Greensville/Emporia
Courthouse

Emporia, Virginia

Judicial Security Initiative Assessment Team

Assessor's Name

Agency

Affiliation

Capt. M.T. Payne

Prince George
S.0.

VLEPSC

Sat. C. Curry

Brunswick
5.0.

V5A

Police

fccrs

Sen. Trooper D. (:lineg Virginia State

02/22/2006

" Report Date




nia Sheriffs Assu«@ation (VSA). Any use or

onic or other means, without the expr

. The contents of this report are not subject
reedom of Information Act.

The Greensville and Emporia Courthouse Complex is a very majestic and
well maintained historical site. It is located in the City of Emporia which is
in Greensville County. This posed an unique situation to the assessment
team, because both the Greensville County Sheriff and the Emporia City
Sheriff hold court in the same building, however, the Greensville Sheriff is
charged with providing courthouse security. The courthouse security
personnel assigned to the main entrance or public entrance were polite
and professional. The Court Security Supervisor, our contact point, is the
only full-time courthouse security staff. He proved to be very
knowledgeable and helpful. The assistance given to the assessment feam
by sworn and civilian employees of the courthouse complex was
commendable and greatly appreciated, espedally the Court Security
Supervisor. Even with his very busy schedule, he provided us with a
guided tour of the courthouse and grounds; every request and question
was answered with professionalism. : _ o

During the assessment, the team was impressed with several aspects of
the court's operation. The front doors were the only entry and exit point
given to the public, which during peak times were manned by two
deputies, one working the magnetometer and the other working the hand
wand. The assessment team observed the deputies check everyone upon
enfry into the courthouse in a polite and professional manner. There were
physical barriers at the main entrance fo assist the deputies with
egress/ingress of the public through the same security check point. The
high quality landscaping and maintenance of the complex’s grounds and
perimeter serve as an excellent symbolic barrier against crime and
unwanted behavior. Structurally, the team was impressed with the
placement of the stairwell adjacent to the first and second floor holding
cell area; this would aid the deputies in safely and securely evacuating
prisoners during an emergency when elevator use is not recommended,

The assessment team did identify some security issues and concerns that
are addressed in the recommendations of this report. These issues include
the lack of an alarm system with a keyless entry system for all depuiies
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and cvilian employwes, which would eliminate unwanwed dissemination of
excess keys to the public and a lack of 2 camera monitoring system
throughout the exterior of the courthouse, to include the public and
.employee parking lots. The system should be monitored by deputies at all
tines and recorded by VCR. The ideal location for this monitoring system
would be at the front security desk at the main entrance. The deputies at
the main entrance shoulg be equipped with a telephone system that is the
same throughout the building. There shouid be a portable radio
communication systerm between the Greensville deputies and Emporia
deputies, so they can communicate with each other and with the patrol
units of the Emporia Police Department.

There are several issues that are ma;ar concerns o the assessment team.
These issues include:

1. Lack of an a!am/keyless entry system to control employee excess in the
bus!ding At this point, no deputy is monitoring the duress a!arms that are
in working order.

2. The manning and operation of the sally port requires review.

3. The lack of trained certified courtroom security personnel permanently
assigned to work at the courthouse complex.

4. The lack of radic communications within the courthouse and of a

telephone inbercom communication system.
5. The most concerning issue is the fack of manpower. This is a security

priority that needs o be addressed immediately. A complete
recommendation is listed under the “Phys;i Security” recammendeatsons

section.

Other topics addressed in the recommendations are procedural issues in
courtroom security, written directives out of VLEPSC cnmpiiance and

staffing recommendations.







This courthouse assessment is Intended to examine the security of a courthouse n
terms of procedures and physical infrastructire. The team’s report is based on available
information and observations. The report Is intended to serve as a prediminary review of
the security needs of this fadlity. Recommendations and securlty strategies that are |
proposed in this report are the product of the assessor's related efforts and expertise.
Although based on generally accepted crime prevention principals and generally
accepted security procedures, many aspects of this report are subjective in nature and
do not imply the absence of alternative security options. Furthermore, these
recommendations are infended. to reduce the likelihood of a crime or acts of terrorism
from eccurring in and/for around the courthouse., :




The Greensville and Emporia Courthouse Complex is located at 315 South
Main Street in the City of Emporia. The main courthouse is a two story
block building constructed in 1781 and remodeled in- 1997. The area
surrounding the facility is a mix of retail storefronts and small businesses.
The courthouse is directly accessible from South Main Street. The public
and employee parking lots are accessible from Spring Street on the north
side to Hicksford Avenue on the south side of the fadlity. The courthouse
is directly accessible from South Main Street. There is minimal set-back
(distance) from the building to the city sidewalks and streets. At this
llocation, the building is exposed to a moderate volume of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic,

The courthouse complex consists of two unconnected buildings - the main
courthouse building and to the south, the Circuit Court Clerk's Office .
building. The courthouse complex is easily recognizable; its main entrance
is prominent and fts outer boundaries are clearly defined. The courthouse
entrance has no signs posted at eye level describing items not permitted
inside the facility. “Although not enclosed with a fence or vehicular
barricade, the fandscaping design along with concrate curbing provides an
excellent symbolic barrier. '

The courthouse property is landscaped and well maintzined. At the time
of this assessment, the grounds were mowed and the exterior walkways
were clear of obstruction and debris. Vehicular roadways in the back of
the facility were in good condition. Plantings indlude barrier shrubs,
specimen trees and a mix of very low sized grown cover plants. Bushes,
trees and shrubs were regularly groomed and neatly kept. The team
observed one tree on the north side of the courthouse that was over six
feet in height from the base but was very thin and trimmed. The team did
not observe any vegetation that would obstruct vnsd:lhty at the entrance or

through windows.

During hours of darkness, the Greensvitle and Emporia Courthouse
Complex has a security lighting system set on a timer starting at 6:20 p.m.
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The fadlity is suffiu.ently Hluminated on the South Maw Street and Spring
Straet sides. The exterior of the facility has numerous light fixtures set on
a timer; all were in working order at the time of the assessment. The
facility provides two reserved parking spaces for the judges and one for
the magistrate. The judges’ spaces are marked with a sign "Reserve
Parking,” and the magistrate's space has a sign that states "Reserved for
Magistrate.” Parking for visitors and court attendees is focated in a rear
parking lot off of Spring Street, which is directly behind the courthouse.
There is an employee only parking lot behind the Circuit Court Clerk's
building with a sign upon entry stating employee only. Due to the
dynamics of the downtown area, along with the location of the historical
courthouse complex, all parking is in the rear of the fadility off of Spring
Street or in front on Sputh Main Street. The parking lot is not monitored
by cameras or deputies, The assessment team feels the parking lot is
adequate with some modifications. Parking on South Main Street directly
in front of the courthouse facility should have street signs to allow police
parking only. Also, in the rear parking lot there is a large water tower, an
above ground fuel storage tank and A/C and heating units, which are not

secured by a six foot chain link fence with barbed wire around the top and

secured by a lock. The electrical and telephone panel boxes located
outside at the rear of the building need to be secured by a locking bar or

fence.




Building

The Greensville and Emporia Courthouse Complex is housed in two
buildings connected only by a courtyard. The courthouse building serves
as administrative office space for court clerks and staff. The Circuit Court
Clerk’s Office building houses derks, records and evidence. The main
courthouse building houses all of the facility's restrooms, the district clerks’
service windows, holding cells, sally port, magistrate’s office and waiting
areas.

Members of the public entering the courthouse are required to pass
through a screening station located at the main entrance. The screening
process consists of passing through a magnetometer and/or screening
with a hand-held wand, a physical search of any packages and containers .
and a pat-down of the person, if deemed necessary. Everyone entering
the courthouse, attorneys included, is screened. The main entrance
screening station is normally staffed by a single deputy. The team
observed two deputies during peak times, one checking packages and
{observing the magnetometer and the other deputy screening with the

hand-held wand when needed. During the day, there are no sheriff's
personinel after court is over to relieve the deputy for breaks.

Court employees, including judges, usually enter the facility through a rear
or side street level private entrance. Prisoner holding cells are directly
accessed through a secured sally port located behind the fadility. Prisoners
are generally received through key operated steel overhead doors that

could be remotely activated, if manned. The sally port operation needs
attention. The main concern appears to be a lack of securily manpower to
operate effectively. The sally port should be closed when not in use.
Regional jail officers have access to the sally port through an arrangement
with the Greensvilie County Sheriff's Office.




Courtt

house Procedures

Exterior access control at the Greensville and Emporia Courthouse
Complex is limited to a standard lock and key systern (with the exception
of the sally port). The facility is not equipped with an alarm system;
however, it is equipped with duress buttons throughout the building.

for the sally port in the basement and are not monitored by deputies.

The facility's main points of egress/ingress do not appear to be equipped
with access control devices other than key locks or push bars on the ;
emergency exits, which are not equipped with buzzers. Very few windows
in the courthouse are equipped with iron bars, and those that are, are
located on the second floor. The remainder of the windows in the
courthouse appears to be standard double hung locking windows. The
Circuit Court Clerk's buildinig has several standard double hung locking
windows located low to the ground, easily accessible and not alarmed or
barred. In both buildings, the windows do not appear to have any blast
resistance film or additional glass thickening applications. There should be
a written key control policy. :

The complex is not equipped with an emergency power System but does
have appropriate fire protection equipment, which includes a built in
sprinkler system, pull boxes, marked exits and smoke detectors. Court
security persennel should be provided basic training on the use of this

equipment.

A telephone utility room located on the first floor near the judges’ offices is
not equipped with a fock. In the Circuit Court Clerk’s building, a utiiity
power room located near the public restrooms was not locked. In the
Circuit Court Clerk's office, the main door leading from the public foyer info
the clerk's secure area contained a locking mechanism that was covered
by scotch tape for easy employee access. Additionally, there is a back

I door with no lock near the public restrooms leading into the secure area of

the dlerk’s office.

The courthouse building is equipped with a separate use elevator for
public and prisoner use. However, the employees, judges and prisoners
use the same elevator, which is conirolled by separate keys.

Communication between Greensville deputies and Emporia deputies is not

These duress alarms connect to a switch board located in the control room |

effective. The Greensville deputies do not transmit on the same channel
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as the Emporia deputies or the Emporia Police Deparument, which directly
patrols the area. Deputies do not have a covert duress protocol, such as a
code word or transmission sequence, to alert others of an emergency
situation. There is no telephone intercomn communication system with the
deputy at the front desk. The phone at the front desk is an outside line
and is not on the courthouse complex's phone system.

Public waiting areas within the building are open and well lighted. This

_ {allows for easy monitoring by court deputies. Public restrooms and
common areas, such as hallways and the main staircase, are checked by

deputies. However, hathrooms were found to have aerosol air freshener

cans and hand soap dispensers not permanently attached to the wall. .

The facifity has panic buttons strategically placed within the courthouse.
Locations include the courtrooms, derk’s service area, judges' benches and
judges' offices; however, the alarms are not monitored or integrated into
the Emporia Police Depariment’s communication system. The facllity’s
record storage areas do not appear to bé equipped with locking doors or
alarm systems. Furthermore, testing of the existing panic alarms is not
performed regularly.

The service windows of the district cowrt are designed with no physical
security barrier. The Circuit Court Clerk’s service window is a sliding glass
window, which is a limited physical security barrier. Financial and other
sensitive transactions performed by court's clerks are often handled at
windows with no security personnel present. Additionally, bank deposits
are usually made by an unescorted court employee. There are large
amounts of cash maintained in both cleri's offices overnight and during
weekends, The District Clerk’s Office has a safe weighing less than 750
pounds and is on wheels. There is no policy to change combinations when
personnel are terminated. The Circuit Court Clerk’s Office has no safe or
strongbox; monies are locked in a desk drawer. |
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. and Related Areas

The facility's courtrooms and adjacent areas are well maintained and
carefully monitored by court security personnel. However, the following
physical security and procedural issues were identified by the assessment
feam:

Courtroom(s) Location:

The juvenile domestic relations courtroom is located directly behind the
screening station, and at times, there are several members of the public
waiting in this small area to go into the courtroom.

Courtroom(s) Seéurily Devices:

The Court Security Supervisor is unaware if the bench is reinforced to
make it bullet resistant. The panic buttons inside the courtroom are not
monitored by court security personnel or integrated into the city police
department's communication system. In the drcuit courtroom, there is no
telephone accessible to the clerk on the judge's bench,

Judges' Chambers and Refated Offices:

The doors leading into the chambers are not routinely focked when the
judge is present or not. There are public exit signs leading from the
courtroom Into the judges' chambers and secure areas. Panic buttons
installed in the judges’ offices are not monitored by court security
personnel.

FAttorney-Client Conference Rooms:

The rooms have drop or removable ceilings. Some of the doors can be
locked from both the inside and outside. The rooms are equipped with
telephones that have outside lines. In one of the rooms, the team found
cleaning fluids and large ftems that could be used as weapons.

Prisoner Reception Area:
prisoners inside and up to the cells. There are no deputies in the

reception area; although the camera monitors are there along with the
panic button alert control panel. There are no deputies to escort the jail
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. { |
officers in or out & the facility. The jail officers close che sally port doors
after they pick up the prisoners later in the day. There is a secure
conference room in the sally port area that is being used as a janitor
supply closet. The magistrate's office is located in this area and is utilized
by the public 24 hours a day, even after the courthouse is normally closed.
Inside the magistrate's office hallway Is a door with a push bar that is not
alarmed but leads into a stairwell that is accessible to the rest of the

huilding.
Ternporary Holding Areas:

Deputies and law enforcement officers are required to leave guns in locked
cabinets before entering temporary holding areas. However, there were
no gun locking cabinets located in the circuit couriroom lock-up area.
Also, no first aid kits are utilized in the holding cell areas. There was no
alternative self-contained breathing apparatus in the case of a fire located
in or near the holding cells.

Public Waiiiing Areas:

The team observed several potted plants that could be used as weapons in
the waiting area outside circuit cowrt. In the waiting area, there were fight
dirnmer switches and climate controls devices on the wall without locking

COvers.

Courtroom Inside:

The team observed uncovered electrical sockets in the public seating area
and public exit signs leading into secure areas or judges' chambers.

The Commonwealth Attorney’s table, as well as the defense attorney’s
table, was covered by a glass cover and the microphones were large with
weighted stands that could easily be used as weapons. Also, there were
numerous other items on the tables, such as trash cans, tape dispensers,
desk name plates and water pitchers that could be used as weapons. _
In the circuit courtroom, there is no physical barrier between the judge on
the bench and the prisoners as they enter the courtroom from the holding
cells. There were several items and people directly in the path of the
prisoner. entering the courtroom from the holding cells, such as TV and
video equipment, an easel, wooden chairs and a court stenographer with

her back to the prisoner.
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Recommendations

Physical Security

1. It is recommended that signs be posted at eye level describing ftems
not permitted in the cousthouse, In English and Spanish, on the main
entrance doors. :

9. It is recommended that the screening station have a telephone that is
on the same intercomi system as the other phones in the building.

3. It is recommended to have a first aid kit(s) at the screening station and
near the holding cells.

4. Tt is recommended to have at least one set of leg irons and waist
chains stored securely inside the courtrooms or elsewhere t be
immediately accessible to courtroom deputies.

5. It is recommended that all aerosol cans and soap dispensers (not
permanently mounted) be removed from the bathrooms on all floors.

16. It is recommended that deposits be made with an armed security
escort. If armed escorts are not going to be used, then a two person
policy should be in place. One person should make the deposit while a
second person observes from a safe distance to summon assistance if
needed. Also, the clerks’ offices should have a safe. If the safe is over
750 pounds, it does not need to be mounted to the fioor but should not be
equipped with wheels. ‘A policy should be in place to change the
combination if an employee leaves for any reason.

7. It is recommended that the Greensville deputies should be able to
communicate by portable radio with the Emporia deputies and with the
- {Emporia Police Department in case of an emergency.
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8. Itis recommended that all fire alarm puil stations and light dimmer
switches that are accessible to the public be covered by a clear plastic case
that will alarm Jocally when opened. This will prevent people from
tampering with the pull stations, yet allow access.

9. Itis recommended that courtroom electrical outlets be covered,
espedially those located in the gallery (public) seating area. They can be
easily tampered with and potentially serve to create a security risk.

10. It is recommended that drapes be instalied on the windows of the

1 dircuit court waiting area to prevent visibility for a sniper on building roof
tops across the street. Remove all potted plants from the waiting area, as
they could be used as weapons.

11. It is recommended that the magistrate's office, which has one office .
at Southside Regional Jail, be moved there permanently, The assessment
taam feels the 24 hour use of the magistrate’s office in the court building
causes a breach in security. After normal business hours, there are no

court security deputies onsite.

17, Tt is recommended that in both buildings all doors should have locks
installed, and those with locks should be utilized.

13. It is recommended that all emergency exit doors that are equipped
with a push bar have buzzer alarms installed. '

14, Tt is recommended that the emergency exit door at the bottom of the
public stairwell be alarmed or sealed off depending on the fire code,
because deputies can not observe or monitor the egress or ingress.

15. It is recommended that all deputies working the courthouse receive
DCIS training In courtroom security and civil process at their local
academy.

16. 1 is recommended that a Court Security Committee be implemented,
consisting of a representative from each office in the ¢ourthouse complex.
They should meet regularly and implement an emergency evacuation plan.

17. It is recommended that electrical and telephone panel boxes on the
outside rear of the building be equipped with a locking bar or fence.
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18. It is recommended that locking gun cabinets be utilized. They should
be located in an area not accessible to prisoners, so aw enforcement and
deputies can secure thelr weapons before they enter the holding cells.

Significant Cost Recommendations

1. Itis recommended that the courthouse complex have at least three full
time deputies, trained in courthouse security and assigned to the
courthouse complex at all times. . '

2. Tt is recommended that the courthouse complex have an integrated
alarm/keyless entry system for employees and staff to monitor the egress
and ingress into the complex. Also, alt cameras should be integrated into
“Tthe system, with new cameras installed to monitor the public and
employee parking lots and designated sites in the interior and exterior of

the complex.

3. It is recommended that the front screening station has a new
command center desk that would provide cover and concealment for the
deputies in case of an emergency. This would also house the camera
mohitoring system and duress alarm system. Tt should be equipped with
radio communications to other agencies and telephone communications to ‘
all courthouse complex offices at the touch of a hutton. "

4, 1t is recommended that the control room on the ground floor lock-up
area should be staffed during the arrival and departure of the regional jail
officers with the prisoners. The sally port doors should be dosed at all
times. If funding is not available, then monitors should be relocated
where court deputies can observe them along with panic buttons, for
example, in the front screening area.

5. It is recommended that two deputies staff the main public screening
station before court when there are increased volumes of visitors. One
deputy is sufficient during times other than prior to court sessions. During
higher profile court cases, two deputies may be necessary during all
business hours for more thorough screening and security. There should
be a deputy available to give the screening deputy a break.

6. It is recommended that at least two deputies work the lower courts at
all imes and three deputies in higher profile cases. In circuit court, at
least three deputies should work the courtroom and four deputies in higher

profile cases.
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1. Itis strongly recommended that the following courtroom security
staffing be consistently implemented: One deputy for every civil court
session, two deputies for every criminal court session, two deputies for
every juvenile court session, three deputies for circuit court criminal days
and extra staffing for high profile cases

2. It is strongly recommended that an alarm/keyless security system be
installed with integrated cameras and a recording device.

3. It is strongly recommended that the sally port procedure for the
delivery and pick-up of prisoners be reviewed.
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Procedural Recommendations

Minimal

It is recommended that the following written directives be implemented:

1. Prisoner/Patient Transport
A written directive should be implemented o prescribe the security and

{control of prisoners being transported to court. It should prescribe

[ procedures for transporting and handling sick, injured, handicapped and
mentally ill prisoners or prisoners suspected of carrying a communicable -
disease to court. It should prescribe the procedures for the transportation
of juveniles or prisoners of the opposite sex to court. There should also be
a written directive to prescribe procedures following the escape of a
-{prisoner while being transported to court or if the escape occurs at the
courthouse complex. - '

2. Lockup/‘[nterviéw Rooms
There should be a written directive to specify that all deputies receive
training in the operation of lockup holding cells; sally port controls and the

prisoners’ elevator.

There should be a written directive to describe the “security and control"
features of the lockup/holding cells.

There should be a written directive fo establish procedures or criteria for
authorized access to the lock-up areas (i.e. attorneys, probation officers
and medical staff).

3. Crisis Situations
It is recommended that all crisis plans be subject to periodic review and
updating, once policies and procedures are written. Reviews should occur

at least annually.

It is recommended that annual courthouse security reviews are conducted
with the building's court security cornmittee (i.e. building usersftenants).

4. Access Control
It is recommended that a written directive be developed to address access
key control, key duplication and lost/stolen keys. The Greensville Sheriff

should maintain strict control of courthouse keys.
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None noted.

Critical Recommendations

It is recommended that written directives be utifized to set procedures for
dally operations. These written directives are intended to meet the
voluntary requirements of the Virginia Law Enforcement Professional

Standards Commission (VLEPSC).
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Policy Recommendations

edas

Noted in "Procedural Recommendations”
Significant Cost Recommendations -

Noted in "Procedural Recommendations” |

Critical Recommendations

Noted in "Procedural Recommendations”
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Jther Recommendations

Minimal Cost Recommendations

1. Itis recommended that the "magistrate reserved parking” sign be
changed to read "reservad parking."

- §2. Itis recommended that ail parking in front of the courthouse be
. Jreserved for police parking only.

3. Itis recommended that all court security personnel be made aware of
utility shut-off points and fire response procedures.

Significant Cost Recominendations

1. It is recommended that the court designate a central mailroom within
the fadlity. The mallroom should be structurally self-contained and
equipped with a separate air handling unit. Additionaily, the mailroom
should be staffed by employees trained in handling suspicious packages
and substances. Prior to delivering mail to court personnel, mailroom
employees should open all mail from the bottom of the envelope or
package using a letter opener or similar tool. This allows suspicious
powders or other malicious items to fall out and away from the employee's
upper body and face. The mail should be opened above a catch box (a
plastic or rubber container with a lid that can be easily closed). The catch
box can then be easily secured providing immediate isolation for suspicious

mail.

Critical Recommendations

None noted
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Preliminary Architectural Report
GREENSVILLE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
SECURITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECT

exhibit 3

Security Equipment Layout & Budget

B This exhibit was prepared by Gaston Security, 115 N
Main Street, Emporia, VA 23847,

Baxter Bailey & Associates | December, 2014
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Note: Add 2™ Floor Hall Camera
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New Camera Coverage
T ndage DRI
Existing Coverage Enhancement (Repiace 01d, Add 2 Interior)
New Access Control
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% New Live Video Monitors

New Security Door Contacts

GREENSVILLE
New Security Motion Detectors

COUNTY LOURT
New Security 360 Motion Detector

House
B Alarm Keypad
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Greensville County

1781 Greensville County Circle -

Emporia VA 23847
Aftn: Mike Veliky .
Refernce: Greensvilie County Courthouse - Security Enhancemenis

Mike,

27/

GASTON SECURITY, INC.

P.0.BOX 219 - GASBURG, VIRGINIA 23857

PHONE: (434) 577-2716
FAX: (434) 577-3012

December 8, 2014

Gasion can provide various enhancements fo the Court House security in conjunction with the proposed addition for a
new enhanced security eniry. We will expand the exisitng burglary and access system to cover the addition to the
building and the 2 new entry doors. The video headend for security will be relocated to the new command desk and we
will add one DVR and monitor for the additional cameras. This quote includes 2 new metal deteciors and one xray
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DMP
DMP

HID
Securitron
DMP
DMP
DMP
DMP
Visonic
Bosch
Panasonic

Panasonic
Panasonic
Panasonic

FPanasonic
ViewZ

Panasonic
Vanco

Altronix
SmithDetection
Garrett

Gaston

Gaston

Model & Description
714-16 16 Zone Expander

734 Card Access Module

2465 Single Gang HID Prox Reader
Eleectrified Panic Bar

1100XH HiPower Wireless Reciever
1100R Wireless Repeater

1101 Universal Wireless Transmitier

3045 Pull Type Panic Switch

BDuo240 Ceiling Mnt Motion Det
PPR1-W16 Long Range Motion Det
WV-CW504 Fixed Qutdoor Dome Camera
with Bell Housing, Wall Mount

PWM484S Wall Mount Bell Housing Kit
WV-CF354 Fixed Indoor Dome Camera
WJ-HDB16 18ch 2TB Digital Video Recorder

WV-CF354 Fixed Indoor Dome Camera
LCD24 24" L CD Monitor HDMI, BNC, VGA
with Wall Mount

WV-CU850 System Controlier

HDMI Extender, PS, HDMI Cables

2416 24VAC Camera Power Supply
Scanner with all Imaging Options, Table
Rolter Table and Instail

Walk Thru Metal Detector with Floor Mount
Hardware

Misc. Cable, Hdw, Conneciors, UPS Surge

Installation, Cabling, Termination, Prog,
Training
TOTAL COST
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Unit Cost

265.00
215.00
285.00
985.00
200.00
285.00

85.00

48.00

88.00
125.00
650.00

325.00
510.00
7,200.00

510.00
1,485.00

1,485.00
465.00
245.00

45,000.00

5,800.00

850.00

12,850.00

€7 €9 7 69 & O B0 PR B

o3 o &9

< &5

i &+ R 7 7 R T

Ext. Cost
265.00
430.00
570.00

1,970.00
200.00
570.00
425.00

96.00
§8.00
250.00
5,200.00

2,600.00
3,570.00
7,200.00 .

510.00
4,455.00

1,485.00
1,385.00
245.00
45,000.00
5,800.00
850.00
12,850.00

96,024.00

The above price includes one (1) year warranty on equipment and labor. Should you have any questions or require any
additional information, please feel free to contact our office.




Regards,

Greg Burns Customer Accepiance:

Date:
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Geotechnical Engineering Report

Statement of intent:

The proposed Security Enhancement Project for
the Greensville County Courthouse, all as described
in Option 1; entails an addition of some 2,700 s.f.+/-
to the immediate Norih of the existing strucutre. In
order to achieve the preferred design shown in Option
1; the Old Office and Bank Building must be
decommissioned and removed. Only at such time
can a geotechnical survey be effectively made.

As a result of the inassessability conditions; any
required soils testing will be/must be deferred to a
later stage of design development, but prior fo the
preparation of Construction Documents.
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Environmental Report

QOverview:

The Secuirty Enhancement Project for the
Greensville County Courthouse, as illustrated in
Option 1; consists of a limited scope, single story
addition to the immediate North of the existing
courthouse. This relatively modest addition of 2,700
s.f.+/- represents a net increase of only some 9.3% to
the existing complex.

The siting of the proposed addition will be so situated
that it replaces, in part, an existing -
decommissioned/abandoned structure. Thus, the
massing of the new addition will be significantly
smaller than the structure it replaces; and the footprint
of the new structure will require less land converage
than the existing.

While the security enhancements will be contained in
a new “pavilion” that significantly enhances the
current courthouse functions, it will not increase either
the occupancy load or the parking capacity needs of
the overall complex.

No adjacent properties are to be affected and all new
construction remains within a confined and limited
zone of Courthouse Square. No traffic patterns or
circulation is to be impacted; no increased storm
water runoff is anticipated; no hazardous materials or
fuels are anticipated to be a factor; and, the existing
landscape plantings will be retained and enhanced.

The addition proposed will be of a compatibie and
complimentary architectural style; and the new
addition will not come in direct contact with the
historic fabric of the original courthouse.

Baxter Bailey & Associates | December, 2014



As the project may possibly be funded by Rural
Development, it is understood that their staff will
present this report to the Department of Historic
Resources for a status review at a more strategic
time, and this action will be before the project is
authorized to proceed to Construction Documents.

As a result of the various considerations above, this
design team considers the suggested environmental
impact to be minor. Rather, we anticipate that the
project will basically have an overall positive impact
on the complex.

Should Greensville County and/or their funding
sources determine that a more indepth environmental
study be required; this can/will be accomplished and
cleared prior to the start of Construction Documents.

Baxter Bailey & Associates | Decamber, 2014
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Summary Report ~ Old Office & Bank Building

Court Square, Main Street
Emporia, Virginia

Overview:

As part of and in preparation of the Preliminary
Architectural Report (PAR), regarding the proposed
Greensville County Courthouse Security
Enhancement Project, an outline of four primary
points have been set out te examine and evaluaie the
current state of the Oid Office & Bank Building sited
adjacent to the Greensville County Courthouse, within
the Court Square proper.

All observations made herein are by way of a
walkthrough of the building, consisting of a visual
inspection and photographic survey. No further
mechanical, plumbing, electrical, structural analysis or
environmental testing has been performed to date.

Baxter Bailey & Associates | December, 2014
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Summary Report — Old Office & Bank Building

1 - Purpose

The purpose of this Summary Report on the Old Office &
Bank Building is to assist Greensville County in
determining the practicality and options of incorporating
or excluding the existing building as it may relate to the
proposed security enhancements for the Greensville
County Courthouse, now being considered.

2 — General Description

This facility, known as the Old Office & Bank Building, is
located at 301 South Main Street, Emporia, VA. The
facility, though presented as one building, is in fact a
combination of two seperate buildings; (1) an old Office
Building at the corner of South Main Street and Spring
Street, and (2) the old Bank Building immediately
adjacent to the South. The larger corner buiding, being
the Office Building (left portion of Photos 1 & 3), appears
to have been built prior to or after the tum of the century.
The building presents itself as former retail space that
has been significantly modified as an office facility, with
various assignments and tenants over the years.

Evidence of the retail aspect is apparent by the large
store front openings at the entrances off of South Main
Street and Spring Street. The Spring Street portion of the
Office Building, (see Photos 4 & 5), appears to possibly
have been a seperate commercial space, which is now
accessible by a ramp. All in all, the old Office Building
has been laregly altered in years past to create the look
the building has today.

The old Bank Building (right portion of Phoio 1) appears
to be the more original structure of the two, due to
evidence viewed in the cornice, windows, doors and
parapet wali on the South Main Street side. The interior
of the Bank Building first floor is largely original with
pressed metal walls and ceilings. These walls and
ceilings show significant deterioration.

Baxter Balley & Associates | Decemnber, 2014




The old Gffice Building has a fiat roof, while the old Bank
Building has a pitched metal roof. Both the old Office
Building and old Bank Building are vacant, and neither
appear to be eligible for Certificate of Occupancy due to
many non-compliant code and maintenance issues
observed.

3 — Architect's Observations

General Construction

The Old Office & Bank Building in both sections consists
of masonry exterior bearing walls with all wood frame
construction on the interior, including floors, stairs, and
partitions. The general condition of the entire building is
poor, and in some instances, beyond repair. Only with
major renovation can this building be returned to use.

A.D.A. Issues

Throughout the building, there are multiple instances
where a handicapped individual would not be able to
access or navigate the building. They are as follows:

Entrances:

The entrances to both the old Office Building and the
old Bank Building are not A.D.A. accessible at street
level. The old Bank Building has (2) steps into the
building, leaving the finished first floor level
approximately 14” above street level. The old Office
Building has (1) step into the building, leaving the
finished first floor level approximately 9" above street
level. The entrances appear to be set directly on the
property line along South Main Street. With both
entrances of the building touching the property line,
there is no practical way to develop A.D.A. access
without significant modification to the building or
public sidewalk.

Baxer Bafley & Associates | December, 2014



Conversely, the entrance accesible via the ramp off of
Spring Street {o the rear portion may be A.D.A.
compliant, or nearly so. However, due to the slope of
the site, the finished floor level of the rear portion of
the old Office Building is approximately 30” below the
finished floor of the main area. Upon accessing the
rear portion via the ramp, there is a half flight of stairs
inside returning you to the remainder of the old Office
Building.

From our viewpoint, due to the limited space, it would
not be cost or space effective to retrofit a chair lift in
this area in order to make it A.D.A. compliant.

Flevator:

Once inside the building, there are multiple obstacies
that prevent the application of an elevator. As stated
above, the finished fioor heights of the old Office
Building and the old Bank Building are at & difference
of approximately 6”. This would make it very difficult
to have an elevator service both sides of the building.
In the case where an elevator was retrofitied in one
side of the building only, an interior ramp would need
to be installed to accommodate this change in first
floor heights. However, the only reasonable place to
do so is at the base of the Central Stairs (Photos 20 &
23), thereby now leaving them unapproachable.

Also, if an elevator were to be added, there would be
a loss of approximately 80 s.f. for an elevator shait,
each floor, and 80 s.f. on the first floor for an
equipment room, all totaling 240 s.f. Due to the
building's limited area of approximately 6,900 s.f., it
would not be reasonably feasible, nor cost effective,
to install an elevator in the Old Office & Bank Building.

Stairs:

The (2) two set of stairs that access the second

floor are non-compliant with current code
requirements that would come into play should a
major renovation of the building be undertaken.
Simply stated, both the Central Stair (Photos 20 & 23)
and the Back Stairs (Photo 25) are very steep and do
not comply by today's building standards.
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Fire Suppression

The building is not sprinkied and cannot be so without
extensive work. Considering the non-compliance of the
exit stairs situation, and with lack of a sprinkler system or
other fire supression system being in place; the building
cannot currently meet the standards for a safe building.

Roof

Interior visual inspection shows that the roof is apparentiy
failing in multiple places. The flat roof covering the old
Office Building appears to have been deteriorating for
some time now, with no attempt at repair. The pitched
metal roof covering ithe old Bank Building shows
indications of failing where the roof meets the walls and
gutters. The deterioration of these two roofs have lead to
multiple instances of leaking throughout the interior of the
building and into the structural walls. Apparent damage
has been sustained throughout the drop ceilings on both
floors due to water intrusion. The apparent presence of
mold causes the building to be an unhealihy
environment, full scope of which has yet to be
determined.

Mechanical

The existing mechanical systems are non-operational and
have not been in use for a number of years. They appear
to be virtually at the end of their life expectancy and are
beyond repair. All new systems would be required as
part of any major renovation should the building be
brought back on line.

Toilets

The only toilets visible during inspection are focated on
the second floor of the old Office Building. They are
extremely constricted spaces, and do not meet A.D.A. or
current building code standards. There is a possibility of
secondary toilets elsewhere that have not been
observed. In summary, the toilet system in the combined
building is beyond repair or future retrofii, as they now
are configured and located.
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B 4 - Recommendations

Ali condtions considered, including general
deterioration, the failure of the roof system, the
evidence of water and mold damage throughout the
structure, the need for an all new mechanical,
electrical, and plumbing systems, the inability fo
reasonably make the building A.D.A. compliant, the
inability to reasonably add an elevator, the difficulty of
providing a fire suppression system, and the generally
poor layout and configuration of the interiors; cause
this facility to be a poor candidate for inclusion into any
proposed security enhancements or future
expansion of the Greensville County Courthouse. At
this time no present or future use of this building as a
stand alone facility is known or aniicipated.
Reluctantly, this consulting team recommends the
decommissioning and eventual removal of the
combined structures.

Baxer Balley & Associates | Decermnber, 2014



1. West Elevation on South Main Street

3, Northwest Perspective from Intersection of
South Main Street and Spring Street
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2. Northwest Perspective from Intersection of
South Main Street and Spring Street

4. Partial North Elevation on Spring Street

QLD OFFICE & BANK BUILDING
Court Square/Main Street
Emporia, Virginia




5. Ramp/Exterior Door at Northeast Corner of Building

7. Partial East Elevation
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8. Partial Bast Elevation

OLD OFFICE & BANK BUILDING
Court Square/Main Street
Empaoria, Virginia




9. Southwest Perspective from South Main Street

11. Existing Entry Door at Retail Building
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10. Existing Entvy Door at Bank Building

OLD OFFICE & BANK BUILDING
Court Square/Main Street
Emporia, Virginia




14. First Floor Backroom Passage
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13. First Floor Bank Perspective

15. Ceiling Damage

GELD OFFICE & BANK BUILDING
Court Sguare/Main Street
Emporia, Virginia
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20. Central Stair at First Floor 21. Top of Central Stair at Second Floor

22. Top of Central Stair at Second Floor 23. Top of Central Stair at Second Floor

OLD OFFICE & BANK BUILDING
Court Square/Main Street
Emporia, Virginia




26. Second Floor
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27. Second Floor

OLD OFFICE & BANK BUILDING
Court Square/Main Street
Emporia, Virgiaia




30. Second Floor Damage
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29, Second Floor Bathroom

OLD OFFICE & BANK BUILDING
Court Square/Main Street
Emporia, Virginia
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Asbestos Report
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Hastern %/'irginié Environmental, LL.C

Report of Findings

Asbestos Inspection
For

301 Soumth Main Sireet
Emporia, Virginia 23847

Report Numbeyr: 146126.03
Prepared for-

Greensville County

April 3,2014

Prepaved by

Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC
153% Eagle Glen Drive
Chesapeake, VA 23322

Phone: 757-436-0795




ASBESTOS-CONTAINING MATERIAL (ACM) SURVEY

1.8 PURPOSE ANB SCOPE:

On March 28, 2014 Eastemn Virginia Environmental inspected the interior and exterior for
ashestos-containing building materials of the building located at 301 South Main Street,
Emporia VA, The purpose of this inspection was to identify any asbesfos-containing
building materials that will be impacted by demolition of the building. All suspect
building materials that were visible and accessible were tested.

Asbestes-Containing Materials Survey::

1. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Virginia State accredited asbestos
inspector/s employed by Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC conducted the survey
-for materials suspected to contain asbestos. The survey was performed in accordance
with AHERA, Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) construction ~ :
standard and complied with EPA requirements as desctibed in the National !
Emissions Standard for Hazardous Aijr Polhutants (NESHAP) The survey for :
Asbestos Cootaining Materials (ACM) included:

a. Visual fnspection of all suspect building materials in place
b. Confirmation sampling and anslysis to identify the presence or absence
of asbestos

2. Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC collected bulk samples in accordance with
EPA guidelines, which identify a specific number of samples that must be collected '
from each homogeneous area: three saniples of thermal system insulation, three to :
seven samples of surfacing materials, and at least one of miscellaneous materials are
required.

3. Laboratories aceredited under the National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation
(NVLAP) program analyzed the samples for ashestos fiber content by Polarized

Light Mictoscopy (PLM) techmque following the EPA methods 600/M4-82-020 and
EPA 600/R-93/116.

4. Based upon field observations and the analytical results of suspect ACM, Bastern o

Virginia Eovironmental, LE.C identified types, lccaﬁons, and conditions of accesmble
ACM. .

azbayios Inspection Reporl —381 Bowh Makn Siveef, Emperiz V&




2.8  ASBESTOS-CONTAINING MATERIALS

The following asbestos-containing materials were identified during the survey conducted
on March 28, 2014 at 301 South Main Street, Emporia VA 23847

Pipe Insulation im the boiler room

Window glazing on the right side of the bailding
Linolesm in various locations ( See Table)
Floor tile undex carpet 1% flcor offices

e & & o

NOTE: Ne pipe chases could be located during the inspection but

there may be some exposed during demolition that may have pipe
imsulation in them. If the demolition confractor discovers pipe
insulation in locations not identified in this report they should step
immediately until the insulation can be tested and identified as ¢o its
cortent,

Fastern Virginia Environmental, LLC collected a fotal of 32 bulk saxnples of suspect '

asbestos-containing materials. The samples were analyzed by a NVLAP accredited
laboratory using Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM) techniques according to EPA
methods 600/M4-82-020 and 600/R-93/116. The samples were analyzed by Eastern

Virginia Environmental which participates in the National Voluntary Accreditation -

Program (NVLAP), a quality assurance program for PLM lsboratories, administered by
the National Institute for Standards and Technology (NIST). Eastern Virginia
Environmental is also accredited by NIST (Lab ID#200131-0) to perform PLM anslysis
tor identifying asbestos in building materials.

Analysis reports are included in Appendix A, which contains a list of all analyzed
samples, sample Jocations, and analytical results. Results are reported in percent asbestos
by volume and indicate the type(s) of asbestos present. Other common non-ashestos
components may also be noted on the analytical report.

Any material containing greater than one percent asbestos is considered an asbestos-
containing material (ACM) and must be handled according to Geeupational Health and
Safety Administration (OSHA), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and any other
state and local regulations,

Asbestos luspection Repart -381 Sonth Maip Street, Emanoria Va




3.6 CONCLUSIONS and RECGMMENDA’H(}NS

Based upon the scope of work canducted for this susvey, Eastern Vlrgxma Environmental,
LEC concludes and recommends the following:

e The pipe insulation, linolewm and window glazing should be abated
“by a Virginia Licensed Asbestos Abatement Comfractor in

accordance with all Federal (29 CFR 1926.1101),. State and Loeal
Regulations prior to demolition.

¢ The floor tile is non-fiiable and main remain in place during
demolition but becomes part of the waste stream so that the entire
waste stream must be taken to a landfill that can accept non-fidable
asbestos-containing building materials.

¢ If the owner chooses to remove the floor tile prior to demolition it
must be removed by a licensed Asbestos Abatement Contractor.

¢ The demolition contractor should receive a copy of this report prior
to demolition,

4.0 ASSUMPTIONS and LIMETATIONS

The findings and conclusions.in this report are based on the condmons which were
observed on the date of the site survey. Eastern Virginia Environmental, 11.C and this

report make no representation or assumptions as to the past condluens or futore
OCCINTENCEs.

This survey and report is limited to visible and accessible building materials and
maferials that were in place at the time of the survey. Eastern Virginia Envitonmental,
LLC strongly recommends that if any additional suspect asbestos-containing materials are
encountered dwring renovation activities, that all work in that area cease immediately and
materials be sampled and tested to determine if they contain asbestos.

Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC assumes no tesponsibility for any action or lack of
action taken by our client or their represe;n‘tanvefs as a result of this report.

This report is limited to generally accessible ACM at the site, iv accordance with the
scope of work.

2ol bt - Date: 4/ far
Fred Guest Vs
Asbestos Inspector VA #3303 001534

Asheetoy Inspection Hepnrt - 207 Soah Bain Siveed, Dmporia Ya




TABLE I

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION LOCATION ASBESTOS FRIABLE
# : PERCENT YIN
i Silver Paint Coaring Upper left Reof NAD Na
2 Paich Lower A-Roof MNAD NA
3 Chimney Flashing Upper Roof NAD WA
4 Plaster 1* Floor Halt Ceiling NAD WA
5 Plaster I¥ Ftoor Right Front NAD /A
Room
6 Plaster 1% Floar Hall NAD Wra
Adjacent to Roiler
Roori
7 Plaster Restroom next io NAD A
- Boiler Room
8 Plaster 74 Floor Hall NAD NIA
Ceiling
9 Plaster 2™ Floor Half Wall NAD NIA
10 Plaster 2% Flaor Womea's WAD NrA
Restrogm ]
1t 2% 4° Ceiling Tile 2 Flaer Court NAD N/A
Raom
12 2x 4 Ceiling Tile 2" Flgor Court NAD A
Room
i3 2% &’ Ceiling Tile 2™ Flaor Left Front NAD NiA
Office
14 DPrywall & loint Compound Court Room NAD N/A
15 Prywall & Joiat Compermd | 2 Floor Women’s NAD NiA
Restroom
i6 127% 127 Floor Tile & 12 Floor Hall NAD MN/A
Mastic
17 Linolenw 1 Floor Right 20% Chrysatite YES
Front Gffice-under Asbestos
Carpet
18 127°x 12" Floor Tile & 1* Floor Left From NAD WA
Mastic’ " | Offiee-under Camet
19 Linolewm 1 Floor Hall NAD N/A
adjacent (o Boiler
Room
0 Linofeum At Entrance fo % 20% Chrysotile YES
Floor Safe
21 Floor Tile & 1% Floor 2™ Roem Floor Tile4% NO
Back from Left Chrysatile Ashbestos
Black Mastic Front Office-under Rlastie-NAD NA
) Carget
22 Floor Tile & 1" Floor-3° Room | Floor Tile-2% Chrysotile NO
' Beclk Left Side-under Asbestos
Biack Maslic Carpet - Mastic-NAD WN/A
23 Linoleura £ Floar Restroom 10% Chrysotife YES
off Main Hall Ashestos
24 Lincleum Left Side Endrauce - 15% Chrysetile YES
Boor Ashestos

Szbesio: Inap
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SAMPLE DESCRIPTION LOCATION ASBESTOS FRIABLE
# PERCENT YN
25 127X 12" Floor THe & | 1™ Floor Back Room | 3% Chrysotite Ashestos N
) Baised Platform

Mastic 5% Chrysetile Asbestos N
26 12™x 12 Floor Tile & 2™ Floor Right Frant . NAD N/A

Masiic Offices-undey Carpet NAD N/A
27 Ceramic Tile Adhesive | 2™ Floor Women’s NAD N/A

i Resiroom
28 Pipe Inselation Zst Floar Boller 25% Chrysotile YES
Rapm Asbestos

29 Window Caulk Front NAD N/A
30 Window Glagng Ripht Side 4% Chrysotile Asbestos N
31 Window Glazing Right Side 2% Chrysetile Ashestos N
32 Brick Mortar Back WAD MIA

NAD = NO ASBESTOS DETECTED
N/A =NOT APPLICABLE

5 "
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Hastern Virginia Environmental, LLC

14538 Sagla Gien Drive, Chosageshs VA 23322 Phons: 757-436-0795 Fax’ 77-540-1368

ASBESTOS INSPECTION CERTIFICATION
INSPECTION DATE: April 3,2014
SITE INSPECTED: Twoe story commereial building .

ADDRESS: 301 South Main Street
Empeoria, VA 23847

The property it the above address was inspected for asbestos-containing hulleimg
materials a5 indicated below:

X ENTIRE STRUCTURE:

PORTION AS PESCRIBED:

ONLY THOSE VISIBLE MATERIALS ANB/OR PORTIONS OF THE
PROPERTY WERE INSPECTED AND/OR SAMPLED FOR THE PRESENCE

OF ASBESTOS-CONTAINING BUILDING MATERIALS AS DESCRIBED
ABOVE.

ASBESTOS CERTIFICATION

X__ASBESTOS WAS DETECTED AND RESPONSE ACTIONS TO ABATE
ANY RISK TO BUMAN HEALTH WILL BE UNBERTAKEN AS A PART OF
THE RENOVATION OR DEMOLITION: Linolemm & floor tile, window glazing,
pipe insulation,

ASBESTOS WAS NOT DETECTED:

Inspeetor: 7&@ ;ﬁ- %‘f_’%éjgjﬁ'
_ Fred Guest

Inspector License # 3303 1534

estos Enspeciion Report 301 Qamt‘! lZaiz Strest, Emporia YA
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Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC
1538 Eaple Glon Brive
Chesapeaks, V& 23322
Phone: (767} 4380785 Fax: (757) 548-1368
Virglnia Ashiastos Laboratory License £: 3333000250
RVLAP Eab Cade: 2004540

Buik Asbestos Sample Analysis Reporg

. Page 1 of 4
Bate: 33172014 Project Hame: 301 S. Mafn Strest
Chunt: Greensvile County Project Location: Emperia, VA
Praject Nusther: 140126.03
Batch Number 14030384
. Daie Reesived: 03/31/2014
Gontact Mike Zolky Dafe Analyzed: 03/31/2014
Mo, of Samples: 32
fef, Moo ' Mo, of PLEs: 37
Lab Client  No.of Bample Location Ashostos Otieor Filers - BEafrix
iD  Sample No. Layers Sample Description Type %  Type %
aot 1 1 Upper Left Roof Ashestos Detected: Ho Nong Detesiad Binder
Shver, Granular Paint
002 2 1 lower A-Roof Asbbstos Datecist: He Cefulose 20 Binder
© Blagk, Fibrous/Plishle Paich '
03 3 1 Upper Roof Ashostos Detscted:  No Cellulose 30 Binder
" . 'Black, Féwous/Pfable Chimney Flashing
{04 4 2 Hall Celling : Ashestos Defectod: Ne Ccllulse 1 Binder
Beige and White, Granular Plaster
Qos 5 2 Right Front Room Ashestos Detoctad: Ko Celilose 1 Bimfer
-Beige and White, Cranular Plaster
i 5 7 Viall Adjacent ta Boller Room Asbosios Detected; | No Ceidose 2 Binder
Belgas and White, Granuler Plaster
o7 7 2 Restroom Close to Boifer Room Ashestos Defocted: 8o None Detected Binder
. Beige and White, Granular Plaster
008 8 2  HallCefting _ Ashestos Detected: Ko None Delecied Binder -
Beigs and White, Granular Plaster
008 5 7 HalWak Ashostos Detected: | o Celliose T Binder
Beige and White, Granular Plaster -
10 Ty 3 Women's Hestroom Wal Asbestos Dotected:  Wo  Gafulose 7 Binder
Beige and White, Gramdar Plaster
011 11 2 Courtroom Ashestos Detected: Ho Collulose 83 Binder
-Beige.and White, Fibrous/Granizlar CelEing Tie Fiherglass 20
672 2 "2 Courtroom Asbestos Detecied: ~ No Gellulown 50 Binder
Beige and White, Fibroas/Granular Cailing Tie Fiberglass 25
H3 13 1 Lait Front Office Ashestos Detectad:  Ho Colivlose 50 Binder
Beige and White, Fihreus/Cranular Celling Tlle z9

Fherglass

NVLAP Actredited Analyical Methods: EPA 600/M44-82-620 and 800/R-93/118

PLERPTrevipl




Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC

1539 Eaglke Glan Drve
Chesapeake, VA 23322
. Phone: (757} 4360798 Fax: (757) 549-1368
’tﬂrgmia Ashestos Laboratory License & 3333800280
KVLAP Code: 2001310

Butk Asbestos Sample Analysis Report

‘ Page 20f 4
Date: 3317014 Project Mame: 301 8, Mala Sirest
Clisnt Greensville Sounty Project Lozation: Emporia, VA
' Project Number: 140126.03
Batch Humbar: 14030384
) Date Recsived: 03/312014
Gorrtact. Mike Zeliky Date Anstyzed: G3/31/2014
bo. of SGamples: 32
Ref., Ho.: ' Mo. of PLMs: 37
Lab Glent  He. of Sample Lasation Ashegins Ciber Fibars  Malrix
[{*] Sample No. Layers Sample Bescripfion Type %  Type Ya
014 14 3 GCounitroom Ashestis Datected: Ko Callulose 35 Bindsr
Belge, Browa and White, Fibrous/Granular
Diywatl/Joint Compound
15 i5 3 Woman's Restroom Ashestos Datected: Na Celiulose 3¢ Bindsr
Beige, Brown and White, Fibraus/Granuiar
BrywzliJaint Compound )
oig ' 6 1 Halway . Asbegtis Detected: Mo MNone Detected Binder
- Belge, Granular Floor Tie
oy iG 1 Hallway Asbestos Delected: Roe Nome Detected Adbesive
- . Vellow, Plhable Masiic
gig i7 2 Right Front Office Chrysolile 20 Cellujpzae 18 Binder
Belge and White, FibrousPlizble Linoletm
018 i8 1 Left Frost Office Asbestos Detected: Ko \Woilastonite 3 Binder
Beigs, Granutar Floor The.
020 i8 1 Lefl Front Office Ashestos Dedeclad: e Cellulose 3 Adhesiue-
Biack, Pliable Mastic
021 19 2 Hall Adjeeent to Boiler Room Ashestos Defected: Ho Cellulose 66 Binder
Black and Grey, FibrousFlishis Linceum
022 Z0 2  AtEntmanceto Safe Chrysotiis ) Celulose 10 Binder
Baige and Whits, Fibrous/Pliable Linofaum
023 21 1 2nd Room Back Front Left FT Office Chrysntile 4 Nong Deiscted Binder
Belge, Granular Floor Tile ' '
024 21 1 2nd Room Back Front LeR ET Office Ashestos Detecled:  Wo Caluloss B Adhesive
Black, Pliabls Mastic
025 T 2% 1 3rd Room Back Chryzofile 2 Wollastorite 4 Binder
.Belge, Granular Floor Tile :
026 22 1 3rd Room Back Ko Cellbloss 8 Adhssive

Black, Phizble Mastic

Asbesios Defected:

NVLAP Accredited Apalytical Methoeds: EPA 800/Md4-82-020 and 600/R-93/116

PLMRFTrovip2




Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC

1836 Eagle Glen Drive
Chesapeake, VA 23322
Phons: (757} 436-0795 Fax: (757) 5491388
Virginta Asbestes Laboraiory Liconse & 3333000260
HVLAP Code: 2001310

Bulk Ashestos Sample Analvsis Report

Page 3 ofd
Rato: 33172014 Project Bame: 301 3. Main Street
Chent: Greensville County Project Lovation: Emporia, VA
Profect Mumber: 140125.03
Batohi Numbsr: 14030384
Dite Recsived: 05312014
Contact: Mike Zaliky Date Analyzed: 036512014
Ho. of Bamples: 32
Hef to. Mo. of PLE#s: 37
Lab Chent  Ho.of Sampla Locafion Asbestos “Other Fibers . Matnix
1D Sample No. Layers Sample Description Tyne % Type % -
027 23 2 Restroom Off Main Hall Chrysofila 10 Celluloze 20 Bindey
Beige and White, FibrousiPliable Linoisum
028 24 2 Allsfi Side Entrance Chrysotile i5 Celiuiosa 15 Binder
Grey and Beige, Fibrons/Piiabls inoleum
028 75 1 Faised Platform Back Lag Room Chysatila 3 Celiutoss 2 Binder
- Belge, Granuiar Flooy Tile
030 25 1 Rased Platiorn Back Left Room ) § GCellulose & minder
Black, Pilable Mastic
631 26 2 Right Front Offices Ashestos Datecteg: o Celluloge 50 Binder
Brown, Bleek and Baige, Fibrous/Gran/fliable Synthetic 15
Floor Tile and Mastc
il 27 1 Women's Restroom Ashestos Detecied: Ho  None Detected Bindar
Brover, Pilable Cerammie Tile Adhesive
033 ' 28 1 Baliar Room Chrysotie 25 Cailose 50 Binder
Beige and Whits, FibrousiGranular Fipe
InsHation
034 29 1 - Frout Ashesios Detectad: Ho HNone Delegled Binder
Grey, Platile Window Gaulk
035 30 1 Right Side Chrysotiie 4 Nona Datectad Bindar
- . Belge, Granufer Window Glazing
038 31 1 RghSis Chiysotiie 3 None Delecled  Binder
Beige, Granular Window Glazing
037 3 T Back Astestos Detected:  Ho  None Dotedled — Bindar

Brown, Cementifious Brick Mortar

NVLAP Artredited Analyfical Methods: EPA 800/M4-82-023 and 600R-93M 16

PLERETrevips




Eastern Virginia Environmental, LLC
1528 EBagle Glen Drive
Ghedapeake, VA 23322
Phione: (T57) 4360795 Fax: (757) 549-1283
Virginia Ashestos Laboratory Liconse # 3333000260
HVLAP Code: 200431-0

Bulk Asbestos Sample Analysis Regort
Pagadof 4
Diate: 3312014 Broject Name:r 301 S. Main Street
Chent: Bresnsville County Froject Location: Emposia, VA
Profect Rumber: 14012603
Batoh Numiber: 14030384
Diate Recelvad: 03/31/2014

Contact: Mike Zelly Date Analyzed: 033112014
e of Samples: 22
Ret No.: Mo. of PLA%S: 37

Analyst and Appraved Signatory:

NVLAP Accredifed Analytical Methods: EPA 600/M4-82-020 and S00/R-03116

Fiber concentrations wem determined by visuatly estimating the areg pateentage for cach iype. Samples estimated to contaln i2ss than ten peroent
ashestos may require quantification by point count. This servics is avelable for an additional feq,

For all heterogeneous samples gasily separated into subrsamples, each tomponent will be analfzed separately. When layers can not be saparated
without comprorising the tayerss, they will be analyzed as ong sample. When a heferogenaous sample, except floor tilefnastic & cove basa/mastic,

conting ne gebasios in any fayer, reponted results witl be combined Inio one. When asbestos is defected in a layer/s of a heterogensous sampla,
each individual Iayer will be repored saparately. : :

Metliod Limitations: Analysis of fioor file and other restnously bound materials by Polarized Light Microzcapy may vield false negative rasults dus fo
method limitations. in these cases, aftemative methods of analyses am recommeanded.

Enclosed teat rasulis. rmiate. oniy. o ftems lested. This report shall not be repreduced, except in ful, without ihe wiitten approval of the Bhoratery,
Additionally, this report can not be used to olaim product endorsement by NVLAP oF any other ageney of the U.S. Government.

Lastern Virginla Environmental, 1LEC can not attest to mar be held ffable for e propar collection of ssmplefs; andlor tie aowréqr of the sample
information provided by e chents for sammple/s collected andfor submitted by the clionts.

Samplés wil ba stnred at the labomtory for iy days after enalysls, then dlapnsed of if no oifier amangaments have baen made.

‘PLMRPTrevipd




Preliminary Architectural Report
GREENSVILLE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
SECURITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECT

exhiloit

Related Correspondence

Correspondences herein track the process of
preparing this Preliminary Architectural Report (PAR);
particularly our evaluation of the current facility's
security and space deficiencies in addition to our
working closely with K. David Whittington, Charles M.
Veliky, and key staff to establish and document the
proposed security enhancements of an expanded
Greensville County Courthouse.

Baxter Bailey & Associates | December, 2014




Peggy R, Wiley
 Chairman
tection Distict 4

K. David Whillinglon
County Administrator

Natalic B. Slate
Director of Economic Development/
Depury County Admivistrator

" Michae} W, Perguson
Vice-Chairman
Election District 2

Brenda N. Parson .
Deputy County Administrator! James C. Vaughan

Director ofA_dm:‘nistmtiveScrvice: . ¢ V I R G I N IA ¢ Election Distrct 1

Russell O. Slayton, Jr. - GrOWing Towards New Horizons X Margaret T. Lee, EA.D.
County Atiorney : - : ®  Rlection District 3

Tune 25, 2014

Thie Honorable W. Allan Sharrett
Greensville County Circuit Court
P. O. Box 631

Emporia, VA 23847

Dear Judge Sharrett: -

- ~ Greensville County has retained the services of Baxter Bailey and Associates fo prepare a
- Preliminary Architectural Report (PAR) to address Secwity Improvement Enhancements
necessary to correct the remaining security deficiencies previously identified in a Security
Assessment of the Courthouse.
. : ’ @ ;
" We will be holding a kickoff meeting on Tuesday, July 8, 2014 at 3:00 p.m. at the Courthouse. !
Sheriff Edwards will be present, and representatives from the City of Emporia have been invited. 7 ;
The purpose of this initial meeting will be to receive input from the stakeholders in this project
and to allow the architect to explain his intended course of action for completing the PAR.

- Although your attengl@c’e z£t this meeting is not necesse;ry,l certainly wanted to make you aware
" of it, and to extend an invitation to you and any of the other judges you deem appropriate to

attend, if desired.

Sincerely,

Q,Q@\Q\:\M{ZLQ‘-Q,

Charles M. Veliky "

Building/Fire Official -/

CMV/sde

CC: K. David Whittington
Baxier Bailey

1781 Greensville County Circle, Emporia, VA 23847-0631  Telephone 424/348-4205 Fax 434/348-4257 Email: admin@greensvillecountyva.gov



COUNTY OF GREENSVILLE
BUILDING AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Sheriff Edwards
Ed Dailey, Assistant City Manager
Qwed .
FROM: - Charles M. Veliky, Building/Fire Official
RE: Courthouse Secﬁrity Improvements
DATE: June 25, 2014

Now that the Preliminary Architectural Report (PAR) for the Sheriff’s Office is nearing
completion, we are gearing up to begin working on the PAR for the Courthouse Security
Improvements. , :

We have a kickoff meeting scheduled for Tuesday, July 8, 2014 at 3:00 p.m. The meeting will |

be held at the Courthouse. The purpose of this initial meeting will be to solicit input from the
stakeholders and to allow the architect to lay out his course of action for this project.

I look forward to seeing you and/or your representative on July g™
LEP,Jr/sde

CC: K. David Whittington
Baxter Bailey




GREENSVILLE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
SECURITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECT P.AR.

WORK SESSION - July 8,2014

An Qutline of deficiencies taken from the SECURITY ASSESSMENT by the Judicial Security
Initiative Assessment Team of Fecruary 22, 2006; which is included herein:

DEFICIENCIES NOTED:

1. The deputies providing courthouse security can't see beyond the front door fo monitor
pedestrian traffic as it approaches the front door.
Consider glass panel doors in licu of solid wood. Possibly a

second set of doors with visibility could be added/included at

the existing main entrance. Any/all new entrance design
should include giass doors as a given.

2. The front door is adjacent to the control station at which the deputies providing
courthouse security are located.
Consider a new control desk. cenirally located in a

neutral/secure location that gives maximum visual conirol to

the staff and separates them from the public entering the
courthouse.

3. There is no protection for the deputies providing courthouse security.
A new desk console could be provided with bullet resistant

panels below and possibly resistant glass above. Review this
with Sheriff and staff.

4. There is no conirol of flow into the courthouse.
A 1ull study of how patrons approach the courthouse, how
patrons move through security, and how patrons are ushered

through the public arcas and ultimately how they exit the
building.

5. There is on a frequent basis a line of individuals from the control station out of the
front door to the exterior of the building.
Additional gueing/waiting space needs to be
added/implemented. The present lobby/security area is
considered inadaquate.




GREENSVILLE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
SECURITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECT P.AR,

6. The open door has a detrimental impact to the conditioned environment in the interior
of the building.
Double doors and a climate controlled vestibule should be a
part of future designs. A second set of “storm doors™ might
be considered for the existing main entrance.

7. There is only a metal detector at the control station. No x-ray equipment can be
provided due to small space allotted to the control station.
X-Ray equipment should be added and metal detectors
should be added and arranged in a more secure and efficient
manner. Virginia Courthouse Guidelines should be met.

8. Please note that a study was done by the Virginia Sheriff's Association in 2006.
This study done in 2006, was done after 9/11 and is generally
relevant to today's needs. Other, more curreni standards,
including the Virginia Courthouse Guidelines. should also
be reviewed/considered should any new work be undertaken.

Summary/ Architectural Concerns:

e New command center desk at front screening station to house the camera
monitoring/ alarm system. To be equipped w/ an integrated radio/telephone
communications system.

¢ New central desk design should be adequate, through full and
thorough collaboeration with staff and security consultant.

e Screening station to have a Telephone on a building-wide system.
o Js Gaston in a position te advise?

e The Court to designate a central Mail Room within the facility. The Mail Room
should be structurally self-contained and equipped with a separate air handling
unit.

¢  Where does the mail go now? Has this been resolved?

e Relocate the Magistrate's Office io the Southside Regional Jail.
¢ Has this been done? I not, how should we be proceeding?




GREENSVILLE/ EMPORIA
COURTHOUSE ENHANCEMENT PAR

MEETING MINUTES
SUBJECT: Greensville/ Emporia Courthouse PAR
DATE: Wednesday, July 09, 2014
ATTENDEES: Mike Veliky - Chief Building Official, Greensville County

Ed Daley — Assistant City Manager, City of Emporia

Sandra Ligon — Clerk of the Court, Emporia General and J&DR Combined Courts
Sheriff James R. Edwards, Jr. - Sheriff's Office, Greensville County

Major William T. Jarratt, Jr. — Sheriff's Office, Greensville County

Baxter Bailey — Baxter Bailey and Associates Architects

Zack Saunders — Baxter Bailey and Associates Architects

As a summary of the kick-off meeting held on Tuesday, July 08, 2014 to discuss the Greensville/
Emporia Courthouse Enhancement PAR, the following key points were touched on:

* Deficiencies noted by the Sheriff in the initial RFP were recapped.

¢ The design team put forth various options they intend to explore including 'extruding’ the
existing facade forward to include additional space at the entry; as well as the inclusion of
a new 'pavilion' building to the North of the existing Courthouse to facilitate the security
needs of the Court. The latter would be studied in terms of the feasibility of utilizing the
existing Bank Building, as well as proposed new construction.

The meeting ended with the premise that BBA would begin by assembling all existing
documentation of the building for the purpose of beginning a series of preliminary proposals for
expansion/ enhancement to the Greensville/ Emporia Courthouse,

Zack Saunders

Co: OFFICE, Mike Veliky

Page 1 of |




Meomeo

TG: Mike Veliky
FROM: Baxter Bailey
BATE: October 22, 2014

SUBJECT:  Greensville County Courthouse
Security Enhancement Project
PAR

Bdike,

As discussed earlier, we have determined that a brief report on the Old Office and Bank Building
is a needed element to our studies for the security enhancement work at the courthouse. As you
are aware, we have gone thru the bailding last week, and as a result, prepared a suminary and
photo essay of the conditions found there.

While no specific code analysis has been made, we find it appropriate to comment on glaring
code deficiencies that we observed. Likewise, no mechanical, electrical or structural analysis has
been made, but we do find it appropriate to comment on these various conditions, as they were
observed.

Our original agreement for the PAR did not include an in-depth study of this facility. We
conclude, as possibly the County does, that an in depth study is not critical to-our effort.
However, we did find that in order to speak effectively to the courthouse project, we should
resolve the matter of the feasibility, practicality of incorporating this structure into the grand
scheme of the work to come.

As the Chief Building Official for the County, please review our observations, and comment any
findings that should be added, expanded or otherwise modified.

We are moving along with our space needs and schematic studies, and will be wanting to meet
with you soon. ‘

Best,
Baxter

PS — The report is one of several exhibits to be included in the overall PAR.

THE PLUMMER HOUSE 2 11 EAST FRANKLIN STREET 2 RICHMORND, VA 23219
(304) 343-1833 2 FaAX (8041 643-3370 2 E-MAIL: baxier.bailevarch@verizon.net



GREENSVILLE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
SECURITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECT/PAR

MEETING MINUTES
SUBJECT: Greensville County Courthouse Security Enhancement Project/PAR
BATE: Wednesday, November 05, 2014
TIME.: 10:00AM-11:20AM
LOCATION: Greensville County Courthouse, Conference Room 2

ATTENDEES: Mike Veliky — Chief Building Official, Greensville County
Sheriff James R. Edwards, Jr. — Sheriff's Office, Greensville County
Major William T. Jarratt, Jr. — Sheriff's Office, Greensville County
Betsy Veliky - Sheriff's Office, Greensville County
Baxter Bailey - Baxter Bailey and Associates Architects
Michael Nonnenmann — Baxter Bailey and Associates Architects

INTRODUCTION:

The meeting was called to order by Mike Veliky. The meeting began with Mr. Bailey reviewing

the existing conditions and space needs of the current historic courthouse, stating that all things

considered, the building is very funtional and has sufficient separation of prisoner, staff, and

public spaces. Due to the satisfactory functionality of the building, and the absence of any

proposed space needs by the stakeholders, Mr. Bailey stated that our main focus for this project ;
would strictly be enhancing the security of the courthouse. i

NOTES:

BBA also made reference to an Exhibit 5, as part of the P.A.R, which evaluates the practicality
and options of incorporating or excluding the existing Oid Office & Bank Building as it relates to
the security enhancement project. [t was agreed by all that the Old Office & Bank Building would
serve no benefit to enhacing security, and the removal of the structure would be necessary. Mr.
Bailey stated that we had (4) four security enhancement options to present:

Option 1

- All stakeholders seemed pleased with the design, stating that it has maximum visibility
down the corridor of the courthouse and the entrance of the proposed pavilion. Reference
was also made to the excellent separation between deputy staff and the general public, as
well as the advantage of the control desk location, with no general public permitted |
behind the deputies.

- Concerns were raised for the lack of public waiting/seating, and it was requested that
Option [ be altered to allow for such. Mr. Bailey stated the desirability of secure/stationary
seating to prevent the public from removing them. BBA agreed that alternate seating would
be evaluated and added to Option 1.




- Reference was made by Sheriff Edwards to the absence of a janitorial closet in Option 1.
BBA agreed that a janitorial closet would be added to Option 1.

- A concern was raised by Betsy Veliky that the railing is unsecure exiting the proposed
pavilion; which could lead to improper exchange of weapons or other threats by the public.
it was agreed that a secure, one-way locking gate would be added along the exit railing,
thereby hindering an individual from re-entering the corridor once they exit.

- Sheriff Edwards discussed the application of ballistic glass throughout the proposed
pavilion. Mr. Bailey voiced his thoughis on the financial impact of including ballistic
glass. Sheriff Edwards stated the application of ballistic glass is necessary for optimal
security. All were in agreement.

Option 2

- It was agreed by all that Option 2 did not allow for favorable visibility down the corridor of
the courthouse; and that it would be best to bypass this option in favor of Option 1,
ammended.

Option 3

- It was agreed by all that while Option 3 presented the best visibility down the corridor of
the courthouse and the front entrance of the proposed pavilion, the need for the deputies to
monitor a 360 degree perimeter was not ideal for their security needs. It was agreed that it
would be best to bypass this option also.

Option 4

- Major Jarrat raised a concern that while Option 4 improves the overall security needs of the
courthouse, it does not solve the issue or overflow on court days; Sheriff Edwards was in
agreement. It was agreed by all that it would be best to bypass this option.

It was decided by BBA that although Option 1 was deemed most preferable by the stakeholders,
all four options would remain in their preliminary report for the review of the board. However,
only Option 1 would be a viable option for future development and improvements.

Mike Veliky suggested that once an entrance pavilion was in place, the old lobby/entrance to the
courthouse should be fitted with rows of bench seating to allow for an alternate waiting area for
the general public. All were in agreement.

The issue of parking in the rear of the courthouse, and having to walk around the building to the
entrance was discussed. Major Jarrat stated that typically, the general public fill in street parking
first, then the parking lots adjacent to the north of the courthouse second, making the entrance for
Option I an optimal location. All were in agreement.




ACTION PLAN:

BBA is to implement the modest changes to Option 1, per the request of the stakeholders,
including more public waiting/seating, and the addition of a janitorial closet. Enclosed, along
with this letter, is a revised Option | - Alternate, for the review of the stakeholders. Per our
request, after reviewing Option 1 - Alternate, Betsy Veliky will submit a written letter to BBA,
stating all comments of both Sheriff Edwards and Major Jarrat.

Post meeting discussion and review with K. David Whittington produced a suggestion that the
control desk in Option 1 be moved back 12-24” in order to maximize visibility down the length of
courthouse corridor. BBA agreed to adding this enhancement to the modifications as noted above.

Michael Nonnenmann

Cc: OFFICE, Mike Veliky
Ce: OFFICE, Sheriff James R. Edwards, Jr.
Cec: QFFICE, K. David Whittington
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BAXTER BAILEY
CrASSOCIATES Baxter Bailey <jbb@baxterbailey.com>

ARCHETECT S

| Greensville Court House

Greg Bums <gbums@gastonsecurity.com> Mon, Dec 1, 2014 at 7:47 PM
To: baxter. baileyarch@verizon.net
Cc: Email Joy Saunders <jsaunders@gastonsecurity.com>

Basder,

| received your mail packet, but even last week have been traveling like crazy.

I want to do a quick walk thru of existing equipment and should be back in Emporia Wednesday morning.
Hope to get a quote and scope of equipment to be installed to you by the end of this week.

Thanks

Grag

Greg Bums
Gaston Security
115 N Main St
Emporia,Va 23847

1-800-965-1266 O 434-336-0202 F

804-894-0595 C
gburns@gastonsecurity.com

of 1 12/2/2014 9:46 AM
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Greensville County Sheriff’s Office

“Office of the Sheriff”

James R. Edwards Jr.

Sheriff Witliam T. Jarratt, Jr., Major — Chief Deputy
Barbara 5. Stroud, Luvestigations Caplain
Chriy E. Rose, Patrol Lieutenant
Katina M. Harrvison, Communilcations Sergennt

Baxier Balley & Associates
14 East Franklin Street
Richmond, VA 23218

Dear Mr. Balley,

After our meeting on November 5, 2014, | would like to express g few suggestions to the
presented options.

We are in favor of Option #1 averall design

We ask that more seating in the waiting areas be added

A janitor's closet be an added option for the operations area

A secure gate be added to the exiting scheme for one-way operation due 1o seculity
concerns

Ballistic glass throughout be an added option for the addition

Parking needs to be thoroughly looked at as this progresses

om RO

Thank you for your work to get to this point and please feel free to contact us at any time.

Sherift James R. Edwards, |

174 Uriah Branch Way ~ Emporia, Virginia 23847
(434) 348-4200 - Phone
(434) 634-9615 - - Fax
peso@ietpape.nel - Email

Received TimeDec. 1. 3:12PM




GREENSVILLE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
SECURITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECT/F.AR.

MEMO

December 3, 2014

Ms. Betsy Veliky

Sherrif's Office

Greensville County
174 Uriah Branch Way
Emporia, VA 23847

Mz, Veliky,

Thank you very much for your most recent memo, daied December 1, 2014. In response, we've prepared
some follow-up comments. They are as follows:

L. Per the comments given to us at the meeting on November 5, 2014,
Option #1 has been chosen as the design we will move forward with and
continue developing.

2. An additional seating area has been added to the Fast of the Enclosed

Breezeway Connection, as shown on the revised Option #1 drawings,

dated November 6, 2014.

A Janitor's Closet has been added adjacent to the 1.T. Data room,

equipped with a small utility sink, counter space, and storage room.

4, A secure, one-way locking gate has been added to the revised Option #1
drawings, dated November 6, 2014. This gate will provided further
security to the proposed entry pavilion and hinder the re-entrance of any

(]

individual,

5. The suggestion of ballistic glass by Sheriff Edwards has been well-
received and will be applied and further explored as the project
progresses.

6. The site currently includes approximately 70 parking spaces, in addition

to surrounding street parking. Because of the limited scope of the
security enhacements envisioned, and their minor impact on the
courthouse capacities, no additional parking is anticipated or planned for
this project.

It is understood by our design team that if we receive no response to this memo, that you've received,

reviewed, and agreed with all comments listed above. Thank you again for your most recent memo, and ‘
please feel free to contact us at any time with your thoughts or concerns. |
|

Best,

Michael P. Nonnemmann

ce: Mike Veliky
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BAXTER BAILEY
TTASSOCIATES Baxter Balley <jbb@baxterbailey.com>

L R A T2

AR CHITECTS

Greensville Court House

Greg Burng <gburns@gastonsecurity.com> Mon, Dec 8, 2014 af 12:56 PM
To: Baxter Bailey <ibb@baxterbailey.com>
Cc: Email Joy Saunders <jsaunders@gastonsecurity.com>, Melissa Griffin <mgriffin@gastonsecurity.com>

Baxter

Attached, our refined layout and system guote.

| adressed quote to Mike Veliky as 1 normally do, but | have not sent it to him.

One of the existing DVRs is old and could probably be replaced, but | concentrated on the immediate needs.
Let us know if you need any else for your planning.

Thanks

Grag

Greg Burns
Gaston Security
115 N Main St
Emporia,Va 23847

1-800-065.-1266 O 434-336-0202 F \/
804-894-0585 C
aburms@aastonsacurity.com

2 attachments
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TG:

EMANL MEMG

Mike Veliky

FROM: Baxter Batley

DATE: December 10, 2014

SUBJECT:  Greensville County Courthouse

Mike,

I.

L8]

Security Enhancement Project

As 1 mentioned a few days ago, we have spoken with Peggy Jordan about the need for an
Environmental Impact Survey, which would include a review/position by the Department
of Historic Resources. She and 1 agree that this is a low impact project, so far as
Environmental is concerned; and thought an Impact survey was probably not necessary for
this project, at this fime.

Paggy also indicated that upon approval of the P.AR. by the County; and review on the
part of Rural Development, they would then, on their own, send the P.A R. through to
D.H.R. for their comments,

In turn, I suggested that we set out a brief statement on this series of conditions in lieu of
having a full blown Environmental Statement by a consultant. She concurred, and this we
have done. Please see our attached Environmental Report — Overview.

My main reason for sending this on to all of you now, is to alert Dave Whittington. At our
last meeting I had indicated that we would contact D.H.R. directly, but now the collective
thinking has changed for the above noted approach. If Dave should take exception, we
will step back and proceed with contacting D.H.R. Directly.

Also as T mentioned, at this time it is impossible to perform soils testing at the site
proposed. Once the Old Office and Bank Building is removed, we can get a specialist
from Atlantic Geotechnical Services, and the Project Engineer together to determine the
best approach. Please see our Statement of Intent on the Geotechnical Engineering Report.

With the exception of the Elevation Studies, and a Building Section which we are currently
working on; and the final Project Budget, which is in process; we are almost finished. The
only untapped business is the Operations Cost which will come from the County. With the
previous floor plans for Option 1, and the data we are sending today, do you need any
additional information to get the Operations Budget started on your end?




4. Lastly, we have heard from Greg Burns and now have a Security Equipment Layout and
Budget from him, which has also been copied to you. This gives us another component of
the budget package. Do you want to get with Chris Vaughn and get him to sef out an
I.T./Communications Budget so that it may be included?

Please call if ybu have questions. Thank you for your help.

Regards,

Baxter Bailey

Attachments (2}
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BAXTER BAHEY
ETASSOCIATES Baxter Bailey <|bb@baxterbaifey.com>

ARCHITECTS

Greensville County Courthouse Security Enhancemeni Projecth A. R

Baxter Bailey <jbb@baxterbailey.com> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 8:51 AM
To: Mike Veliky <mweliky@greensvillecountyva.gov>

Hello Mike,

Please find the attached memo and respond at your earliest convenience. Thank you very much and we
look forward to hearing back from you.

Regards,

Baxter Bailey

BAXTER BAiLEYZ’fASSG{ZEATES

[

11 East Frankin Sirest
Richmond | Virginia | 23219

P:. 804.343.1833
F: 804.643.8370

www. baxterbailey.com

@ EMAL L-MEMO-‘i -5-15.0dt
55K
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EMATL MEMO

TO: Mike Veliky

FROM: Baxter .Bailey
BATE: January 5, 2015
SUBJECT: Greensville County Courthouse
Security Enhancement Project/P.AR.
Mike,
Just a friendly reminder that we have not had a response to the memo of December 10,

2014. We have now essentially completed the P.A R. with the exception of the Annual Operating
Budget and a final review by the stakeholders.

Do you need data for the operating budget, and, do you have a date in mind when we can
meet? Also, how many copies of the “Final Draft” do you need?

Lastly, do we include demolition costs for the Qld Office and Bank Building? Thanks, let's
get this wrapped up as soon as possible.

Regards,

Baxter Bailey




MEMO

TO: Mike Veliky
FROM: Baxter Baiiey
DATE: January 5, 2015

SUBJECT:  Greensville County Courthouse
Security Enhancement Project
Preject Budget

Mike,

As a follow-up to our memo of this morning, we wanted to share the Project Budget as
now prepared; and ask you about the possible inclusion/non-inclusion of the demolition costs for
the Old Office and Bank Building. However, just a few minutes ago, Dave Whittington called on
an unrelated matter, and we discussed this briefly. In short, Dave thinks it is best policy to include

the demolition costs in the budget so that Rural Development knows of that cost and the question
will not come up during the review process.

Please share this Project Budget with Dave and give us any feed back appropriate. Dave did
say he wanted the demolition costs for his current budget considerations.

Please give us a call if you have any further questions.

Regards,

Baxter Bailey
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