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DATE: 


TO: 


OF SAN 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


AGENDA ITEM 


February ' 19. , 1991 


Board of Supervisors 


SECOND DISTRICT 


SUSAN GOLDING 
THIRD DISTRICT 


LEON L . WILLIAMS 
F"OURTH DISTRICT 


JOHN MACDONALD 
FIFTH DISTRICT 


SUBJECT: Appropriation of SB668 Revenues to the Major 
Maintenance and Capital Improvement Programs 


SUMMARY: 


REFERENCE 
The SB668 Advisory Committee approved the appropriations 
for six projects in the Major Maintenance and Capital 
Improvement Programs. 


RECOMMENDATION 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: 


1. Waive Board Policy A-91 Allocation/Use of Mid-Year 
Department Savings. 


2. Establish appropriations amounting to $313,000 in the 
Major Maintenance Program, organization 5592, for 
projects: MB9502, San Diego County Courthouse Computer 
Room Remodel; MB1796, South Bay Regional Center 
Electrical Wiring for Workstations; MB1797, El Cajon 
Regional Center Officers' Waiting Room; MB1795, Vista 
Regional Center Boiler Repairs and Modifications; 
MB0717, Vista Regional Center Emergency Generator 
Repairs; based on available SB668 revenue. (4 votes) 


3. Establish appropriations of $15,000 in the Criminal 
Justice Construction Fund, organization 5492, for 
project KK1310, El Cajon Municipal Court Expansion of 
Judges Work Area, in the amount of $15,000, based on 
available SB668 revenue. (4 votes) 


ADVISORY STATEMENT 


At the January 31, 1991 meeting of the Public Works Advisory 
Board members reviewed the recommendations in the Board Letter. 
Their recommendation is attached. 


FISCAL IMPACT 


The funding source is SB668, County Courthouse Temporary 
Construction Fund. If approved, this request will result in 
$328,000 current year cost, no annual cost and will require no 
additional staff years. 


ON ~OTION of Supervisor Williams, seconded by Supervisor Bailey, 
the Board of Supervisors takes action as recommended, 
by following vote: 
AYES: Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, 


Williams, MacDonald 


FEB 1 9 1991 No. 13 


THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA 
Acting Clerk of tne Board 
of Supervisors ~ 


By~ 
pu y 
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SUBJECT: Appropriation of SB668 Revenues to the Major 
Maintenance Program 


BACKGROUND 


This action provides for the appropriation of $328 1000 from 
overrealized SB668 1 County Courthouse Temporary Construction 
Funds 1 for six projects. The SB668 Advisory Committee has 
recommended the funding of these projects. 


1. san Diego Municipal court computer Room Remodel, MB9502 
This request will augment this project by $38 1 000. On 11/20/90 
(#13) your Board approved the contract documents and authorized 
advertisement for bids for this project. The scope of work is to 
expand the computer room, and install a halon fire detection­
suppression system and an uninterruptable power supply. The work 
was estimated at $110,000 but the bids received were for 
$140,411, $148,986 and $243,000. A review of the bids and the 
work involved indicates that the bids came in higher than 
anticipated because of the asbestos abatement and the lower than 
anticipated load capacity for the existing emergency generator. 
These additional conditions have raised the project costs. 
Rebidding this project is not expected to produce lower bids. 
ThE~efore 1 the low bid received is considered fair and 
reasonable. 


2. South Bay Municipal Court Rewiring of Work Stations, MB1796 
This request will appropriate $15,000 to rewire the South Bay 
Municipal Court Westinghouse work stations. The current wiring 
is inappropriate to handle the existing electrical loads from 
the equipment. The improved wiring is expected to resolve this 
problem. 


3. El Cajon Municipal Court Expansion of Judges• Work Area, 
KK1310 


This project will allow for the expansion of the judges' bench 
and clerk's work area in ten courtrooms. The estimated cost is 
$151000. 


4. El Cajon Municipal court Officers• waiting Room, MB1797 
This project will construct an officers' waiting room from an 
existing alcove at the El Cajon Regional Center. The estimated 
cost is $10 1000. 
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SUBJECT: Appropriation of SB668 Revenues to the Major 
Maintenance Program 


s. Vista Regional Center Modifications to Boilers, MB1795 
This project will provide necessary repairs and modifications to 
the boilers of the Vista Regional Center. These boilers have a 
history of tube and tube sheet cracking. An engineering 
consultant has recommended modifications for the equipment which 
are expected to resolve the thermal shaking problems. The work 
is expected to cost $50,000. 


6. Vista Regional center Emergency Generator Repairs, MB0717 
This project will replace the emergency generator at the Vista 
Regional Center that was damaged by fire. The total cost for 
replacing this equipment is estimated at $230,000. This action 
will appropriate $200,000 to this project. The major cost 
activities for this project include: the removal of asbestos 
insulation; electrical consultant services; removal, rebuilding 
and installation of a 1,000 KVA generator; rental of a 1,000 KVA 
generator; and replacement of the control panel and circuit 
breaker. 


Respectfully submitted, 


ve Officer 


ABV5.AG 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA ITEM 


INFORMATION SHEET 


SUBJECT: Appropriation of SB668 Revenue to the Major Maintenance 
Program 


SUPV. DIST.: All 


COUNTY COUNSEL APPROVAL: 
( ) standard Form 


ost~ 


Form and Legality 
( ) Ordinance 


AUDITOR APPROVAL: -'i ) N/A (X) Yes 4 VOTES: 


FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW: CAQ/cx> Yes 


( '.) Yes (X) N/A 
( ) Resolution 


(X) Yes ( ) No 


( ) No 


CONTRACT REVIEW PANEL: ( ) ~pproved ----------------- (X) N/A 


CONTRACT NUMBER(S): N/A 


PREVIOUS RELEVANT BOARD ACTION: 


BOARD POLICIES APPLICABLE: 
A-91 Allocation of Mid-Year Department Savings; B-56 County 
Courthouse Construction Fund. 


CITIZEN COMMITTEE STATEMENT: The Public Works Advisory Board 
reviewed this proposal at their meetina of January 31, 1991. 
Their recommendation is attached. J 


CONCURRENCE(S): 


~CONTACT PERSON: Hildo Hernandez 750/694-2500 (0366) 


ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: General Services 


February 19 , 199 1 
DE AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE MEETING DATE 
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' . 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


AGENDA ITEM 
INFORMATION SHEET 


Citizen Committee Statement - Attachment 


At the January 31, 1991 meeting of the Public Works Advisory Board, 
members reviewed the recommendations in the Board Letter for the 
Appropriation of SB668 Revenues to the Major Maintenance Program. 
The following recommendation was unanimously passed by the Public 
Works Advisory Board: 


To respectfully ask the County Board of Supervisors to look at the 
absolute necessity of items 2, 3, and 4 during this time of 
recession and budget crisis especially where products such as 
credenzas are pre-manufactured at a lesser cost. Just because 
other County areas are done a certain way or simple aesthetics may 
be more desirable doesn't mean the County has to compound a 
spending situation. If the County is suffering budget constraints, 
they should direct the CAO to communicate the absolute necessity to 
pare back and compromise cosmetic standards to actual cost 
effective necessity despite the revenue resources of an individual 
Department. 


Response to Citizen Advisory Statement 


The projects identified with items 2, 3, and 4 are requests 
submitted by the South Bay and El Cajon Municipal Courts. They are 
intended to fulfill programmatic needs and are expected to produce 
operations that are more efficient. All items in this Board letter 
were approved by the SB668 Advisory Committee and there are no net 
County costs associated with these requests. 
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FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT \ 


Property Management 
Department 


Major Maintenance 
Program 


Budget Page No. 55C 
Appropriation of SB668 Revenue to the 
Major Maintenance Program 


Proposa 1 


Direct Cost 


Rever.ue 


• MET 60fERAl FUHO COST 


Staff fears 


(a) 
.Budgeted 
Amount For 
Proposal 


$ 139,411 


139,411 


$ 


(b) 
Proposed Change 
in Budgeted 
Amount 


s313,000 


313,000 


$ 


Sources of Revenue for Proposed Change and Subsequent Years : 


SB668 $, ___ _ 


$ ___ _ 


Level of Mandate for the Prograai/Service Level is: 


D Handated/Kandated D Oiscrettonary/Kandated 


D Mandated/Discretionary m Discretionary/Discretionary 


Level of Mandate for this Proposal/Service Level is: 


D Kandated/Kandated D Discretionary/Mandated 


D Mandated/Discretionary m Oiscrettonary/Dts~retionary 


(c) 
Proposed l<evised 
Current Year 
Budget. (a+b) 


$ 452,411 


452,411 


$ 


FUTURE YEAR ESTIMATED BUDGET 
OF PROPOSAL IF ADOPTED 


(d) . {e) 
1st-Subsequent 2nd Subsequent 
Year Year 


i -0- $ -0-


-0- -0-


' $ -


$ ___ _ $ ___ _ 


$ ___ _ $, ___ _ 


Support/Other Department Impacts : (Attach additional sheets as required) 


See attachment. 


Releri:.s: (Attach add it iona 1 sheets as required) 


L616- 0020- l . FIS 
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FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


Capital Criminal Justi~e Fund 
Department Program 


Budget Page No. 52A 
El Cajon Muni. Ct. Expansion of --
Judge•s Work Area, KK1310 


Proposal 


Direct Cost 


Rever.ue 


• MET 6CMfRAl FUKO COST 


Staff Years 


(a) 
.Budgeted 
Amount For 
Proposal 


$ -0-


-0-


$ 


(b) 
Proposed Change 
in Budgeted 
Amount 


$ 15,000 


15,000 


$ 


Sources of Revenue for Proposed Change and Subsequent Years: 


SB668 $ __ __;_ 


$ ___ _ 


level of Mandate for the Program/Service level is: 


c:J Handated/Handated c:J Discretionary/Mandated 


·· c:J Mandated/Discretionary [!) Discretionary/Discretionary 


level of Mandate for this Proposal/Service level is: 


c:J Handated/Handated c:J Discretionary/Mandated 


c:J Handated/Discret ionary [!] Discretionary/Discretionary .. 


(c) 
Proposed Revised 
Current Year 
Budget. (a+b) 


$ 15,000 


15,000 


$ 


FUTURE YEAR ESTIMATED BUDGET 
OF PROPOSAL IF ADOPTED 


(d) _ {e) 
1st-Subsequent 2nd Subsequent 
Year Year 


~ -0- $ -0-


-0- -0-


' $ -


$. ___ _ $ ___ _ 


$. ___ _ $ ___ _ 


Support/Other Department Impacts: (Attach additional sheets as required) 


See attachment. 


Rei-arts: (Attach additional sheets as required) 


l616 - 0020- l . FIS 
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FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT - Attachment 


There is currently $139,411 of appropriations. This request will 
appropriate an additional $328,000 for six projects. The additional 
funds are from SB668, Courthouse Construction Funds. The following 
table summarizes the existing and proposed funding level of each 
subject project. 


current Level Appropriations Project 
Project of Funding Requested Total 


(Major Maintenance Program) 


MB9502/San Diego Muni Ct 
Computer Room Remodel $110,000 $ 38,000 $148,000 


MB1796/So.Bay Muni Ct 
Rewire Work Stations -0- 15,000 15,000 


MB1797/El Cajon Muni Ct 
Officers' Waiting Room -0- 10,000 10,000 


MB1795/Vista Regional 
Center Boiler Repairs -0- 50,000 50,000 


MB0717/Vista Regional 
Center Emerggeny 
Generator Repairs 29,411 200,000 229,411 


TOTALS $139,411 $313,000 $452,411 


(Capital Improvement Program) 


KK1310/El Cajon Muni ct. 
Judges' Work Area Expans. -0- 15,000 15,000 


GRAND TOTALS $139,411 $328,000 $467,411 


FER 1 q 10 01 -p ~ 
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FORM ~65 (REV. 7/86) 


BLU E -AUDI TOR & CONTROLLER 
W H ITE - B O A AD O F SUPERVISORS 


. G!f.OENROO- OR IGI NATO R'S COPY 
~W - CHl l F .-.oM INISTAATIVE OFFICER 


G EEN - AUO . & C ONT. FILE COf'Y .­
ljNK- ORIGINATOR "S F ILE COf"Y 


( ;, ·:::: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CAUFORNIA((~~i!Hil~j: ~ 


• REQU~F~~R. TRANSFER OF APPR<;?PRIATIONS \itiiUHU: : > 


REQUEST APPROPRIATION OF UNANTICIPATED/OVERR.EALIZED REVi'NUE 
REQUEST FOR CANCELLATION OF APPROPRIATIONS/ESTIMATED_ REVENUE 
OTHER(SPECIFV) ________________________________________ _ 


CBO 'it 57-91 
0 -
[j 
0 
0 


oRIGINATING uNIT General Services · DATE 1-30 . • 19~)1. · 


~-': Establish appropriations amounting to $313.000.00 in the Major Maintenance-­
Program Org 5592 for: (1) 38,000.00 for MB9502. (2) $15.000.00 for MB1796. 
(31 $10.000.00 for MB1797. {4) $SO.OOO.Op for MB1795 and (5) $200.000.00 . 


REASON(S) FOR REQUEST: 


for MB0717 based on available SB668 revenue. 


TRANSFER FROM'~Major Maintenance . "TRANsFER To'31i; MaJor Ma lntenance 
..... 


.:; ~~ 


AME/TITLE 'I!L . ./.-1~ NAME/TITLE '_A d u ~.A f ~ .. .t· f -
N 


J 
.~~ature of Department Head or Designee) 


ane F. Huston. Director of General Services 
v. (Signature of Department Head or Designee) . . 


Jane Huston .. Director of General Se"fces.-:_ 
TRANSFER APPROPRIATIONS FROM OR BUDGET/CANCEL OVERREALIZED/UNANTICIPATED REVENUE r :· ... 


. _ ..... ~ 
ORG. ACCT. OUIPMENT TASK OPTION ACTIVITY ACCT. DESCRIPTION AMOUNT ·. ~ii 


ITEM ONTY ~ 


5592 9177 937 MB9502 SB668 Revenue ~s_.ooo.oo -
·-


5592 9177 937 MB1796 SB668 Revenue 15.000.{)0 . ~ 
5592 9177 937 MB1797 SB668 Revenue . to.ooo.oo. 


--~ 5592 9tn c,-n MB1795 SB668 Revenue 50.ooo.oo ·~1 
5592 9tn· 937 MB0717 SB668 Revenue zoo.ooo.oo 


•, .... ; ~ -


I 
:;-' .. 
~ 


.. 


TOTAL 313.000.00 e.. 
TRANSFER APPROPRIATIONS TO OR CANCEL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 


-- ORG. ACCT. ITEM , N y 


.... 1:\CiQ? ??Q1 
5592 2291 
5592 2291 


-559? '?291 .· ' 
, 


5592 2291 


CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 


Per CAO review, qualifies for Auditor and Controller final approval, pursuant to County Administrative Manual Policy #0030-1 0. 


Initials 


* * *'* * * * 


Transfer: Approved I 


TASK 
ill 
291 
291 
?91 
?Ql 


Disapproved ---------------
Remarks: _____________ ...::.._ ________ _ 


* * * * * * * 


N•m•~~ ::::~¥?? 


OPTION ACTIVITY ACCT. DESCRIPTION AMOUNT,,. 
MB9502 S.D.M.C. comooter RM RMDL 38,UOU'~UU 


MB1796 So. Bav M.C. Rewirina W. Stat t5.ooo.oo 
MB1797 El Cajon M.C. Officers waiting 10·.ooo.oo 
MB1795 Vista Rea Ctr Mod to Boilers 50,000.00 
MB0717 Vista Rea Ctr General RPRS 200.000.00 


' TOTAL 313,000.00 


AUDITOR AND CONTROLLER BOARD ACTION 


Appropriations are available 
Unanticipated revenue will be earned 
under contract/grant# ---------~--­
Revenue available from fund# 5(} 66g 
Overrealized revenue has been recorded 
Appropriation contingent upon ---------- ;<. -I r--11 ( /3) 


.. 


. 
:;_ 


.:.i_? 


<:: 


* * * * * * * 
(CBO~)~ 


Approved and/or authorized by the Boar 
of Supervisors of the County of San Di9! 


Auditor Approval Only '--j;;6, (;, ~ 
Board Approval Required 'f.. 


#of Votes ~ Act 
* * * *-* * * 


!(~ J. Pevzf"+ 
X------~--~~--~-~~ 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


FEB 1 9 1991 1 5l PLEASE SEE REVERSE SIDE OF PINK COPY FOR INSTRUCTIONS 
GOV'T CODE SEC . 29 125 & 79 1 30 
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._F® RM ( _65 (REV. 7[86) · 


BLUE -AUDITOR & CON T R O LLER 
WHITE - BOA.AO OF SUP E RV tSO RS 
O OLC..EN ROO- O~IG I NATOA'S COP'W: 


~
LCbW- CHilF ~ .JM IN lSTRATI V EtOFFICE R 


AEEN - A UD. So CONT. F ILE CO P V ..: · ' -
NtC - ORIG INATO R "S F ILE COP Y T ~ • 


.. I !:' _,. ~ COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CAUFORNI 


1 ,-."-·.· REQUEST''FO~ TRANSFER OF APPROPRIATIONS 
.; . v$·. . ~ 


! . <_ ,.REQUEST APPROPRIATION OF UNANTICIPATED/OVERREALIZEO. REVENUE · . 


. · .~ · ~ RE~UEST FOI{CANCELLATION OF APPROPRIATIONS[.EST~MATEO REVENUE 


OTHER (SPECI~Y) ~ • :· ·' 


.cso #158~91 
0 
IXJ 
0 
0 


oRIGINATING UNIT General Services • t DATE 1-30 19 91 
~ Establish appropriations of $15.000.00 1n th~ er1m1nal Justice Constructfon--


REAsoN<s> FoR REQuEsT: Fund. Org 5492 .. for Project 1CK1310 £1 Cajon Municipal Cotn"t Expansion of 


-~' , Judges Work Area Jn the amount of $15.000.00• based on available SB668 Revenue 
~.~- #" ~ - .... \.... •• 


i 
, ·-, .• 


''TRAN#EPT. CrimfnAl .1n•+<•• C .. •A "TRANSFER~PT. _trim1n~1 Justice Fund 


NAME/TITL e~ ~;! ~ 1 " =L-. f?Z~.J/ . L 
NAME/TITLE - ~ IT 


. MANU ::Wez ~s'ftilanocfa1a1mtt 5Tr~~nee> .~ ~~Signature of Depa~G1~ Head or Designee) 


M lopez~. Financial Jll Director 


TRANSFER APPROPRIATIONS FROM OR BUDGET/CANCEL OVERREALIZEp/UNANTICIPATED REVENUE 


ORG. ACCT. OUIPMENT TASK OPTION ACTIVITY ! ACCT. DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 
ITEM ONTY. 


5492 9177 974 KK1310 SB668 Revenue 15.000.00 


.. ' . - ; 


i 1 - . _, 


1 - ., . 


./ 
F I ., .. .,_ 


! 
, \. /'. 


~ \ r 
~ 


·- TOTAL 15~000.00 -.. 
I TRANSFER APPROPRIATIONS TO OR CANCEL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 


ORG. ACCT. ITEM ON Y TASK 
.... ,. 


i492 ~692 AAA ., 
~ ........ ·-.. 
: . ·. - ~''; 


CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 


Per CAO review, qualifies for Auditor and 
Controller final approval, pursuant to County 
Administr;~tive Manual Policy #0030-1 0. 


Initials 


* * * * * * * 


Transfer: Approved / 
Disapproved -----.,..----


Remarks: ______________ _ 


~**** 


#~ 


-
OPTION ACTIVITY ACCT. DESCRIPTION AMOUNT . 


tt1tt~1n FrMr rv....... 1 .. .t ...... r .., A 1~; nnn nn 
'f' ·:~; .. • 


,, 
~ - ,,.. -·· ' •} . .. • ;··~:- · #.-:;:.,·.; ~-~-· .·· ·' ·. 


AUDITOR AND CONTROLLER 


Appropriations are available 


Unanticipated revenue will be earned 


under contract/grant#---------


-../ Revenue available from fund# 5 C bb 8' 
Overrealized revenue has been recorded 


Appropriation contingent upon ------


* * * * * * * 
(cso Eo Evans > Q~ 9 
Auditor Approval Only ~ ·y ~ 
Board Approval Required ____ j:i-r-----


# of Votes If 
* * * * * * * 


Auditor's No. ~~ - L 
~~:e---~~~~~~-~~/~-~~~~~~_,~.-
Date 2- L- / 


.. 
TOTAL 15,000.00 


BOARD ACTION 


;<-19-11 (r3) 
Appr:;v~ and/cr auth~r'.zsd by the Be 
oi Su[A:viscrs of tha Cour.ty of San Di 


6 j ~ ~JA..<J_._ t ('\rtf';'..A.A • 0 


x __ ~--~~~~--~--­n.g c ..... ~ of'((\& BO<>.(d ot 3;.;pe ~v~0iS 


FEB 1 9 1991 1 3 
PLEASE SEE REVERSE SIDE OF PINK COPY FOR INSlRUCTIONS 
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There is presented to the Board a letter, Board of Supervisors 
Document No. 742443, from the Chief Administrative Officer, 
concerning Court space expansion alternatives, and recommending 
that the Board: 


1. Approve in principle subject _to environmental review the 
acquisition of a new CourtjOf.fice bui lding{s) which will 
accommodate the District Attorney, Courts {8-10 courtrooms), 
and other office functions • as appropri~te by taking the 
following actions: 


· A. · Approve a search, and authorize the Director of General 
Services to negotiate a purchase or Lease/purchase, for 
space in the downtown San Diego area within three blocks 
of the Courthouse to possibly house the District 
Attorney, Law Library, Adult Probation, Grand Jury, and 
other functions as appropriate. 


i 


B. Authorize the Request For Proposals for Lease/purchase of 
County~owned building{s) to: · 


·'~~ ..... 
consider the use of county-owned land bounded by 
Front, B street, c street, and First Avenue; land 
that is owned by the private sector; a building 
that would be constructed to the County's 
specification, andjor the acquisition of existing 
Downtown San Diego buildings. 


Consider the inclusion of the Law Library. 


Allow the use of designjbuild technology. 


c. Direct that the following revenue sources be applied to 
the funding of these new Court/office facilities: 


$2. 0 million annually from the County Courthouse 
Temporary Facility Construction Fund 


$1.0 million annually from the existing lease for 
the District Attorney. 


- $1.0 million annually . from the funds that had been 
appropriated for ·the El Cortez Project. 


Other possible -lease consolidation savings {maximum 
savings $1.1 million annually) • 


2. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to: 


A. · Renego.tiate the Cooperation ·Agreement with the City of . 
. - · San ·Diego ·Redevelopment Agency·.· for the ·funding of · 


additional courtrooms. ·· 


Nos. · 71 - 72 
5/28/91 
JR 
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B. Request that the $3.0 million that had been designated 
for the El Cortez project be dedicated to the expansion 
of courtrooms in a new Court/Office facility arid 
architectural master planning services. 


3. Direct that the Master Plan for Justice Facilities be amended 
for approval by the Board, pending environmental review, to 
include the construction of a criminal Courts Annex to the 
Downtown Courthouse, contingent on the availability of sales 
tax revenue. 


4. Direct the Department of General Services to begin planning 
for the expansion of the Downtown Courthouse by adopting the 
following actions: · 


A. Determine to retain the existing Courthouse for a minimum 
period of ten years. 


B. Authorize the Director of General service to issue . a 
Request for Proposals for master planning and design 
services for the expansion and ·refurbishment of the 
Downtown Courthouse and design services that may be 
required for new County-owned Court/Office building(s). 


c. Return to the Board of Supervisors within 120 days with 
a Contract and funding for architectural/master planning 
services. · 


D. Find that these actions constitute feasibility or 
planning studies which the Board has not yet adopted, 
funded, or determined to carry out and that these actions 
are therefore exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act Section 15262 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act guidelines. 


5. Determine not to proceed with any additional lease of interim 
space for Superior Court courtrooms in the Downtown San Diego 
area. 


6. Direct that the Office of Intergovernmental Affairs seek 
legislation during 1992 which would increase the amount of 
revenue going to the County Courthouse Temporary Facility 
Construction Fund. 


7. Direct that the Chief Administrative Officer return within 60 
days ·with · a Contract and funding for an Environmental Impact 
Report for a Downtown Courthouse expansion. 


8 ; Direct the Chief Administrative Officer report back in 60 days 
with a specific financi-al · analysis of the proposed 
:recommendations for expansion ·of ··the Downtown Courthouse and 
a progres·s report. on - the Court/Office/Building .Request .for 


Nos. 71 - 72 
5/28/91 
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Proposals progress. 


The Director of the Office of Special Projects orally 
addresses the Board stating that the recommendations are achievable 
and if Proposition A is approved, the project should not pave to be 
redesigned. He refers the Board's attention to a display on the 
floor, exhibiting a proposed courthouse plan. 


Joan Shoemaker, Mayor of the City of El Cajon, addresses the 
Board in favor of the proposed recommendations. She urges the 
Board to consider the needs for the East County Courthouse facility 
and states that the City of El Cajon is committed to the County 
with this project either by providing land for construction of a 
facility, or dollars to help convert the existing jails. 


Judge McConnell, Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, 
addresses the Board in favor of the proposed recommendations. She 
refers to information she submitted previously to the Board 
addressing the severity of the need for courtrooms. She urges the 
Board to include in the Request For Proposal, a three-year time 
line for project completion. She states the ·Courts have asked for 
an additional 25 courtrooms and is confident San Diego will get an 
additional 25 judges by the year 2000. 


Edwin L. Miller, Jr., District Attorney, addresses the Board 
·in favor of the proposed recommendations. He states he has met 
personally with numerous developers and observed previous studies 
concerning development problems in the downtown area. He states it 
would be his recommendation to select the corner of Union and 
Broadway as a site for the proposed courthouse project. He u~ges 
the Board to consider a three-year construction period with a 
lease/purchase option. 


George Andreas, President of the county Bar Association, 
addresses the Board in favor of the proposed recommendations. He 
states the present courthouse situation is an embarrassment and 
urges the Board to take the necessary steps now to complete the 
long range goal. He states ·it is the Bar Association's position 
that plans for the future should be made today for the courtrooms 
that will be needed by the 21st Century. 


Charles R. Oyer, Director of the County· Law Library, addresses 
the Board in favor of the proposed recommendations and presents a 


.letter to the Board members, Board of Supervisors Document No. 
7 4 2 8 7 3 • . He describes the needs. o.f the ·Law Library and urg.es the 
Board to include the Law Library in the Request ·For Proposal. He 
also requests that the Law Library not be moved to temporary 
quarters. 


Chuck Del Vall.e, owner of the Walker . Scott site, addresses the 
Board. in favor of the project •. · . Mr. Del . Valle ind:icates his 
property has -been preapproved for this project by County staff and 
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he is prepared to begin lease negotiations. He also states he 
would be interested in selling the property. 


Wayne Raffesberger, representing San Diegans, Inc., addresses 
the Board in favor of the project. He states his organization is 
aware of the County's critical need for a downtown courthouse 
facility. He states San Diegans, Inc. is working with the City of 
San Diego to possibly develop a 10 - 12 block master plan and urges 
the Board to begin the process of working with the City in public 
hearings, to jointly master plan the downtown area. 


Brad saunders, representing starboard Development corporation, 
addresses the Board in favor of the project. He states his company 
is working with the County in putting together a package that will 
deal with acquisition, timi:ng of delivery, amenities such as 
parking, trolley, and connection to downtown. He urges the Board 
to broaden their horizons to get the best selection available. He 
states he feels the three year time frame for development is 
achievable. 


Robert Simmons, Professor of Law, University of San Diego, 
addresses the Board speaking in favor of staff's recommendations. 
He states he was the Chairman of the Law Center four years ago, and 
has been attending monthly meetings for the past two years 
developing guidelines and standards for new and rehabilitated 
courtrooms throughout the state. Regarding these matters, he 
states the emphasis should be on new facilities and on flexibility 
of uses. He suggests a pilot program be developed in San Diego to 
use existing courtrooms for extended hours or split-shift uses. 


Sandor Shapery, representing Emerald Shapery Center, speaks in 
favor of the proposed recommendations. He states he owns property 
on the block directly next to the courthouse bound by State, Union, 
"B" Street and "C" Street. He states he is aware of two proposals 
on two contiguous blocks which would be acceptable for the proposed 
project and feels that this project could be developed in less than 
three years. 


Wayne Peterson, Judge of the Superior Court, addresses the 
Board opposing statements made by Professor Simmons concerning the 
Judges. He states that the San Diego Superior Court has received 
recognition from various news agencies, including the Editorial 
Board of CBS, and has received plaudits from the Chief Justice of 
the California State Supreme. Court • . 


The Assistant Chief Administrative Officer states that he has 
been asked to advise the Board that the San Diego Municipal court's 
reaction to Professor Simmons• -statements are similar to those of 
Judge Peterson. He states that three of the Municipal Courts have 
been working double shifts and they are sharing courtrooms in two 
different instances. . __ 
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Barbara Adams, a Broker and seller of Union Street property, 
addresses the Board in favor of the recommendations. She states 
she presently has available 15,000 square feet of property directly 
across the street from the present courthouse which could easily 
access the present courtrooms by ground, underground or aerial 
tramway. She states that if staff's recommendation is approved, 
she will submit a proposal. 


John Donovan, of the Donovan/Irving Group, representing 
catellus Development Corporation, speaks in opposition to the 
recommendations, primarily due to the fact that the recommendations 
limit the geographical parameters. He states his company owns 17 
acres of land on the west side of the train station in downtown San 
Diego. He urges the Board to allow developers to address the 
mitigation of geographical inconveniences, and -states that with the 
recent passage of the Transportation Demand Management Ordinance 
attempting to convince people to commute to work by public 
transportation, the Santa Fe Train Depot will be the transportation 
center. He also states that the San Diego Coastal Commuter Rail 
project, coupled with the bus service that serves that area, will 
eliminate any problems associated with that location for the 
courthouse as well as the District Attorney's Office. 


During discussion, the recommendations are discussed in detail 
and making various suggestions which are incorporated in the 


. actions taken. It is suggested that certain criteria be 
established concerning the Request For Proposal. It is also 
mentioned that staff continue to consider the courtroom needs of 
South Bay and East county. 


No. 71 


ON MOTION of Supervisor Golding, seconded by Supervisor 
Bailey, in the matter of Court Space Expansion Alternatives, the 
Board of Supervisors take the following actions: 


1. Approves in principle, subject to environmental review, the 
acquisition of a new Court/Office building(s) · which will 
accommodate the District Attorney, Courts (8-10 courtrooms), 
and other office functions as appropriate by taking the 
following actions: 


A. Approves a search, and authorizes the Director of General 
Services to negotiate a purchase or Lease/purchase, for 
space in the downtown San Diego area within three blocks 
of the Courthouse to possibly house the District 


- B. 


.Attorney, Law Library, Adult Probation, Grand Jury, and 
other functions as appropriate. 


Authorizes the Request For Proposals for Lease/purchase 
of County-owned building(s) to: 
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2. 


3. 


a. consider the use of county-owned land bounded by 
Front, B Street, c Street, and First Avenue; land 
that is owned by the private sector; a building 
that would be constructed to the county's 
specification, andjor the acquisition of existing 
Downtown San Diego buildings. 


b. 


c. 


Directs 
funding 


a. 


b. 


c. 


d. 


Directs 


Consider the inclusion of the Law Library. 


Allow the use of design/build technology. 


the following revenue sources be applied to the 
of these new Court/office facilities: 


$2. o million annually from the County Courthouse 
Temporary Facility Construction Fund 


$1.0 million annually from the existing lease for 
the District Attorney. 


$1.0 million annually from the funds that had been 
appropriated for th~ El Cortez Project. 


Other possible lease consolidation savings (maximum 
savings $1.1 million annually). 


the Chief Administrative Officer to: 


A. Renegotiate the Cooperation Agreement with the City of 
San Diego Redevelopment Agency for the funding of 
additional courtrooms. 


B. Request that the $3.0 million that had been designated 
for the El Cortez project be dedicated to the expansion 
of courtrooms in a new Court/Office facility and 
architectural master planning services. 


4. Directs that the Master Plan for Justice Facilities be amended 
for approval by the Board, pending environmental review, to 
include the construction of a criminal Courts Annex to the 
Downtown Courthouse, contingent on the availability of sales 
tax revenue. 


5. Directs the Department of General Services to begin planning 
for the expansion of the Downtown Courthouse by adopting the 
following actions: 


A. Determine to retain the existing Courthouse for a minimum 
period of ten years. 


. . 


B. . .AuthGrize the Director·. pf General Service to ·issue a 
Request for Proposals for master planning and design 
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services for the expansion and refurbishment of the 
Downtown Courthouse and design services that may be 
required for new County-owned Court/Office building(s). 


c. Return to the Board of Supervisors within 120 days with 
a Contract and funding for architectural/master planning 
services. 


D. Find that these actions constitute feasibility or 
planning studies which the Board has not yet adopted, 
funded, or determined to carry out and that these actions 
are therefore exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act Section 15262 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act guidelines. 


6. Determines not to proceed with any additional lease of interim 
space for Superior Court courtrooms in the Downtown San Diego 
area. 


7. Directs the Office of Intergovernmental Affairs to seek 
legislation during 1992 which would increase the amount of 
revenue going to the County Courthouse Temporary Facility 
Construction Fund. 


8. Directs the Chief Administrative Officer to return within 60 
days with a Contract and funding for an Environmental Impact 
Report for a Downtown Courthouse expansion. 


9. Directs the Chief Administrative Officer to report back in 60 
days with a specific financial analysis of the proposed 
recommendations for expansion of the Downtown Courthouse and 
a progress report on the court/Office/Building Request for 
Proposals progress: 


10. Directs the Chief Administrative Officer: 


A. That the Request for Proposal stipulate preference that 
the project be completed within a 3-year time period: 


B. That there be substantial delay penal ties for non­
completion: 


C. That the site search for the space should have preference 
for a 3-block radius, and that support services can be 
considered beyond that radius: 


D. That transportation issues be considered in the Request 
For Proposal: 


E. That there be strict time lines . which would be noticed 
publicly regarding a reasonable ·development time fQr the 
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issuance of the Request for Proposal and for a decision 
by the Board of Supervisors; 


F. To investigate and report on June 11, 1991, setting the 
3-year date for completing the new courthouse project to 
begin on June 11, 1991; 


G. To continue the decision on downtown courthouse use time 
until Proposition A decision; 


H. To investigate and report on June 11, 1991 as to which 
Departments would utilize the existing courthouse 
building; 


I. To determine · to allow Proposition A to continue on this 
project in regard to preparation of environmental 
findings; 


J. To continue to investigate suburban court needs. 


11. Directs County Counsel to advise the Board of Supervisors on 
the legalities of limits of public work projects as well as 
the bidding process; 


Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 
vote: 


AYES: 


NOES: 
ABSENT: 


No. 72 


Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, Williams, and 
MacDonald 


Supervisors None 
Supervisors None 


ON MOTION of Supervisor Golding, seconded by Supervisor 
Williams, the Board of supervisors directs the Chief Administrative 
Officer to work with the City Manager of the City of san Diego to 
consider the development of discussions regarding a Government 
Center in the downtown San Diego area. 
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Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 
vote: 


AYES: 


NOES: 
ABSENT: 


Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, Williams, and 
MacDonald 


Supervisors None 
Supervisors None 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
County of San Diego) ss. 


I, THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of 
the County of San Diego, State of California, hereby certify that 
I have compared the foregoing copy with the original order adopted 
by said Board, at a regular meetinq thereof, held May 28, 1991 (7) 
by the vote herein stated, which original order is now on file in 
my office; that the same contains a full, true and correct 
transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof. 


Witness my hand and the seal of said Board of Supervisors this 


28th day of --~J~u~n~e __________ , 1991. 


THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


'if~e-~ ... _J By Esther C. Ryan 7 __ ,_ 


Deputy 
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DATE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


AGENDA ITEM 


I 


May 28, 1991 


BOARD Or Sui'ER JISOnS 


BRIAN P. BILBRAY 
FIRST DISTRICT 


GEORGE F. BAILEY 
SECOND DISTRICT 


SUSAN GOLDING 
THIRD DISTRICT 


LEON L WILLIAMS 
FOU RTH DISTRICT 


JOHN MACDONALD 
FIFTH DISTRICT 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


SUBJECT: Court Space Expansion Alternatives 


SUMMARY: 
Issues 
Should the Board of Supervisors take several actions which 
would provide new courtrooms and court support space in 
downtown San Diego by: adding courtrooms in Downtown San 
Diego, consolidating lease space into County owned 
building ( s) , and including some courtrooms in these new office 
buildings, the funding of which would come from: lease 
consolidation savings (General Fund: a maximum of $2.1 
million annually), the County Courthouse Temporary Facility 
Construction fund ($2.0 million annually), El Cortez lease 
savings ($1.1 million annually), and one time funds from the 
city of San Diego Redevelopment Agency ($3.0 million-subject 
to negotiation)? 


Should the Board of Supervisors proceed with interim expansion 
of Superior courtrooms into lease space in Downtown San Diego 
with the funds that had been allocated to the El Cortez 
Project? 


Should the Board of Supervisors determine to retain the 
existing Downtown San Diego Courthouse for a minimum 
period of ten years? 


Recommendation(s) 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: 


1. Approve in principle subject to environmental review the 
acquisition of a new Court/Office building(s) which will 
accommodate the District Attorney, Courts (8-10 court­
rooms), and other office functions as appropriate by 
taking the following actions: 
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A. Approve a search, and authorize the Director, 
Department of General Services to negotiate a 
purchase or leasejpurchase, for space in the 
downtown San Diego area within three blocks of 
the Courthouse to possibly house the District 
Attorney, Law Library, Adult Probation, Grand 
Jury, and other functions as appropriate. 


B. Authorize the Request For Proposals for 
lease/purchase of County owned building(s) to: 


Consider the use of County owned land bounded 
by Front, B, C, and First Avenue; land that is 
owned by the private sector; a building that 
would be constructed to the County's specifi­
cation, and/or the acquisition of existing 
Downtown San Diego Buildings. 


Consider the inclusion of the Law Library. 


Allow the use of design/build technology. 


c. Direct that the following revenue sources be ap­
plied to the funding of these new Court/Office 
facilities: 


$2.0 million annually from the County Court­
house Temporary Facility Construction Fund. 


$1.0 million annually from the existing lease 
for the District Attorney. 


$1.0 million annually from the funds that had 
been appropriated for the El Cortez Project. 


Other possible lease consolidation savings 
(maximum savings $1.1 million annually). 


2. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to: 


A. Renegotiate the Cooperation Agreement with the City 
of San Diego Redevelopment Agency for the funding 
of additional courtrooms. 


B. Request that the $3.0 million that had been 
designated for the El Cortez project be dedicated 
to the expansion of courtrooms in a new Court/ 
Office facility and architectural master planning 
services. 
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3. Direct that the Master Plan for Justice Facilities be 
amended for approval by the Board, pending environmental 
review, to include the construction of a Criminal Courts 
Annex to the Downtown Courthouse, contingent on the 
availability of sales tax revenue. 


4. Direct the Department of General Services to begin 
planning for the expansion of the Downtown Courthouse by 
adopting the following actions: 


A. Determine to retain the existing Courthouse for a 
minimum period of ten years. 


B. Authorize the Director, Department of General 
Services to issue a Request For Proposals for 
master planning and design services for the expan­
sion and refurbishment of the Downtown Courthouse 
and design services that may be required for new 
County owned Court/Office building(s). 


c. Return to the Board of Supervisors within 120 days 
with a contract and funding for archi tec­
turaljmaster planning services. 


D. Find that these actions constitute feasibility or 
planning studies which the Board has not yet 
adopted, funded, or determined to carry out and 
that these actions are therefore exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) Section 
15262 of the CEQA guidelines. 


5. Determine not to proceed with any additional lease of 
interim space for Superior courtrooms in the Downtown 
San Diego area. 


6. Direct that the Office of Intergovernmental Affairs 
seek legislation during 1992 which would increase 
the amount of revenue going to the County Courthouse 
Temporary Facility Construction Fund. 


7. Direct that the Chief Administrative Officer return 
within 60 days with a contract and funding for an 
Environmental Impact Report for additional construction 
to the Downtown Courthouse. 


9. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer report back in 
60 days with a specific financial analysis of the 
proposed recommendations for expansion of the Downtown 
Courthouse and a progress report on the Court/Office/ 
Building RFP progress. 
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Advisory statement 
None required. 


Fiscal Impact 
These actions could result in a commitment of $5.2 million 
annually for new Court/Court support space which could fund 
about $50 million worth of capital improvements. 


Alternatives 
The alternatives to proceeding with these actions are as 
follows: 


1. Expand courts at the regio·nal centers. 


2. Build a new Criminal Courts annex (contingent on Proposi­
tion A). 


3. Build a facility which would house a much larger number 
of Civil courtrooms/support space in downtown San Diego. 


4. Lease space for interim Superior courtrooms_. 


5. Determine to locate courts in the Cedar Street area. 


6. Remodel floors 5-7 of the Downtown Courthouse for 
courtrooms (space now occupied by the District Attorney) • 


Background: 


INTRODUCTION 


on April 23, 1991 (8) the Board directed that the Chief Adminis­
trative Officer: 


1. Terminate the existing lease with the Minami Corporation for 
the construction and lease of nine courtrooms at the El Cortez 
Convention Center. 


2. Investigate alternatives for consolidating courtroom space. 


3. Investigate options for lease and purchase including new 
facilities in East County, South Bay, and North County. 


4. Set a conference for May 21, 1991 to address courtroom space 
issues. 
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Also, on April 30, 1991 (6) the Board directed that the siting of 
Juvenile Dependency and San Diego Municipal Traffic/Small Claims 
Courts be discussed at the Courtroom Space conference. On May 21, 
1991 the Board continued this conference to May 28, 1991. 


In addition, on May 7, 1991 Supervisor Golding submitted a letter 
to the Chief Administrative Officer requesting that the feasibility 
of the following be investigated with respect to downtown courts: 


1. Convert office space currently occupied by the District 
Attorney's office on the fifth, sixth and seventh floors of 
the Downtown Courthouse for new civil courtrooms as an interim 
facility until such time as funding for a new courthouse is 
available. Initial estimates for converting the fifth, sixth, 
and seventh floors into courtrooms show that from 9-12 new 
courtrooms can be constructed. 


2. Build one or more permanent County Justice Facilities on 
County-owned property bounded by Front, B, First and C 
Streets, and consider private-sector proposals, for County­
owned buildings to house justice agencies like the District 
Attorney, Grand Jury, Public Defender, Probation Department, 
the Marshal, the Regional Justice Facility Financing Agency, 
the County's citizen Law Enforcement Review Board, and the 
County Law Library. 


3. Begin planning for a court Annex Facility on County-owned 
property currently being used for Judges parking at Front and 
A streets in order to begin a phased construction program for 
the eventual demolition or reuse of the existing County 
Courthouse. With a Court Annex Facility adjacent to the 
existing courthouse, the County would have a separate facility 
in place to: prosecute criminal cases; to separate staff 
areas from in-custody holding areas, as is currently a problem 
at the main courthouse; and to use the Central jail facility 
to hold inmates pending their daily court appearances. 


The Chief Administrative Officer's recommendations in this letter 
are generally consistent with Supervisor Golding's recommendations. 
The primary difference in the Chief Administrative Officer's 
recommendation is that no specific site is being designated for 
courtjoffice expansion and it is not recommended to construct 
courtrooms on floors 5-7 of the Courthouse. Site determination 
will be a result of the economics and timing of the proposals 
received from the private sector. 
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Construction of courtrooms on these floors is not recommended 
because: A) the courtrooms would not be large enough to meet the 
functional needs of the Superior Court, and B) there would be 
significant asbestos abatement required. 


Principles Underlying Chief Administrative Officer Recommendations 


The recommendations before the Board today reflect the following 
underlying princ~ples: 


1. Courts will continue to be a major presence in downtown San 
Diego. 


2. To the extent that it is programmatically feasible, new 
downtown courts should be consolidated near the existing 
Downtown Courthouse. 


3. There will also be substantial growth of courts at the 
regional centers to keep pace with population and workload. 


4. The County will attempt to construct permanent facilities for 
courts and courtjsupport departments as opposed to leasing 
space. 


To date, the court facility master plans have recognized that there 
will be substantial expansion of the courts away from downtown San 
Diego. The tables that follow illustrate the significant growth 
that is projected for courts in all- areas of the County: ·-
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TABLE I 


EXISTING AND PROJECTED DISTRIBUTION OF SUPERIOR COURT JUDICIAL POSITIONS 


% OF YEAR % OF 
LOCATION EXISTING TOTAL 2010 TOTAL 


North County 13 16.9 45 23.1 


East County 5 (1) 6.5 20 10.3 


South Bay 0 0 15 7.7 


Downtown Courthouse 49 (2) 63.6 90 46.2 


Kearny Mesa _lQ 13.0 ~ 12.7 
(Juvenile) 


77 100.0 195 100.0 


(1) This includes one courtroom in Ramona (loaned to the Superior Court by the 
Municipal Court) and one in El Cajon City Hall. 


This includes 7 courtrooms at the John Burnham Building and 7 at the San 
Diego Hotel. 


TABLE II 


EXISTING AND PROJECTED DISTRIBUTION OF MUNICIPAL COURT JUDICIAL POSITIONS 


% OF YEAR % OF 
LOCATION EXISTING TOTAL 2010 TOTAL 


North County 15 111 21.7 39 24.7 


East County 11 15.9 26 16·. 4 


South Bay 8 ll.5 17 10.8 


Downtown Courthouse 28 (2) 40.6 53 33.5 


Kearny Mesa Area _7 10.1 _l§. 10.1 


69 100.0 158 100.0 


(1) This includes two courts in Escondido and two in San Marcos. 
(2) This includes one courtroom in the San Diego Hotel. 


The approximately ten courtrooms that would be added under the 
recommendations are considerably less than the projected need 
contained in the OMNI Downtown Courthouse Master Plan. The OMNI 
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plan projected a need to add 41 judicial positions (24 Superior, 
17 Municipal) between 1990 and 2000. It is recommended that 
significantly fewer courtrooms be added for the following reasons: 


1. The State is likely to authorize very few additional judicial 
positions because of the fiscal problems facing the State and 
the existing requirement to provide Trial Court Funding 
revenue for new judicial positions. 


2. Because of the increase in judicial positions added during 
trial court funding, the Superior Court's workload per 
judicial position has improved significantly especially 
between FY 88/89 and FY 89/90. This is summarized in the 
table below: 


TABLE I 


WORKLOAD PER SUPERIOR COURT JUDICIAL POSITION 


FISCAL YEAR 


83/84 
84/85 
85/86 
86/87 
87/88 
88/89 
89/90 


WEIGHTED 
CASE LOAD 


5,484,697 
5,926,070 
6,533,926 
6,729,685 
7,326,097 
8,108,385 
8,257,092 


WORKLOAD 
PER POSITION (1) 


105,678 
116,426 
118,799 
119,533 
110,001 
125,323 
102,318 


(1) Judicial weighted caseload (minutes of work) per judicial position equivalent. 


3. The implementation of independent calendaring by the Superior 
Court may substantially improve productivity. on December 15, 
1989 then Presiding Judge Michael Greer stated to the Board 
that independent calendaring could improve productivity up to 
40%. 


4. The San Diego Municipal Court provides a significant amount 
of assistance to the Superior Court. During calendar 1990 the 
Municipal Court provided the equivalent of three full time 
judges of assistance to the Superior Court. For the first 
four months of 1991 the Court has averaged about 4.7 judges 
of assistance to the Superior Court. 


5. The San Diego Municipal Court has also received significant 
increase in resources (eg., 6 judicial positions were added 
as a part of Trial Court Funding in FY 88/89) and their 
workload has been relatively flat over the last few years. 
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TABLE II 


WORKLOAD PER SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL COURT JUDICIAL POSITION 


WORKLOAD 
FISCAL YEAR WEIGHTED CASELOAD PER POSITION (1) 


86/87 
87/88 
88/89 
89/90 


2,199,411 
2,225,320 
2,187,446 
2,259,219 


85,248 
87,903 
82,234 
78,718 


(1) Judicial weighted caseload (minutes of work) per judicial position equivalent. 


DISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


The ten recommendations below are listed and discussed in turn: 


Recommendation 1: 


Approve in principle subject to environmental review the acqu1s1-
tion of a new Court/Office building(s) which will accommodate the 
District Attorney, Courts (8-10 courtrooms), and other office 
functions as appropriate by taking the following actions: 


A. Approve a search, and authorize the Director, Department of 
General Services to negotiate a purchase or lease; purchase, 


_ for office space in the downtown San Diego area within three 
blocks of the Courthouse to possibly house the District 
Attorney, Law Library, Adult Probation, Grand Jury, and other 
functions as appropriate. 


B. Authorize the Request For Proposals for leasejpurchase of 
County owned building(s) to: 


Consider the use of County owned land bounded by Front, 
B, c, and First Avenue; land that is owned by the private 
sector; a building that would be constructed to the 
County's specification, andjor the acquisition of 
existing Downtown San Diego Buildings. 


Consider the inclusion of the Law Library. 


Allow the use of designjbuild technology. 


C. Direct that the following revenue sources be applied to the 
funding of this new Court/Office facility: 


$2.0 million annually from the County Courthouse 
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Temporary Facility Construction Fund. 


$1.0 million annually from the existing lease for the 
District Attorney. 


$1.0 million annually from the funds that had been 
appropriated for the El Cortez Project. 


Other . possible lease consolidation savings (maximum 
savings .·$1.1 million annually) . 


Discussion: The County presently pays $2.1 million annually for 
leases in the Downtown San Diego area. Buying a building would 
provide an opportunity to consolidate many expensive leases into 
County owned space. The estimated maximum $5.2 million that would 
be available for retiring debt could fund about $50.0 million in 
capital improvements (approximately 250,000 net square feet of a 
Court/Office facility). As a result of relocating the District 
Attorney into a new building, it will be possible to relocate the 
Public Defender/Alternate Defense leases into County owned space 
vacated by the District Attorney. The Public Defender, Alternate 
Defense, and Conflict Public Defender presently pay about $435,000 
annually in lease costs. Under the OMNI Master Plan for the 
Downtown Courthouse, the Public Defender was programmed for 
location in this space. 


A leasejpurchase approach would be the fastest way to acquire 
additional space. The alternative would be to retain an architect 
to design the building, and then solicit construction bids for 
development on County property. Project completion could take a 
year or so longer with this approach. Proceeding with an RFP now 
would allow the County to take advantage of the soft real estate 
market. 


A study prepared by Williams Kuebelbeck (WKA) looked at the 
financial impact of continuing to lease space for the District 
Attorney, as opposed to building an office building which would 
house the District Attorney and other County occupants. It was 
found to be cost effective to construct a building as long as other 
County occupants now in leased space were also relocated to the 
facility. 


The County owned property bounded by Front, B, c, and First, across 
the street from the central jail, presently houses the Law Library 
and a parking lot which is leased to Ace Parking. The existing 
uses for this property are an underutilization of this valuable 
land (estimated value: $7.0 million). It is recommended that the 
proposals for providing Court/Office space be given the option of 
developing their facilities on this site. Presumably the County 
would receive some type of reduced rent/offsetting revenue if the 
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development occurred on County owned land. 


It is also recommended that some courtrooms and possibly the Law 
Library be included in the new office facility. The inclusion of 
the Law Library could be particularly attractive in a building 
which housed private sector occupants. For example smaller law 
firms which typically do not have their own internal Law Library, 
would find this as an added incentive to locate in an office 
building. Whether the Law Library is going to be located in the 
new facility will .depend on the economics of the responses from the 
private sector and the amount of available revenue. 


The use of design/build technology can expedite the completion of 
a project by shortening the time it takes to select an architect 
and construction firm and complete working drawings. This approach 
saves time because: 


1. The architectural and construction firms can be pre-qualified 
and selected concurrently. More traditional procurement 
results in the selection of an architect, completion of 
design, and then solicitation of bids for construction. 


2. Construction can begin before all construction drawings are 
complete. The design of tenant improvements can occur while 
the building is under construction. Under more traditional 
approach, all design documents are completed prior to the 
commencement of construction. 


Recommendation 2: 


Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to: 


A. Renegotiate the Cooperation Agreement with the City of San 
Diego Redevelopment Agency for the funding of additional 
courtrooms. 


B. Request that the $3.0 million that had been designated for 
the El Cortez Project be dedicated to the expansion of 
courtrooms in a new Court/Office facility and architectural 
master planning services. 


Discussion: The $3.0 million would assist in funding the courtrooms 
in the proposed Court/Office facility. Under the present Coopera­
tion Agreement, the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency will pay 
$3.0 million to the County when a construction contract is signed 
and the lease is executed for the expansion of nine additional 
courtrooms in the Centre city Community Planning area. It is 
suggested that the agreement be amended so that the County could 
receive "progress payments" or an advance so that some of the $3.0 
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million could fund the design for the new courtrooms. It may be 
possible to renegotiate this agreement (i.e. related to the 
expansion of redevelopment boundaries) resulting in additional 
funds for court development. 


Recommendation 3: 


Direct that the Master Plan for Justice Facilities be amended for 
approval by the Board, pending environmental review, to include the 
construction of a Criminal Courts Annex to the Downtown Courthouse, 
(contingent on the availability of sales tax revenue), and direct 
that the Master Plan for Justice Facilities be amended to include 
this assumption. 


Discussion: The OMNI Group Master Plan identified several major 
problems with the Downtown Courthouse that could be solved with the 
construction of a new Criminal Courts Complex. These existing 
problems include: lack of prisoner holding space, inadequate space 
for defendants to confer with their attorneys, and the movement of 
in-custody defendants within public/employee areas. 


Superior Court Position: 


It is the position of the Superior Court that a new facility which 
houses Civil Courts should be constructed as a part of a Downtown 
Courthouse expansion. The Superior Court has recommended that this 
facility include 25 courtrooms to accommodate their projected 
growth through 2000. The construction of such a facility would 
assist in the implementation of independent calendaring. Under 
independent calendaring a judge hears all aspects of a cas·e. This 
differs from 'master calendaring in which there are specialized 
court departments in which different judges will hear different 
aspects of a case. Under independent calendaring a judge is 
typically assigned a research attorney and calendar clerk. Ideally 
the research attorney's officejclerk's office are immediately 
adjacent to the judge's chamberjcourtroom. The existing physical 
layout of the Courthouse would make it virtually impossible to 
locate the research attorneyjcalendar clerk immediately adjacent 
to every judge. 


However, according to the OMNI Group it would be possible to 
physically implement independent calendaring in the existing 
Courthouse by clustering research attorney/calendaring clerk 
offices. OMNI believes the benefits of having a new Criminal Court 
annex outweighs the costs of certain inefficiencies of retaining 
civil Courts remain in the existing Courthouse. The OMNI plan was 
predicated upon the construction of a new Criminal Court's Annex 
north of the Courthouse. A determination to construct a new Court 
facility to accommodate the long term (i.e. year 2010) requirements 
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of c1vil courts would imply the eventual near term replacement of 
the Courthouse. This is because there are significant problems 
with the existing Courthouse hearing criminal matters. This 
problem must be solved should the sales tax revenue be available. 


Recommendation 4: 


Direct the Department of General Services to begin planning for 
the expansion of .the Downtown Courthouse by adopting the following 
actions: 


A. Determine to retain the existing Courthouse for a minimum 
period of ten years. 


B. Authorize the Director, Department of General Services to 
issue a Request For Proposals for master planning and design 
services for the expansion of the Downtown Courthouse, 
refurbishment of the Downtown Courthouse and design services 
that may be required for new County owned building(s). 


c. Return to the Board of Supervisors within 120 days with a 
contract and funding for architectural/master planning 
services. 


D. Find that these actions constitute feasibility or planning 
studies which the. Board has not yet adopted, funded, or 
determined to carry out and that these actions are therefore 
exempt from the caiifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Section 15262 of the CEQA guidelines. 


Discussion: Concurrent with the selection of a proposal for 
providing court/office space, the County needs to develop a 
detailed master plan for expansion of the Downtown Courthouse. 
Development of a master plan concurrently with the solicitation of 
Request For Proposals for the new Office/Court facility will allow 
the County to refine the proposed-phased building program for the 
Court expansion without delaying the acquisition of sorely needed 
space for the interim expansion of Courts/Office. The County; 
Courts cannot afford to wait for the completion of a master plan 
and then begin the construction of new Courtsjacquisi tion of 
additional office space. The acquisition of a stand alone court 
support office building coupled with a Criminal Court annex was one 
of the seven options for the expansion of the Downtown Courthouse 
identified by OMNI. This master plan would draw upon the work 
completed by the OMNI Group and focus on several new developments: 


A. The inclusion of some courtrooms in a new Office Building. 
The OMNI plan did not have courts in the office support 
facility. 
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B. The need to work with the developer's archi teet. It is 
recommended that the County Architect work with the 
developer's team to develop specific plans for the internal 
layout of the new court/office space. 


C. The need to look at specific refurbishment options for the 
existing courthouse. The OMNI Group identified the physical 
problems with the Courthouse but did not identify specific 
architectural solutions to those problems. 


Many of the significant problems associated with the Downtown 
Courthouse could be solved with the new Criminal Court' s annex 
discussed above. The existing Courtrooms are functionally adequate. 
There would be an estimated cost savings of around $ 200 million 
dollars if the Downtown Courthouse was not replaced. 


Superior Court Position: 


It is the position of the Superior Court that the existing Court­
house must be replaced as soon as possible and that funds should 
not be spent on refurbishment. 


Recommendation 5: 


Determine not to proceed with any interim lease of space for 
Superior courtrooms in the Downtown San Diego area. 


Discussion: During FY 89/90, as a result of trial court funding 
the Board added 15 Superior Court judicial positions. The table 
below presents information that indicates that a total of 15 
courtrooms will be added by the end of 1992: 


TABLE III 
COMPLETED/PLANNED SUPERIOR COURTROOM PROJECTS 


North County Modulars 2 Done 


Juvenile Court Modulars 2 Done 


South Bay Regional Center 4 November 


El Cajon Regional Center 4 December 


El Cajon City Hall _3_ May 1991 
(temporary) 15 


1991 


1992 


The El Cajon City Hall project was originally intended to be used 
only until completion of the permanent addition of four courtrooms 
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at the El Cajon Regional Center. In order to provide short term 
space, the Superior court now leases seven courtrooms in the San 
Diego Hotel. If the El Cortez project's nine courtrooms had been 
completed, along with the other twelve permanent courtroom addi­
tions (modulars and the Regional Center remodels), there actually 
would have been six more courtrooms than budgeted judicial posi­
tions. The recommendation to not proceed with any lease of interim 
space downtown has the following implications: 1. continued 
operation of at least four courtrooms at the San Diego Hotel until 
the El Cajon Regional Center project is completed in late 1991. 
2. the use of the El Cajon City Hall project until the Downtown 
Courthouse expansion is complete in late 1993 or early 1994. 


It should be noted that the modulars and the El Cajon City Hall 
courtrooms are not standard jury trial size and therefore are 
considered by the Court to be "substandard." There may be the need 
to lease additional space for Superior Court administrative support 
functions that had been targeted for the El Cortez facility. 


Recommendation 6: 


Direct the Office of Intergovernmental Affairs to seek legislation 
during 1992 which would increase the amount of revenue going to the 
county Courthouse Temporary Facility Construction Fund. 


Discussion: There is the possibility that the increased surchar­
ges could discourage some defendants from paying fines or not 
appearing in Court. This issue will have to be explored further. 
There has been some recent progress in providing new Courthouse 
construction revenue. The Senate Judiciary Committee took the 
initial step toward the creation of a statewide courthouse con­
struction program when it approved legislation (SB 885) at its 
April 30 hearing. 


SB 885, by Senate Judiciary Committee Chair Bill Lockyer, 
represents a change in philosophy concerning courthouse construc­
tion funding. Previous funding mechanisms focused on civil filing 
fees or penalty assessments, with the resulting revenues being 
retained at the local level for expenditure. 


SB 885 would also impose a civil filing fee, but the revenues from 
the filing fees would be forwarded to the state and subsequently 
allocated by a state commission. Such a commission would be 
established under provisions of the bill. In addition to 
implementing a new filing fee of $25, SB 885 would also operate 
revenues by (1) imposing a $10 fee on those persons who go to 
drivers' school as a condition of probation and (2) recovering a 
percentage of punitive damage awards. CSAC is supporting SB 885 
although the bill raises some concerns regarding the ultimate 
allocation of generated revenues. 
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Recommendation 7: 


Direct that the Chief Administrative Officer return within 60 days 
with a contract and funding for an Envi ronmental Impact Report for 
additional construction to the Downtown Courthouse. 


Discussion: In .order to proceed with expansion of the Courthouse 
in the future ( eg. , Criminal Courts Annex) it is necessary to 
complete an Environmental Impact Report/Assessment. The scope of 
work and funding for the study will be developed over the next 
month and presented to the Board as soon as possible. 


Recommendation 8: 


Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to report back in 60 days 
with a specific financial analysis of the proposed recommendations 
for expansion of the Downtown courthouse and a progress report on 
the Court/Office Building RFQ progress. 


Discussion: The full costs of these recommendations are not 
identifiable. The financial analysis will explore in greater 
detail the costs of expanding the Courthouse, reimbursement options 
for acquisition of owned space, potential lease savings, and the 
designjcost implications of locating courtrooms in a new office 
building. 


FINANCING ALTERNATIVES 


Without the availability of Proposition A or some similar funding 
source, it will not be possible to finance a significant major 
expansion of any new Courthouse in San Diego County including the 
Downtown San Diego facility. With respect to the expansion of the 
Downtown Courthouse and related support space, the following 
funding options are independent of Proposition A availability. 


1. Lease consolidation savings: $ 2.1 million annually. This 
includes leases for the Grand Jury, District Attorney, Adult 
Probation, Public Defender, Alternate Public Defender. The 
savings comes from the General Fund revenue that would not 
have to be committed to these court support leases. $2. 1 
million is the maximum amount of revenue that could be 
available. It is unlikely that all these lease functions 
couid be accommodated in a new building. 


2. Lease savings from not proceeding with the El Cortez Project: 
$1.1 million annually. Since this lease was terminated there 
still remains $1. 1 million in appropriations for the nine 
courtroom lease. This lease was supposed to have lasted for 
at least ten years. 


16 







SUBJECT: Court Space Expansion Alternatives 


3. County Courthouse Temporary Facility Construction Fund (SB 
668): $2.0 million annually. On March 7, 1991 the SB 668 
Advisory Committee recommended that beginning in FY 92/93 
there be an allocation of $ 2. 0 million annually to an 
expansion of the Downtown Courthouse. It was also recommended 
that if Proposition A proceeds become available these funds 
should be diyerted to other Court projects. 


4. Payment from the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency: $3.0 
million-one time. This would be contingent upon successful 
renegotiation of the existing Cooperation Agreement with the 
City Redevelopment Agency. 


As mentioned previously, it is estimated that the $5.2 million in 
annual savings could fund about a $50.0 million capital project. 
Financing for the new facility could be raised through a Joint 
Powers Authority or through the San Diego Capital Asset Leasing 
Corporation. A JPA would be appropriate if more than one govern­
mental agency was envisioned for the building. Both the State 
Attorney General and the City of San Diego Attorney have expressed 
some preliminary interest in locating in a facility with the 
County. 


ALTERNATIVES TO EXPANSION OF COURTS IN DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO 
I 


There are several alternatives to proceeding with the expansion of 
courtrooms in a new Court/Office facility. 


1. Construct a Criminal Courts Annex to the existing Downtown 
Courthouse. Because of the significant estimated cost of this 
facility ($408.6 million), this option would be contingent on 
the availability of Proposition A proceeds. This option is 
not recommended because it would probably take five years to 
complete once Proposition A proceeds were available. However, 
this option would solve many of the problems with the existing 
Courthouse. 


2. Construct a new facility to house Civil Courts and other Court 
support functions in Downtown San Diego. The Superior Court 
has recommended to the Chief Administrative Officer that a new 
facility be constructed to accommodate about 25 judicial 
positions. This facility would accommodate the projected 
growth in Superior Court downtown positions through the year 
2000. The estimated cost of this facility is $35.0 million. 
This option is not recommended because: (a) the facility would 
have a significant cost; (b) it might not provide for the 
space needs of the Court support departments or the Municipal 
Courts; (c) it would not solve many of the problems associated 
with having criminal Courts at the existing Courthouse; and 
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(d) it may not reduce lease costs. 


3. Determine to expand Courts at one of the Regional Centers. 
The Omni Group has developed Master Plans for expansion of the 
Courts at all of the Regional Centers. These master plans 
have assumed full service branches of the Superior Court. 
Under full service Superior Court branches, venue is deter­
mined by the judicial district boundaries. In the case of 
criminal cases, venue is based upon the location of arrest; 
crime. For civil cases venue is determined by residence/place 
of business of the defendant. A policy decision could be made 
by the Superior Court to assign cases to any Regional Center. 


The most logical Regional Center to expand in lieu of addi­
tional Courts in Downtown San Diego is the North County 
Regional Center, because: (1) the environmental impact report 
for the expansion of the Center is anticipated to be complete 
by July 1991; (2) the architect for a proposed first phase 
expansion has been selected; (3) there is sufficient land to 
house a significant number of new Courtrooms; and (4) addi­
tional courtrooms are already being planned as a part of the 
first phase expansion. 


The City of Vista has offered financial assistance to the 
County contingent upon a commitment to provide a total of 51 
courtrooms at the North County Regional Center. Adding 
courtrooms here puts the County nearer the 51 courtroom level 
which would "trigger" financial assistance. The disadvantage 
of this approach is that the site would not be convenient for 
some plaintiffs/defendants and attorneys who are not located 
in North County. 


The next best alternative to North county is expansion at the 
South Bay Regional Center. There is sufficient land to 
accommodate a new Court facility. The advantage of using 
South Bay is that it is a relatively short distance for 
attorneys located in Downtown San Diego. The disadvantages 
are associated with the time that it would take to complete 
an EIR, select an architect and plan for a new Court/Office 
building. 


The third alternative would be to expand at the El Cajon 
Regional Center. This could consist of converting the fifth 
floor of the Courthouse to courtrooms andjor constructing a 
new Court/Office building. It may also be possible to add 
some courtrooms/office space in the jail. The feasibility of 
reuse of the jail will be reviewed by the project architect 
for the El Cajon remodel, Bundy Thompson and Associates. The 
El Cajon option has the same disadvantages as the South Bay 
project. In addition, because of the lack of land at the 
Regional Center, it will probably be necessary to acquire 
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additional property through eminent domain. 


None of these options would solve the problems of space 
shortages for the District Attorney and other support func­
tions in downtown San Diego, or reduce County lease costs in 
downtown San Diego. 


4. Lease Soace in Downtown San Diego for interim courtrooms. The 
County could. readvertise for lease proposals for courtrooms 
in Downtown . San Diego. This option is not recommended 
because: (a) it is inherently difficult and time consuming 
to convert space that was to be used for offices to 
courtrooms; (b) it is contrary to Board Policy which calls for 
owning rather than leasing of space; (c) it would further 
decentralize and fragment the location of courtrooms in 
Downtown San Diego. It has been suggested that the County 
could house interim courtrooms in the Great American Building, 
Walker Scott Building, or the City's Golden Hall convention 
space. The Great American building would be problematic in 
that the elevator system would result in an inefficient 
movement of staff from floor to floor and the ceiling heights 
are too low for courtrooms. The Walker Scott building could 
result in a similar capital expenses as the El Cortez project 
and could possibly result in delays in getting a final design, 
construction contract, and performance bonds. Based upon 
recent correspondence from the City of San Diego, Golden Hall 
is booked for some conventions through 1992. 


5. Exoand Courts at Cedar Street. There has been discussion by 
the Board Subcommittee on Downtown Courts (Supervisor Bilbray 
and Williams) about locating courts in the Cedar Street area. 
There are the following considerations with respect with 
respect to this option: 


A. There would be an undetermined increase in capital and 
operational costs. These additional costs are related 
to scheduling difficulties posed by having courts in 
several buildings, limited ability to pool jurors, and 
the reduced ability to share space by agencies (e.g. 
having to provide two rather than one departmental 
conference room because a department is located in two 
separate buildings) . 


B. For Courts to assist in revitalizing the Cedar Street 
area it would probably be necessary to locate Civil 
courts in this location. This alternative would require 
the demolition/replacement of the Downtown Courthouse at 
an estimated cost of $115 million in today's dollars. 
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C. The location of Courts in the Cedar Street area could 
involve splitting the Courts between Downtown San Diego 
and Cedar Street. There could be significant operational 
problems if the Courts were bifurcated between Downtown 
San Diego and the Cedar Street area. 


D. In order to alleviate the significant physical problems 
with th~ existing Downtown Courthouse it will be neces­
sary to construct a new Criminal courts building as part 
of the first phase of construction. The new Criminal 
Courts building will resolve existing problems with 
inmate security. Criminal Courts generally do not 
generate a lot of private office development. It 
probably would not be until after the year 2000 before 
Civil Courts would be located to Cedar Street, well after 
the area begins to revitalize. 


E. The potential environmental impacts (e.g. traffic 
congestion, effects on community character) of locating 
courts in the Harborview area are unknown. 


F. There are relatively lower land values in the Cedar 
Street area. However, a decision to locate courts in the 
area would increase the value of land in this area 
relative to the rest of downtown San Diego. 


The location of courts in the Cedar Street area would have the 
following advantages: 


1. It would assist in revitalizing the Cedar Street area and 
is a compatible use with future CAC office development. 


2. It could occur with low rise construction, which is 10-
15% less expensive than high rise construction. However, 
there could be additional land acquisition costs which 
could offset any construction cost savings. 


3. New courthouse buildings could be phased, unlike a high 
rise facility near the existing Downtown Courthouse. 


6. Expand courtrooms on floors five, six, and seven of the 
Downtown Courthouse. In 1986 the San Diego Municipal Court 
added three courtrooms and a large Judge's Library/Conference 
Room on the fourth floor of the Courthouse for a cost of 
$880,000. No asbestos mitigation was required. This space 
had been occupied by the District Attorney. Space on the 
fifth, sixth and seventh floor of the Downtown Courthouse 
could also be converted to courtrooms. Considering that there 
will be a need for asbestos containment/mitigation, the 
estimated cost of the remodel is about $6.0 million. 


20 







SUBJECT: Court Space Expansion Alternatives 


Construction could be complete about 24 months after reloca­
tion of the District Attorney. Relocation of the District 
Attorney to permanent office space could occur between 24-30 
months after a policy decision was made to proceed with the 
acquisition of a new building. There is an inadequate amount 
of space to accommodate nine Superior Courts and required 
support functions that had been programmed for El Cortez. 
There is approximately 48,000 net square feet in this District 
Attorney space. El Cortez had 70,000 square feet. 


Other Court Space· Issues and Data. 
/ 


Attachment A discusses several other issues that relates to the 
siting and planning of future court facilities. These include 
fiscal issues (Regional Impact Fees and City of San Diego Redevel­
opment Assistance), and programmatic issues (North County Juvenile 
Court, Night/Split Session Court and siting of San Diego Municipal 
Small Claims/ Traffic Courts). Attachment B presents information 
on the existing and projected need for judicial positions. 


f::~J?~::: 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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ATTACHMENT A 


The purpose of this attachment is to present information on several 
issues that relate to the future siting of court facilities. 


PROGRAMMATIC ISSUES 


NIGHT/SPLIT SESSION COURT 


The sharing of courtrooms andjor the extended hours of court 
operation has be~n mentioned as a way of reducing construction 
requirements. There are presently six courts which now use split 
sessions (i.e. courtrooms which are shared by judges): 


1. Superior Court Department 35 (Law and Motion). Note: with 
the addition of more courtrooms downtown and implementation 
of independent calendaring, this courtroom will no longer be 
shared. 


2. The San Diego Municipal Court has 27 judges sharing 25 
courtrooms in the Downtown Courthouse. 


3. There are four San Diego Municipal Court Commissioners sharing 
two Small Claims courtrooms in Kearny Mesa. 


4. There are two San Diego Municipal Court Commissioners, which 
hear traffic arraignment matters, sharing a courtroom at the 
Clairemont Court facility. 


In addition to these split session courts, there are the following 
night court sessions in San Diego County: 


0 San Dieqo Municipal Court Traffic Division 
arraignments started one night a week in 1967. 
arraignments are now heard every night. 


Traffic 
Traffic 


o El Cajon Municipal Court - Every Wednesday night small claims 
and traffic arraignment/infractions are scheduled at the El 
Cajon Regional Center. Small Claims matters are generally 
heard from 5:00 p.m. to approximately 6:30 p.m. Traffic 
matters are scheduled immediately following the small claims 
matters. The court is able to meet the public's demand for 
night court with this one night a week session. In addition, 
the public not requesting to go to court have full access to 
the Clerk's office and may pay fines, forfeit bail, etc. 


o North County Municipal Court - Traffic matters are heard every 
Thursday night from about 5:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. and small 
claims every third Thursday of the month. On average about 
50-60 defendants have their traffic arraignment/infraction 
matters heard. In addition, the public not requesting to go 
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to court have full access to the Clerk's office and may pay 
fines, forfeit bail, etc. While the Court attempts to 
accommodate staff requirements through staggered work hours, 
at times it is necessary to pay overtime {eg., summer vacation 
periods). The County's workload during the regular work hours 
require full staffing, thereby limiting the ability to stagger 
hours. The one night a week session is able to accommodate 
all of the public's demand to have their minor offense cases 
heard at night. 


o South Bay Municipal Court - Night court is scheduled every 
Thursday from about 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at the latest. 
Traffic arraignment/infraction matters are heard every week 
with small claims cases tried every other week. All of those 
who wish to have their matters scheduled at night can be 
accommodated with this one night a week session. 


The Superior Court presently does not hold night court. 


Siting of San Diego Municipal Small Claims/Traffic Courts 


The existing San Diego Municipal Small Claims/Traffic Court in 
Kearny Mesa hears traffic arraignment and small claim matters whose 
venue is in the San Diego Judicial District {Cities of Poway and 
San Diego). Traffic trials are heard in downtown San Diego. The 
vast majority of traffic offenses in the region occur within the 
boundaries of the city of San Diego. Most of the people who come 
to Traffic/Small Claims Court travel by auto and are either coming 
from or to work. The geographic center of the City of San Diego 
is in the Kearny Mesa/East Clairemont area. Therefore it is 
probably best to site a new facility somewhere in this general 
vicinity with convenient access by freeway. 


FISCAL ISSUES 


NORTH COUNTY JUVENILE COURT 


The planning to date has assumed the centralization of Juvenile 
Courts in metropolitan San Diego. The Court and the County have 
been planning for the possibility of colocating the Juvenile 
Dependency Courts and the Children's Center and retaining the 
existing Juvenile Court complex for delinquency Courts. The 
planning for the North County Regional Center Complex that was 
completed by the OMNI Group in 1988 assumed that no Juvenile Courts 
would be next to the North County Regional Center. Given the 
significant growth projected for North County and the distance 
between many North County residents and the existing Juvenile court 
facility, we may wish to reconsider our prior planning assumptions. 
It is the position of the Superior Court that Juvenile Dependency 
Courts should be next to a Children's Center. There is 
insufficient land at the North County Regional Center to house such 
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a center. It may be that future North County Juvenile Courts could 
be adjacent to a North County Juvenile Hall and Children's Center 
away from the existing Regional Center Complex. 


CITY OF SAN DIEGO REDEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 


It is widely known that the presence of Downtown Courts provides 
a significant benefit to the Downtown economy. It is estimated 
that 40% of the employment in Downtown San Diego is related to the 
Courts. In recognition of the benefit of Downtown Courts the City 
of San Diego Redevelopment Agency agreed to commit $ 3.0 million 
to funding nine Downtown Courtrooms. According to Redevelopment 
Agency Staff, there presently are no funds available within the 
existing redevelopment boundaries. However with the expansion of 
redevelopment boundaries that additional monies may be available 
to assist the County. The additional funding for Courts will be 
pursued as a part of future redevelopment negotiations. 


REGIONAL IMPACT FEES 


Another possible source of revenue for future Courts are regional 
impact fees. SANDAG' s Regional Revenues Advisory Committee is 
dealing with this issue. The committee, upon which the County is 
represented, is currently discussing alternative funding sources 
for various types of facilities and services. Also, with the 
assistance of Bay Area consultants, Recht, Hausrath, and 
Associates, the committee is developing equitable formulas for 
potential regional impact fees. 


COURTS-A . NM 
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ATTACHMENT B 


The purpose of this attachment is to present information on: the 
existing distribution of San Diego courtrooms/hearing rooms, 
existing budgeted judicial positions and available courtrooms, and 
the estimated need for judicial positions. 
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Downtown 


John Burnham 


Juvenile Court 


East County Regional Center 


North County Regional Center 


Ramona 


Kearny Mesa Traffic/Small 
Claims 


San Marcos Traffic/Small 
Claims 


El Cajon City Hall 


Escondido 


San Diego Hotel 


South Bay Regional Center 


TOTAL 


SUPERIOR 


TABLE B-1 
EXISTING DISTRIBUTION OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY 


COURTROOMS/HEARING ROOMS 


MUNICIPAL 
Hearing Rooms/ 


Courtrooms Modulars Courtrooms 
Hearing Rooms/ 


Modulars 


34 0 24 


6 0 0 


6 4 0 0 


2 10 


10 3 9 2 


0 0 0 


0 0 4 0 


0 0 2 0 


0 0 0 


0 0 2 0 


7 0 0 


0 0 8 2 


65 10 61 6 


B-2 


59 


7 


10 


14 


24 


4 


2 


2 


8 


10 


142 


Comnents 


One court Superior Courtroom, 
Law & Motion (Dept. 35) is shared 
by two judges. Municipal Court 
has 27 judges sharing 25 court­
rooms/hearing rooms. 


One comnissioner is assigned to 
this facility. 


Two modulars and two hearing 
rooms. 


Marsha 1' s weight room functions 
as a temporary courtroom. 


This includes five modulars (2 
Municipal, 3 Superior). 


This court is loaned to Superior 
Court. Municipal Court matters 
are heard every Friday. 


6 Comnissioners(4 small claims/2 
traffic), and 1 Judge share 4 
courtrooms. 


This is a temporary courtroom. 


One Municipal Court Comnissioner 
is assigned to this location. 


On Monday through Thursday 
afternoon a pro-tem hears 
Municipal Court small claims 
matters for Municipal Court. 







North County (1) 
South Bay {2) 
El Cajon (3) 
San Diego (4) 
Superior (5) 


TABLE B-11 
EXISTING BUDGETED JUDICIAL POSITIONS AND 


AVAILABLE PERMANENT COURTROOMS 


JUDICIAL PERMANENT COURTROOMS/ 
POSITIONS HEARING ROOMS {6) 


15 15 
8 10 


11 11 
35 29 
76 66 


145 131 


SHORTAGE{?) 


0 
0 
0 
6 


lQ 


16 


{1) This includes 13 Judges and two Commissioners. The FY 90/91 Budget has 
13.5 budgeted staff years and includes two Judges {.25 staff years each) 
which have not been authorized by the Legislature. These two Judges are 
one Commissioner do not qualify for Trial Court Funding block grants. 


( 2) This inc 1 udes 7 Judges and one Commissioner. The Commissioner is 
authorized in State legislation and receives no Trial Court funding 
revenue. Two hearing rooms are available for non jury matters. 


{3) This includes 10 Judges and one Commissioner. The Commissioner is not 
authorized in State legislation and receives no Trial Court funding revenue 
because the position was not filled as of September 1987 {State Trial Court 
Funding revenue requirement). 


{4) There are 28 Judges and seven Commissioners. Three Commissioners do not 
have legislative authorization and therefore receive no Trial Court funding 
revenue. 


{5) There are 71 Judges, three Referees, and two staff years of Pro-Tern Referee 
budgeted. Only the 71 Judges receive Trial Court Funding block grants. 
In addition to the 76 budgeted positions the Court has three unbudgeted 
Referees (Subordinated Judicial Officer) serving - one in North County 
(Family Court) and one in Juvenile Court. 


(6) These are courtrooms which are likely to be vacated within 2-3 years. 
Modular facilities, which have a useful life of 5-10 years, are counted 
in the permanent inventory. Depending on funding avail abi 1 i ty, these 
courtrooms may need to be removed to house more traditional courtrooms. 
There are currently seven modular facilities in the County inventory. 
Courtrooms that were not counted as permanent are El Cajon Regional Center 
Weight Room (1), El Cajon City Hall (1), Ramona (1), and San Diego Hotel 
(8). 


(7) Judicial positions less permanent courtrooms. 
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TABLE B-III 


ESTIMATED JUDICIAL POSITIONS BY LOCATION 


Total Total Total 1990-2010 
1990 2000 2010 Net Increase{1) 


0 North County 
- Superior 13 24 45 32 
- Municipal 16 26 39 23 


0 Juvenile 
- Dependency 6 10 19 13 
- Delinquent 4 5 6 2 


0 S.D. Traffic/Small 
Claims/Other 
- Municipal (2) 6 11 16 10 


0 El Cajon 
(3) - Superior 4 14 20 16 


- Municipal 11 19 26 15 


0 South Bay 
- Superior 4 10 15 11 
- Municipal 10 12 17 7 


0 Downtown 
- superior 50 65 90 40 
- Municipal __]2_ ~ _2.1 ~ 


156 238 346 190 


{1) The source of this information is the adopted Master Plan for Justice 
Facilities (page 13) and supplemental information provided by the 
Superior Court regarding a breakdown by location of judgeship needs. 
These are estimated needs as opposed to actual positions. 


The forecast of judicial position requirements was based upon the long 
term histor- ical (FY 77/78 - FY 87/88) relationship between population 
growth and workload for the Superior and Municipal Courts. This 
correlation was assumed to continue in the future. Population growth 
was based upon SANDAG Series 7 forecasts for each judi- cial district. 
For all Courts, workload has increased faster than population growth. 
Therefore, the increase in judicial positions is anticipated to be 
significantly more than population growth. A workload standard of 
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78,000 minutes was used for the Municipal Court and 108,658 minutes for 
the Superior Court. It should be noted that the North County 
projections are under review by the court. 


(2) This data was developed by the San Diego Municipal Court in a memo from 
Kent Pedersen to the OMNI Group. Projected requirements for FY 2010 is 
as follows: seven small claims, two misdemeanor, four infraction, and 
three traffic infraction trial courtrooms. The Downtown Courthouse 
Master Plan had assumed traffic trials in the Downtown Courthouse. 
Therefore to avoid double counting, the have been excluded from these 
projections. These projections are under CAO review. 


(3) The El Cajon Municipal Court forecasts have been revised upward from the 
Master Plan for ju.stice Facilities. Year 2010 projection (15 positions) 
forecast have been revised upward to 26 positions reflecting trends in 
workload and population growth between FY 72/73 and FY 87/88. 


TABLE B-IV 


ESTIMATED JUDICIAL POSITION 
REQUIREMENTS BY COURT 


Increase 
1990(1) 2000 2010 (1990-2000) 


San Diego Superior Court 81 128 195 114 


North County Municipal Court 16 26 39 23 


El Cajon Municipal Court 11 19 26 15 


South Bay Municipal Court 10 12 17 7 


San Diego Municipal Court 38 53 69 _n 


156 238 346 190 


(I) These are estimated requirements as opposed to budgeted judicial positions. The source 
is the San Diego County Master Plan for Justice Facilities page 13. 


Projections of Judicial Position Requirements 


The Chief Administrative Office in conjunction with the Courts 
developed a methodology for projection judicial position 
requirements in 1988. The methodology basically assumed that the 
historical relation between population growth and court workload 
will continue into the future. There have been some adjustments 
to these forecasts based upon unique circumstances to the El Cajon 
and San Diego Municipal Courts. The table below summarizes the 
historical growth and the projected need for judicial positions. 
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Municipal 
Courts 


Superior 
Court 


B Cajon 
North County 
South Bay 
San Diego 
Superior 


TABLE 8-V 


A COMPARISON OF HISTORICAL GROWTH IN BUDGETED JUDICIAL POSmONS AND 
PROJECTED NEED FOR NEW JUDGESHIPS FOR SUPERIOR AND MUNICIPAL COURT 


HISTORICAL FORECAST 
AVERAGE 
ANNUAL FY 


FY FY GROWTH 89/90 FY 
6900 89/90 RATE (ACTUAL) 2009/10 


28 67.5 4.5% 67.5 152 


25 76 5.7% 76 195 


TABLE 8-VI 


A COMPARISON OF HISTORICAL GROWTH IN BUDGETED JUDICIAL POSITIONS AND 
PROJECTED NEED FOR NEW JUDGESHIPS FOR SUPERIOR AND 


MUNICIPAL COURTS BY DISTRICT 


HISTORICAL FORECAST 
AVERAGE 
ANNUAL FY 


FY FY GROWTH 89/90 FY 
7506(1) 89/90 RATE (ACTUAL) 2009/10 


5 11 5.4% 11 26 
6 13.5 5.5% 13.5 39 
3 8 6.8% 8 17 


22.5 35 3.0% 35 69 
33 76 5.7% 76 195 


AVERAGE 
ANNUAL 
GROVVTH 
RATE 


4.14% 


4.8% 


AVERAGE 
ANNUAL 
GROWTH 
RATE 


4.4% 
5.5% 
3.8% 
3 .5% 
4.8% 


(1) Fiscal year 75/76 was chosen as it is the first year in which 
there was a South Bay Judicial District. Prior to FY. -: 75/76 ·• 
this area was included in the San Diego Judicial District. 
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October 4, 1991 


name 
company 
street 
city 
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The County of San Diego invites your development team to respond t o 
this Request for Proposals (RFP) to provide addi tional court/office 
facilities in Downtown San Diego. The County is looking for a 
development team which would use the design build approach. You 
are given the option of building the f acility on County owned land 
bounded by Front, First, "B", and "C" in Downtown San Diego or on 
land that is privately owned. You may also use an existing building 
to accommodate these space needs. Courts and office space will be 
collocated in the same facility{s). While the County prefers that 
the building be within three blocks of the Downtown San Diego 
Courthouse, proposals beyond three blocks will be considered. The 
facility must be ready for occupancy on or before June 11, 1994. 


The County is interested in obtaining 355,000 gross square feet of 
space for the above move-in date and is also interested in 
obtaining expansion space for future needs to accommodate 450,000 
gross square feet of development. The facility will contain 


(136,425 gross square feet of space for the Superior Court {57,145 
?Gross Square feet for Courts and 79,280 Gross Square feet for 
Superior Court Administration) • Ten courtrooms and court ~ 10 
administration space are planned for the building. The balance of -
the space in the facility will be occupied by the District 
Attorney, Adult Probation, the Grand Jury, the Law Enforcement 
Review Board, and the Marsh,al. The District Attorney will 
initially be assigned 175,000 gross square feet with expansion 
capability up to 250,000 gross square feet. Adult Probation, the 
Grand Jury and the Law Enforcement Review Board may have to be 
relocated in the future when necessary to provide expansion space 
for the District Attorney. Expansion space for courtrooms will be 
addressed in a separate facility. The County desires to have the 
ability to expand as soon as possible up to 450,000 gross square 
feet as funds become available. Thus, Proposers who can initially 
construct all of the 450,000 _ _gross __ ~_are_fee_L)W~).J_~ _ _g!"'!'__en 
preference. The majority of space in this facility will ultimately --­
be occupied by the District Attorney as it is a major objective of 
this project to provide expansion space for the District Attorney's 







... 


needs through the year 2010. 


The County has an estimated budget of $6.65 million annually 
beginning in FY 94/95 (July 1, 1991) and one time cash 
contributions of $4.0 million available between 1992-1994. Your 
proposal should consider this as the County budget for this project 
recognizing that there is a possibility that additional funds could 
become available ( ie. sales tax revenue) and that all budget 
decisions are subject to the Board of Supervisors approval. A key 
element in your response to this RFP is the amount and quality of 
space you intend to provide given the County's stated budget and 
program specifications found in Attachment A. If you cannot 
provide the initial space requirement of 355,000 gross square feet, 
within the County's budget please indicate the additional amount of 
funds that would be required to satisfy this space requirement. 


It is the intent of the County that the Downtown Court/Office 
building be a prominent structure that expresses the concept of 
justice and equality. The architectural design of the facility 
will reflect dignity and concern for the individual and the 
importance of the judicial system in our government. 


The responses to the Request for Proposals will be evaluated based 
upon the following criteria which are not necessarily listed in the 
order of importance: 


1. The useability, quality, efficiency and amount of space that 
is proposed to be provided by the developer within the 
County's currently identified annual budget of $6.65 million 
for leasejoperating expenses and one time cash contributions 
of $4.0 million between 1992-1994. 


2. Payment and completion bonding capability. 


3. Evidence of the capability to finance the project with private 
funds. 


4. Demonstrated ability of the proposed development team to 
complete the project on time and within budget. 


5. Existence of development approvals. 


6. The ability to construct 450,000 gross square feet with 
355,000 gross square feet of initial occupancy. 


7. Commitment to the use of minority and women owned business 
enterprises or a good faith effort to do so. 


8. Proximity to the Downtown Courthouse. 


9. Control over _t.he _proposed_d.eYelopment_si.t.e_. 


10. Proximity to public transit. 







11. Design capability of the architectural team. 


Details on these evaluation criteria are found in Section B. 
Subsequent to the evaluation of the proposals, the County intends 
to enter into exclusive negotiations with one development team. If 
negotiations cannot be satisfactorily completed the County intends 
to go to the next highest rated firm. 


Those who respond to the RFP must s ubmit a $10,000 deposit for each 
proposal. The deposit will be used to defray staff/consultant 
expenses related to the evaluation of the proposals. If these 
expenses are less than the total amount of the deposits then the 
balance will be refunded pro-rata to the proposers. In the case of 
respondents who submit dual proposals for development on County 
land and privately owned land, every effort will be made to not 
"double count" expenses incurred in the evaluation of the 
experience of the proposed development team, references checks, 
etc. There will be a conference held on Thursday October 17, 1991 
at 9:00 AM in Room 310 of the County Administration Building, 1600 
Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA, to discuss the preparation of 
responses to this RFP and to give you an opportunity to ask 
questions of staff. Prior to the conference, it would be 
appreciated if you could provide all requests for information in 
writing to Ron Moore, the Department of General Services, 5555 
Overland Drive, Building 2, Room 220, San Diego, CA 92123, by 
Tuesday October 15, 1991. 


I. STEP ONE: REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS SUBMISSION 


A. RFP Requirements 


All respondents should submit an original and nine (9) 
copies of their response to this RFP in the format and 
with the specific information herein requested. Each RFP 
response should be organized in the following 
order/sections o Respondents should label and "TAB" each 
one of the sections for easy reference o In certain cases 
you may resubmit specific responses/material included in 
the SOQ. 


lo Title Page. This will show the respondent's name, 
the RFP title, and date of submittal of RFP. (It 
is appropriate to submit the same material as in 
the SOQ). 


2 o Letter of Introduction. Within four pages, the 
respondent must include the following in the letter 
of introduction: 


a. Respondent's Name 
__________ b .. _ .Respondent' _s _Addres_s 


c. Statement whether respondent is an individual, 
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partnershi p, c orporation or joint venture 


The letter s h ould provide the name of the person(s) 
authorized to make representations for the res­
pondent and its a ddress (s) and telephone number(s). 
The letter must be signed by the person 
representing the organization. The letter should 
clear ly spell out t he roles, responsibilities, and 
financial c ommit ments provi ded by each member of 
t h e developme nt t e am. Your development team should 
have a member or consultant with courts programming 
experience. You s h ould include an organizational 
chart as an attachment to this letter. 


3. Development Proposal. Based upon the assumption 
that the County will have available $6.65 million 
annually to pay lease payments/operating expenses 
andjor .retire debt/pay operating expenses and one 
time cash commitments of $4.0 million, please 
indicate the amount of space for both courtrooms 
and offices you propose to provide. Please be 
adv ised that you probably will have to pay 
prevailing wages for construction of this project. 
The requirements relating to prevailing wages are 
found on pages 8 and 9 in the June 12, 1991 County 
Counsel letter (Summary of Alternative Methods for 
Courthouse Construction) to the Board of 
Supervisors. This letter was included in Addendum 
1 to the RFQ. Ten courtrooms/direct support space 
must be within the building. The development 
proposal should include but not be limited to the 
following information: 


o Gross square feet of construction 
o Number of park ing spaces 
o Number of cou rtrooms and ancillary support 


space 
o Public amenities 
o Private uses {e.g. retail) 
o Other specialized space (e.g. cafeteria, 


health club, etc.). 
o A detailed project budget (i.e. land costs, 


land development/site preparation, direct 
construction costs, indirect construction 
costs, architect/planning fees, furniture, 
fixture equipment, engineering/testing, 
commissions, profit). 


o Option to purchase pricejoption to purchase 
formula (eg. the consideration of 
depreciation.) 


o _ Net useabl e square __ f~et_for court, office, and 
storage space according to Building and Office 
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Management Association standards. 
o Lease capitalization rate. 
o Operating expenses and expense stops per net 


useable square foot. 
o Total estimated annual operating expenses. 


For purposes of submitting a project budget, please 
assume that tenant improvements will average $40 
per net useable square foot for office space and 
$100 per net useable square foot for court space. 
Also assume that furniture, fixtures, and equipment 
will average $20 per net useable square foot. You 
should identify the additional amount of funds that 
would be necessary to construct finished office 
space beyond the initial 355,000 gross square feet 
(ie. the cost for providing the 95,000 gross square 
feet of expansion space and when the space would be 
available) • If you are proposing to convert an 
existing building please spell out when existing 
tenants would be relocated and the extent and costs 
of any asbestos mitigation. The County requires 
that all buildings be asbestos free. Court space 
is defined as the courtroom, chambers, research 
attorney holding areas, judicial secretary/calendar 
clerk offices, and secure corridors/entrances to 
and from the courtroom. Office space includes 
space for the District Attorney, Probation, Law 
Enforcement Review Board, Grand Jury, Marshal, and 
support functions (e.g. executive office) of the 
Superior Court. 


The shell building includes public restrooms, 
stairshafts, elevators, escalators, electrical and 
mechanical rooms on each floor, central electrical, 
mechanical, and heating/air conditioning systems 
sized to accommodate projected uses in the McGraw 
Baldwin Program Statement. If you plan to build 
all of the 450,000 gross square feet at once, 
please indicate the timeframe in which the County 
could acquire the additional space beyond our 
initial space requirements. 


The County has the following source of funds to 
assist in the financing of the proposed facility: 


One Time Cash Commitments 
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FY 92/ 93 


FY 93/ 94 


$2.0 Million 


$2.0 Million 
$4.0 Million 


Annua l Commitments 


Lease Consolidation Savings <11 


SB668 


El Cortez Lease 


Federal Reimbursement Family 
Support Space-District Attorney 
Savings 


'$3.4 Million 


$2.0Million 


$1 .1 million 


$.35 Million 


$6.65 Million 


SB 668 - Courthouse 
Construction Fund 


SB 668 - Courthouse 
Construction Fund 


<11 This takes into account cost of living increase between FY 91/92- and 93/94 (estimated to 
average 4% annually) . 


In terms of submitting your proposal please note 
that it is estimated that if the facility were 
leased the annual operating cost per net rentable 
square foot would be $5.50 and that the lease would 
be full service. Please indicate whether your 
estimated operating expenses would vary from this 
estimate and that rationale for such a variati9n. 


The County's specific programmatic space, 
functional, and physical requirements are found as 
Attachment A to this RFP. The development 
proposal s must be responsive to these needs. In 
p r eparing the development proposal and in 
consideration of the preparing your financial plan 
please be adv ised of the following: 


1. The Front /B property would be leased to the 
developer for a nominal rental rate rather 
than at market rent. The County would expect 
that such a ground rent would result in a 
below market lease rate. Please refer to the 
June 12, 1991 County Counsel opinion (Summary 
of Alternative Methods for Courthouse 
Construction) for specifics on the leasing of 
land. 
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2. The County may be willing to pledge the fee 
interest in the land to the performance of the 
lease obligations. Specific terms and 
conditions of this pledge will be discussed 
during the negotiations with the selected 
development team. 


3. The County may retain a tenant representative 
and pay them a negotiated rate for services 
which will be a part of the project cost. At 
this time do not include these costs in your 
development proposal. 


4. The developer should comply with all Centre 
City Community Plan development regulations 
including those that relate to on site 
parking. Parking shall be provided to the 
County at 1. 0 space per 1, 000 gross square 
feet. Additional parking may be supplied if 
development approvals have been received from 
the City- of San Diego. 


5. The county will actively assist in obtaining 
commitments for other public agency tenants 
for the expansion space within the building. 


6. The County encourages the inclusion of revenue 
generating activity (eg. ground floor retail) 
which is functionally compatible with a 
building that houses courts and justice 
functions. This revenue could be used to 
offset project costs. 


The selected developer will be responsible for the 
following: 


o Design of shell building as well as tenant 
improvements or redesign of tenant 
improvements in an existing building 


o Construction of the shell building and tenant 
improvements or renovation of an existing 
building 


o Construction management 
o Testing, engineering studies etc. 
o Obtaining all necessary development approvals 


and building permits 
o Obtaining environmental approvals 
o Obtaining financing 
o Furniture, fixtures, ~quipment 


The County will assist in the obtaining of 
development approvals. The development proposal 
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should present a detailed time table/"pert" chart 
showing estimated completion by task and key 
decisions required of the County. Your development 
proposal should indicate what delay penalties and 
financial incentives (e.g. completing the project 
ahead of schedule) you propose. 


BY SUBMISSION OF A DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL THE 
PROPOSER AGREES ~0 MEET ALL OF THE DESIGN 
OBJECTIVES, CIRCULATION AND BUILDING SYSTEMS, SITE 
REQUIREMENTS, AND ADJACENCY REQUIREMENTS FOUND IN 
THE MCGRAW BALDWIN PROGRAM STATEMENT FOUND IN 
ATTACHMENT A. PLEASE PROVIDE IN YOUR DEVELOPMENT 
PROPOSAL ~HE PREFERRED/RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR 
ACCOMMODATING ~HE 95,000 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF 
EXPANSION SPACE. THERE IS THE POSSIBILITY THAT THE 
COUNTY MAY WANT TO ACQUIRE MORE THAN TEN 
COURTROOMS. SUCH A DECISION WOULD HAVE ~0 BE MADE 
BY ~HE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. IF THE NUMBER OF 
COURTROOMS ARE INCREASED THERE WOULD BE AN ADDENDUM 
TO THE RFP EXTENDING THE DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION 
AND/OR THIS WOULD BE DEALT WITH DURING NEGOTIATIONS 
WITH THE SELECTED DEVELOPMENT TEAM. YOUR PROPOSAL 
SHOULD BE BASED UPON TEN COURTROOMS. 


4. A completed proposal Questionnaire by the proposers 
joint venture, consultants, and Minority and Women 
owned Business firms. In filling out t he 
questionnaire please do not refer to brochures or 
other sections of the proposal. (It is appropriate 
to submit the same material as included in the 
response to the RFQ.} 


s. A Preliminary ~itle report for privately owned 
property to be developed. (It is appropriate to 
submit the same material as included in response to 
the RFQ.) 


6. Proof of control or exclusive right to represent 
the property and information on the development 
capability of the proposed site (eg. floor area 
ratios, building height, utilities) (maximum 3 
pages}. You must include an opinion from your 
counsel as to what if any restrictions there would 
be to develop the property pursuant to your 
development proposal. 


7. A complete financial report (include one copy with 
~ of the nine submittals) prepared in accordance 
with generally accepted accounting practices, 


_accurately ·reflecting the current financial 
condition of each responden~ individual, firm, 
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joint venture partic i pant, appropriate 
associations, architectural firms who would be a 
member of the development team, court programmer, 
other consultants and contractor. The report must 
include a current balance sheet and profit/loss 
statements for the last three years. Please be 
advised that t h e County intends to conduct an 
extensive investigation of your development team's 
financial condition. The financial report should 
indicate cash resources not subject to claims and 
pending and threatened lawsuits against any members 
of the development team. All financial statements 
must be audited and completed by a certified public 
accountant. Failure to disclose any of this 
information (e.g. pending lawsuits) will be cause 
for rejection of your proposal. This financial 
data is a matter of great interest to the County 
and each proposers financial condition will be 
extensively investigated. 


8. A statement /letter from your source of financing 
regarding the specific terms and conditions that 
would be required of your development team to 
receive construction and permanent fin~ncing. The 
development proposal must state the amount of 
equity commitment of each member of the development 
team. An equity commitment includes cash on hand, 
liquidation of assets, and cash borrowed. Please 
indicate how this equity is being raised by 
referring to specific line item entries on your 
balance sheet(s). If any of the equity will be 
borrowed, you must provide a letter from your 
lender indicating their willingness to provide the 
loan. No conditions of financing shall inhibit the 
ability of the County to purchase the building 
during or after completion of construction. The 
County intends to sign a twenty year lease prior to 
commencement of any work performed by the developer 
(e.g. design) and may exercise an option to 
purchase upon completion of construction. The 
standard lease terms required by the County are 
found as Attachment E to this RFP. The County has 
the right to modify this lease at its discretion. 
(Maximum ten pages). 


9. Evidence that your firm/development team can be 
bonded for performance including all construction 
for at least a $75 million project. Payment and 
completion Bonds will be ·required of the 
construction firm. The County requires some type 


__ o.f .assurance :tha:t ....the development team has the 
resources and financial commitment to complete this 
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project by June 1994. Accordingly you must 
indicate what the source of security would be for 
the difference between project costs and 
construction costs. This security may consist of 
equity contributions, a letter of credit from your 
lender, or a substantial non-refundable penalty 
payment(s). 


10. Block Diagram. Please show in a rough diagrammatic 
form how the structure relates to your proposed 
site. Samples of past experience in design and 
building of structures of the size and scope of 
this Court/Office building should be submitted in 
this section. The proposal shall include block 
diagram layouts in order to indicate that the 
project can accommodate the County's general space, 
circulation, and adjacency requirements outlined in 
the McGraw Baldwin program statement. The block 
diagrams shall include the number of proposed 
courtrooms per floor, a diagrammatic building 
section indicating required clearances to 
accommodate court functions and the District 
Attorney, proposed location for the Marshal, 
Superior Court Administration, Adult Probation, Law 
Enforcement Review Board and the District Attorney. 
The District Attorney will occupy the upper floors 
of this structure. The space should be serviced by 
elevators that are separate from those used to move 
juries etc. between court floors. With respect to 
courtrooms/direct support space (ie. the courtroom 
module) please attempt to meet the overall desired 
space requirements outlined in the McGraw Baldwin 
program statement. For example it is the desire of 
the Superior Court to haye 14 standard trial 
courtrooms that are 1530 square feet (34x45). The 
block diagram shall also include a diagrammatic 
footprint on the proposed site with indication of 
vehicular and pedestrian accesses. Please do not 
submit layouts, building sections showing floor to 
floor heights, and building elevation with a 
description of exterior wall system and materials, 
as the County does not expect a schematic or 
preliminary design at this time. However your 
proposal must give the County sufficient 
information to assure that the site and proposed 
structure will solve our functional needs. 
Please rely on information in the McGraw Baldwin 
report. 


11. Existence of Development Approvals. Please 
______ indicate__what_ develQPment_gp_proyals __ hav~ b~en ____ _ 


received -for your project/site and the additional 
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development approvals that would be required. 


Please be advised that you may have to pay 
prevailing wages for construction of this project. 
The requirements relating to prevailing wages are 
found on pages 8 and 9 in the June 12, 1991 County 
Counsel letter (Summary of Alternative Methods for 
Courthouse Construction) to the Board of 
Supervisors. This letter was included in Addendum 
1 to the RFQ. Do not submit architectural 
renderings. The submission of renderings will 
automatically disqualify your proposal from further 
consideration. 


BY SUBMISSION OF A RESPONSE TO THIS RFP THE 
SUCCESSFUL PROPOSER AGREES TO FULFILL ALL STATED 
OBLIGATIONS IN YOUR PROPOSAL INCLUDING COMPLYING 
WITH REQUIREMENTS/SPECIFICATIONS IN ATTACHMENT A 
AND C. THE COUNTY WILL HAVE THE RIGHT TO APPROVE 
ALL DESIGN DOCUMENTS. IN ADDITION, THE COUNTY MAY 
CHOOSE TO ENTER INTO NEGOTIATIONS WITH MORE THAN 
ONE OF THE PROPOSERS FOR 'l'HE CONSTRUCTION OF A 
CRIMINAL COURTS ANNEX TO THE DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO 
COURTHOUSE. CONSTRUCTION OF '1'HE ANNEX . WILL DEPEND 
UPON THE AVAILABILITY OF PROPOSITION A SALES TAX 
REVENUE. 


B. EVALUATIONS 


The evaluation of the response to the RFP does not 
constitute any form of commitment by the County. The 
terms "Response to the RFP" refers to all documents 
submitted that provide information relative to items 1-10 
discussed in the previous RFP requirements Section A. 
Upon receipt, all RFPs will be evaluated to determine 
acceptability for further negotiation and award of a 
contract. 


The County reserves the right to request clarification or 
additional information from a respondent, if necessary. 


It is anticipated that each response to an RFP will be 
evaluated based on the information submitted in the 
proposal, plus any other additional information developed 
by the County. Evaluation criteria will include the 
following: 


1. The Useability, Quality, Efficiency and Amount of 
Space that is Proposed to be Provided by the 
Qeveloper within the County's identified Budget of 
$6 b65 million .annually for this Project and one 
time cash contributions of $4.0 million between 
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1992 and 1994. The proposers will be ranked by the 
useability, quality, and amount of space provided. 
The quality of ·space is particularly important to 
the County as substandard construction and the 
added operational/maintenance costs can more than 
offset construction cost savings. In the 
consideration of proposals on County owned land, it 
would be recognized that County is contributing to 
the project value (estimated $6.5 million land 
value). The benefit of this will be taken into 
account in the evaluation of proposals. Proposals 
which provide revenue potential to offset project 
costs (e.g. retail, lease of excess office space to 
non-county tenants) are encouraged and will be 
viewed favorably. Preference would be given to a 
developer who would acquire the County owned site. 


2. Bonding Capability. The developer shall have the 
demonstrated ability to post payment and completion 
bonds to complete the development proposal. The 
construction contractor must be bondable for the 
amount of proposed construction. 


3. Evidence of Capability to Finance the Project with 
Private Funds. The proposer should be able to 
demonstrate through their past experience the 
ability to successfully finance a project of this 
size and complexity. 


4. Demonstrated Ability of the Proposed Development 
~eam to Complete the Proiect on time and within 
Budget. This would consider such factors as: 


Record for completing projects of this 
sizejscale on schedule and within budget. 


Record for controlling costs/quality. 


Experience in working with the public sector 
andjor justice agencies. 


The proposer must demonstrate that they have the 
quantity and quality of resources, management 
capability, and consultants who have clearly 
demonstrated through past experience the ability to 
complete a project of this magnitude on or before 
June 11, 1994. 


Existence ---Of - Development Approvals. 
will be given to those proposers 
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Preference 
who have 







development approvals for their project/site. It 
is recognized that additional environmental 
analyses and permits may be required due to the 
unique nature of the Court/Office building. 


6. Ability to Construct 450.000 Gross Square Feet. 
While the County wishes to acquire an estimated 
355,000 gross square feet, the County desires to 
have the ability and flexibility to expand to 
450,000 gross square feet as additional funds are 
available). Therefore proposers who plan to 
construct all of this space at once will be given 
preference. 


7. Commitment to the Use of Minority and Women Owned 
Business Enterprise or Good Faith Effort to do so. 
Proposers who show a commitment to comply with 
County - Equality Opportunity Regulations and the 
County's Women Owned Business Enterprise Program 
(Board Policy B-39) will be viewed favorably. 


8. Proximi tv to Existing Courthouse. Due to, the 
significant additional operational costs which 
result from being too far from the existing 
courthouse, the Countyjcourts would prefer that new 
space be near the existing courthouse. Preference 
will be given to projects within three blocks of 
the courthouse. The courthouse boundary is defined 
as A Street (North), Broadway South, Front Street 
(East) , and Union Street {West). The potential 
impact on operational costs associated with the 
location of the facility will be considered in the 
evaluation of the efficiency of the space. 


9. Control Over Proposed Development Site. In the 
case of land which is privately owned it will be 
very important that the County have the assurance 
that the facility can be built on the site within a 
three year period. 


10. Proximity to Public Transit. Convenience to public 
transit (e.g. trolley, bus, and shuttle bus to 
Courthouse) will be viewed positively. 


11. Design Capabilities of Architect. Past experience 
of design team to produce an aesthetically pleasing 
structure of this type and scope. 


______ ----C.. - -G ... ENERAL --COND:ITIOHS 
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1. General Gu i delines for Content 


The RFP response s h a l l be clear and concise enough 
t o enable "revi ewers" or "evaluation team" to make 
a t horough eval uation and arrive at a sound 
det ermination as t o whether the proposal meets the 
requirements o f t he County. To this end, the RFP 
response should be so specific, detailed and 
complete as to clearl y and fully demonstrate that 
the respondent has a thorough understanding and 
demonstrated knowledge of the County's 
requirements. 


2. Explanation to Respondents 


An explanation desired by a respondent regarding 
the meaning or interpretation of the solicitation 
must be requested in writing with sufficient time 
allowed for a reply to reach all respondents before 
the submission of their RFP responses. Oral 
explanations or i nstructions will not be binding. 
Any information provided to a prospective 
respondent will be furnished to all respondents as 
an addendum to the solicitation. 


3. Di s claimers 


This solicitation does not commit the County of San 
Diego to award a contract, to pay costs incurred in 
the preparation of a response or to procure or 
contract for any services. The County of San Diego 
reserves the right to accept or reject any or all 
RFP response received as a result of this 
solicitation, or to cancel in part or in its 
entirety this solicitation if it is in the best 
interest of the County. The County budget outlined 
in this RFP is presented as the basis for proposers 
to submit development proposals. It is not a final 
commitment by the county to the selected 
development team. The final budget will be subject 
to negotiation and Board of Supervisors approval. 


The County reserves the right to interpret or 
change any provision of this RFP at any time prior 
to the RFP response submission date. Such 
interpretations or changes shall be in the form of 
addenda to this RFQ. Such addenda shall be made 
available to each person or organization which has 
received an RFP. Should such addenda require 
additional information not previously requested, a 


________ respondent's fai l ure to address __ th~ requirements of 
such addenda may result in the RFP response not 
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being considered. 


The County, in its sole discretion, may determine 
that a time extension is required for submission of 
RFP response. In such case an addendum shall 
indicate a new RFP response submission deadline. 


4. Failure to Conform/Proof of Representations 


Any RFP response which modifies or fails to conform 
to the essential requirements or specifications of 
the RFP shall be considered non-responsive and 
categorized as unacceptable. 


The County of San Diego may require 
evidence is deemed necessary relative 
respondent's financial stability. 


whatever 
to the 


The County of San Diego reserves the right to 
request further information from the authorized 
representative of the respondent, either in writing 
or orally. Such requests will be addressed to the 
authorized representative of the respondent. 


The County of San Diego reserves the right to 
solely judge. the respondent's representations, 
written or oral. 


5. Rights to RFP Response Information 


Information disclosed in the RFP responses and the 
attendant submissions will become the property of 
the County. 


6. Protest Procedures 


Any protest or appeal resulting from this request 
shall be submitted in writing to the Director, 
Department of General Services within five (5) 
working days of notification of rejection for 
participation in further negotiations shall be 
processed as prescribed in the Board of Supervisors 
Policy A-97. 


7. Knowledge of Conditions 


Before submitting an RFP response, respondents will 
carefully read all sections of this RFP and will 
fully inform themselves as to all existing 
conditions and limitations. 


B. Duty to lnguire 
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Should a respondent find discrepancies in or 
omissions from the RFP documents, or should the 
respondent be in doubt as to their meaning, the 
respondent shall at once notify the County in 
writing. 


9. Truth and Accuracy of Representations 


False, incomplete, or non-responsive statements 
shall be cause for rejection of the RFP response. 
The evaluation and determination of the fulfillment 
of. the above requirements will be the County's 
responsibility and its judgement shall be final. 


one original and nine (9) copies of the completed SOQ 
shall be delivered to: · 


Ron Moore, Chief Capital Facilities Planning 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Department of General Services 
Architecture & engineering Division 
5555 Overland Avenue 
Building 2, Room 220, Mail Stop 0368 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Attn: RFP Downtown Court and Office 
Building 


Please post in the upper right hand corner your number (list of 
proposals). 


Proposals are due no later than 12:00 PM Tuesday November 27. 1991. 
RFP responses received after the 12:00 PM deadline regardless of 
reason will be considered late; and therefore not responsive to 
this solicitation. Your proposal must be accompanied by a $10,000 
cashier's check made out to the County of San Diego. 


Please direct any inquires for this project to Richard Greene, 
Project Manager, at (619)-495-5742 or Nick Marinovich at (619) 531-
5275. 


JANE F. HUSTON, Director 
Department of General Services 


ATTACHMENTS: 


A - McGraw Baldwin Program Summary 
- B --Minority~omen Owned ~usiness Program Summary 


c - Three block preference map 
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D - Questionnaire 
E - Standard lease 
F - Option to Purchase Agreement 
G Courtroom Module 
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OCT -9 1991 
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE COUNTY 
OF SAN DIEGO AND THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO REGARDING THE FUNDING OF 
DOWNTOWN COURT FACILITIES 


WHEREAS, the City of San Diego.desires to ~aintain ana promote a 
, concentration ot courtrooms and related o!tice and other support 
facilities in the Downtown area to protect the viability of 
Downtown as a ~ajor regional center and to further its Downtown 
redevelopment ettorts; and 


WHEREAS, in order to further the · foregoing purpose, the 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Dieqo and the county of san 
Diego are agreeing to the following provisions. 


1. The Redevelopment Agency of the City o! San Diego (the 
"Agency11


) and the county ot San Diego (the "County") aqree to 
jointly prepare a cooperation Agreement providing the terms 
and conditions for the payment by the Agency tor part of the 
cost of constructing Downtown Court Facilities as described 
below (the "Court Facilities") consistent with this Memorandum 
ot Understanding (the "Memorandum"). The Agency shall tollow 
the procedures and address the findings required by Sections 
3J445 and 33679 of the Community Redevelopment Law in 
connection with its consideration for approval of the 
cooperation Aqreement. 


2. The Agency agrees to provide the County with a payment of 
$800 1 000 annually for twenty-five (25) years, or a grand total 
of $20 million, subject to the followinq: 


a. The first payment will be due at such time as the Court 
Facilities are tully funded and the first debt service~ 
lea~e payment on indebtedness, or a financing lease as 
APPliCable, to pay tor the Court Facilities ie due. 


b. The Agency would pay and secure the annual amounts from 
tax increment funds from the Columbia Redevelopment 
Project, including the same Columbia subarea of any 
merged or expanded redevelopment project area. 


c. The tax increment payments from the Aqency would be 
subordinate to Agency bonded indebtedness secured by the 
Columbia Redevelopment Project tax increment outstanding 
at the time the indebtedness !or the Court Facilities is 
issued, as well as any low- and moderate-income housing 
set-aside requirements. 


-1-


l 







3. The payments to be made by the Agency under the Cooperation 
Agreement could only l:le used toward the capital costs ot 
constructing the Court Facilities (and not "soft"costs). The 
court Facilities woul~ contain a minimum or sixteen (16) new 
superior court courtrooms and related office and other support 
facilities in a major building located in close proximity to 
the existing downtown Courthouse so that the continuing 
viability of the existing Courthouse is not compromised by the 
construction ot the new permanent facility (which facility is 
to function as an annexo! the existing Courthouse), and so 
that the location and siting or the new facility functions 
efficiently and conveniently with the existing Courthouse, 
including pedestrian eqress and ingress, transfer of records, 
etc. 


4. The CoUnty agrees that the Agency (through the Centre city 
Development Corporation) may participate in the County's 
RFQ/RFP process for the selection of the Court Facilities, 
including review, comment and recommendation to the County on 
the developer, the facility and the site. 


5. 


6. The Agency and County acknowledge that the "Cooperation 
Agreement between Redevelopment Agency of the City o! San 
Diego and County of San Diego (Centre city Courtrooms)" 
entered into between the parties on or about March 21, 1990 is 
no longer effective, an~ the parties intend by this Memorandum 
to update the terms of their cooperation with respect to Court 
Facilities. 


7. The Agency and County have entered into this Memorandum with 
the intention that any payments made by the Agency under the 
Cooperation Agreement will be attributed to mitigation of 
burden and detriment to the County, i! any, which may result 
from adoption of the proposed Centre city Redevelopment 


-2-







\oo'i,.. lll ioJ I • •,__q ,.I,I I U.,. \lo'. ll ... ~¥ • VV I\ f 1 , .. , ._, I '-' I ti \J . IW"" I""'\ 1' 1 f , 


Project. A This provision in no way is meant to restrict the 
county 1 s'r\ght to call for, or participate in, fiscal review or to 
restrict the intent of the Agency and County to otherwise consult 
in good faith with respect to the mi tiqation of burc1en and 
detriment to the County, if any, which may result from adoption of 
the proposed CentrG City Redevelopment Project. 


Approved as to form: 


JOHN W. WITT 
General Counsel 


By: 
Allisyn L. Thomas, Deputy 


Approved as to form: 


LLOYD M. HARMON, JR. 
County Counsel 


!3y: 
William Smith, Deputy 


k:\cg\ad\ccdc\;.ntra l\ctv~.und 


REDEVELOPMENT .AGENCY OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO 


By: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


By: 


-3-
october 4, 1991 







.· 


::>1:. 1~1 O T• vl:. l~l l'\1:. v.l iT L.il:lf; v V ru•, 1 I U- 1-::J I • I U;·;, 4,.., 1VI • •tt•.• . , . ..,_. ,, ,,, ._ ..,. ,, ., .. , , Y'W ''' • r v .. , • • 'V 'l fttlf'\ .. 1' 


EXHIBIT A 


EXISTING AND PRO~ECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


o tiortb Coynty l1t 


- Superior 
• Municipal 


o J.uveo 11 ~ Cll 


• Kearny Mesa 
: Superior 


o San ~1ego Municipal 
court~raff1c/Sma 1 1 
t,ajm$ 


- Kearny Mesa 
; Municipa, 


o tJ Ca1on +41 


- Superior 
- Municipal 


o Sguth BA~ tal 


.. Superior 
• Municipal 


o Downtown San Qieao ~ 


• Superior 
- Mun 1 cipal 


EXISIINij 


13 
13 


10 


7 


5 
11 


0 
8 


49 
29 


24 
26 


15 


11 


14 
19 


10 
12 


65 
42 


45 
39 


25 


16 


20 
26 


lS 
17 


90 
53 


l,, Projections of judic1al positions that have been assumed in the update of the 
North County Reg1 onal Canter Master Plan being prepared by Henn1 ngston, 
Durham, Rich~rdson/Wheeler Wimer Blackman- October, 1991. Existing judic1a1 
pos1t1ons are actual positions which occupy space 1n the North County Judicial 
D1stri et. 


PI This 1nc1udts positions located at the ex1t1ng Juven1le fac111ty at Meadowlark 
Avenue 1n San Diego. The projections of jud1c1al requirements wi ll be used 
1n the preptrat1on of • master plan for juvenile dependency courts. 


~ This data W111 be U$ed 1n the preparition of a master p1an for the s~n 01ego 
Mun1cipa1 Court Srn~l1 Cla1ms/Traff1c fac111ties . 







I • 


- ~· . 


• ,., The project1ons of jud1c1&1 pos1t1on requ1rernents reflect assumptions used 
in the update of the East County Regional Center Master Plan being prepared 
by the OMNl Group • September 1991. 


111 These lllere the assumpt 1 ons used 1 n South Bay Reg1 on a 1 Center Master Plan 
prepared by the OMNI Group - April 1990. 


~ These are the number of jud1cia1 positions that would be 1ocated 1n downtown 
San D1ego 1f adequate 1nter1m space was ava11&ble .. N1ne positions wh ich were 
located 1n the Stn Diego Hotel have been temporar11y reassigned to other 
locations 1n lnd outside the downtown San Diego area. All other data 1s from 
the Downtown Courthouse Master Plan - March 1990. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE COUNTY 
OF SAN DIEGO AND THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO REGARDING THE FUNDING OF 
DOWNTOWN COURT FACILITIES 


tki~--A Al,J:t;..t. __ _ 


WHEREAS, the City of San Dieqo.desires to ~aintain and promote a 
, concentration of courtrooms and relate~ o!fice and other support 
facilities in the Downtown area to protect the viability of 
Downtown as a major regional center and to further its Downtown 
redevelopment ettorts; and 


WHEREAS 1 in order to further the · foregoing purpose 1 the 
Redevelopment Aqancy of the City of San Diego and the county of san 
Diego are agreeing to the following provisions. 


1. The Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Dieqo (the 
"Agency") and the county of San Dieqo (the "County") aqree to 
jointly prepare a Cooperation Agreement providing the terms 
and conditions for the payment by the Aqency for part of the 
cost of constructing Downtown Court Facilities as described 
below (the "Court Facilities") consistent with this Memorandum 
of Understanc1inCJ (the "Memorandum"), The Age.ncy shall follow 
the procedures and address the findings required by Sections 
33445 and 33679 of the community Redevelopment Law in 
connection with its consideration for approval of the 
Cooperation A9reement. 


2. The Aqency aqrees to provide the County with a payment of 
$800,000 annually for twenty-five (25) years, or a grand total 
of $20 million, subject to the followinq: 


a. The first payment will be due at such time as the Court 
Facilities are tully funded and the first debt service~ 
lea~e payment on indebtedness, or a financing lease as 
appl!'Cable, to pay for the court Facilities is due. 


b. The Agency would pay and secure the annual amounts from 
tax increment funds from the Columbia Redevelopment 
Project, incluciinq the same Columbia subarea of any 
merged or expanded redevelopment project area. 


c. The tax increment payments from the Agency would be 
subordinate to Agency bonded indebtedness secured by the 
Columbia Redevelopment Project tax incre~ent outstandinq 
at the time the indebtedness !or the Court Facilities is 
issued, as well as any low- and moderate-income housinq 
set-aside requirements. 
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3. The payments to be made by the Agency under the Cooperation 
Agreement could only be used toward the capital costs ot 
constructing the Co\.lrt Facilities (and not "soft"costs). The 
Court Facilities W0\.114 contain a minimum of sixteen (16) new 
superior Court courtrooms and related office and other support 
facilities in a major building located in close proximity to 
the existing aowntown Courthouse so that the continuing 
viability of the existing Courthouse ie not compromised by the 
construction ot the new permanent facility (which facility is 
to function as an annex ot the existing courthouse), and so 
that the location and siting ot the new facility functions 
efficiently and conveniently with the existing Courthouse, 
including pedestrian e9ress and ingress, transfer of records, 
etc. 


4. The County agrees that the Agency (through the Centre city 
Oevelopment corporation) may participate in the County•s 
RFQ/RFP process for the selection of the Court Facilities, 
including review, comment and recommendation to the County on 
the developer, the facility and the site. 


s. 


6. The Agency and County acknowledge that the "Cooperation 
Agreement between Redevelopment Agency of the City of San 
Diego and County of San Diego (Centre City Courtrooms)" 
entered into between the parties on or about March 21, 1990 is 
no longer effective, and the parties intend by this Memorandum 
to update the terms of their cooperation with respeot to Court 
Facilities. 


7. The Agency and County have entered into this Memorandum with 
the intention that any payments made by the Agency under the 
Cooperation Agreement will be attributed to mitigation of 
burden and detriment to the County, if any, which may result 
from a~option of the proposed Centre city Redevelopment 
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Project. A This provision in no way is meant to restrict the 
County 1 s'r\qht to call for, or participate in, fiscal review or to 
restrict the intent of the Agency and county to otherwise consult 
in good faith with respect to the mitigation of burden and 
detriment to the County, if any, which may result from adoption of 
the propose~ Centre City Redevelopment Project. 


Approved as to form: 


JOHN W. WITT 
General counsel 


By: 
Allisyn L. Thomas, Deputy 


Approved as to form: 


LLOYD M. HARMON, JR. 
County Counsel 


!y: 
William Smith, Deputy 


REDEVELOPMENT .AGENCY OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO 


ay: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


By: 
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Octocer 4, 1991 







11 , Projections of jud1chl positions that have been assumed 1n the update of the 
North County Regional Center Master Plan being prepared by Henningston, 
Durham, Richardson/Wheeler W1mer Blackman- October. 1991. Existing jud1c1a1 
pos1t1ons are actual positions wh1ch occupy space 1n the North County Jud1cia1 
Distr1et. 


l'l This includes positions located at the exiting Juven11e f-.c111ty at Meadowlark 
Avenue 1n San Diego. The projections of jud1c1al requirements wi1l be used 
1n the preparation of a master plan for juvenile depe~dency courts. 


~ Th is data will be used 1n the preparition of a master plan for the Stn 01ego 
Mun1c1pal Court srn•11 C1a1ms/Traff1c fit111t1es. 







( .. 
1•> The projections of Judieh1 position requ1rements reflect usumpt1ons used 


in the update of the East County Regional Center Master Plan being prepared 
by the OMNI Group • September 19g1, 


t~~ These were the assumptions used 1n South Bay Regional Center Master t:'lan 
prepared by the OMNI Group - April 1990. 


~ These are the number of jud1ci&1 positions that wou1d be 1ocated 1n downtown 
San U1ego 1f adequate 1ntar1m space was ava11&b1e .. N1ne positions which were 
located tn the San Diego Hotel have been temporarny reassigned to other 
locations 1n and outside the downtown San Diego area. All other data is from 
the Downtown Courthouse Master P1an - March 1990. 
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Date: 


To: 


From: 


Subject: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


AGENDA ITEM 


REQUEST FOR THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
TO TAKE ACTION ON A MATTER 
NOT ON THE POSTED AGENDA 


November 6, 1991 


Board of Supervisors 


Supervisor Susan Golding 


Downtown Court/Office Building 


BO A RD OF S UP E RV IS ORS 


BRIAN P . B I LBR A V 
FI R ST D ISTRICT 


G E O RGE F. B A I L EY 
SECOND DISTRICT 


SU SAN GOLD ING 
THIRD DISTRICT 


LE ON L . WIL LIA MS 
FOURTH DISTRICT 


JO H N M AC DONA L D 
I""I,.T H DISTRICT 


OF:?-DOCKE'l' 


EI::JJJt11. Y -----


In accordance with Government Code Section 54954.2 and Board Policy A-72, your 
consent is requested to take action on a matter not on the posted Agenda. The reason for this 
request is as follows: 


The need to take action arose subsequent to the Agenda being posted. 


The facts supporting the reason for off-docket consideration are: 
The need to take action arose subsequent to the Agenda being posted. Yesterday, on Tuesday, 
November 5, 1991, the Board of Supervisors took action on the proposed RFP for a new 16-
court Downtown Court/Office Building. The proposed action would give clear direction to the 
Chief Administrative Officer to return to the Board of Supervisors with recommendations to 
reduce the project's costs and space requirement. 


SUSAN GOLDING 
Supervisor 
Third District 







SUSAN GOLDING 
SUPERVISOR. THIRD DISTRICT 


SAN DIEGO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


DATE: Wednesday, November 6, 1991 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


FROM: Supervisor Susan Golding 


SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


SUMMARY: 


Issue 
Because of the seriousness with which the Board of Supervisors views the $3 million 
annual budget deficit in the proposed new sixteen Court/Office Building project for 
downtown San Diego, the Board of Supervisors should express its clear support for the 
project, and direct the Chief Administrative Officer to return to the Board with 
recommendations to reduce the County's costs for the new 16 Court Downtown 
Court/Office Building. 


Recommendation 
SUPERVISOR GOLDING: 


1) Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to request an analysis and report to the 
Board of Supervisors from the County's real-estate consultant team and from the 
County's lease-negotiation consultants on recommendations to minimize the 
County's costs for the new 16 Court Downtown Court/Office Building, and to 
recommend ways to maximize the County's negotiating options in the RFP 
process. The Chief Administrative Officer should ensure that the questions and 
policy issues contained herein and submitted by the Board are responded to by 
the consultants. 


2) Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to schedule through the Chairman a two­
hour court-space planning workshop to review and discuss the space planning 
assumptions, projections and consultants' recommendations for the proposed 
new 16 Court Downtown Court/Office Building. -


3) Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to circulate the consultants reports to the 
Board and to the public two weeks in advance of the court-space planning 
meeting. 


Advisory Statement 
No advisory statements, concurrences, or other recommendations have been received 
relative to this action. 


COUNTY A DMINISTRATION CENTER 1600 P ACIFIC HIGHWAY • ROOM 335 SAN D IEGO. C ALIFORNIA 92101-2470 (619) 531-5533 


@ Pr;nted on recycled paper 







SUBJECT: Downtown CourVOffice Building 


Fiscal Impact 
The funding source is current year budgets. If approved, this request should not result 
in additional current year costs, no additional annual costs and will not require the 
addition of staff years. 


Alternatives 
Do not seek the County's real-estate consultants' recommendations on ways to reduce 
the CourVOffice Building's budget deficit and its space requirements; and do not 
schedule a two-hour court space planning workshop to review and discuss the policy 
issues and planning assumptions proposed for the new 16 Court Downtown CourVOffice 
Building. 


BACKGROUND 


Yesterday, on Tuesday, November 5, 1991, the Board of Supervisors unanimously 
approved my motion to have the County's real-estate consultant teams provide the Board with 
their recommendations on ways to reduce the CourVOffice Building's budget shortfall and its 
space requirements. 


My motion should not be interpreted in any way to stop the project from moving 
forward, but to guarantee to the public that the project can be built within budget. I have been 
and will continue to be a strong advocate of building more justice facilities, but a $3 million 
budget deficit exists today in planning for this project. I cannot condone a courtroom plan that 
cannot be built within its budget, and proposed my motion to have both of the County's real­
estate consultant teams recommend ways to eliminate the CourVOffice Building's $3 million 
budget deficit. 


During the Board's discussion yesterday, Board members expressed similar concerns 
about the project's costs, its space needs, and ways to maximize the County's negotiating 
position in the negotiation process. Although the Chief Administrative Officer has done an 
admirable job under the circumstances, the project as proposed already has a $3 million 
budget deficit, committing increasingly scarce General Funds in future years for debt-service 
payments. 


-
As a follow-up to the Board's action, I wanted to expressly clarify those issues in which 


both of the County's real-estate teams ought to directly advise the Board of Supervisors. My 
intent is in no way to slow-down or stop the process, but to ensure that we design a process 
that is fair to everyone, and a project that maximizes the taxpayer's investment. If slowing the 
process down can save the taxpayer's funds, then this pause will financially be worth the wait. 


The Board raised a number of issues and questions about the project and its design 
that ought to be reviewed and responded to in detail by the consultant's. Among the issues 
raised during our discussion were: 







SUBJECT: Downtown CourVOffice Building 


BACKGROUND: (continued) 


o SPACE STANDARDS AND SPACE PROJECTIONS. The space standards and space 
projections need to be reviewed for their cost-implications, and recommendations need 
to be made on reducing the project's space needs to reduce costs: the square footage 
needed for each courtroom and the support staff; the accuracy of long-term space­
need projections for each of the build ing's proposed tenants; restroom and library space 
requirements ; and the number of elevators are just a few of the issues the Board 
discussed. 


In their report back to the Board, the Chief Administrative Officer and the County's real­
estate consultants need to clarify and document the square-footage and space 
projections for the Courts, the District Attorney, and the Marshal's needs through the 
year 201 0. Detail needs to be provided on the estimated costs for construction and 
tenant improvements. The Board has not seen these assumptions and projections as 
part of the space planning process. 


o LOCATION ISSUES. 
The real-estate consultants need to advise the Board on the question of specifying a 
3 or 5 block radius in the RFP, and whether or not all or part of the project can be built 
on County-owned property at Front & B. Given the need to minimize the space 
requirements and to reduce the project's costs, wouldn't the 5-block radius maximize 
competition among developers to reduce the project's costs? 


Can all or some of the Downtown CourVOffice Building be built on County-owned 
property? How would this impact the project's budget? The Board has not seen the data 
to support or eliminate any specific properties at this time. 


o BASIC DESIGN AND MATERIALS CRITERIA. 
As I indicated at the Board meeting, I will not support a design element in the RFP if 
only one or two firms can produce a design in the short timeline required. However, a 
design component that details the construction materials proposed for the building 's 
facade is needed because of its cost-implications. 


Given the structure of the RFP as proposed, what level of detail should the RFP require 
for construction materials for both the interior and exterior improvements? 


Glass, marble, and concrete all have different construction prices. Pictures and models 
are inappropriate at this time. After finalists are selected for negotiations, further 
architectural plans may be more appropriate. 


o TRANSIT AND PARKING REQUIREMENTS. 
The RFP suggests 1 parking space for every 1,000 square feet of space, but questions 
were raised about the adequacy and inadequacy of the parking space requirements. 
Documentation needs to be provided on projected parking requirements for public use, 
for jury members, for County use, and for revenue-generating purposes to support debt­
service payments. 







SUBJECT: Downtown CourVOffice Building 


BACKGROUND: (continued) 


o LEASE REVENUES. 
The RFP proposal suggests that lease and parking revenues will be generated to offset 
debt-service payments. The Board has not seen the data to justify the revenue 
projections. 


o ROLES AND STRATEGIES FOR NEGOTIATIONS. 
What roles, and when, will the County's real-estate consultant and the County's lease­
consultants play in the negotiating process? Have both teams played a role in 
developing the RFP? Which team will be negotiating the final project for the County? 


Given the County's budget constraints, do the consultants have different 
recommendations on strategies for an open and public selection process that treats all 
proponents equitably and one that will give the County the greatest negotiating strength 
during the selection process? Do both of the consultant teams agree with the proposed 
RFP? 


The Board of Supervisors needs to make a policy decision as to whether or not one or 
both of the real-estate consultants will be included in developing the RFP and in the final 
negotiations. My aim is to provide the County with the widest latitude possible in 
negotiating the best deal possible. 


With these questions in mind as a starting point for reducing the project's costs, I would like 
that my colleagues should suggest additional issues and questions they may have that need 
to be responded to by the consultant's and by the Chief Administrative Officer before we 
proceed with the RFP. 


My hope is that the Chief Administrative Officer and our real-estate consultants can 
jointly provide the Board with the information and assurances we need to meet the County's 
space needs at the lowest possible cost. 


SUSAN GOLDING 
Supervisor 
Third District 
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SUBJECT: Downtown CourVOffice Building 


SUPV. DISTRICT: ALL 


COUNTY COUNSEL APPROVAL: Form and Legality ()Yes (x)N/A 
( )Standard Form ( )Ordinance ( )Resolution 


AUDITOR APPROVAL: (x)N/A ()Yes 4 VOTES: ( )Yes ( )No 


FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW: ( )Yes (x)No 


CONTRACT REVIEW PANEL: ()Approved (x)N/A 


CONTRACT NUMBER(S): N/A 


PREVIOUS RELEVANT BOARD ACTION: N/A 


BOARD POLICIES APPLICABLE: N/A 


CITIZEN COMMITTEE STATEMENT: N/A 


POLICY B-51 STATEMENT OF SUPPORT: N/A 


CONCURRENCES: N/A 


ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Third Supervisorial District 


CONTACT PERSON: Mitchell Berner 730/531-5533, A-500 


Norman Hickey November 6, 1991 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER MEETING DATE 








MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING IITWUN Till eomrrY 
OJ' IAN DIEGO AND THE UDMLOPXDIT AGENCY OF 
'l'H! CITY OF SAN DIEGO REGARDING 'l'H! l'tJNDING OF 
DOWNTOWN COORT FACILITI!S 


1. 'l'h• Redevelopment Aqency ot tha City ot San l:)iego (the 
"A.qency•) and the Co\lnty ot san Die;o (the •cou'\ty") agree to 
jointly prepare a Cooperation Aqre ... nt providing the term. 
and condition• for the payment ~y the Aqancy for p&rt of the 
co&t of ccnstruotinq Downtown court Facilities as dasoribed 
below (the "Court raoilitiea") conaiatent 1iit.h thia Kemo:randum 
of UnC:eratandinCJ (the •Memorandum") • 'l'he A;ency shall follow 
the proo~dures and addr••• the finding• required by Sections 
3344S and 33619 ct the Community Redevelopment Law in 
connection vith ita consideration tor approval ot the 
Cooperation Aqreament, 


2. Th• Agency aqr6aa to provide the County with a payment of 
tsoo,ooo annually for twenty-tive (25) yeara, or a grana total 
of $20 wdllion, aubjeot to th& following: · 


3. 


- --


a. The tirat payment will be due at such ti~• •• the court· 
Facilities are fully funded and the first debt service 
payment on indebtednes• ii$Uac1 to pay for the Ccurt 
Facilitie• i• 4~e. 


b. 'I'he Aqe.nc:y vould pay and aeoure the annual amounts from 
tax increment func1& from the Colu..bia Redevelopment 
Project, including the same ColUJlbia subarea of any 
marqea or expan~ad re~evelopmant project araa. 


e. 'rhe tall incre:ment paymente trom the Aqency would be 
•uborc:lina te to Aqenc:y bona at! indebtadnu• •eeura4 by the 
Colwnbio R.edevelop~e.nt Project tax increment out.etanclinCJ 
at the time the indabtedne•• tor the Court rac111tiea ia 
iaaue~, ae Wtll as any low- and modarate•inoome houain9 
aet-ae14e raquir•enta. · · 


The payaente to be aa4e ~y the Agency under the COo~ation 
Aqreament co~lc! only be u•ecS toward the capital coat. of 
construct-ing the Cc\ttt raoilitie• (an4 not "aoft•co.ta). The 
Court 7aeil1tias wo~l4 contain • ainimua of aixtoen (1') new 
SUperior court courtroom• an4 :ral&ta4 office &n4 other IUpport 
facilitiaa in a ~jor b~ildin; located in oloae proxi•ity to 
the exi•tincJ downtown Courthouae •o that the continuins 
viability ot the e.xistino Court.houaa is not eOBproei&ecl by the 
con•truetion ot th& new permanant facility (vbich ·facility 1• 
to function as an annex ot the ~iatin; courthouse}, &hd ao 


_ ____that --t.ha -loc;ation and titinq of the nev fecility funetion• 
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aft iciently and conveniently with the axi1tin; Courthouae, 
1nclu4in; pedeatrian e9reee and inqra&l, tran•t•r ot record8; 
etc. 


4. The County agree& that the Aqency (through the Centre City 
Davalopmant Corporation) may participate in tha County'• 
RFQ/Jl1P proc••• for the selection ct the Court Paciliti••, 
includini review, comment and racommendation to th& county on 
the dev$loper, the faoility and tba •ita. · 


5. Th~ county a;ra•• to maintain in the eentre e!ty Community 
Pl&nnin; Araa ("Downtown") at least the number of SUperior 
court ana Munioipal Court courtrooms now existing Downtown. 
In addition, the county a;rees to ~eet future courtroom needs 
tor ~n Diego County in 1 ~annar which provides in Downtown at 
laa1t the ratio of new judicial positions, compared to new 
judicial pcaition• in all other areas ot the County, aa are 
calculated usinq the di1tri~ution ot new judicial po&iticna 
shown on !>ehibit A hereto. '!'he respective minimum ratio• 
ahall be maintained throughout each period at and a:tter a 
milestone aa ehown on Exhibit A. 


6. The Aq&ney and Ccunty acknowledge that tbe •cooperation 
AqreeJnent between R-edevelopment Aqenoy or the City of San 
Dieqo and County of san Diego (Centre City courtrooma)" 
entered into between the parties on or about Karch 21, 1990 i~ 
no lon9er effective, and the partie• 1ntan4 ~ thi1 Memorandum 
to upd~te the t~a o! their cooperation with ra1pact to Court 
Paoilitiaa. 


7. The A9ency and County have ent~red into thi• Memorandum with 
the intention that e.ny payments 1nade by the Agency under the 
Cooperation Aqree'tnent will be attributad to miti9ation of 
burden and d•triment to the County, if any, whiCh may result 
from adoption of the propoaed Centra City Redevelopment 
Project. Therefore, if the adoption ~f tha propos•d Centre 
City Redevelopment Project is challan;ed in any ._nnQr in a 
auit at la~ or ·~~ity or othe~iee by tbe County, than thi• 
Memoran~um~ an~ any Cooperation Agreement, may be te~inatad 
by the Aqency, at its option, upon written notice to the 
County. In aueh event, the Aqency shall not be requirea to 
malta any further pay-mant1 to the County ae contemplated 
hereunder. Without limiting the foregoing, thifi provition in 
no way 1• meant to re1tric::t the County'e riqht to call tor, or 
participate in, fiscal review or to restrict the intent of the 
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Aqeney anel county to otherwi•• consult in qooc! f a ith vi th 
~••pect to the aitiCJetiorl ot Wl"c1an and c1etri&ant to tbe 
County, it any 1 whieh may re•ult from adoption ot the propoeed 
Centre City lec11Velopmant Proj6ot. · 


Approved as to forma 


J'O!Dl W. WITT 
General Coun••l. 


Approved a• to forma 


LLO'iD M. HARMON, J'R. 
C~unty CounGel 


By: 
William Smith, Deputy 


... 


Jt!DE\TELOPK!NT AO!NCY O.P' THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO 


By a 


COUNTY OP SAN DIIGO 


By: 







.. 


EXHIBIT A 


EXISTING ANO PROJECTEg JUDICIAL POSITION RtQUIREKEHTS 
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


EXISTING LC..Q.Q w.o 
0 fiQrth Coynty (1l 


- Superior 13 24 .§ 
• Municipal 13 26 39 


0 Juyop1le 11 


• Kearn.)' Mesa 10 15 25 


; Superior 


0 Sao Qjtga MYD]~igal 
~Q~rt: jtA!f1,lSmill 
']aims 


Kearny Men 7 11 16 
: Mun i c i pa 1 


0 tJ ca:1o.n ~~ 


- Superior 5 14 20 
- Municipal 11 19 26 


o South BA¥ ltl 


- Superior 0 10 15 
• Municipal B 12 17 


0 Downtown San ptego ~ 


• Superior ~g 65 90 
- Mun1cipal 2; •z 53 


[I) ProjectiOn$ or jud~chl positions that have been usumed in the update of the 
North Count) Region a 1 Center Master Plan being prepared by Hennings ton, 
Durham. R1chardscn/Whe~1er W1mer Blackman- October, 1991. hht1na judida1 
positions lre actual positions which o'cupy spite in the North County Jud1c1a1 
C1str1ct. 


Ill This includes positions located at the QX1t1ng Juven11e hci1ity it Meadowlark 
Avenue 1n San 01ego. The project1ons of judic1a1 requ;re~·ents will be used 
in the preparation of a master plan for juventle dependency courts. 


Ill Tr.h daU will be used 1n the preparat;on of a ~Alster plan fot the Sa!i D1ego 
Municipal Court Small C1a1ms/iriffic fac111t1es. 


.. 







'
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' The projections of judiehl pos1tfon requ1remenu reflect assurr.pt1ons used 
fn the update of the East County Reg1ona1 Cent~r Master Plan being preprsrad 
by the OMNI troup • September 1 ri~L . 


111 
These ~ere the assumptions used in South B~ Regional tenter Master Plan 
prepared b1 the OMNI Group - Aprf1 li90. 


tr. These ere the number of judicial positions that would be 1ocated 1n do~ntown 
~an Oiego 1f adiquate tnter1m space was ava1lable. ~1ne positions Which were 
located fn the San Dfego Hotel have been temporarfly reassigned to other 
locations 1n and outside the downtown San Diego area. All gther data 1s from 
t~e Downtown Courthouse Master Plan - March 1990 .. 


2 


i .. 


.. . 








TO: PAM HAMILTON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
ceo& 


FM: RICH ROBINSON, DIRECTOR 
CAO OFFICE OF SPECIAL PROJECTS 


RE: DRAFT MOU BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO AND THE SAN DIEGO 
CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 


I WOULD SUGGEST THE FOLLOWING CHANGES TO THE DRAFT MOU: 


SEC 2.A 


SEC 2.B 


SEC 5. 


SEC 7. 


THE QUESTION HAS COME UP REGARDING THE AFFECT THIS 
SECTION WOULD HAVE IF WE WERE TO DO A LEASE 
PURCHASE. COULD THE FIRST PAYMENT BE TIED TO 
OCCUPANCY? IT ASSUMED THAT WE WOULD EXERCISE THE 
PURCHASE OPTION WHEN THE BUILDING IS DONE. 


THE AGENCY WOULD PAY AND SECURE THE ANNUAL AMOUNTS 
FROM TAX INCREMENT FUNDS FROM THE COLUMBIA 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 11 OR ANY MERGED OR EXPANDED 
PROJECT AREA WHICH INCLUDES THE EXISTING COLUMBIA 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA. 11 


. ...•.••. IN A MANNER WHICH PROVIDES IN DOWNTOWN AT 
LEAST THE RATIO OF NEW JUDICIAL POSITIONS, COMPARED 
TO NEW JUDICIAL POSITIONS IN ALL OTHER AREAS OF THE 
COUNTY, AS ARE CALCULATED USING THE DISTRIBUTIOJN 
OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS SHOWN ON EXHIBIT A HERETO, 
WHICH MAY BE ADJUSTED FROM TIME TO TIME TO REFLECT 
CHANGES IN JUDICIAL WORKLOAD. 


11 
••••••• FISCAL REVIEW OR TO RESTRIT THE INTEN OF 


THE AGENCYH AND COUNTY TO OTHERWISE NEGOTIATE IN 
GOOD FAITH, IDENTIFY APPROPRIATE TERMS FOR A TAX 
SHARING AGREEMENT, AND ENTER INTO SUCH AND 
AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT TO THE MITIGATION OF BURDEN 
OR DETRIMENT TO THE COUNTY, IF ANY, WHICH MAY 
RESULT FROM ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED CENTRE CITY 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT, AND WHICH IS NOT ADEQUATELY 
MITIGATED BY THE COOPERATION AGREEMENT." 


WE WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR CONSIDERATION OF THE ABOVE SUGGESTED 
CHANGES. 
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Do\Wtov.n 


North County 


East County 


South Bay 


Juvenile 


Total 


SUPERIOR COURT 
JUDICIAL POSITION FORECAST 


Current 1..2.22 1Q.Q.Q. 


50 55 65 


13 17 24 


4 8 14 


0 7 10 


lQ. ll ll 


77 100 128 


2.0..0..1 2.QlQ 


79 90 


31 45 


17 20 


13 15 


ll ll 


161 195 


Based on county staff ~thodo1ogy using historical workload and population growth. The 
workload standard used in this calculation is 15%higher than the Judicial Council Standard . 


COURTROOM NEEDS TO 1995 


Existing Court roOOlS 
Existing 1995 Standard Substandard Needed by 
PQ§itiQD:i PrQ i~~tsa! Coyr t rQcms Court rQans !222. 


50 55 40 1 15 
Do\Wtown 


North County 13 17 9 4 8 


East County 4 8 2 4 6 


South Bay 0 7 4 0 3 


Juvenile __lQ_ _u_ __§__ . _4_ _7_ 


Total 77 100 61 13 39 


Substandard courtrocms include trailers, small hearing rocms, Ramona, weight roan in East 
County and El cajon City Hall. 
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