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BRIAN P. BILBRAY
FIRST DISTRICT

3 GEORGE F. BAILEY

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE SEcono oisTRICT

SUSAN GOLDING
AGENDA |TEM THIRD DISTRICT

LEON L. WILLIAMS
FOURTH DISTRICT

JOHN MACDONALD

FIFTH DISTRICT

DATE: February 19, 1991
TO: Board of Supervisors

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:

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, El1 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 MOTION of Supervisor Williams, seconded by Supervisor Bailey,

the Board of Supervisors takes action as recommended,

by following vote:

AYES: Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA
Williams, MacDonald Acting Clerk of the Board

of Supervisors
FEB 19 1991 . ., BYW






SUBJECT: Appropriation of 8B668 Revenues to the Major
Maintenance Program

BACKGROUND

This action provides for the appropriation of $328,000 from
overrealized SB668, County Courthouse Temporary Construction
Funds, 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 $38,000. 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.
Therefore, 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. El1 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

$15,000.

4. E1 Cajon Municipal Court Officers' Waiting Room, MB1797
This project will construct an officers' waiting room from an

existing alcove at the El1 Cajon Regional Center. The estimated
cost is $10,000.

Page 2
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SUBJECT: Appropriation of SB668 Revenues to the Major
Maintenance Program

5. 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,
V,cz/zjé /ﬁﬁZZ/i;;7/
RMAN W. HICKEY
hief AdministratiAve Officer
ABVS5.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: Form and Legality (') Yes (X) N/A
( ) Standard Form ( ) Ordinance ( ) Resolution

54
AUDITOR APPROVAL: ‘g% ) NJA (X) Yes 4 VOTES: (X) Yes ( ) No

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW: (X) Yes ( ) No

CONTRACT REVIEW PANEL: ( ) Xpproved (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 meeting of January 31, 1991.
Their recommendation is attached.

CONCURRENCE (8) :
%(CONTACT PERSON: Hildo Hernandez 750/694-2500 (0366)

ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: General Services

QM@,W
February 19, 1991

DE§X§THENT AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE MEETING DATE

Page 4
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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 E1 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.

Page 5

B 18






FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Level of Mandate for the Program/Service Level fis:
. Mandated/Mandated O Discretionary/Mandated

Property Management Major Maintenance - G Mandated/Discretionary X3 Discretionary/Discretionary
Department Program :

55C Level of Mandate for this Proposal/Service Level is:

Budget P. No.
Appropriqtion of SB668 Revé‘nuee €getlge B Handated/Mandated . Discret ionary/Mandated
MaJOY‘ Maintenance Program D Mandated/Discretionary ['X__] Discretionary/()isgretionary
Proposal
FUTURE YEAR ESTIMATED BUDGET
(a) (b) (c) OF _PROPOSAL TF ADOPTED
Budgeted Proposed Change Proposed Kevised (d) _ie)
Amount For in Budgeted Current Year 1st- Subsequent 2nd Subsequent
Proposal Amount Budget. (a+hb) Year Year
Direct Cost - 53.139,411 $313,000 g 452,411 g Tt $ -0-
o5 139,411 313,000 452,411 - -0- -0-
" NET GENERAL FUND COST § $ $ $ . s
Staff Years

Sources of Revenue for Proposed Change and Subsequent Years:
SB668
$ - e,y D s

) s s

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

See attachment.

Remarks: (Attach additional sheets as required)

LB#6 - 0020-7_FIS

FEB19 1991 1 2





FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Level of Mandate for the Program/Service Level is: 3
1 Mandated/Mandated 1 Discretionary/Mandated I

Capital Criminal Justice Fund =G Mandated/Discretionary X Discretionary/Discretionary

Department Program
Level of Mandate for this Proposal/Service Level is:
y ] . Budget Page No. 52A (. '
E1 Cajon Muni.Ct. Expansion of Mandated/Mandated Discretionary/Mandated
JUdge s Work Area, KK1310 D Mandated/Discretionary [X_—] Oiscretimury/msgretionary
Proposal
: FUTURE YEAR ESTIMATED BUDGET
(a) (b) (<) OF PROPOSAL IF ADOPTED
Budgeted Proposed Change Proposed Revised (d) . e)
Amount For in Budgeted Current Year 1st- Subsequent 2nd Subsequent
Proposal Amount Budget. (a+b) Year Year
Dtiect Cost 5 3. 0= s 15,000 : s 15,000 g el g =
Reverue -0- 15,000 15,000 : -0- -0-
. NET GENERAL FUWD COST $ $ $ $ 3

Staff Years

Sources of Revenue for Proposed Change and Subsequent Years:
SB668 $ $ $
s SRR L $

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

See attachment.

Remarks: (Attach additional sheets as required)

LB#6 - 0020-7.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

Project of Funding

(Major Maintenance Program)

MB9502/San Diego Muni Ct

Computer Room Remodel $110,000

MB1796/So.Bay Muni Ct

Rewire Work Stations -0-

MB1797/El1 Cajon Muni Ct

Officers' Waiting Room -0-

MB1795/Vista Regional

Center Boiler Repairs -0-

MB0717/Vista Regional

Center Emerggeny

Generator Repairs 29,411
TOTALS $139,411

(Capital Improvement Program)

KK1310/E1 Cajon Muni Ct.
Judges' Work Area Expans. =0~

GRAND TOTALS $139,411

Appropriations Project
Requested Total
$ 38,000 $148,000
15,000 15,000
10,000 10,000
50,000 50,000
200,000 229411
$313,000 $452,411
15,000 15,000
$328,000 $467,411
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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:

5% 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 courtrooms),
and other office functions:' as appropriate 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.

B. Authorize the Request For Proposals for Lease/purchase of

County-owned building(s) to:

Iy. }

- 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, and/or the acquisition of existing
Downtown San Diego buildings.

- Consider the inclusion of the Law Library.

- Allow the use of design/build technology.

Ce 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 El1 Cortez Project.

- other possible lease consolidation savings (maximum

; savings $1.1 million annually).
24 Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to:
A. Renegotiate the Cooperation Agreement with the City of

additional courtrooms.

San -Diego Redevelopment Agency for the funding of-

Noege il < 12

5/28/91
JR
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B, Request that the $3.0 million that had been designated
for the El1 Cortez project be dedicated to the expansion
of courtrooms in a new Court/Office facility and
architectural master planning services.

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.

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).

Cs 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.

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

Direct that the Office of Intergovernmental Affairs seek
legislation during 1992 which would increase the amount of
revenue going to the County Courthouse Temporary Fac1lity
Construction Fund.

Direct that the Chief Administrative Officer return within 60
days with a Contract and funding for an Env1ronmenta1 Impact
Report for a Downtown Courthouse expansion.

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 Request for

Fie—1102
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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 have 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 urges
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. Dyer, 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.
742873. .He describes the needs of the Law Library and urges the
Board to include the Law Library in the Request For Proposal. He
also requests that the Law lerary not be moved to temporary
quarters.

Chuck Del Valle, owner of the Walker Scott site, addresses the
Board in favor of the project. .Mr. Del Valle indicates his
property has been preapproved for this project by County staff and

Nos. 71 =72
5/28/91
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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, timing 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 sharlng courtrooms in two
different instances. -

NOS <71 =72
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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
Attorney, Law Library, Adult Probation, Grand Jury, and
other functions as appropriate.

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

Nos. 71 = 72
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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, and/or the acquisition of existing
Downtown San Diego buildings.

b. Consider the inclusion of the Law Library.
C. Allow the use of design/build technology.

2. . Directs the following revenue sources be applied to the
funding of these new Court/office facilities:

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

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

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

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

¥ Directs 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. Authorize the Director of General Service to issue a
Request for Proposals for master planning and design

Nes. 71 =~ 72
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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).

- 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 penalties 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 for the

NoS . 7 1%=.72
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issuance of the Request for Proposal and for a decision
by the Board of Supervisors;

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;

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

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

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

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
vote:

AYES:

NOES:
ABSENT:

No. 72

call on the foregoing motion results in the following

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

AYES: Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, Williams, and
MacDonald :
NOES: Supervisors None
ABSENT: 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 meeting 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 June o 1991,

THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

ot €.
By _Esther C. Ryan 7“/

Deputy
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CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
AGENDA ITEM

DATE: May 28, 1991 g
90 Board of Supervisors
SUBJECT: Court Space Expansion Alternatives

SUMMARY:
Issues

BRIAN P, BILBRAY
FIRST DISTRICT
GEORGE F. BAILEY
SECOND DISTRICT
SUSAN GOLDING

THIRD DISTRICT

LEON L. WILLIAMS
FOURTH DISTRICT

JOHN MACDONALD
FIFTH DISTRICT

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
building(s), and including some courtrooms in these new o
buildings, the funding of which would come from:
consolidation savings (General Fund: a maximum of
million annually), the County Courthouse Temporary Fac
Construction fund ($2.0 million annually), El1 Cortez

owned
ffice
lease

S2el
ility
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 El1 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 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.

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.
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 E1 Cortez Project.

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

o 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.

Request that the $3.0 million that had been
designated for the El1 Cortez project be dedicated
to the expansion of courtrooms in a new Court/
Offige facility and architectural master planning
services.
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3.

Court Space Expansion Alternatives

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.

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 1issue 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).

5 Return to the Board of Supervisors within 120 days
with a contract and funding for architec-
tural/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 (CEQA) Section
15262 of the CEQA guidelines.

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

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.

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.

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 regional centers.

2o 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.
B 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 E1 Cortez
Convention Center.

Investigate alternatives for consolidating courtroom space.

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

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:

¥ 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
court/office 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 principles:

- 1§ Courts will continue to be a major presence in downtown San
Diego.
4 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.

% The County will attempt to construct permanent facilities for
courts and court/support 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 M 6.5 20 10.3
South Bay 0 0 15 Tt
Downtown Courthouse 49 @ 63.6 90 46.2
Kearny Mesa 10 13.0 L9 bl
(Juvenile)

77 100.0 195 100.0

i This includes one courtroom in Ramona (loaned to the Superior Court by the
Municipal Court) and one in E1 Cajon City Hall.

a 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 @ 21.7 39 24.7
East County 11 15.9 26 16.4
South Bay 8 1.5 17 10.8
Downtown Courthouse 28 @ 40.6 53 33.5
Kearny Mesa Area 7 4 21021 316 10,1

69 100.0 158 100.0

‘” This includes two courts in Escondido and two in San Marcos.
" 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

7
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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:

) P 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
WEIGHTED WORKLOAD

FISCAL YEAR CASELOAD PER POSITION (V)

83/84 5,484,697 105,678

84/85 5,926,070 116,426

85/86 6,533,926 118,799

86/87 6,729,685 119,533

87/88 7,326,097 110,001

88/89 8,108,385 125,323

89/90 8,257,092 102,318

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

E 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 IT

WORKLOAD PER SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL COURT JUDICIAL POSITION

WORKLOAD
FISCAL YEAR WEIGHTED CASEIOAD PER POSITION ()
86/87 . 2,199,411 85,248
87/88 - 2.225,320 87,903
88/89 2,187,446 82,234
89/90 2,259,219 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 acquisi-
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 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 specification, and/or the acquisition
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 applied to the

funding of this new Court/Office facility:

- $2.0 million annually from the County Courthouse

9
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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 El1 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 lease/purchase 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) 1looked 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

10
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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:

T 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
courtroons.

B. Request that the $3.0 million that had been designated for
the El1 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 "is8
suggested that the agreement be amended so that the County could
receive "progress payments" or an advance so that some of the $3.0

a1






SUBJECT: Court Space Expansion Alternatives

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 case. 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 office/clerk's office are immediately
adjacent to the judge's chamber/courtroom. The existing physical
layout of the Courthouse would make it virtually impossible to
locate the research attorney/calendar 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

12
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of civil 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).

e 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 (CEQA)
Section 15262 of the CEQA gquidelines.

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 Courts/acquisition 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.

13
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B. The need to work with the developer's architect. e ye
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.

e. 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 IIT
COMPLETED/PLANNED SUPERIOR COURTROOM PROJECTS
North County Modulars 2 Done
Juvenile Court Modulars 2 Done
South Bay Regional Center 4 November 1991
El Cajon Regional Center 4 December 1992

El Cajon City Hall
(temporary) 15

May 1991

The E1l Cajon City Hall project was originally intended to be used
only until completion of the permanent addition of four courtrooms

14
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at the E1 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 El1 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 El1 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 El1 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 Environmental 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 1is 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
design/cost 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.

8 % 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
could be accommodated in a new building.

A Lease savings from not proceeding with the El1 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.
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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 diverted 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 1locating in a facility with the
County.

ALTERNATIVES TO EXPANSION OF COURTS IN DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO

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

i 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.

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. 1In 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 El1 Cajon
Regional Center. This could consist of converting the fifth
floor of the Courthouse to courtrooms and/or 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 El1 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.

Lease Space 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 E1 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.

Expand 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.qg.
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 the 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:

y 5 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.

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.
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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 El1 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.

Respectfully submitted,

Yoer e L 4

NORMAN W. ICKEY
Chief Admlnlstratlve Offlcer
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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 and/or the extended hours of court
operation has been 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):

i 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.

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

: - 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:

o San Diego Municipal Court Traffic Division - Traffic
arraignments started one night a week in 1967. Traffic

arraignments are now heard every night.

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. 1In 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. 5
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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.





TABLE B-1
EXISTING DISTRIBUTION OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY
COURTROOMS/HEARING ROOMS

SUPERIOR MUNICIPAL
Hearing Rooms/ Hearing Rooms/
Courtrooms Modulars Courtrooms Modulars Total Comments

Downtown 34 0 24 1 59 One court Superior Courtroom,
Law & Motion (Dept. 35) is shared
by two judges. Municipal Court
has 27 judges sharing 25 court-
rooms/hearing rooms.

John Burnham 6 it 0 0 7 One commissioner is assigned to
this facility.

Juvenile Court 6 4 0 0 10 : Two modulars and two hearing
rooms.

East County Regional Center 2 1 10 1 14 Marshal's weight room functions
as a temporary courtroom.

North County Regional Center 10 3 9 2 24 This includes five modulars (2
Municipal, 3 Superior).

Ramona 0 0 1 0 1 This court is loaned to Superior
Court. Municipal Court matters
are heard every Friday.

Kearny Mesa Traffic/Small 0 0 4 0 4 6 Commissioners(4 small claims/2

Claims traffic), and 1 Judge share 4
courtrooms.

San Marcos Traffic/Small 0 0 2 0 2

Claims

£1 Cajon City Hall 0 1 0 0 1 This is a temporary courtroom.

Escondido 0 0 2 0 2

San Diego Hotel 7 0 1 0 8 One Municipal Court Commissioner
is assigned to this location.

South Bay Regional Center 0 0 8 2 10 On Monday through Thursday
afternoon a pro-tem hears
Municipal Court small claims
matters for Municipal Court.

TOTAL 65 10 61 6 142






TABLE B-II
EXISTING BUDGETED JUDICIAL POSITIONS AND
AVAILABLE PERMANENT COURTROOMS

JUDICIAL PERMANENT COURTROOMS/
POSITIONS HEARING ROOMS (6) SHORTAGE(7)

North County (1) 15 15 0
South Bay (2) 8 10 0
E1 Cajon (3) 11 11 0
San Diego (4) 35 29 6
Superior (5) _16 _66 10
145 131 16
(1) This includes 13 Judges and two Commissioners. The FY 90/91 Budget has

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

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.

This includes 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.

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).

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

There are 71 Judges, three Referees, and two staff years of Pro-Tem 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.

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 availability, 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 E1 Cajon Regional Center
We;ght Room (1), E1 Cajon City Hall (1), Ramona (1), and San Diego Hotel
(8).

Judicial positions less permanent courtrooms.
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(1)

ESTIMATED JUDICIAL POSITIONS BY LOCATION

TABLE B-III

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

North County
- Superior 13 24 45 32
- Municipal 16 26 39 23
Juvenile
- Dependency 6 10 19 13
- Delinquent 4 5 6 2
S.D. Traffic/Small
Claims/Other
- Municipal 6 11 16 10
El Cajon
- Superior ©) 4 14 20 16
- Municipal : [a 19 26 15
South Bay
- Superior 4 10 19 11
- Municipal 10 ;5 17 7
Downtown
- Superior 50 65 90 40
- Municipal 32 42 53 21

156 238 346 190

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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(2)

(3)

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.

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.

The E1 Cajon Municipal Court forecasts have been revised upward from the
Master Plan for Justice 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
E1 Cajon Municipal Court 11 19 26 15
South Bay Municipal Court 10 12 17 7
San Diego Municipal Court _38 53 69 =

156 238 346 190

(1)

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 Jjudicial 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 E1 Cajon
and San Diego Municipal Courts. The table below summarizes the
historical growth and the projected need for judicial positions.
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TABLE B-V

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

HISTORICAL FORECAST
AVERAGE AVERAGE
ANNUAL FY ANNUAL
FY FY GROWTH 89/90 FY GROWTH
69/70 89/90 _RATE (ACTUAL) 2009/10 RATE
Municipal 28 67.5 45% 67.5 152 4.14%
Courts
Superior 25 oty 76 5.7% 76 195 4.8%
Court .
TABLE B-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 AVERAGE
ANNUAL FY ANNUAL
FY FY GROWTH 89/90 FY GROWTH
7s/76 " 89/90 RATE (ACTUAL) 2009/10 RATE
El Cajon 5 1 5.4% 11 26 4.4%
North County 6 135 5.5% 13.5 39 5.5%
South Bay 3 8 6.8% 8 17 3.8%
San Diego 22.5 35 3.0% 25 69 3.5%
Superior 33 76 57% 76 195 4.8%
S 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.
COURTSB. NM
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October 4, 1991

name
company
street
city

The County of San Diego invites your development team to respond to
this Request for Proposals (RFP) to provide additional 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 facility 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 <) (¥

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 Marshal. 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 square feet will be given
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:

3. 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 lease/operating expenses and one time cash contributions
of $4.0 million between 1592-1994.

- 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.

T 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 the proposed development site.

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 submit 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 yvou an opportunity to ask
guestions of staff. Prior to the conference, it would be

appreciated if you could provide all reguests 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 SBUBMISSION

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. Respondents should label and "TAB" each
one of the sections for easy reference. In certain cases
you may resubmit specific responses/material included in
the S0OQ.

- i 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 S0Q).
- Letter of Introduction. Within four pages, the

respondent must include the following in the letter
of introduction:

a. Respondent’s Name
~b. Respondent’s Address B o S Tt e
. Statement whether respondent is an individual,
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partnership, corporation or joint venture

The letter should provide the name of the person(s)
authorized to make representations for the res-
pondent and its address(s) and telephone number(s).
The letter must be signed by the person
representing the organization. The letter should

clearly spell out the roles, responsibilities, and
financial commitments provided by each member of
the development team. Your development team should
have a member or consultant with courts programming
experience. You should include an organizational
chart as an attachment to this letter.

Development Proposal. Based upon the assumption
that the County will have available $6.65 million
annually to pay lease payments/operating expenses
and/or 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
advised 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 parking spaces

o Number of courtrooms and ancillary support

space

Public amenities

Private uses (e.g. retail)

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,

00O

fixture equipment, engineering/testing,
commissions, profit).

o Option to purchase price/option to purchase
formula (eg. the consideration of
depreciation.)

©  Net useable square feet for court, office, and

storage space according to Building and Office

&





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 subnitting 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 sgquare 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:

itme






Year Amount Source

FY 82/83 $2.0 Million SB 668 - Courthouse
Construction Fund

FY 83/94 $2.0 Million SB 668 - Courthouse
$4.0 Million Construction Fund

Annual Commitments

Source Amount
Lease Consolidation Savings (") $3.4 Million
SB 668

$2.0 Million
E! Cortez Lease $1.1 million
Federal Reimbursement Family $.35 Million
Support Space-District Attorney
Savings $6.65 Million

0 This takes into account cost of living increase betwsen FY 91/82 - and 83/94 (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 variation.

The County’s specific programmatic space,
functional, and physical requirements are found as
Attachment A to this RFP. he evelopment
proposals must be responsive to these needs. In
preparing the development proposal and in
consideration of the preparing your financial plan
please be advised 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. ‘





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.

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.

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.

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

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

The selected developer will be responsible for the
following:

o)

00O

(o}
e}
Lo}

The

Design of shell building as well as tenant
improvements or redesign of tenant
improvements in an existing building
Construction of the shell building and tenant
improvements or renovation of an existing
building

Construction management

Testing, engineering studies etc.

Obtaining all necessary development approvals
and building permits

Obtaining environmental approvals

Obtaining financing

Furniture, fixtures, egquipment

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 BSUBMISSION OF A DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL THE
PROPOSER AGREES TO MEET ALL OF THE DESIGN
OBJECTIVES, CIRCULATION AND BUILDING SYSTEMS, BITE
REQUIREMENTS, AND ADJACENCY REQUIREMENTS FOUND IN
THE MCGRAW BALDWIN PROGRAM STATEMENT FOUND IN
ATTACHMENT A. PLEASE PROVIDE IN YOUR DEVELOPMENT
PROPOSAL THE PREFERRED/RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR
ACCOMMODATING THE 95,000 GROSS S8QUARE FEET OF
EXPANSION BPACE. THERE I8 THE POSSIBILITY THAT THE
COUNTY MAY WANT TO ACQUIRE MORE THAN TEN
COURTROOMS. SUCH A DECISION WOULD HAVE TO BE MADE
BY THE 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 SBELECTED DEVELOPMENT TEAM. YOUR PROPOSAL
SBHOULD BE BASED UPON TEN COURTROOMS.

A completed proposal Questionnaire by the proposers
joint venture, consultants, and Minority and Women

owned Business firms. in f£illing out’’ the
guestionnaire 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.)

A Preliminary Title report for privately owned
property to be developed. (It is appropriate to

submit the same material as included in response to
the RFQ.)

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.

A complete financial report (include one copy with

each of the nine submittals) prepared in accordance
with generally accepted accounting practices,
accurately reflecting the current financial
condition of each respondent, individual, firm,

8





joint venture participant, 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 the 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.

2 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 financing. 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).

ence t our fi evelopment am can
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
of assurance that the development team has the
resources and financial commitment to complete this

9






10.

11.

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) .

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 have 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.

Existence of Development 2pprovals. Please

__indicate what development approvals have been

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

3 to the  RFD: Do not submit architectural
renderings. The submission of renderings will

tomatically disgqua our proposal om further
consideration.

BY BSUBMISSION 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 THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
CRIMINAL COURTS ANNEX TO THE DOWNTOWN BAN DIEGO
COURTHOUSE. CONSTRUCTION OF THE ANNEX WILL DEPEND
UPON THE AVAILABILITY OF PROPOSITION A SBALES TAX
REVENUE.

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:

: B8 The Useability, OQuality, Efficiency and Amount of
a ha opose (o) ovided £
velo within the County’s identified Budget

. $6.65 million annually for this Project and one
ime cash contributio i between
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1992 and 1994. The proposers will be ranked by the
useability, gquality, 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 1land
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.

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.

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.

monstrate ilitvy of the Proposed velopnmen
Team to Complete the Project on time and within

Budget. This would consider such factors as:

- Record for completing projects of this
size/scale on schedule and within budget.

- Record for controlling costs/quality.

- Experience in working with the public sector
and/or justice agencies.

The proposer must demonstrate that they have the
guantity and gquality 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. Preference

will be given to those proposers who have

12





L,

10.

- G

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.

Ability to Construct 450,000 Gross Sqguare 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.

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.

Proximity to Existing Courthouse. Due to the

significant additional operational costs which
result from being too far from the existing
courthouse, the County/courts 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.

Control Over oposed velopment 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.

Proximity to Public Transit. Convenience to public
transit (e.g. trolley, bus, and shuttle bus to

Courthouse) will be viewed positively.

sign abilities of i . Past experience
of design team to produce an aesthetically pleasing
structure of this type and scope.

_GENERAL CONDITIONS
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1.

General Guidelines for Content

The RFP response shall be clear and concise enough
to enable "reviewers" or "evaluation team" to make
a thorough evaluation and arrive at a sound
determination as to whether the proposal meets the
requirements of the County. To this end, the RFP
response should be so specific, detailed and
complete as to clearly and fully demonstrate that
the respondent has a thorough understanding and
demonstrated knowledge of the County’s
requirements.

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 instructions will not be binding.
Any information provided to a prospective
respondent will be furnished to all respondents as
an addendum to the solicitation.

Disclaimers

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 failure to address the 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.

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 whatever
evidence is deemed necessary relative to the
respondent’s financial stability.

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 Jjudge the respondent’s representations,
written or oral.

Rights to RFP Response Information

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

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.

wle 0 nditions

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.

Duty to Inguire

15






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 Women Owned Business Program Summary
C - Three block preference map
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D - Questionnaire
E - Standard lease
F - Option to Purchase Agreement

G— L onrtrosy MPooaie

RFPDCOB-

17







—  SENT BY'CENIRE CITY DEV. CORP. +10- 7-81 +10:32AM bivisbyi4t= - Bb1Y¥ 231 dl¥e@ £
s 3 : r
/, i 3 m-—-—-
7 -
GCT -9 1991
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE COQUNTY
OF S8AN DIEGO AND THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO REGARDING THE FUNDING OF
DOWNTOWN COURT FACILITIES

“W

WHEREAS, the City of San Diego,desires to maintain and promote a

,concentration of courtroome and related office 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 efforts; and

WHEREAS, in order to further the ' foregoing purpose, the
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego and the County of San
Diego are agreeing to the following provisions. a’/

1, The Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego (the
"Agency") and the County of San Diego (the "County") agree to
jointly prepare a Cooperation Agreement providing the terms
and conditions for the payment by the Agency for part of the
cost of constructing Downtown Court Facilities as described
below (the "Court Facilities") consistent with this Memorandum
of Understanding (the "Memorandum"). The Agency 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 Agreement.

2. The Agency agrees 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 following:

a. The first payment will be due at such time as the Court
Facilities are fully funded and the first debt service gx

lease payment on indebtedness, or a financing leas
ggglIcable, 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, including 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 increment outstanding
at the time the indebtedness for the Court Facilities is
issued, as well as any low- and moderate-income housing
set-aside requirements.
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3. The payments to be made by the Agency under the Cooperation
Agreement could only ke used toward the capital costs of
constructing the Court Facilities (and not "soft"costs). The
Court Facilities would 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 downtown Courthouse so that the continuing
viability of the existing Courthouse is not compromised by the
construction of the new permanent facility (which facility is
to function as an annex of the existing Courthouse), and so
that the location and siting of the new facility functions
efficiently and conveniently with the existing Courthouse,
including pedestrian egress 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.

9 The County agrees to maintain in the Centre City Community
Planning Area ("Downtown'") at least the number of Superior
Court and Municipal Court courtrooms now existing Downtown.
In addition, the County agrees to meet future courtroom needs
for San Diegec County 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 distribution of new judicial positions
shown on Exhibit A hereto. The respective minimum ratios
shall be maintained throughout each periocd at and after a
milestone as shown on Exhikit A. The County agrees to provide

the Agency with written reports describing the status of the
distribution of courtrooms and judicial positione as between ..
Downtown and other areas of the County as from time to time
requested by the Agency to confirm compliance with &his
provision.

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 inte between the parties on or about March 21, 1550 is
no longer effective, and the parties intend by this Memorandum

to update the terms of their cooperation with respect to Court
Facilities.

-

y & 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 adoption of the proposed Centre City Redevelopment
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Project. This provision in no way is meant to restrict the
County's right 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 proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project.

REDEVELOPMENT .AGENCY OF THE CITY OF
SAN DIEGO

By:

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

By:

Approved as to form:

JOHN W. WITT
General Counsel

By:

Allisyn L. Thomas, Deputy
Approved as to form:

LILOYD M. HARMON, JR.
County Counsel

By:

William Smith, Deputy

k:\cg\sd\ccde\general\ct\memo, und

October 4, 1591
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EXHIBIT A

EXISTING AND PROVECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGQ

EXISTING 2000 2010

o North County ™

- Superior 13 #8 45

- Municipal 13 26 35
o Juvenile @

- Kearny Mesa \ 10 15 25

¢ Superior
o San Diego Municipal
mm_;uwmmm
Claims
- Kearny Mesa 7 11 16
¢ Munfcipal

o f1 Cafon *

- Superior 5 14 20

- Municipal 11 18 28
o South Bay ®

- Superior 0 10 15

- Municipal 8 12 17
o Qowntown San Diego

- Superior 49 65 80

- Munieipal 29 42 53

N

Projections of Judictal positions that have been assumed in the update of the

North County Regional Canter Master Plan being prepared by Henningston,

Durham, Richardson/Wheeler Wimer Blackman - October, 1991. Existing judicial

Bgslt}ons are actuail positions which occupy space in the North County Judicial
strict.

This includes positions Tocated at the exiting Juvenile facility at Meadowlark
Avenue in San Diego. The projections of judicial requirements will be used
in the preparation of a master plan for juvenile dependency courts.

This data will be used in the preparation of a master plan for the San Diego
Municipal Court Small Claims/Traffic facilities.






*1 The projections of judicial position requiraments reflect assumptions used
in the gadate of the East County Regional Center Master Plan being prepared
by the OMNI Group - September 1991.

® These were the assumptions used 1n South Bay Regional Center Master Plan
prepared by the OMNI Group - April 18%0.

Thesa are the number of judicial positions that would be located in downtown
San Diego 1f adequate interim space was available. Nine positions which were
located in the San Diego Hotel have been temporarily reassigned to other
locations in and outside the downtown San Diego area. A1l other data is from
the Downtown Courthouse Master Plan - March 18S0.
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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

WHEREAS, the City of San Diego, desires to maintain and promote a%W
. concentration of courtrooms and related office 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 efforts; and

WHEREAS, in order to further the ' foregoing purpose, the
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego and the County of San

Diego are agreeing to the following provisions. a’/

1. The Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego (the
"Agency") and the County of San Diego (the "County") agree to
jointly frepar. & Cooperation Agreement providing the terms
and conditions for the payment by the Agency for part of the
cost of constructing Downtown Court Facilities as described
below (the "Court Facilities") consistent with this Memorandunm
of Understanding (the "Memorandum"). The Agency shall follow
the procedures and address the findings required by Sections
33445 and 33679 of the Community Redevelopment Law in
connection with its consideratioen for approval of the
Cocperation Agreement.

- The Agency agrees 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 following:

a. The first payment will be due at such time as the Court
Facilities are fully funded and the first debt service gx

lease payment on indebtedness, or a financing leas
;gglicable, to pay for the Court Facilities is due.

- P 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 Agency would be
subordinate to Agency bonded indebtedness secured by the
Columblia Redsvelopment Project tax increment outstanding
at the tims the indebtedness for the Court Facilities is
issued, as well as any low- and moderate-income housing
set-aside reguirements.

>
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The payments to be made by the Agency under the Cooperation
Agreement could only be used toward the capital costs of
constructing the Court Facilities (and not "soft"costs). The
Court Facilities would contain a minimum of sixteen (1€) 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 of the new permanent facility (which facility is
to function as an annex of the existing Courthouse), and so
that the location and siting of the new facility functions
efficiently and conveniently with the existing Courthouse,
including pedestrian egress and ingress, transfer of records,
etc.

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.

The County agrees to maintain in the Centre City Community
Planning Area ("Downtown") at least the number of Supsricr
Court and Municipal Court courtrooms now existing Downtown.

In addition, the County agrees to meet future courtroom needs
for San Diego County 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 distribution of new judicial positions
shown on Exhibit A hereto. The respective minimum ratios
shall be maintained throughout each period at and after a

milestone as shown on Exhibit A. The County agrees to provide
the Agency with written reports describing the status of the
§§str2but§on of courgrooms and 3ud§cial Eosltions as between
Downtown and other areas of the County as from time to time
reggestea Ex the Agency { P EIEE EE;

to confirm compliance s
provision.

The Agency and County acknowledge that the "“Cocperatien
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, 1590 is
no longer effective, and the parties intend by this Memorandum
to ggiaie the terms of their cooperation with respect to Court
Facilities.

The Agency and County have entered into this Memorandum with
the intention that any payments made by the Agency under the
Cooperation Agreement will ke attributed to mitigation of
burden and detriment to the County, if any, which may result
from adoption of the proposed Centre City Redevelopment
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Project. Thies provision in no way is meant to restrict the
County's right 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 proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project,

REDEVELOPMENT .AGENCY OF THE CITY OF
SAN DIEGO

By:

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

By:

Appreoved as to form:

JOHN W. WITT
General Counsel

By:

Allisyn L. Themas, Deputy
Approved as to form:

LLOYD M. HARMON, JR.
County Counsel

By:

William Smith, Deputy

ki\cg\sd\ccde\general\ct\memo.und

October 4, 1991
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% - T EXHIBIT A
EXISTING AND PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIREMENTS 1
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
EXISTING 2000 2010 |
o North County ” |
- Superior 13 24 45
- Municipal 13 26 39
o Juvenile ® |
- Kearny Mesa . 10 15 25 |
: Superior 3
o San Diego Municipal |
Court: Traffic/Snall |
Claims |
- Kearny Mesa 7 11 16
: Municipal
o E1 Cajon *
- Superior 5 14 20
- Municipal 11 19 28
o South Bav ®
- Superior 0 10 15
- Municipal 8 12 17
o Downtown San Diego *
- Superior 4% 65 90
- Municipal 29 42 53
™ projections of judictal positions that have been assumed in the update of the
North County Regional Center Master Plan being prepared by Henningston,
Durham, Richardson/Wheeler Wimer Blackman - October, 1991, Existing judicial
positions are actual positions which occupy space in the North County Judicial
District,
® This includes positions located at the exiting Juvenile facility at Meadowlark
Avenua in San Diego. The projections of judicial requirements will be used
in the preparation of a master plan for juvenile dependency courts.
)

This data will be used in the preparation of a master plan for the San Diego

Municipal Court Small Claims/Traffic facilities.
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The projections of judicial position requirements reflect assumptions used
in the update of the Fast County Regional Center Master Plan being prepared
by the OMNI Group - September 1891.

These were the assumptions used in South Bay Regional Center Master Plan
prepared by the OMNI Group - April 19%0.

Thesa are the number of judicial positions that would be located in downtown
San Diego 1f adequate interim space was available. Nine positions which were
located in the San Diego Hotel have been temporarily reassigned to other

Tocatiens in and outside the downtown San Die?o area. All other data is from
the Downtown Courthouse Master Plan - March 1890.
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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

Date: November 6, 1991

To: Board of Supervisors

From: Supervisor Susan Golding
Subject: Downtown Court/Office Building

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BRIAN P. BILBRAY
FIRST DISTRICT

GEORGE F. BAILEY
SECOND DISTRICT
SUSAN GOLDING
THIRD DISTRICT
LEON L. WILLIAMS
FOURTH DISTRICT

JOHN MACDONALD
FIFTH DISTRICT

OF7-DOCKERT

YT T oA
EI,:.:}J.Q;:.\. .\r
e e,

NATETI
wira N g 8

L]

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.

Respectfully submittéd,

SUSAN GOLDING
Supervisor
Third District






DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

SUMMARY:

Issue

SusaN GOLDING

SUPERVISOR, THIRD DISTRICT
SAN DIEGO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Wednesday, November 6, 1991
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Susan Golding

Downtown Court/Office Building

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)

3)

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.

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.

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 ADMINISTRATION CENTER 1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY ¢ ROOM 335 SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101-2470 (619) 531-5533

@ Printed on recycled paper





SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office 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 Court/Office 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 Court/Office

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 Court/Office 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. | 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. | 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 Court/Office 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, | 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:
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office 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 building’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 2010. 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 Court/Office 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 | indicated at the Board meeting, | 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 Court/Office 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 consuitant 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, | 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.

Resp /cifully submitted

SUSAN GOLDING
Supervisor
Third District






BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AGENDA ITEM
INFORMATION SHEET
SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office 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
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE COUNTY
OF SAN DIEGO AND THE REDEVELOPNENT AGENCY OF
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO REGARDING THE PUNDING OF

DOWNTOWN COURT FACILITIES

The Redevelopment Agency of tha City of San Diego (the
"Agency”) and the County of Ban Diego (the "County") agres to
jointly prepare a Cocpération Agreasment providing the terms
and oonditions for the payment by the Agency for part of the
cost of constructing Downtown Court Facilities as described
below (the "Court Pacilities™) consistent with this Memorandum
of Understanding (the "Memorandum"). The Agency shall follow
the procedures and address the findings required by Sections
33445 and 33679 of the Community Redevelopment Law in
cennection with its consideration for approval of the
Cooperaticon Agreemant.

The Agency agrees to provide the County with a payment of
$€00,000 annually for twenty-five (25) years, or a grand total
of $20 million, subject to the fellowing: :

a. The 2irst payment vill be due at such time as the Court
Facilities are fully funded and the first debt service
payzent on indebtedness issued to pay for ths Court
Faclilities is due. ,

b. The Agency would pay and secure the annual amounts from
tax 4increment funds from the Columbia Redevelopment
Project, including the same Columbia subarea of any
nerged or expanded redevelopzent project area.

€. The tax increment payments from the Agency would be
subcrdinate to Agsncy bonded indebtedness secured by the
Columbia Redevelopment Project tax increment outstanding
at the time the indebtedness for the Court Facilities is
issued, a® well as any low- and modsrate-incons housing
set-agide requirements. ‘

The payments te be made by the Agency under the Coopsratien
Agresment could eonly be used toward the capital costs of
constructing the Court Facilities (and not "soft"costs). The
Court Pacilities would oontain a minimur of sixtesn (16) new
Superior Court courtroons and related office and other support
facilities in a major building located in closs proximity to
the existing downtown Courthouse so that the continuing
viability of the existing Courthouse is not comprozised by the
construction of the new permanent facility (which facility {s
to function as an annex ¢f the existing Courthouse), and so

that the location and siting of the new facility functions






7.

efficiently and conveniently with the existing Courthouse,
including pedestrian egress and ingress, transfer of records,
'tc v

The County agrees that the Agency (through the Centre City

Developnent Corporation) may garticipate in the County's
RPQ/RFP process for the selection of thae Court PFacilities,
including review, comment and recommendation to the County on

the developer, the facility and the site.

The County agrees to maintain in the Centre City Community
Planning Aresz ("Downtown"™) &t least the number of Superior
Court and Municipal Court courtrooms now existing Downtown.
In addition, the County agrees to meet future courtroom needs
for san Diego County in a wanner which provides in Downtown at
lezst the ratio of new judicial positions, compared to new
judicial positions in all other areas of the County, as are
calculated uasing the distribution of new judicial positicons
showrs on Exhibit A hereto. The respective minimum ratios
shall be mainteined throughout each period at and after a
milestone as shown on Exhibit A.

The Agency and County acknowledge that the ®Cooperation

Agreenment between Redevelopment Agency o©f the City of San

Diege and County of 8San Diego (Centre €ity Courtrcoms)"
entered into between the parties on or about March 21, 1950 is

ne longer effective, and the parties intend by this Memorandum
;o ggi:ﬁe the terms of their cooperation with respect to Court
ac es.

The Agency and County have entered into this Mexorandum with
the {ntention that any payments made by the Agency under the
Cooperation Agreement will be attributed te mitigation of
burden and detriment to the County, if any, which may result
from adoption of the proposed Centre City Redevelopment
Project. Therefore, if the adopticn of the proposed Centre
City Redevelopment Project is challenged in any manner in a
suit at law or equity or otherwise by the County, then this
Memorandum, and any Ccoperation Agreement, may be terminated
by the Agency, at its option, upon written notice to the
County. In such event, the Agency shall not be reguired to
rmake any further payments to the County as contemplated
hereunder. Without limiting tha foregoing, this provision in
nc way is meant to restrict the County's right 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 proposed
Centre City Redevelopnmant Project. ;

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF
SAN DIEGO -

By

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

By:

Appreved as to form:

JOEN W. WITT
General Counsel

Byt

Allisyn L. Thcmas, Deputy
Approved as to form:

LIOYD M. HARMON, JR.
¢aunty Counsel

By:

Williar Smith, Deputy

Xiveg\se\ ek \goneral \ot \name , ung
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EXHIBIT A

EXISTING AND PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIRENENTS
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

EXISTING 2000 2010
North County
- Superior 13 24 45
- Municipal 13 F{] 39
Juvenile
- Kearny Mesa : 10 15 25
: Superior
San Diego Municipal
£QH£1L.LFAI£1££§M§11
Llaims
- Kearny Mesa 7 11 .’ 16
: Municipal
£l caton ®
- Superior 5 14 20
- Municipal 11 19 26
Sou .
- Superior 0 10 15
- Municipal A 12 17
Downtowr San Diego *
- Superior 49 65 S0
- Municipal 28 42 53

Projections of judicial positions that have been assumed in the update of the
North County Regional Center Master Plan being prepared by Henningston,
Durham, Richardson/Wheeler Wimer Blackman - October, 1881. Existing judicial
positions are actual positions which occupy space in the North County Judicial
pistriet.

This includes positions located at the exiting Juvenile facility at Meadowlark
Avenue in San Diego. The projections of Judicial requirements will be used
in the preparation of a master plan for Jjuvenile dependency courts.

This data will be used in the preparation of a master plan for the San Diego
Municipal Court Small Clatms/Traffic facilities.
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The projections of Judieia) position requirements ref)ect assumptions used
in the update of the East County Regfonal Center Master Plan being prepared
by the OMNI Group - September 1991,

These were the assumptions used 1in South Bay Regional Center Master Plan
prepared by the OMNI Group - April 19%0.

Thess are the number of Judicial positions that would be Tocated 1n downtown
San Uiego 1f adequate fnterim space was avatlable. Nine positions which were
located in the San Diego Hotel have been temporarily reassigned to other
locations in and outside the downtown San Diego area. A1l other data is from
the Downtown Courthouse Master Plan - March 1890.
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TO: PAM HAMILTON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

CCDE.

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.

WE WOULD
CHANGES.

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 " OR ANY MERGED OR EXPANDED
PROJECT AREA WHICH INCLUDES THE EXISTING COLUMBIA
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA."™

eseesees.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.

Wi e s 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."

APPRECIATE YOUR CONSIDERATION OF THE ABOVE SUGGESTED
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SUPERIOR COURT
DICIAL ITION FORECAST

rren 1995 2000 2005 2010
Down t own 50 55 65 79 90
North County 13 i 24 31 45
East County 4 8 14 17 20
South Bay 0 7 10 13 15
Juvenile 10 13 15 21 25
Total 17 100 128 161 195

Based on county staff gncthodoloiy 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 Cour t rooms
Existing 1995 Standard Substandard Needed by
Positions Projected Courtrooms Cour trooms 1995
50 55 40 1 15
Down t own
North County 13 17 9 4 8
East County 4 8 2 4 6
South Bay 0 7 4 0 3
Juvenile e (1% 13 6 4 I 1S
Total 77 100 61 13 39

Substandard courtrooms include trailers, small hearing rooms, Ramona, weight room in East
County and El Cajon City Hall.
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