customers are currently held in the rear of the courtroom in an open area with benches. The customers are 
shackled to prevent interaction and always accompanied by an officer. Due to the open space and lack of 
confinement there is the associated risk to public safety and risks to the defendants’ constitutional rights. A 
thorough assessment of this area will need to be conducted for remodel and rehabilitation to utilize this area 
and promote a safe & functional environment. 
 
Overview 
Overall the facility remains functional however there are deficiencies and areas of marginal compliance that 
need to be addressed due to current statutes and code requirements. This initial report provides the 
justification and recommendations for state funds to be issued to Morrow County, to complete a full Building 
Feasibility Study & Assessment as well as the rehabilitation and remodel of the existing courthouse based on 
the budgetary numbers from the 2009 report. Upon receipt of state funding Morrow County will put together 
a project team that will complete a comprehensive building evaluation consisting of the building structure, 
building type, details drawings, structural system, building envelope, accessibility, HVAC system, plumbing 
system, fire protection, electrical systems, fire alarms, IT infrastructure, security features, surveillance, 
elevators, ADA Compliance, code and statute compliance for court facilities, remaining criterium from the 
Appendix A noted above, proposed renovations, and proposed construction costs. 
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Rate $235 $175 $235 $175 $115

Totals 20,639$         

PD Predesign Phase 10,340$        9,275$         -$          -$             230$       19,845$         

Totals This Phase 44 53 0 0 2 99

PM / Coordination / Team Meetings 1 1 0 0 2 4

Review Existing Documents 4 8 0 0 0 12

Site Visit / Review Existing Conditions / Interivew Selected Stakeholders 18 18 0 0 0 36

Narrative Production - Write Criteria response and Compile County 

provided text.
8 16 0 0 0 24

Review Meeting for Draft Narrative (Virtual) 3 3 0 0 0 6

Finalize Narrative Document 2 7 0 0 9

Attend Jan 24 Session 8 0 0 0 0 8

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

Consultants Reimbursable -$    -$               

NA -$               

Reimbursable Budget -$    794$              

4% of Fee Total = Budget 794$               

DLR Group                                                                                Umatilla County 

Courthouse Criteria Narrative Assistance

Fee Proposal
Dec. 17, 2021
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