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DOWNTOWN COURT I JAIL COMPLEX COMMITTEE 


FINAL DRAFT PROPOSAL 


I 


Introduction 


The provision of a system of justice is a fundamental 
responsibility of government. Court and the criminal justice 
system are primarily a function of State government. The County 
is the entity that implements State functibns - at t~e local level; 
however, San Diego County is faced with a cris.:. 2 in providing 
adequate facilities for carrying out this responsibility. 


The Downtown Court / Jail Complex came together under the leadership 
of Councilmember John Hartley to focus attention on the need for 
adequate court and jail facilities, to provide recommendations for 
addressing these critical needs, and to ·create an atmosphere of 
support for those recommendations. 


The intent of this report is to synthesize our discussions and to 
bring into focus the areas of consensus and the issues that have 
not been resolved. 


The group has considered studies that have been made to date. It 
has discussed the following matters: the monetary aspects of 
several proposals, including construction costs; the location and 
design of a court complex the needs of constituents involved; and 
the location of jail facilities. 


There is agreement that the court complex should remain in downtown 
San Diego. This report considers the major issues, recommends 
s o lutions, and explains the reasons for those recommendations . 
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A. Recommendation: 


B. Comments: 


C. Rationale: 
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1. 


II 


Courthouse 


Build a new court complex downtown. 


The court complex should include 
facilities for the -Superior and Municipal 
Courts adequate through the year 2020, 
space for supporting facilities, and 
provisions for the District Attorney, 
Public Defender, and · the County Law 
Library . 


The existing building 
obsolete. Renovation 


is functionally 
would not meet 


existing or projected needs, nor would 
revocation be cost effective. 


2. A downtown location is critical to the 
economic viability of the downtown area, 
allows the utilization of existing County 
and City land, and provides desirable 
proximity to the seat of County and City 
government, the Federal courts, and the 
State appellate court. 


3. The court complex should be designed to 
provide for both the immediate and the 
long term needs of the County. 


4. The inclusion within the complex of the 
supporting facilities, the District 
Attorney's office, the Public Defender's 
office, and County Law Library would be 
a cost effective combination of uses, and 
would facilitate operational efficiency . 







A. Re c ommendation: 


B. Comments: 


C. Rationale: 


A. Recommendation: 
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III 


Build a jail downtown in conjunction with 
the court complex adequate to provide 
holding facilitie~ for felony prisoners 
actively involved in court proceedings, 
adequate through the year 2020. The jail 
should also be designed for booking and 
detaining misdemeanants until release o r 
transfer to another facility. 


The desirability and feasibility o f 
expanding this jail facility to include 
facilities for misdemeanor bookings as 
well as a . facility for sentenced prisoners 
needs further study. 


1. Efficient and economic transportation of 
prisoners to and from the courts requires 
that the facilities be part of the same 
complex. 


2. A Housing facility for sentenced prisoners 
should not be included in the comple x . 
All alternative sites for this facility 
should be studied encompassing economi c, 
environmental, judicial, and pub l ic 
concerns . . 


3. The jail should be designed to provide for 
both the immediate and long term needs of 
the County. 


IV 


Financing of Construction 


En~ure the necessary funding is in place 
to construct new downtown court complex 
and needed jail facilities . 







B. Comments: 


C. Rationale: 


• 


1. Proposition A, if allowed to fund, should 
raise the required money to construct the 
new court complex and jail facilities. 


2. In the event of failure of Proposition A, 
the following should be in place: 


a. Strategy for new campaign ballot 
issue; 


b. All alternative sources for funding 
identified and prioritized. 


3. Maximize use of all alternative sources. 


4. The complexity and scope of building a new 
court complex and jail facilities requires 
delineating a Master Plan that will be 
agreed upon by all concerned parties. 


1. The need for a new court complex and jail 
facilities was recognized as a high 
priority in 1988, which is why Proposition 
A was approved. 


2. In the two years since the passage of 
Proposition A, the need for new facilities 
has intensified. If proposition A fails, 
it is likely that a new ballot measure 
will be needed. Due to the amount of 
f.unding, alternative sources most probably 
would fall short. 


3. There currently is no concurrence on what 
the costs will be to build a new downtown 
court complex and the required jail 
facilities. It appears that further study 
will be necessary to determine what will 
be the costs . 







A. Recommendation: 


B. Comment: 


C. Rationale: 


• 


v 


Financing of Operation 


Ensure short and continued long term 
funding necessary for effective and 
efficient operatiqn of all the justice 
facilities. 


1. Although a percentage of Proposition A 
funds will be allowed to be used for 
operation, it will fall short of what is 
necessary not only now but ~n the future. 


2. A long term funding plan that identifies 
essential revenues needed should be in 
place. 


3. All potential funding sources specific to 
funding operations should be identified, 
explored and prioritized. Community 
acceptability must be given utmost 
consideration in the prioritization. 


4. A campaign needs to be developed to raise 
funds for efficient operation of the 
courts and jails. 


1. Funding the operations of the courts and 
all justice facilities is critical. 
Current funding and even anticipated money 
from Proposition A is insufficient to 
operate these facilities effectively. 


2. The public needs to be educated as to the 
monetary shortfall both in the near and 
long term. The direction and focus should 
be on a strategic educational campaign for 
public awareness combined with a campaign 
to raise money . 







A. Recommendation: 


B. Comment: 


C. Rationale: 
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VI 


Educational Campaign 


1. A campaign needs _ to be developed to 
increase public support and raise funds 
for operation of the courts and jail 
facilities. 


2. The County and City have many priorities. 
For this project to get the votes needed 
for its funding, members of both the Board 
of Supervisors and City Council must start 
hearing from influential constituents that 
this project is important to them and to 
the entire community. 


1. Because Proposition A funds will fall 
short of what is needed, particularly for 
operation facilities; public support of 
our program is critical. 


1. The public is unaware of the enormous cost 
of operating facilities that might be 
built with Proposition A funds. 


2. A steering committee could design an 
effective educational campaign, featuring: 


0 . Engagement of a public relations 
consultant. 


0 Polling to assess goals and 
techniques. 


0 Development of presentations, 
research data and a speakers' bureau. 


0 Organization of a committee. 
0 Organization of a newsletter. 
0 Fundraising. 
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T H E C I TY OF 


SAN DIEGO 
JOH~ H A RTLEY 
Councilmember, Th ird District 


COMMITTEES 


PUBLIC RELATIONS 


Speaker's Bureau 
Education/Outreach 


This committee will be the communication arm for the Downtown 
Court/Jail committee. This committee will generate the material 
that will be used to educate the public. Coordinate outreach to 
all concerned interests. 


PUBLIC FINANCE 


Proposition A 
Proposition 86 
Alternative Financing 


This committee will focus on all potential financing for 
construction and operation of the courts and jails. 


LIAISON 


This committee will interact with all concerned parties and 
agencies such as eeoc, all the Bar Associations, Sheriff, SDPD. 
County Board of Supervisors, San Diegans, Inc., CCA, BIA, etc. 


' rf FUNDRAISING 
.·~ 


This committee would focus on ra1s1ng money for the functions of 
the full committee. For any educational brochures, flyers, 
outreach programs, etc. 


FISCAL ANALYSIS 
(R&D) 


This committee will review proposed development and operational 
costs, research what other cities and counties have developed for 
justice facilities and the costs of same, and architectural 
designs. 
CPA's and architects would be most helpful for this committee . 
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tTBJBCT: ~equest for Proposals 'for Downtown .COurt and Office Space 


SOMMARY: 
Jtef'erenee: 
Your Beard has approved in principle expansion of Courts in 
Downtown San Diego, and requested additional information {May 
28, 1991), regarding: the process for~rocuring additional 
Court/Office space; and, the possible -tenants for this 
facility. 


~ecommendation(a) 
CEIBF ADMINISTRATIVE ~FFICBR: 


1. Approve the use of e two step process of acquiring 
additional courtjoffice space with a Request for 
Qualifications {RFQ) to be followed by a Request 
for Proposals (RFP). 


~dvisory Statement 
No advisory statement was sought. 


7i•eal Xapact 
The evaluation of ·responses to the proposed RFQ and RFP can 
t>e bandled within .existing staff resources~ Consultant 
expenses that may be required to evaluate responses to the 
~equest for Proposals would be financed by non refundable 
deposits submitted by the proposers. 


Background: 


z. IOARD ~CTIONS 


On May 28, 1991 {71) the Board adopted a number of recommenda­
tions "ealing with the expansion .of Courts in DolintO\m San 
Diego. A surunary of the Chief Ad.lliinistrative Officer's 
recom:roendations which Yere approved by t.he Board •re as 
follows: 


~---· --"-- -'--~~ ·~------"-=-"----------~~==--~~~--------
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SOB.:TECT: ~equest 'for Proposals for Downtown Court and Office Space! 


1. Approved in principle subject t:.o environmental .revier! 
going forward with a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a 
new court/office building in Downtown San Diego. 


~. Directed that the Chief Adlninistrative Officer renegot;i­
~te an agreement 1rith the City of San Diego .Redevelopment 
Agency for the 'funding Df additional <t:ourtrooms in 
Downtown San Diego. 


3. Directed that if Proposition A revenue becomes available 
that a Criminal Courts Annex be constructed • 


.c. Determined not to lease interim space for Superior Court 
courtrooms. 


S. Determined to retain an architect/master planner to 
~ssist in preparing e ~aster plan for the expansion of 
the Downto-~ Courthouse. 


6. Directed that legislation be sought to increase funds for 
Courthouse construction. 


7. Directed that environmental findings be prepared. 


S. Directed that a .status report on the "financial iDplica­
tions of the proposed actions and the RFP process be 
prepared within 60 days. 


7n addition the Board added several directions to the Chief 
Administrative Officer: These are as follows: 


1. Continue to investigate suburban Court needs. 


2. lnvestigate and report on "the use of the existing 
Courthouse for a ten year period. 


3. Directed that County Counsel advise the Board of Super­
. ·..:. sors on the legal i tiesjl imits of Public Work projects 
=£ well as the bidding process. 


4. Continue the decision on the Downtown Courthouse t:ae 
until a Proposition A decision. 


5. With respect to the Request for "Proposals for a -new 
Court/Office building, it was l!irected that t.be RFP: 


Stipulate that the County prefers t:.o bave U.e 
facility available for occupancy within three years 


-----------==-------· . rol!!~~T'l:9'91.·~=-========-==c==--~~==~= 
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tr&JECT: ~equest 'Lor Proposals for Do;mtown Court an" Office Space 


o In"icate that the .· search area ror additional space 
ahould indicate that the County prefers to have the 
facility ~ithin three blocks of the existing 
Courthouse but that proposals ~yond three blocks 
vould be considered. 


o Transportation issues {eq. -proximity to public 
transit) ~re to be considered. 


7ndicate t.hat there will be .substantial delay 
penalties for not completing the project on time. 


6. Directed that the Chief Administrative Officer work with 
the City Manager of the City of San Diego to consider a 
Government Center 1 possibly using County property in 
"J>owntown San Diego. 


7. 'Finally it was recommended that tile Chief Administrative 
Officer report back on June ll 1 1991 on wbich departJDents 
would be located in the new Court/Office facility and the 
process for bidding out the project. 


The purpose ~f 'this letter is to outline the process for 
procuring additional Court/Office space, indicate a prelimi­
nary list of possible tenants for the new facility, and 
indicate the progress on several of the Board actions outlined 
above. 


~he report will be organized as follows: 


o Process ~or selection of a proposal for a Court/Office 
proposal. 


o Funding of Architectural master planning and environ­
~ental consulting services. 


o Proposed tenant ~ix. 


o Architectural ~aster planning consultant. 


c Renegotietion of agreement for ~unding of additional 
courtrooms downtown. 


ti. I'~OCESS 70R I!L~C'IION Or I PROPOSAL roa a CQORT/OPPIC! 
»PI Lt>Il!G, 


Yt is recommended thet a t~o step process be used for selec­
___________ t=ion of a ~~ve~~ent_!e~m to pr~vide the County additional 


- pace. e---rirn- tep---wou =t>e -=to-=t•sue-- =Jtequest ~r =-====---
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O'BJBCT: ~equest "for Propoaals "for Downtown Court and Office Space 


Qualifications. This step wou ld allow the County to c011pile 
-~~~hort list" of pre-qualified proposers who would then be 


allowed to respond to a n RFP . The responses to the RFQ are 
xpected to be short, s i mpl e a nd rather straightforward. It 
s ~ot e nvisioned to be e s i g ni ficant ttae consuming process 
or the .deve 1 opment COJilllluni ty. The responses to the RFP will 
ave to be much 111ore detailed. · 


· ~here are the following advantages to this approach: 


l.. The County will be dealing early on with proposers, who 
bave the demonstrated financial capability, expertise, 
and experience in .completing a •ajor capital project ~or 
e public egency. 


2. There will be fewer proposals to -evaluate because of the 
.strict criteria used to place proposers on the short 
.list. This will Teduce the a.Jnount of ti..e it will take 
to evalu~te proposals. 


3. .:Because of the ,;tringent criteria that 11ust be -.et in 
order to be selected to respond to the ~. less guali­
~ied andjor underfunded teams will likely not . be put to 
the expense of Tespond i ng to an RFP. · 


· •. While the R.FQ is being solicited, and its proposals 
evaluated, the County can be preparing nd refining the 
~etails that aust be included in the RFP. 


•ore detailed description of this process is found below: 


o Development of a Request for Qualifications. wrhis vould 
occur bet ween June 11 and June 24. It is anticipated 
that the RFQ would be ava i lable on June 25. 


o Fequest for Qualificetions Solicitation. Jt is recom­
mended that the RFQ be due back in 30 days {3uly 24). 
ApproxiJr.ately t..,o weeks after the RFQ is solicited t:bere 
lt'ould be a Jneeting bet.,een County staff •nd proposers in 
order to answer questions and clarify any aspects of the 
RFQ. The purpose of the RFQ is t.o narrow the nUlrlber of 
proposers to those developers who have the proven ability 
and financial capability to complete a aajor .capital 
project ~or • public agency such as 1:.he .County. ~e 
specific criteria for the evaluation of t:he proposers 
vould include the ollowing: 


c Control over ~he p r oposed develop»ent site fif on 
pri vately O'."Tle" -la nd) . The proposer should be able 


--------=---=-----4t~o~d~e~lll~Q;>:~n~&i-1t~r~a~ttAe~tt.lht..ee.i.r · .it.y~__,J)rOV..ide ~a__cj} iti•s __ ~-==-. __ 
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tT&..TBCT: ~equest 'for Proposels for Downtown Court and Office Space 


on the project site. This wproof of control• would 
include outright o•·nership of the land, en exclusive 
development agreement with a public agency (eg. City 
~f San Diego Redevelopment Agency), and if under 
lllul tiple ownership ,a notarized letter f'rom all 
landowners that they would agree to t:he proposed 
develop1nent. The proposer should •lso iSe1nonstrate 
that the site •s zoning and infrastructure (eq. 
utilities) can support the proposed develop1nent. 
~t should be noted that tbe proposers would also be 
given the option to develop on County property 
{Front/B). 


o Qualified Developrnent Team. It is recognized that 
there will be few if any develop1nent teams (ie. 
architects, · construction sanagers, construction 
~irms, developers) which have -e:mnpleted a -.ajor 
build to suit Court/Office building . . However, there 
are individual architects, construction "firms, etc. 
which have worked on project ~or public agencies. 
The County should require that •embers of the 
proposed develop1nent team have experience in 
completing projects which have involved to some 
extent justice related facilities. It is also 
recommended that these projects be should have been 
~t least $50 ~illion dollars/250,~00 Gross Square 
Feet ( the preliminary estimated project cost/size 
of the propos~d facility). 


o Bonding Capability. The developer snould have the 
demonstrated ability to post construction bonds to 
complete at least a $50 ~illion dollar project. 


o Abj 1 i ty to Finance Construction. It is recommended 
that the RFQ and RFP indicate t.hat the County 
eventually intends to ~cquire the facility through 
the use of tax exempt financing. "This is aost 
likely to occur through the use of the San Diego 
County Capital Assets Leasing Corporation (SANCAL). 
However it is possible that tax exempt financing 
could be provided through the use of a Joint Powers 
Authority. In order to expedite completion of the 
project it is the County's intent to u~e design{ 
.build approach. It will be necessary to demonstrate 
the ability to provide interia financing while the 
building is under construction and pe:r.anent financ­
ing prior to the County's exercise --of option t.o 
purchase. 


-~------
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OBJECT: Request for Proposals for Do'lffltown Court and Office Space 


A.bility to Complete a Project in 'Three Years. The 
developer would be re~uired to sub~it examples of 
their abi 1 i ty to co1npl ete a project within three 
years ( ie. from conceptual approval to available for 
occupancy). The developer will also be required t.o 
submit e proposed schedule for project ~oapletion. 


"''here are several other factors/considerations which are 
proposed to be ~ncluded in the RFQ: 


o Non refundable deposit. It will be indicated that the 
successful proposers ~ill be required to submit a non­
refundable $10 1 000 deposit in order _to submit a response 
to the RFP. The deposits will assist in financing 
.consultant e>epenses required for .evaluation of the 


roposals and offset some staff costs. 


o ~ree Block Preference. Pursuant to Board direction, it 
~ill be indicated that the preference of the County is 
to have the facility within three blocks of the existing 
Courthouse. 


o Expansion Capab:i 1 ity. It will be indicated that the 
County may only have enough funds now to acquire around 
$50 million worth of space but, that it prefers to have 
the option for ecquiring edditional space as funds become 
available. 


Fequest for Qualifications Eyaluation. 


The evaluation of the proposals should be coltpleted in two 
weeks (August 7). The evaluation committee will consist of 
County staff, Williams Ruebelbeck and Associates (Real Estate 
Consultant), a representative from the District Attorney, 
Centre City Development Corporation staff, the Superior Court, 
a Banker and a Developer. 


Request for Proposal Solicitation. 


As indicated previously, the RFP will require •ucb •ore 
detailed in!orm~tion from the proposers than the RFQ. ~e 
specific County requirements such as tenant •ix, ~umber of 
aecuret! .entrancesfexi ts, square footage requirements by 
depart..entjagency 1 And type/quality of construction. l"be 
proposer would be required to submit in •uch vreater detail 
the specific details on the financial plan, planning/design 
and construction schedule, and experience/expertise. ~t is 
recom.IDended that the RFP be distributed on August I and due 
ac rys {September 21-) • Jt-f• expected --that--.:tbe----
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tTiiJ!C'I': Request for Proposals for Downtown Court and Office Space 


proposers who believe that they will be selected as being 
qualified will begin preparing for their submission of the 
response to the RFP during the RFQ solicitation period. It 
is expected that the evaluation of the proposals would take 
approximately two months. Attachment l is a summary of the 
lU'P/RFQ schedule. 


%II. J'tTNPING ·OF fJ!CBIT!CT01!.).L MASTER PLANNING AND INVIRONKEN'J'AL 
CONSULTANT SERVICES • 


.On March 27, 1991 the SB 668 (County Courthouse Temporary 
Facility Construction Fund) Advisory Committee approved 
allocating $500,000 in FY 90/91 revenue to the ~orth County 
and/or Dovntown Courthouse e>..'Jlansions. It is anticipated that 
·the July 9 Board meeting will contain a recommendation for tile 
~unding of the EIR and master planning/design services Lrom 
SB 668. The rest Df the ~500,000 is ~ikely ~o be needed by 
the North County project. Additional revenue will be sought 
{eg. part of the $3.0 ~illion that had been designated for El 
Cortez) -for the full amount of required Jnaster planning/design 
services. 


IV. ~ROPOSED TENANT MIX. 


The table below presents a preliminary list of existing leases 
that could be consolidated into the proposeCl Court/Office 
building. Other potential occupants "'for ""the facility will be 
identified over the next several months and includeCl in the 


1U'P: 







, . 
.. 


OBJECT: -Request for Proposals for Do;mtown Court and Office Space 


TABLE I 


POTENTIAL LEASES FOR 
COURT/ OFFI CE BUILDING OR COURTHOUSE 


so . FEET 


District Attorney 37,368 


District Attorney 6,390 
(Files) 


Grand Jury 3,141 


Adult Probetion 19,552 


Ad ult Supervision (1) 23 , 954 


Sen Diego Hotel 23,352 
(Superior Court) 


San Diego Hotel 2,76 2 
(Munic i pal Court) 


Sheriff - 7nternal 4 , 489 
Affairs 


Law 'Enforceinent 2.68l 
~eview Board 


123 , _689 


(l) Thi s is not located do.mto;m. 


(2) 
AHNUAL 


OCCUPANCY COST 


1,008,936 


63,580 


95,028 


184,632 


309,096 


541,200 


-E3,960 


90,492 


72.384 


2,449,308 


(2} These are val ida ted square footage requirements and 
estimatedj actual costs of provid ing this space . 


In addition to these $2,449,308 in lease savings, Alternate 
Defense, Alternate Defense Counsel, and Public Defender occupy 
45,278 net square feet of space costing $659,240 annually. 
These functions would likely be relocated to the Courthouse. 
These savings could then be applied t:o runding the :new 
building. 


~t should be noted that on May 28, 1991 the lk>ard directed 
that the Law Library be cons i dered for nclusion in t:.be 
building. The number of courtrooms in the lecility will ~ 


------- -iet..a-t~ --.by--t;he~t=Cf -o.r-evenue-=-vailabl•. -- t_j_s _-uggested 


• 
. . 


: I 







'· 


OBJECT: -Request for Proposals for Downtown Court and Office S~ce 


that the entire District Attorney operations downtown be 
considered for inclusion in the building. The .existing 
estimated space requirements is around 95,000-100,000 sq. ft. 
Presently the District Attorney occupies 46,499 square feet 
in the Courthouse and 43,758 in lease space for a total of 
90,257 square feet. In 1990 OMNI identified e need then for 
93,400 square feet. 


V. ARCHITECTURAL/MASTER PLANNING CONSULTANT. 


~t is anticipated that the RFP for these services will be 
solicited on June 11. ~he process for evaluation of t:he 
proposals will be similar to that used for the North County 
Court/Office JDaster plan. "The architect will .assist .in 
identifying such factors as asbestos mitigation, HVAC improve­
lnents, es ~ell as prepare a detailed aaster plan for the 
"Downtown Courthouse expansion. The architect will also 
interface ~ith the developer's architect ~nd will design the 
tenant improvements within the existing Courthouse. 


VZ J!El\TEGO'I'IJ\TION OJ' ~GP..EEMENT FOR FID."DING 'OP ADDI'J'IONAL 
COURTROOMS DOWNTOWN. 


1>. draft of ·the proposed changes in t.his egreeJDent is being 
prepared this week and a ~eeting with Centre City Development 
Corporation has been scheduled for June 13. ~t is anticipated 
that there will be discussions regarding ~dditional funding 
beyond the $3.0 aillion that the Redevelop:aent Agency had 
-committed for ~e addition cf nine additional courtrooas. 


Respectfully submitted, 


I 
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~ARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENt>~ l'l'EM 


INFORMATION SHEET 


§U:s.:TECT: Request for Proposals for Do'tmtown Court and Office Space 


~OUNTY COUNSEL ~PPROVAL: 
( }Standard Form 


Form and Legality 
( ) Ordinance 


( )Yes ( )N/A 
( )Resolution 


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


fiNANCIAL MAN~GEMENT REVIEW: ( )Yes {X)No 


CQN1BACT BEVIBW fANEL: · ( )Approved. ________________ __ (X)N/A 


.CONTRACT tro'MBER (S): N/A 


7UVIOOS ULEVANT BOARD ACTION: 5/28/91 (71) Board approved 
acquiring additional Court/Office space. 


'JOARD J>OLICIES APPLIC~LE: N/A 


~ITIZEN COMMITTEE STATEMENT: N/A 


~NCORAENCE(I)~ 


~N'l'~C'I' PERSON: Rich Robinson 
tHck Marinovich 


(SJO) - "531-4848 -(A227) 
(S30) - 531-5275 (A227) 


ORIGIN).TING PEPARTMENT: Chief Administrative Officer 


DEPARTMENT AOTBORI2!D REPRESENTATIVE 
June 11. 1991 


llEETING DATE 


----------


1.0 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


POWNTOWN COURT /OFFICE RFQ, RFP SCHEDULE • 


·0 RFQ Available _." une 25 


0 RFQ Due _July 24 


RFQ Evaluation _Complete . ~ugust 7 


0 RFP Distribution ugust 8 


0 RFP Due Septe.,..ber 23 


0 RFP Evaluation Complete(1) Late November 


(1) estimate - may be much less H few proposals 
submitted 


1"fqpsced.nm 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


AGENDA ITEM 


DATE: November 5, 1991 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


SUMMARY: 
ISSUES 


, 
.~ :z-' ::} . - ;::::T !: 


·I 
/ L . BO"-RR 0: SUPE RVISOo"tS 


BRIAN P. BIU!RAY 
FWIST CISTRlCT 


GEORGE F. BM..EY 
~D<Sm>Cl' 


SUSAN GOLDING 
THfRO OISTRICT 


LEON L WILLIA.I.IS 
FOURTH DISTRICT 


JOHN loiACVONAlD 
fIFTH t)<STRICT 


Should the Downtown Court/Office Building be expanded from ten 
to sixteen courtrooms? 


Should new general fund revenue be committed to 
the Downtown Court/Office Building in order 
expansion space for the District Attorney and 
support functions? 


help finance 
to provide 


other court 


Should the Request for Proposals include a specification of a 
courtroom module desired by the Courts? 


Should the evaluation of responses to the Request for Propos­
als consider design elements for the new facility? 


Should the County approve a Memorandum of Understanding with 
the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency wherein the Agency 
would contribute $800,000 annually for twenty five years for 
the construction of sixteen courtrooms in Downtown San Diego. 


Should the Downtown Court/Office Building be financed through 
the San Diego Regional Building Authority? 


I 


Should the Request for Proposals which has been forwarded to 
the Board be issued for the Downtown Court/Office Building? 


Should the Board reconsider 1 imi ting the distance the Downto,.,rn 
Court/Office Building may be from the existing Courthouse? 


Should the County owned property bounded by Front, B, First, 
and C be removed from consideration for accommodating the 
Downtown Court/Office Building? 







SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


RECOMMENDATION(S) 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: 


1. Plan for sixteen courtrooms in the Downtown Court/Office 
Building. 


2. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to return to the 
Board with a comprehensive financing plan after consider­
ing responses to the Request for Proposals. 


3. Direct that the Request for Proposals include a courtroom 
module desired by the Superior Court. 


4. Direct that the evaluation of the Request for Proposals 
include "block diagrams'' showing a general space plan, 
but do not consider proposed schematic design and 
renderings of the Downtown Court/Office building. 


5. Approve in principle the Memorandum of Understanding with 
the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency regarding the 
funding for sixteen additional courtrooms in Downtown San 
Diego. 


6. Direct that the financing of the Downtown Court/Office 
Building be provided through the San Diego Regional 
Building Authority. 


7. Approve the issuance of the attached Request for Propos­
als for the Downtown Court/Office Building. 


8. Limit the search area for the Downtown Court/Office 
Building to three blocks from the Courthouse. 


9. Remove the County owned property bounded by Front, 
First, and C from consideration for accommodating 
Downtown Court/Office Building. 


Advisory Statement 


N/A 


Fiscal Impact 


B, 
the 


The addition of six more courtrooms to this project will 
increase the project cost by approximately $7-8 million. 
There is an estimated $3.0 million shortfall between existing 
available revenue and · estimated costs (debt service and 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


operating expenses). To fully fund all projected space needs 
would require an additional annual general fund commitment of 
$5.6 million in the year 2000 and $7.4 million by the year 
2010. 


Alternatives 


1. Consider design elements in the evaluation of the Request 
for Proposals; consider alternative financing mechanisms, 
and modify the RFP accordingly. 


BACKGROUND 


INTRODUCTION 


On May 21, 1991 (71) and June 11, 1991 (60), the Board took a 
number of actions relative to a Downtown San Diego Court/Office 
building. Specifically the Board: 


1. Approved in principle, subject to environnental review, the 
acquisition of a new Court/Off ice building ( s) which would 
accommodate the District Attorney, 8-~o courtroo~s, and other 
office functions as appropriate. 


2. Directed that the following revenue sources be annually 
dedicated to the project: $2.0 million fran the County 
Courthouse Temporary Facility Construction Fund, $1.0 million 
from the existing District Attorney lease, $1.0 million from 
the funds that had been appropriated for the El Cortez lease, 
and possibly $1.1 million from other County lease consolida­
tion savings. (Note: It was indicated that the estimated 
amount of revenue could fund approximately 2 50, 000 gross 
square feet of space.) 


3. Authorized the Chief Administrative Officer to renegotiate the 
Cooperation Agreement with the City of San Diego Redevelopment 
Agency to fund additional courtrooms. 


4. Authorized a two step process for acqulrlng additional 
court/office space with the issuance of a Request for Qualifi­
cations (RFQ) followed by a Request for Proposa s (RFP) . 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


ACTIONS TO DATE. 


since the Board actions on May 21 and June 11, there have been the 
following accomplishments: 


1. A Request for Qualifications was issued on June 25, 1991 and 
twenty responses were received. Nine developers proposals 
were originally deemed qualified to submit responses to a 
Request for Proposals. (Note: If the recommendations are 
adopted five development teams would be eliminated.) 


2. The architectural firm of McGraw/Baldwin has prepared a draft 
program statement for the new Court/Office building. The 
program statement identifies space requirements by function, 
building specifications, and adjacency requirements. The 
estimated space requirements are as follows: 


( 1) 


CURRENT 
2000 
2010 


TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET ' 1
' 


355,341 
447,162 
512,616 


This is the preliminary estimated space requirements for 
sixteen courtrooms and other office functions. 


The following functions were assumed to be in the building: 
Superior Court (sixteen courtrooms), District Attorney, 
Marshal, Probation (Adult Supervision from lease space at Ohio 
Street), the Law Enforcement Review Board, and the Grand Jury. 


3. Centre City Development Corporation staff have offered to 
dedicate $800,000 annually for twenty five years for the 
construction of sixteen courtrooms, in lieu of the $3.0 
million that had been dedicated for nine courtrooms at El 
Cortez. 


4. The RFP has been finalized after receiving input from the 
District Attorney, Superior Court, the County•s real estate 
consultant, and the evaluation committee that reviewed the 
responses to the Request for Qualifications. 


5. Additional revenue has been identified for this project 
including $1.3 million in lease consolidation savings and $.35 
million in reimbursement from the Federal Government for the 
District Attorney 1 s Family Support Division, however the 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


annual facility operating costs (utilities etc.) are projected 
to be $1.5 million. 


POLICY ISSUES. 


The following policy issues have surfaced in the course of 
achieving the project: 


1. Should the Downtown Court/Office Building be exoanded from ten 
to sixteen courtrooms? The Board originally was presented a 
project consisting of 8-10 courtrooms and 250,000 gross square 
feet of courtjoffice space for the District Attorney and other 
court support programs. Subsequently, the Centre City 
Development Corporation offered to pay $800,000 a year, in 
lieu of $3.0 million which had been set aside for the El 
Cortez project. In exchange, the County would agree to a 
downtown court expansion plan which would reflect growth in 
proportion to the projections which are currently being used 
by the County. The proposed $800,000 annually from the city 
of San Diego Redevelopment Agency would fund approximately 
$8,000,000 in capital improvements. If Proposition A funds 
become available, the additional courtrooms would provide for 
expansion while a criminal courts annex is constructed 
adjacent to the Downtown Courthouse. 


2. Should new general fund revenue be committed to f"nance the 
Downtown Court/Office Building so that addit i onal expansion 
space can be provided for the District Attorney and other 
court support functions? The County has identified enough 
revenue to fund approximately 250,000 gross square feet of 
development, without impacting general fund revenue. There is 
a projected need for 447,162 gross square feet of space by the 
year 2000. There is an estimated $3.0 million shortfall 
between existing revenue and the costs of meeting existing 
space requirements and providing for annual facility operating 
costs. Financing year 2000 space requirements will require an 
additional annual general fund commitment of $5.6 million. 
There is a projected need for 512,616 gross square feet of 
space in the year 2010. Funding of year space needs in 2010 
will require an additional commitment of $7.4 million a year. 
Respondents to the RFP will be asked to present a projected 
budget based upon available County funding. Developers will 
also be asked for the financial requirements for year 2010 
space needs (512,616 sq. ft.). 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


The following table presents a summary of the available annual 
revenue and estimated costs for accommodating existing space 
requirements identified in the McGrawjBaldwin program State­
ment: 


TABLE I 


ESTIMATED REVENUE/EXPENDITURES ASSOCIATED HITH 
ACCOMMODATING EXISTING SPACE REQUIREMENTS 


OF THE DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


REVENUE 


COSTS 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


El Cortez Lease 
Lease Consolidating Savings 
(Existing) 
City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
Contribution 
District Attorney Family Support 
Space Reimbursement Estimate 
Cost of Living Increases Existing 
Leases Ol 


SB 668 (Courthouse Construction Fund) 


TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUE 


B 'ld. (Z) u1 1ng 
k


. (3) 
Par 1ng 


TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 


Estimated Annual Debt Service <
4


' 


Estimated Annual Operational Expenses <Sl 


ESTIMATED ANNUAL SHORTFALL <
6


l <7l 


Existing leases were escalated at 4% a year for three years. 


$1,139,600 
$2,298,763 


$800,000 


$350,000 


$287,033 


$2,000,000 


$6,875,396 


$78,211,194 
5,780,000 


$83,991,194 


$8,400,385 


1,503,365 


($3,028,327) 


The following are the key assumptions regarding project costs : Shell Building-Office (104.55 GSF) , Snell Builo.ng-Courts 
($125.46 GSF) , Tenant Improvements-Office ($40 NSF) , Tenant lmprovements-Co•urts (S75 NSF) , 
Furniture/Fixtures/ Equipment ($20 NSF) , soft costs (11% of construction / tenant improvements) admirroistrati()(l (5% of hard 
and soft costs), contingency (10%), inflation-mid point of construction (6.4%-September 1993). 


289 parking spaces at $20,000 a space (underground) . 


This includes a one year's debt service reserve and interest during construction . Financing is at 7% tor 25 ~s. tt was 
assumed that $4,000,000 of the estimated FFE expenses would be paid for in cash . 


Page 6 







SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


<5l This is assumed to be at $5.50 per NSF (exclusive of property taxes) . This includes utilities, janitorial, security, landscape 
maintenance and common area maintenance. 


<6l This is the difference between total annual revenue and estimated operating expenses/debt service. 


(?) Shortfall does not include any possible retail/parking revenue that may be generated as reqJested of the developers. 


3. Should the Request for Proposals contain the courtroom module 
developed and desired by the Courts? The courtroon module, 
which is attached to this letter, is approximately 4,239 net 
square feet. It consists of a 1,530 foot courtroon, public 
waiting area, soundlock entry, interview rooms, 3 00 square 
foot Judge's chambers, Judge's toilet room, research attorney 
office, court reporter office, court clerk/Independent 
Calendar secretary office, secured corridor, deliberation room 
(six for every ten courtrooms), shared library (one for every 
six courtrooms), Pro-Tem Judge's chambers (two for every ten 
courtrooms) , courtrooms storage, copy and supply area, and 
children 1 s waiting room. The Superior Court has indicated 
that this size and configuration of space is conducive to 
efficient operations. The size of the requested courtroom is 
approximately 300 square feet larger than the average typical 
current jury courtroom. The amount of space OMNI had pro­
grammed for their standard jury courtroom module ~as 3,590 
square feet. At this time it is recommended that the RFP 
include the courtroom module as a basis for responding the 
County 1 s space requirements, however budget considerations may 
dictate downsizing the size of the module. 


4. Should the evaluation of responses to the Request for Propos­
als consider design elements for of the new facility? In many 
Request for Proposal 11 competitions 11 it is cornnon to require 
building design (renderings and detailed schematics) as one of 
the factors to consider in the evaluation of the submittals. 
This RFP however is different. There is only a 45 day period 
for the submission of responses to the RFP. This is an 
insufficient amount of time to develop design schematics and 
renderings which are specifically responsive to the County's 
space/functional requirements and building specifications. It 
is believed that the details on how the building would layout, 
its exterior treatments/landscaping, etc. should occur with 
the selected developer during the actual design of the 
building. The submission of renderings at this point could 
turn the evaluation of proposals into a 11 beauty contest 11 • The 
County would have no way of knowing that the design would be 
functionally appropriate or acceptable to the City of San 
Diego and its Redevelopment Agency. It is expected that the 
selected development team will have an architectural 
firm(s)jprogrammers that are qualified to design a building 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


which will meet the functional requirements of the County and 
also be aesthetically pleasing. 


It is however proposed that the responses to the RFP include 
block diagrams to show how the proposed structure and site 
could accommodate the general space, circulation, and 
adjacency requirements identified in the McGraw Baldwin 
Program Statement. Such responses would indicate the number 
of courtrooms that would be provided per floor and the 
proposed location adjacencies, and circulation for each one of 
the functions identified for the building. 


5. Should the County approve a Memorandum of Understanding with 
the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency which would result 
in a contribution of $ 800,000 annually for twenty five years 
for the construction of sixteen courtrooms in Downtown San 
Diego. 


The Memorandum of Understanding provides that if the County 
constructs sixteen additional courtrooms in the Downtown San 
Diego ( Centre City Community Planning Area ) that the County 
would receive $ 800,000 annually for twenty five years once 
the courtrooms were operational. These payments would be in 
lieu of the one time $ 3.0 million dollar cash contribution 
that had been previously approved for the El Cortez Project. 
As a condition of receiving these funds the County would agree 
to maintain a major presence of courtrooms in the Downtown San 
Diego Area. This would occur by agreeing that existing and 
future proportion of· courtrooms in the region would occur as 
developed in the OMNI Group _Master Plans for court facilities. 
These master plans had assumed the establishment of full 
service branches of the Superior Court as the region grows and 
assignment of all Superior and San Diego Municipal Court 
matters ( except for trafficjsmall claims filings ) whose 
venue was in the San Diego Judicial District to the Downtown 
Courthouse. This results in a substantial growth of in courts 
in all areas of the region. In fact by the year 2010 it is 
projected that there will be proportionately oore Courts at 
the outlying Regional Centers. 


6. Should the financing of the Downtown Court/Office be provided 
through the San Diego Regional Building Author i ty ? 


The San Diego Regional Building Authority is a Joint Powers 
Authority between the County of San Diego anc the San Diego 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board. This JPA can finance 
projects which stand to benefit from public transit such as 
the Downtown Courthouse. It was used to finance the James R. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


Mills Building. There are several advantages to the use of 
this financing vehicle: 


o The Authority can use tax exempt financing whose interest 
rate is approximately 2 to 3% lower than loans that could 
be secured by the private developer. 


o It is easier to borrow in the tax exempt market than in 
the private market. The Savings and Loan crises and 
generally depressed real estate market has made it very 
difficult for developers to secure loans. However tax 
exempt financings which are secured by the full faith and 
credit of a public agency are generally considered 
relatively risk free. 


o The Joint Powers Authority may utilize the design build 
approach. County projects financed with a non profit 
corporation ( eg. the San Diego Capital Assets Leasing 
Corporation) must conform to the California Public 
Contract Code which precluded the use of the design build 
approach ( eg. all construction documents must be approved 
by the Board prior to the commencement of construction) . 
The JPA is not subject to the Public Contract Code. 


There is one significant disadvantage associated with the JPA. 
Federal tax regulations limits the amount of space that may be 
occupied by private tenants if that space is financed by tax 
exempt bonds. No more than 10 % of the building may be 
occupied by related uses ( ie. private sector off ices) . No 
more than 5% of the building may be occupied by non-related 
uses (eg. retail). This would therefore limit the amount of 
expansion space that could be provided through this financing 
vehicle. Private sector financing would not have such a 
constraint. 


7. Should the Request for Proposals be issued for the Downtown 
Court/Office Building ? The draft Request for Proposal has 
had received the input from the following individuals/ 
organization: Centre city Development Corporation, County's 
Real Estate Consultant (Peat Marwick), the evaluation commit­
tee that reviewed the Request for Qualifications for the 
Downtown Court/Office Building, the Superior Court, and the 
District Attorney. 


All proposers must meet the following criteria: 


Payment and completion bonding capability. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


The ability to construct 519,000 gross square feet with 
362,000 gross square feet of initial occupancy. 


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


Documented control over the proposed development site. 


The remaining evaluation criteria are proposed in descending 
order of relative importance as follows: 


1. The Useability, Quality, Efficiency, and Amount of Space 
that is proposed to be Provided by the Developer within 
the County's identified budget of million annually for 
this project and one time cash contributions of $ 2.0 
million annually in FY 92/93 and FY 93/9~. 


2. Proximity to the Downtown Courtnouse. 


3. Experience and Capability of the Developnent Team. 


4. Payment and Completion Bonding Capability. 


5. Proximity to Public Transit. 


6. Existence of Development Approvals. 


In addition at the recommendation of the County's real estate 
consultant the method of collecting deposits has been changed. 
Originally it was recommended that the County would collect a 
$ 10,000 non-refundable deposit which would be used to defray 
staff/consultant expenses relative to the selection of a 
developer. It is now recommended that all developers be 
required to submit a $ 10,000 deposit which would be refunded 
to all but the successful developer. The selected developer 
would then be required to submit an additional $ 90,000 non­
refundable deposit that would be used to defray expenses. 
This latter approach results in the County receiving the same 
~mount of funds without penalizing all of the unsuccessful 
developers. 


8. Should the Board reconsider limiting the distance the Downtown 
Court/Office Building may be from the existing Courthouse ? 


At the May 28, 1991 Board meeting the Board recommended that 
preference be given to proposals that provided space within 
three blocks of the Courthouse but that proposals beyond three 
blocks would be accepted. Of the nine development teams which 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


have been deemed qualified to submit responses to the RFP one 
has a site which is more than three blocks from the Court­
house. There would be significant operational problems 
associated with being too far from the Courthouse and it would 
take significant capital cost saving associated with a 
proposal to offset these operational concerns. In addition, a 
decision to locate -a facility at one of these remote sites 
would speak for attempting to locate future facilities 
adjacent to the Court/Office building. In summary if the 
intent is to keep courthouse functions at the present downtown 
sites and be compatible with the centre city community Plan, 
then it is best to limit the search area to three blocks from 
the Courthouse. 


9. Should the Countv owned property bounded by Front, B., First, 
and C be removed from consideration for housing the Downtown 
Court/Office Building? 


The RFQ had indicated that the County owned property bounded 
by Front, B, First, and C would be available for development. 
Six qualified developers have proposed development of this 
site. At the time of the issuance of the RFQ it was antici­
pated that the ultimate space requirements would not exceed 
450,000 gross square feet. 


The projected space requirements for the year 2010 are now 
512,616 gross square feet. The Front/B site, including the 
property which houses the Law Library has a maximum of 492,679 
gross square feet of development if the building complies with 
the Centre City Community Plan. Given the size of the current 
projected needs logical development of the site should occur 
all in one phase which would entail demolition of the Law 
Library. Finding replacement space for the Law Library will 
add to the time and expense for completion of this project. 


If the search area is limited to three blocks and the County 
owned property is removed from consideration there would be 
the following impact on those developers which have been 
deemed qualified: 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


DEVELOPER 


Bent all 


Betawest 


Cate ll us 


Continental 


Kajima 


Lankford 


London Trust 


Morse Diesel 


Starboard 


PRIVATELY OWNED 
SITE 


300 W. Broadway 
(one block) 


N/A 


Pacific Highway/ 
Broadway (4 blocks) 


N/A 


Existing building 
110 West A (2 blocks) 


State, Union, B, and C 
(1 block) 


N/A 


Front, First, Ash, 
Beech (2 blocks) 


Cedar, Beech, Front, 
First (4 blocks) 


COUNTY OWNED 
SITE 


X 


X 


N/A 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


N/ A 


STATUS 


In competit i on 


No l anger cou 1 d 
compete 


No l anger caul d 
compete 


No l anger cou 1 d 
compete 


In competit ion 


In competit ion 


No longer coul d 
compete 


In competit ion 


No l anger cou 1 d 
compete 


In summary, there would be five development teams elin inated from 
competition. 


Respectfully submitted, 


e Officer 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA ITEM 


INFORMATION SHEET 


SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


SUPV. DIST.: 4 


COUNTY COUNSEL APPROVAL: 
( ) Standard Form 


Form and Legality 
( ) Ordinance 


AUDITOR APPROVAL: (x) N/A ( ) Yes 4 VOTES: 


FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW: ( ) Yes 


CONTRACT REVIEW PANEL: Approved 


CONTRACT NUMBER(S): N/A 


( 
( 


Yes (x) N/ A 
Resolution 


( ) Yes ( ) ~o 


(x) No 


(x) N/A 


PREVIOUS RELEVANT BOARD ACTION: On May 21, 1991 (71), the Board 
approved going forward with the acquisition of a downtown 
Court/Office building. On June 11, 1991 the Board approved going 
forward with issuing an RFQ followed by an RFP. 


BOARD POLICIES APPLICABLE: N/A 


CITIZEN COMMITTEE STATEMENT: N/A 


CONCURRENCE(S): 


CONTACT PERSON~ch Robinson ( Loc. - 7 3 0) 531-4850 A-227 


ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Chief Administrative Office 


November 5, 1991 
DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE MEETING DATE 


BHEALY - lOlDTDB 
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DATE: 


TO: 


Sus AN GoLDING 
SUPERVISOR. THIRD DISTRICT 


SAN DIEGO COUNTY BOARD OF SU PERVISORS 


Wednesday, November 6, 1991 


Board of Supervisors 


!{100. 


RECEIVED 


DEC.1 WFCI' 
ln·'d . \ s ' . .. . . ..... 


FROM: Supervisor Susan Golding 


SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


SUMMARY: 


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


Recommendation 
SUPERVISOR GOLDING: 


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


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


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


Advisory Statement 
No advisory statements, concurrences, or other recommendations have been received 


ON !101'ION of su~l~'f~ ~itf~~~ac~~onded by Supervi sor Bilbray, the Board of Supervi sor s finds the 
need to take action aros e subsequent to Agenda bei ng p:Jsted, and takes action as recarmended by 
supervisor Golding , Ly the following vot e: 
AYES : Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, MacDonald 
Absent : ~-?il:!..i.,:;.-:-~.S 


NOV 6, 1991, No. 23 


THC1-1AS J. PASTUSZKA 
Clerijnof the Board of Supervisors 


By j/ (hi~ De::JUty 







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. I have been 
and will continue to be a strong advocate of building more justice facilities, but a $3 million 
budget deficit exists today in planning for this project. I cannot condone a courtroom plan that 
cannot be built within its budget, and proposed my motion to have both of the County's real­
estate consultant teams recommend ways to eliminate the 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, I wanted to expressly clarify those issues in which 
both of the County's real-estate teams ought to directly advise the Board of Supervisors. My 
intent is in no way to slow-down or stop the process, but to ensure that we design a process 
that is fair to everyone, and a project that maximizes the taxpayer's investment. If slowing the 
process down can save the taxpayer's funds, then this pause will financially be worth the wait. 


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







SUBJECT: Downtown 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 consultant and the County's lease­
consultants play in the negotiating process? Have both teams played a role in 
developing the RFP? Which team will be negotiating the final project for the County? 


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


The Board of Supervisors needs to make a policy decision as to whether or not one or 
both of the real-estate consultants will be included in developing the RFP and in the final 
negotiations. My aim is to provide the 9ounty with the widest latitude possible in 
negotiating the best deal possible. 


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


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


SUSAN GOLDING 
Supervisor 
Third District 







BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA ITEM 


INFORMATION SHEET 


SUBJECT: Downtown CourVOffice Building 


SUPV. DISTRICT: ALL 


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


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


FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT REVIEW: ( )Yes (x)No 


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


CONTRACT NUMBER(S): N/A 


PREVIOUS RELEVANT BOARD ACTION: N/A 


BOARD POLICIES APPLICABLE: N/A 


CITIZEN COMMITTEE STATEMENT: N/A 


POLICY B-51 STATEMENT OF SUPPORT: N/A 


CONCURRENCES: N/A 


ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Third Supervisorial District 


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


Norman Hickey November 6, 1991 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER MEETING DATE 








THE CITY OF 


SAN DIEGO 
JOHN HARTLEY 
Councilmember, Th ird District 
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Downtown Court and Jail Committee 
,November Newsletter 


Th~ November Committee Meeting is: 
RECEIVE.O 


NOV18~ . . 


Ans' d .••••.•••••• 
Thursday, November 21, 1991 


5:15 - 7:00 p.m. 
202 C St. 


12th Floor Conference Room 


Hartley Speaks to CCA. 


Councilmember Hartley spoke at the 
Central City Association monthly 
luncheon this month ilbout the 
Committee, our proposal, and their 
participation in the Committee. They 
were very receptive and will 
hopefully be sending someone to our 
next meeting. 


Important Items for our next 
meeti!'g· 


At o-ur Noliember meeting we wi/J be 
redefining and focussing our 
mission. We have taken on a huge 
project and it is now time for us to 
de lie lop our goals and straJegies for 
accomplishing thaJ goal. In addition 
we will be discussing tJ cost-value 
study of our proposal. Please try to 
attend, we need everyones input. 


City going ahead with MOU only 
after approval by Court/Jail 
Committee. 


At the request of Councilmember 
. Hartley the signing of an MOU 


between the City Redevelopment 
Agency and the County was delaj'td 
so this committee would have the 
opportunity to review it. The MOU 
calls for $800,000 a year for 25 
years from the Agency and would 
keep the existing courts_ downtown. 
The Court/Jail committee reviewed 
this Ill its last meeting and 
unanimously appro~td it. 


i _. !· 
; ~. 


I 1 . 


· . : ., - .::::::;:::: 
~---_, --- - :;----- -- - - -- -


Our judicW ~ystrm hl.ngs in the balance. 


CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING • 202 MC:· STREET • SAN DIEGO • CALIFORNIA 92101 • (619) 236-6633 
0......_._.-yc:W_ 







JOWNTOWN COURTS 
\.NO JAIL COMMITTEE 


rhe provision of a system of justice is a 
fundamental responsibility of 
go·•ernment. San Diego County is 


.ced with a crisis in providing adequate 


.cilities for can;mg out this responsibility. 


he Downtown Courts and Jail Committee 
as formed b..st year under the leadership of 
ouncilmem~r John Hartley. The s~cific 
urposes of the Committee were to focus 
tention on the need for adequate court and 
il facilities, to provide recommendations 
·r addressing those critical needs, and to 
eate an atmosphere of support for those 
commen<Utions. 


1e group has considered various studies 
.at have been made to date. They have 
scussed the monetary aspects of several 
>urt proposals, including construction 
1sts; the location and design of a court 
•mplex; the needs of constituents involved; 
1d the lcx:ation of jail facilities. 


1e Committee has recently announced the 
:ection of three co-chairs: Wayne 
afiesberger, Executive Director of San 
iegans. Inc.; Peter Shcnas, Senior Partner 
· Shenas. Shaw & Spivak, a San Diego law 
·m; and Howard Wayne, Deputy Attorney 
~neral for the Swe of California. 


•okesperson Wayne Raffesberger indicated 
n Diego County is faced with the crisis of 
oviding adequate facilities. parti..:ularly 
e-arraignment facilities used for holding 
:i.ividuili \oo'aiting to be booked. 


·rf the general public knew how many 
>trio us criminals were being released back on 
the streets because there is no place to hold 
them. they would be outraged," said 
Raffesberger. WI'm sure this is extremely 
frustrating to ·both the police •nd shenffs 
depHtments. Through more stu~y and 
education. the Committee hopes to mform 
do ... ntown businesses and the general public 
about the need for adequate criminal justice 
facilitie-s and the importance of such a joint 
complex being lcx:ated do\oo-ntown." 


SAN DIEGANS 


UPDATE 
The Committee has been actively meeting 
since the end of 1990 to evaluate the crisis 
and develop recommen<Utions. The group is 
comprised of individuals who feel strongly 
that the downtown location of a court and 
jail complex is critical to downtown and its 
economy. Key pqshions of the Committee 
include the following: 


1) A new court complex is needed 
downtov.-n ...-hich would include facilitie-s for 
the Superior and Municipal Courts adequate 
through the year 2020, space for suppor-.ing 
facilities, and provisions for the district 
attorney. public defender, and the county 
la...-library. 


2) A do\oontown jail ~hould bt constructed in 
conjunction with the court complex 
adequate to provide holding facilities. for 
felony and mi!>demeanor pri!>oners actively 
involved in court procedi.ngs. 


Tht Committee recognized not only the 
need for these facilities. but the tremendous 
impact that jail a.nd court related busin~ 
have on the dov.·ntown economy. Almost 
40% of downtov.n office space is related to 
the cri.mi.n.al justice a.nd court system in one 
way or anothe-r. 


.. Stop and think." said Raffe-sberger, "of the 
hundreds of busin~ downtO\oo'Il that rely 
on being situated close to the courts. 
Paralegals. messenger services and court 
reporting firm~ are ex&mples of companies 
directly reliant on court-related business. 
But let's not forge-t all the businesses which. 


while not totally dependent, benefit greatly 
from court-related businesses downtown­
restaurants. accounting firms. printing 
firms. proper!)· managers. leasing agents, 
retail stores. parking facilities, can.·ashes -
the list is endless.~ 


1991 


The Downtown Court & Jail Committee 
meets monthly to review the city ' s Jnd 
countv's actions with respect to future 
judici~l and detention fa.:t!itic:s . 
Additionally, the Committee has sever a! 
sub-committees reviC\oo·ing specitic aspects 
of the issue. Following arc the sub­
committees and a description of their 
proposed acti\ities: 


Public Relations 


Will include a speaker's bureau. This 
committee will be the communication ar:-, 
for the Do..,.-ntown Coun!Jail Committee:, 
generating the material that will be used to 
educate the public and to coord inate 
outreadl to aD concerned intere-sts. 


Publicfinma 


Will focus on all potential finanCing for 
construction and operation of the courts anJ 
jails. including Proposition A. ProFosition 
86, and various alternative methods. 


liaison 


Will inter.~ct ~th all concerned parrie~ Jr.J 
agencies, such as the Centre Cit\ 
Development Corporation, the sheriff JnJ 
police dcp411Inents. the Bar :\sso..:iJt ion. the 
judiciary, the Central City AssociJtio:~. ~Jn 
Diega.ns. Inc., etc. 


Fundnising 


Will focus on ratstng monev for th~ 


functions of the full Committee. and :·or Jn\ 
educational brochures. flyers. outreJ.:h 
progr &m~. etc. 


Fisa! Analysis 


Will review proposed development JnJ 
operation costs, research what other cittc::s 
.and counties have developed for iustl.:e 
fa.cilitics.. and revic·w architectural des igns. 


The Committee was formed to include J 


variety of do,.·ntown leadc:rs .1nJ 
_or:gzni.utions, not just the legal communtrv. 
.. The Committee is tracking the issue 
closely: said Raffesberger, w .1nd we wtll be 
bringing forward other recommend;lt tons 
and positions as the issue b~gins to be 
debated more frequentlr in public forur:1, 
and borings.· 







Downtown court and Jail Committee 
October 17, 1991 Meeting 


Minutes 


I. Co-chair Howard Wayne called the meeting to order and 
every one introduced themselves. Mr. Wayne informed the committee 
that arguments on Prop. A were heard on October 9, 1991. The 
preliminary indications were that the court is leaning against the 
county and we expect an opinion before the end of January. 


II. Committee Reports 
A. The Public Relations Committee has put out 2 press 


releases focussing on the naming of co-chairs and the actions by 
the County. The Public Relations Committee will be returning to the 
full committee with questions to help them refine our goals. 


B. The Public Finance Comffiittee met with Rich Robinson 
prior to the Prop. A. arguments. The committee is looking at other 
options including a sales tax increase or utility user tax. . 


c. The Fund Raising Committee was not meet yet. The 
committee has a new member, Greg Kane. 


D. The Liaison Committee was not present. 


E. The Research _and Development Committee has met 
regarding the Master Plan but is still trying to get together with 
County Special Projects. 


III. Condensing of Committee Mission was continued until the 
next meeting. 


IV. Presentation by Paul Desrochers of CCDC regarding a 
Memorandum of Understanding between the Redevelopment Agency and 
the County. The MOU provides for $800,000 a year for 25 years from 
redevelopment tax increment for the courts. These funds are in 
place of the previously committed $3 million. These fund~ would be 
deducted from any tax increment payments which the Agency would be 
required to pay the County when the downtown redevelopment area is 
expanded. Also, the County would commit to keeping all of the 78 
existing courts in the downtown area and agree that the 
distribution of courts provided for in the Omni report is 
maintained. In addition, the MOU specifies that the facility will 
be within the Center City Community Plan. 


Nick Marinovich, County Special Projects, gave a brief 
description of why the RFP has been delayed one month. He felt the 
delay was necessary because of the scope of the project and the 
need for direction on "critical policy issues" from the Board of 
supervisors. These "critical issues" include accepting CCDC 's 
contributions, financing options including a joint power ~uthority, -~ c • -- ·­


and a greater commitment from the County general fund. There were 
concerns that putting out the RFP would have only created more 







questions than it solved. 


Perry Dealy moved that the Committee accept the draft of the 
MOO as written. This vas seconded by Pat McGovern and unanimously 
approved. 


v. The meeting was adjourned at 7:10 p.m. 


- . - --- - - --- - - --- --·--· 







. . SUMMARY OF 
DO,VNTO\VN COURT/JAIL COMPLEX COl\fMITIEE 


FINAL DRAFT PROPOSAL 


I. INTRODUCTION: San Diego County is faced with a cnszs zn 
prol'iding sufficient facilities for unplementing the criminal justice system. This 
committee has focused its attention on the need for adequate court and jail 
facilities, to provide recommendations for addressing these critical needs, and 
to create an atmosphere of support for those recommendations. 


II. COURTHOUSE: The committee feels that a mw court complex must be 
built downtown. The court complex should include facilities for the Superior 
and Municipal Courts and supporting facilities through the year 2020. This will 
include provisions for the District Attorney, Public Defender, and the County 
Law Library. 


III. JAIL: We believe a jail should be built downtown in conjunction 
with the new court complex. The facility should provide holding facilities for 
felony prisoners actively involved in court proceedings and for booking and 
detaining misdemeanants. 


IV. FINANCING OF CONSTRUCTION: The committee would like to 
ensure the necessary funding is in place to construct the new complex. We are 
considering Prop. A, possibly a new ballot initiative, and alternative sources of 
funding. 


V. FINANCING OF OPERATIOI\1S: ll'e would lilce to ensure- both short 
and long term funding necessary for effective and efficient operation of all 
justiCe facilities. 


VI. EDUCATIONAL CAJ..fPAJGN: It is necessary to develop an 
educational campaign to increase public support and raise funds for operation 
of the courts and jails. 


---------- ------------ -· ~ = ----·- .·-- --: - -· " ---·.-- --~-







Please find attached a list of questions submitted by Donna Nenow 
in response to the Public Relations subcommittee request. Please 
review these questions and bring any you may have to the next 
meeting on November 21, 1991. Thank you. · 







StoorzciZiegnus&l\1etzg·er 


November 6, 1991 


TO: Pat McGovern, Downtown Courts/Jail Committee 


FROM: Donna Nenow 


SUBJECT: Questions for Q & A 


Pltf;/ir R~tia:''"'3 
[,,., ,(,,,, Rdrt(lflfiS 


r,.,,~n''''~"' A. ~iulf~ 


Stt>Orll. z, .. ~au, 
A: ~lerzger. Inc. 


Homt' ~"'1n2, T""' "r 


Upon my recommendation of developing a Q&A at our last jails/courts meeting, 
you requested committee members to submit questions to you. Following are a 
set of questions likely to arise for which answers should be developed. 


Once the appropriate responses have been developed, it is recommended that 
we prepare a sheet that could be utilized as a handout for the speakers' 
bureau in soliciting support. 


You're probably aware that the Board of Supervisors did not accept the 
recommendation of the three block radius and expanded it to five blocks. 
Enclosed is the backup material for that matter. Items listed as ·issues .. 
in this report should also be added to the Q&A for potential responses. 


Q. Exactly what has occurred that could result in either jails, courts or 
both being eliminated from downtown? 


A. 


Q- How much money has been collected as a result of Prop A? 


A. 


Q. If Prop A fails in the courts, what will happen to all that money? 


A. 


~-~ - -----·-- - -- -· 


Stln Drrqo 


Stlrrumrnto 


Los .~ngrirs 
btland [lit pi"' 
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Pat McGovern, Downtown Courts/Jail Committee 
November 6, 1991 
Page 2 . 


Q. If Prop ·A fails and .the money is not available for use for court and 
jail expansion, just how do you propose to fund a downtown complex? 


A. 


Q. Just what is the makeup of the Downtown Court/Jail Committee? 


A. 


Q. It appears that most of the committee is directly related to the legal 
profession -- why is a downtown jail and court location important to the 
average citizen? 


A. 


Q. How many businesses located downtown rely on the legal justice system 
for business, directly and indirectly? 


A. 


Q. Who is funding your Committee? 


A. 


Q. Is Councilmember Hartley guiding this committee's activities? 


A. 


Q. What is the County's response to your committee's position? 


A. 


Q. If there is no Prop A money, would you support a smaller scale proposal, 
such as renovating, rather that rebuilding the jail? 


A. 


Q. If Prop A fails, what will your committee do? 


A. 


Q. Who besides committee members supports your position? 


A. 







Pat McGovern, Downtown Courts/Jail Committee 
November 6, 1991 
Page 3 


Q. Now that the County has voted to expand the radius from 3 to 5 blocks, 
how will that change the process or timing? 


A. 


I'm sure there are a multitude of other questions that could arise, but this 
should get you started. Please let ~e know if I can be of further help. 


ON 


Enclosure 


cc: John Hartley 








... 


.< 


QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION WITH DAVID JANSEN 


1) hy isn't staff making recommendations on ways ~o offset the 
$3 million dollar shortfall in operating costs, that are 
redicted if we build to meet current needs. They aren't 


aealing with the 5.6 million dollar operating cost shortfall 
for building to meet needs for the year 2000, nor are they 
offering suggestions for ways to mitigate the 13 million 
dollar operating cost shortfall estimated for building to meet 
the needs of the year 2010. 


Does the three million dollars kick in when they hand us the 
keys to the building, or is that mitigated by phasing in our 
occupancy? 


Has staff considered who might be viable tenants for the 
building to offset our costs? Have they approached these 
possible tenants? 


We do not want to create a situation where we're constructing 
a building without being able to maintain the programs inside 
it. 


These problems should not be brought out for the first time 
in public sessions, but should be researched ahead of time, 
with various options suggested in the board letter for 
discussion in public session. 


We do not want to repeat the absurdity of having the Board 
negotiating with developers during the public sessions that 
we experienced with the NCRRA contract. 


2) Why is the staff coming back to th~ board with the 
ecommendation 'fo stay inside the three block radius of the 


existing courtliouse, wl1en the Board very clearly stated 
several time already, that the . search should include 
properties up to four blocks away? There is no excuse for 
staff deliberately ignoring Board direction. 


3) Wh haven't our real esta e consultants (Cushman, Goldman 
. Sachs) 1:5een brought in to comment on th RFP? If they are our 


~; consultants, we ought to be asking th~~: for theit opinion. 
~ ~,.:(It ', . \ 


'' \. . i : ' :. 


4) Why Clo we process set up so that our :consultants 
don't b~~n negoE1at1ons on the variables within~his project 
until after we've selected the successful bidder ? We're in 
a much better egotiating position if several developers are 
vying for the project. It may prolong the proQess somewhat 
and we have to weigh the costs we're .paying on existing leases 
against the benefits gained through the . negotiations, but this 
certainly ought to be carefully consid~red. '-


.. 
. ' '" 


~. 
• r 


.Q (p 
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AGENDA ITEM #57 


PULL & COMMENT 


Downtown Court/Office Building 


* There are 9 issues being brought to 
the board. (See attached list) We 
are most concerned with (2 ) , (7) and 
(8 ). Minor concern with (3l . I've 
also added comments on the 
consultants, having them review the 
RFP and getting them involved in the 
negotiating process prior to 
selection of the successful bidder. 
The comments are as follows: 


(2) * I would like to ask staff to come 
back to us within 45 days with their 
recommendations on a revenue strategy 
to deal with the 3 million, 5.6 
million, and 13 million dollar 
operating shortfalls that are 
currently projected, rather than 
waiting for the RFP's to come back 
and be considered. There may be cost 
mitigation options open to us that 
are applicable regardless of which 
bidder is ultimately successful in 
being awarded this project. 


* What research has been done to 
investigate possible lessees for this 
building to offset the operating 
costs? What state or municipal 
offices, if any, would be interested 
in occupying space in this building? 


{7) * 


{8) * 


The RFP should not be issued until 
our Real Estate consultants (CUshman, 
Goldman, Sachs) have had an 
opportunity to review and comment on 
it. If they are our consultants, 
why haven't they been given an 
opportunity to have input into this 
Request for Proposal? 


I take issue with the three block 
radius. The Board was very clear to 
staff that properties up to four 
blocks from the existing complex 
could be considered. Staying within 
the three block radius eliminates two 
very viable contenders, and leaves 
the field open to only four bidders. 







-· 


RECOMMENDATION 


* The two sites in question may still 
be workable locations for this 
facility. We can place the burden 
of solving the transportion concern 
on the bidders. If they can come up 
with a solution, so much the better. 
There may be substantial cost savings 
to the County by including these two 
proposals, but we won • t know that 
unless we give them the opportunity 
to convince us. 


* The board letter refers to these two 
as "remote locations". They are not 
remote, they 1 re four blocks away 
instead of three blocks. That • s 
hardly remote. 


(3) * 


finally * 


* 


I cannot support including the 
courtroom module desired by the 
courts in this RFP. The County does 
not have the budget for this module, 
and including it in the RFP only 
lends credibility to the possiblity 
of it's coming to fruition. 


Why are we planning to wait until we 
have selected a successful bidder to 
have our consultants begin 
negotiating with them? It seems to 
me that we would be in a stronger 
negotiating posistion when three or 
four developers are still in 
competition. 


Allow the Catellus 
sites to remain in 
this project. 


and Starboard 
contention for 


* Have staff report back to the board 
within 45 days on ways to mitigate 
the operating cost shortfalls, 
including lessees who have an 
interest in leasing space from us 
until we fully occupy the building. 


* Give the RFP to our real estate 
consultants and allow them a 30 day 
period to review and comment. 


* Have staff reevaluate the negotiating 
process to involve our consultants 
prior to the selection of the 
successful bidder for this project. 







~ 


t\-


SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


RECOMMENDATION(S) 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: 


'(e.~ 1. Plan for sixteen courtrooms in the Downtown Court/Office 
Building. 


No 


~A., 


ok~y 


ok«.~ 


~ 


~ 


oka.y 


2. 


3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to return to the 
Board with a comprehensive financing plan after consider­
ing respons-es to the Request for Proposals. why wo..it ? 


Direct that the Request for Proposals include a courtroom 
module desired by the Superior Court. 


Direct that the evaluation of the Request for Proposals 
include "block diagrams" showing a general space plan, 
but do not consider proposed schematic design and 
renderings of the Downtown Court/Office building. 


Approve in principle the Memorandum of Understanding with 
the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency regarding the 
funding for sixteen additional courtrooms in Downtown San 
Diego. 


Direct that the financing of the Downtown court/Office 
Building be provided through the San Diego Regional 
Building Authority. 


- - -
Approve the issuance of the attached Request for Propos-
als for the Downtown ·court/Office Building. 


Limit the search area for the Downtown Court/Office 
Building to three blocks from the Courthouse. 


Remove the County owned property bounded by Front, B, 
Union, and c - from consideration for accommodating the 
Downtown Court/Office Building. 


Advisory statement 


N/A 


Fiscal Impact 


The addition of six more courtrooms to this project will 
increase the project cost by · approximately $7-8 million. 
There is an estimated $3.0 million shortfall between _existing 
available revenue and estimated costs (debt service and 


Page 2 
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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 


~~~--A Ah&t.M __ 


WHEREAS, the City of San Diego.desires to ~aintain and promote a 
, concentration of courtrooms and related o!fice and other support 
facilities in the Downtown area to protect the via~ility of 
Downtown as a major regional center and to further its Downtown 
redevelopment et!orts; 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. 


1. The Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego (the 
"Agency 11 ) and the County of San Diego (the 11 County") aqree to 
jointly prepare a Cooperation Agreement providing the terms 
and conditions for the payment by the Agency !or part of the 
cost of constructing Downtown Court Facilities as described 
below (the "Court Facilities 11


) consistent with this Memorandum 
of Understanding (the "Memorandum"). The Agency shall !ollow 
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 paYlUent of 
$800, ooo annually for twenty-rive (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 tully !unded and the first debt service~ 
leas,e paj'l'nent on indebtedne~s, or a financing lease as 
appliCable, to pay for the Court Facilities i8 due. 


b. The Agency would pay and secure the annuai 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 !or 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 l:>e used toward the capital costs ot 
constructing the Court Facilities (and not "soft"costs). The 
court Facilities waul~ 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 e>'isting 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 !unction as an annex of the existing Courthouse), and so 
that the location and siting or the new facility functions 
efficiently and conveniently with the existing Courthouse, 
including pedestrian ~grass 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 1 
including review, comment and recommendation to the County on 
the developer, the facility and the site. 


5. 


6. The Agency and County acknowledge that the "Cooperation 
Agreement between -Redevelopment Agency of the City o! san 
Diego and County of San Diego (Centre city Courtrooms) 11 


entered into between the parties on or about March 21, 1990 is 
no longer effective, anQ the parties intend by this Memorandum 
to update the terms of their cooperation with respect to Court 
Facilities. 


7. The Agency and County have entered into this Memorandum with 
the intention that any payments made by the Agency under the 
Cooperation Agreement will l:le attributed to mitigation of 
burden and detriment to the County, i! any,· which may result 
from a~option of. the -proposed Centre City Redevelopment · · 
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Project. A This provision in no way is meant to restrict the 
county's'rlght to call for, or participate in, fiscal review or to 
restrict the intent of the Agency and County to otherwise consult 
in goo'd faith with respect to the mitigation of burclen and 
detriment to the County, if any, which may result frorn adoption of 
the proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project. 


Approved as to form: 


JOHN W. WITT 
General counsel 


By: 
Allisyn L. Thomas, Deputy 


Approved as to form; 


LLOYD M. HARMON, JR. 
County Counsel 


By: 
William Smith, Deputy 


REDEVELOPMENT .AGENCY OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO 


By: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


By: 
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.. 
EXHIBIT A 


EXISTING AHO PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIRE"EHTS 
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


EXISTING .2.QM 1Q1Q 


0 t{orth Coynty ~~ 


- Superior 13 24 45 
• Municipal 13 26 39 


0 Ju.:tenil! 121 


• Kearny Mesa 10 15 25 
: Superior 


0 SIC Qii9Q Mynj~igiJ 
~QYtt~~f!1~LSmi)] 
t1ajm$ 


• Kearny Mesa 7 11 16 
: Municipa1 


0 tJ Cajon !41 


- Superior 5 14 20 
- Municipal 11 19 26 


o SQuth Ba¥ l!l 


• Superior 0 10 15 
• Municipal 8 12 17 


0 Downtown San Diego ~ 


• Superior 49 ss 90 
- Municipal 29 42 53 


~ Projections of jud1c1al positions that have been assumed in the update of the 
North County Regional Canter Master Plan being prepared by Henningston, 
Durham; Richardson/Wheeler W1mer Blackman -October, 1991. Existing judic1a1 
pos1t1ons are actual positions which occupy space in the Notth County Judicial 
D1striet. 


Pl This include$ positions located at the ex1t1ng JuvenHe fic11ity at Meadowlark 
Avenue 1n San Diego. The projections of jud1c1al requirements wi11 be used 
in the preptration of i master plan for juvenile depend!ncy courts. 


~ This data will be used 1n the preparation of a master plan for the San Diego 
. Municipal Court Srna11 Cla1ms/Traff1c fac1-11t1es. · · - · - • ; ·. · 







m The projections of judicial pos1t1on requ1rements reflect assumptions used 
in the update of the East County Regional Center Master Plan befng prepared 
by the OMNI Group • September 1991. 


t~~ ihese were the assumptions used 1n South Bay Regional Center Master ~lan 
prepared by the OMNI Group - April 1990. 


~ These are the number of judicia1 positions that wou1d be 1ocated 1n downtown 
San U1ego if adequate interim space was available .. N1ne positions which were 
located 1n the San Diego Hotel have been temporarily reassigned to other 
locations 1n and outside the downtown San Diego area. All other data is from 
the Downtown Courthouse Master Plan - March 1990. 
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NORMAN W H ICKEY 
C Miff ADM IN ISTRATI VE O FFI CE R 


16 191 5 31 - 5250 


RECEIV£0 
JAN 2 7 ~ ) 


FAX 16 1 9 1 5 5 7 -4060 Ans'd •• f2)1t ····· 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


1600 PAC IF IC HIGHWAY. SAN DIEGO. CAUFORNIA 92101-2472 


December 12, 1991 


TO: Judith McConnell, Presiding Judge 
Superior Court 


Edwin Miller, Jr. 
District Attorney 


Cecil Steppe, Chief Prob_ation Officer 


Jim Smyth, Project Manager 
Citizens Law Enforcement Review Board 


FROM: Bob Griego, 
Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 


POSSIBLE COST SAVING MEASURES FOR THE DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


As you are aware, on November 5, 1991, the Board directed that staff develop 
potential cost saving measures for the Downtown Court/Office building. This 
effort was to consider a variety of factors including the results of the 
consultant's analyses, input from the building occupants, and policy direction 
from the Board of Supervisors. While it may appear that the savings from some 
of the measures are relatively small, the collective impacts may be significant. 
Please be advised that there has been no final decision on which one of these 
measures will be implemented in the new facility. 


It is our intent to have a professional cost estimator prepare cost estimates for 
both the program that was presented to the Board in November, and an alternative 
program which incorporates cost saving measures. In the development of these 
cost cutting measures, we attempted to eliminate those that would have a negative 
impact on maintenance and operating costs. As a part of the evaluation of these 
cost savings measures, it is also our intent to consider ongoing maintenance and 
operating costs. 


In addition we intend to present to the Board the estimated dollar value 
associated with each one of the potential cost saving measures. Presumably, at 
the workshop that will be scheduled on this subject, the Board will provide some 
policy direction regarding which r~asures should be included in the building . 
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Summarized below are the possible cost saving measures which have been 
identified: 


1. Elimination of space related to Criminal Courts. 


Comment: This would consist of holding areas, the sallyport, and some of 
the attorney/client conference space associated with the courtroom module. 
A small holding area could be provided for those civil cases which have 
incustody defendants/witnesses. 


2. Provide on site parking for VIP employees only. 


Comment: The costs of providing on site parking can vary between $10,000 
(above grade)-$20,000 (underground) per space. Since underground parking 
is 1 i.kely to be provided,- the cost per space is rore likely to be near 
$20,000. It is suggested that parking be provided for judges (16), 
District Attorney, Assistant District Attorney, Chief Deputy District 
Attorney, Special Assistant to the District Attorney, Superior Court 
Executive Officer, Assistant Superior Court Executive Officers (2), the 
Grand Jury (19} Marshal lieutenant, Probation Director-Adult Supervision, 
and Senior Probation Officer. This amounts to 45 parking spaces. The 
balance of the parking could be provided in an off site parking structure 
or by a surface lot. This would result in only one level of underground 
parking for a typical city block. 


3. Varying the size of the courtrooms. 


Comment: The Board of Supervisors clearly wants to have this reviewed. 
We will need input from the Courts on how this may be accomplished without 
negatively impacting operations. 


4. Elimination/Reduction of hearing rooms related to the courtroom module. 


Comment: These hearing rooms, which include a toilet, are not now 
provided for in most existing courtrooms. It is our understanding that 
these rooms would primarily be used for attorney/judge conferences. It is 
believed that such conferences could occur in chambers. 


5. Cluster support staff for the independent calendar courts Ceg. research 
attorneys) on the same floor. 


Comment: Rather than have the research attorneys and the calendar clerk 
immediately adjacent to the courtroom it may be possible to increase the 
efficiency of the building (net to gross floor area) by clustering these 
functions on the same floor. 
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6. Elimination of one of the restricted circulation corridors associated with 
the courtroom module. 


Comment: No existing courtroom has a separate circulation corridor for 
attorneys, court related agencies, and jurors and another corridor just 
for judges and staff. The extra corridor adds at least 210 square feet 
per courtroom IAOdule. It is believed that adequate security could be 
provided without such a corridor. 


7. Reduction of the number of interview rooms associated with the courtroom 
module. 


Comment: There are currently two attorney/client interview rooms 
associated with every courtroom module. It is believed that these rooms 
would be used 11uch more frequent1y for criminal cases. If criminal 
matters are not heard in the building then this space could be reduced. 
It is suggested that several small conference areas be provided on each 
court floor. 


B. Use existing furniture, fixtures and egu.ipment for the new facilitv. 


Comment: The cost estimate for the facility developed by staff assumed 
all new furniture would be provided. It is recommended that each proposed 
building occupant identify existing FFE's that could be used in the new 
building. 


9. Elimination of oro-tern offices. 


Comment: The current program calls for two pro-tem judge's chambers for 
every ten courtrooms. It is suggested that the pro-tem use the existing 
judge's chamber when the judge is absent. 


10. Consolidate/Reduce kitchenettes. 


Comment: There are six kitchenettes proposed for the facility. They are 
programmed at 50 square feet per kitchenette. It is suggested that these 
be consolidated on one or two floors and or perhaps integrated into open 
office areas, or reduced to simply a sink and refrigerator. 


11. Reduction in the amount of on-site file space. 


Comment: It is suggested that each user agency reevaluate the amount of 
file space that .ust be provided in this facility. ~erhaps aicrofilming or 
off-site storage for inactive files could be explored. The current 
program has the following proposed file space: District Attorney (35,770 
square feet), Superior Court (4,310 square feet), .Adult Probation (250 
square feet), lnd Grand Jury (50 square feet). 
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1l. Reduction/Elimination in the size of the staff lounge. 


Comment: The current program has a 1, 500 square foot staff 1 ounge for the 
Superior Court. Perhaps these requirements coOld be accommodated by a 
cafeteria within the facility. 


13. limit the Amount of Private Office Space. 


Comment: Private office should be provided consistent with County space 
standards. 


14. Elimination of children's snack room in the District Attorney-Family 
Support Division. 


Comment: This could perhaps -be combined with the children's waiting area . 


15. Eliminate/reduce the urinalysis testing space. 


Comment: The current program statemet~t has 1000 square feet fo r a 
urinalysis testing area. 


16. Consolidation of Grand Jury and law Enforcement Review Board heari ng 
space. 


Comment: The Grand Jury currently has hearings during the day and the 
Citizens law Enforcement Review Board meets at night. This consolidation 
could pose problems if the Review Board subsequently decides to meet 
during the day. · 


17. Elimination of the need for all senior attorneys/judges to have outside 
windows. 


Comment: The requirement to have windows for all these employees reduces 
the flexibility in design. 


18. Eliminate the requirement that each courtroom must have a separate 
heating/air conditioning units. 


Comment: It is our intent that each courtroom still have an individual 
heating/air conditioning control. 


19. Eliminate the requirement that the entire courtroom including spectator 
and ju_ry seating must have 14 foot floor to ceilingspan. 


Comment: Perhaps the well/bench area could be full height with the 
spectator· and jury seating being in standard office height space. This · 
could save on the amount of exterior •skin• of the building. The duct 
work for heating, air conditioning, etc. for the courtroom could b 
included in a drop ceiling over the spectatory/jury seating area. 
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20. Reduce the number of judge's libraries . 


Conment: The current program has one library for each six courtrooms. It 
is suggested that one library be conveniently provided per court floor. 


21. Consolidation of lounges and lunchrooms. 


Comment: The current program has a number of lounges/lunchrooms. 


22. Suoply one soundlock entry for every two courtrooms. 


Comment: The current program has a soundlock entry for each courtroOm. 


23. Limit the amount of shower/locker room space. 


Comment: It is suggested that this space be reduced from 1200 to 400 
square feet in the Marshal's area. 


24. Reduce ouantity and quality of millwork. 


Comment: We should consider reducing the quantity and quality of millwork 
by the use of alternative less expensive materials in portions of walls , 
etc. We may wish to use frame/convential construction in lieu of 
continuous cabinentry. 


25. Reduce the grade of carpet in the low traffic areas. 


Comment: The existing program contains minimum yarn requirements of 26 
ounces for offices, 40-42 ounces for courtrooms and lobbies, and 32 ounces 
for the judges chambers. 


26. Suggest thin set floor tiles in office/public areas and restrooms. 


Comment: The current program ca 11 s for mortar bed setting of f1 oor t i1 es. 


27. Eliminate the requirement that a z-spline acoustical system will be used 
in areas which do not require access. 


Comment: This may be provided in the building but should not be a 
requirement. 


28. Provide drinking fountains without refrigeration. 


Comment: The current program requires that drinking -fountains be provided 
with chilled water between 48-52 degrees fahrenheit. 


29. Eliminate the requirement to have lavatory set in counters. 


Comment: lavatory counters could be ~all hung. 
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30. Eliminate the reauirement that there be a full length mirror in each 
bathroom. 


Comment: An individual mirror could be provided. 


31. E1 iminate the need for vinyl wall coverings in the jury deliberation 
rooms. 


Comment: It is suggested that the walls be painted. 


32. Eliminate the need for jury lounge cabinets to be have a plastic laminate 
finish. 


Comment: The cabinets could be stained. 


33 . Eliminate the requirement that 50% of the wall area in the courtroom be 
wood finish. 


Comment: It is suggested that a combination of materials be considered in 
lieu of wood finish. · 


34. Eliminate the requirement that the judge's executive swivel chair have 
leather surfaces. 


Comment: The chair could have high quality fabric which is less expensive 
than leather. 


35. Eliminate the requirement that the judge's · bathroom have ceramic tile 
floors. 


Comment: The floors could have sheet vinyl flooring with a top set base. 


36. Eliminate the requirement that the judge's closet have a duplex closet and 
closet 1 ight. 


Comment: These are presently not provided in most courthouses. 


37. Provide standard size doors/finishes rather than custom built doors. 


Comment: The current program calls for paint grade interior doors 
throughout the building. 


38. Provide for wall hung lavatories. 


Comment: The current program calls for self ri~m~ing vitreous ch ina 
lavatories. 


39. Reduce the quantity and aua]ity of cabinentry. 


Comment: The current program indicates that shelving should be 
adjustable. 
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40. Supply a residential grade sink in the jurv deliberation room/kitchenette. 


Comment: The current program calls for a commercial grade sink. 


41. Use oaint for walls in the judge's chamber. 


Comment: The present program recommends a vinyl wall covering. 


42. Provide for wall mounted counters in the judge's chambers. 


Comment: The program now calls for a plastic laminate counter top. 


43. Reduce vinyl wall coverings to high use areas. 


Comment: The current program requires full height vinyl wall coverings in 
public areas. 


In addition to these specific cost savings measures, staff will be working with 
your agencies to make sure that all office/support space conform with County 
space standards. In addition, we will be carefully reviewing the efficiency of 
the building (net to gross square feet) to see'if additional cost savings could· 
be achieved if circulation and public space could be reduced. 


There are other possible cost savings options that will be presented to the 
Board. These include: 


1. 


2. 


3. 


Seeking except ions to the Centre City Interim Design Ordinance to the 
extent that the regulations impact development costs. 


Provide for Court and office space in completely separate facilities. 
(Note: Under this scenario the office space could involve the acquisition 
of an existing building and the court space could be provided on the 
County owned property. It is our belief that the same developer should 
still be requ1red to complete both aspects of the project.) 


Completely Eliminate Certain Division/Departments from the scope of the 
project. 


We look forward to discussing these options at the meeting which has been 
scheduled for Friday, December 13, 1991 at 10:00 a.m. in Room 303 of the County 


~t;:ding. 


BOB GRIEGO 
Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 


BG :NM: lb 


cc: David Janssen, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 
Jane Huston, Director, Department of General Services 
Rich Robinson, Director, Office of Special Projects 
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TO: 


FROM: 


RE: 


<II1r ;§uprriur [ourt of [aJifornia 
San Diego County 


:\RTHCR \\-. jO:\'ES 
Presiding Judge 


January 2, 1992 


Norman w. Hickey 
Chief Administrative Officer 
County of San Diego 


Presiding Judge Arthur W. Jones 


Proposed Cost Saving Measures for the 
Downtown Court/Office Building 


A review of the proposals from Bob Griego strikes a 
number of serious doubts as to the real cost savings that might be 
generated by various small i terns as· · compared to the guali ties 
necessary for a building to look good and last for 50 to 70 years. 
The following comnents reflect staff input and review by Judge 
Wayne L. Peterson as well as my own concerns: · 


Item 2: On-site parking in the course of construction may 
cost $20, ooo per space as asserted. To consider elininating 
underground parking would be ludicrous and probably would be 
unacceptable to eeoc. It is certainly an impossible failing in a 
500,000-square-foot building. Assuming only 45 parking spaces are 
necessary to VIP' s, I would suspect additional spaces could be 
rented at the current market of around $150 per month and in 12 
years pay for the cost of construction. This is particularly true 
in light of the fact that existing parking lots will disappear as 
new downtown construction takes place. 


Item 3: As per the Trial Court Facilities Standards recently 
adopted by the Judicial Council of California, the ninimun 
mandatory size for a jury trial courtroom is 1,~30 SF (34' x 45'). 
The recornrnende.d space allocation for a 42 spectator courtroom by 
the National Center for State Courts is 1,620 SF (36' x 45'). Any 
substandard courtroc~ will negatively impact the court operations. 


Item 5: Separating the court support staff fro~ the court 
builds in a life-long inefficiency involvirig staff ~ho wcrk 
constantly and closely with the court and with t.he parties and 
attorneys. The a=o~nt of demonstrated cost savin9s see~s s~all in 
view of time loss and inefficiency. 
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Item 6: The restricted circulation corridors associated with 
the courtroom module only involved three floors of the building and 
were presented for good reason. Court users and designers provide 
the circulation for efficiency and not for grandeur. Again, 
eliminating efficient quarters to achieve minimal construction cost 
savings at the expense of operating efficiency makes no sense. 


Item 7: The two interview rooms at each courtroom module will 
be used as multi -purpose wi tnessjwai tingjattorney conference rooms. 
These rooms will be used as frequently for civil cases. The 2:1 
interview room to courtroom ratio is in accordance with the Court 
Facilities Standards approved by the Judicial Council of 
California. 


Item 8: Use of existing FF&E for the new facility. I recall 
no one ever suggesting that we would not use existing equipment and 
furniture for a new building to the extent it is available. At 
some point in time there may be additional judges appointed, and 
additional FF&E will be necessary ·for the expanded court. This 
does not eliminate our desire to use e~erything available to us i n 
new quarters and to economize. 


Item 9: The State has currently made provisions for retired 
judges to sit and to be paid for their service. Members of the bar 
have also been willing to volunteer serving without pay and are 
heavily employed. The two available chambers, which could be used 
for alternative purposes such as settlement conferences, etc., 
during full court sessions when necessary, is desirable but not 
indispensable. 


During 1991, hundreds of settlement conferences have been 
conducted while the courts were fully engaged using pro tems who 
needed space for these operations. In order to take advantage of 
the cost savings and good work of the pro terns, we need space for 
them. Pro terns settled almost two-thirds of all the cases they 
worked on, and we do not want to give up the benefit of their 
service. 


Item 11: Reduction in on-site file space. We will study and 
review with you the Superior Court's requirements for filing space 
for 16 courts, considering that all current files must be 
maintained on site. We average 500-600 files per court running 
from one inch of paper to multiple volumes covering six to eight 
feet of file space. 
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Item 17: Elimination of need of all senior attorneys and 
judges to have outside windows. ·Why bother to build a worthwhile 
structure and ignore the sensitivities of all employees who work 
there by denying them natural light. This building is a SO-year 
affair, and we should not be short-sighted as to its planning. If 
the building -does not have windows for the employees, it is 
unacceptable. Planning should assure daylight to all, if possible. 


Item 18: It is not the court's desire to provide a separate 
heating/air conditioning unit for each courtroom. However, each 
courtroom should be on an individual zone and have its own 
thermostatic control. Heating, ventilating and air conditioning 
should be designed to ensure sound health and comfort standards. 


Item 20: It should be noted that currently there is a library 
for each judge. This proposal, although requiring some additional 
square footage, would limit the libraries to one library for every 
six courtrooms. Each library would contain two full sets of 
required codes and reports. This would be a cost-saving measure in 
the ongoing cost of purchasing new ed~torials and updates for each 
judge. Additionally, the research staff would also share in using 
these libraries. It would be foolish to forego the one-time 
expense of these proposed libraries which would result in the 
ongoing cost savings. 


Item 22: Every courtroom should have a separate sound-lock 
entry to minimize the noise transmission from the circulation space 
of the adjacent courtroom. Restricting to one sound-lock entry for 
every two courtrooms at this point is premature and may dictate the 
architectural design. Cornered courtroom entry typically requires 
more circulation space in the spectator area. 


Items 24 and 39: The millwork should be made of quality 
materials and be consistent with that used in other Superior Court 
facilities. Adjustable shelving, in lieu of fixed shelving, should 
be provided to allow flexibility. 


Items 25, 31 through 43: Downgrading the quality of materials 
to a substandard level makes no sense in a building that is 
expected to last 50 or more years. The selected materials should 
be consistent with those used in the South Bay and East County 
courtroom expansions. 


Item 26: Thin set tile floors in public, as well as-office 
restrooms and areas, is penny-wise and pound foolish. The 
courthouse is the heaviest trafficked public building in the 
county. The public floors, which are tiled, should be prepared for 
the roughest use. 
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Item 29: Eliminate requirement for lavatories set in counters 
suggesting counters be wall hung. Again, · heavy use over decades 
will not tolerate the light wall hung construction. 


-
Item· 30: Eliminate full length mirrors in each bathroom. 


Sounds like a minuscule item, but if it saves money~ it may be 
appropriate. 


In general, some of the suggestions which cut down on the 
quality of the building can be tolerated without the appearance or 
serviceability of the building being depreciated; such as set vinyl 
flooring in the judges' restroorns, alternatives for finishes, 
quality of doors and hardware and ··cabinets. I do feel that 
reducing the heavy-duty quality of such things as coors, cabinets 
and floors in a heavily trafficked building is merely asking for an 
early replacement and an appearance of age before its years. 
Certainly in the non-public areas, such as judges• chambers and 
office spaces, some of these curtailments would be without much 
risk. We must weigh small savings in this area against the belief 
that decades of public use will . justify quality construction. 


The final analysis should be evaluation of bids for quality 
construction, which in these times, may demonstrate a real bargain 
from a developer eager to keep a company alive. _ Blue lining items 
after receipt of bids would seem to be preferential to soliciting 
bids on inferior quality construction. 


AWJ:ps 


cc: Assistant Presiding Judge James R. Milliken 
Kenneth E. Martone, Executive Officer 
Robert Gri ministrative Officer 


~ ~sr~ 
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There is presented to the Board a letter, Board of Ans'd ........... . 
Supervisors Document No. 746724, from the Chief Administrative 
Officer, concerning Downtown Court/Office Building, making the 
following recommendations: 


1. Plan for sixteen courtrooms in the Downtown 
Court/Office Building; 


2. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to return to 
the Board with a comprehensive financing plan after 
considering responses to the Request for Proposals; 


3. Direct that the Request for Proposals include a 
courtroom module desired by the Superior Court; 


4. Direct that the evaluation of the Request for Proposals 
include block diagrams showing a general space plan, 
but do not consider proposed schematic design and 
renderings of the Downtown Court/Office Building; 


5. Approve in principle the Memorandum of Understanding 
with the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
regarding the funding for sixteen additional courtrooms 
in Downtown San Diego; 


6. Direct that the financing of the Downtown Court/Office 
Building be provided through the San Diego Regional 
Building Authority; 


7. Approve the issuance of the attached Request for 
Proposals for the Downtown Court/Office Building; 


8. Limit the search area for the Downtown Court/Office 
Building to three blocks from the Courthouse; 


9. Remove the County-owned property bounded by Front 
Street, B Street, First Street, and c Street from 
consideration for accommodating the Downtovm 
Court/Office Building. 


A representative of the Chief Administrative Officer orally 
reviews the staff report. 


The following persons orally address the Board: 
John Hartley, District 3, San Diego City Council, 
urges support for the Memorandum of Understanding; and 
states that a strong downtown court presence in San 
Diego is needed. 
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Judge Judith McConnell, San Diego Superior Court, 
supports the Chief Administrative Officer's 
recommendations; commends the staff for its 
collaboration with the courts on this proposal; and 
comments that this structure will be County-owned, and 
will take into consideration public transportation. 


Pamela Hamilton, Centre City Development Corporation, 
comments on the importance of keeping the Request for 
Proposals process free of ambiguity; and urges the 
Board to maintain a three-block radius. 


Paul A. Peterson, Bentall Development Corporation, 
states that Bentall believes this structure should be 
an architectural statement of the County's commitment 
to downtown; and suggests that a design element should 
be included in the Request for Proposals. He submits a 
a copy of a letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 
747055, to Bentall Development Corporation from Ellerbe 
Becket Architecture, responding to issues regarding the 
County. Request for Proposals. 


Jerry Saunders, Vice President, Continental Development 
Corporation, El Sugundo, California, requests that 
Continental Development be given the right to select a 
privately owned site and respond to the Request for 
Proposals on that site. 


Brad Saunders, Starboard Development, points out that 
the three-block radius limits parking, which in turn 
will limit a source of income; and comments that the 
County should ask for architectural renderings in order 
to know what it is buying. 


Bill Evans suggests that the Request for Proposals is 
so specific that it removes competition, and that the 
Board should look at the cost benefit of different 
proposals. 


Brian Seltzer, attorney, EvansjLedford Family Trusts, 
urges the Board to open up the competition; and states 
that present criteria do not address the traffic burden 
and number of persons going to the facility; and 
comments that the Board should consider the ability of 
the development team to obtain financing. 


Nos. 59, 60 
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Robert Kevane, Starboard Group/Property Owners, 
states that the Request for Proposals limits this 
project to one competitor; and urges the Board to 
determine exactly what it wants, and then give everyone 
the opportunity to compete. 


Chuck Berling requests that all developers who were 
qualified be given the chance, subject to an acceptable 
site, to continue in the competition. 


During discussion, staff indicates that it is appropriate 
that developers who have a site that could accommodate the 
building be given an opportunity to respond. Questions are 
raised on the issues of: the three-block radius; adequate 
parking for the facility; cost of construction; the need for 
architectural renderings; and criteria for the Request for 
Proposals. It is noted that a preference for the three-block 
radius was expressed by the Board, and that there was more 
competition for buildings within the three-block limit. -It is 
suggested that a decision on the radius and other operational 
efficiencies be made now, before competition begins. 


No. 59 


ON MOTION of Supervisor Golding, seconded by Supervisor 
MacDonald, the Board of Supervisors, relative to the Request for 
Proposals on the Downtown Court/Office Building, directs the 
County's real estate consultant to: 


vote: 


1) make recommendations to the Board on ways to reduce the 
project's costs and space requirements before issuance of 
a Request for Proposals; 


2) consider the major materials and design element, if 
possible; 


3) retain the five-block radius; and 
4) not remove the County-owned property on Front and 


B Streets. 


Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 


AYES: Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, ~~illiams, 
MacDonald 


NOES: Supervisors None 
ABSENT: Supervisors None 
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No. 60 


ON MOTION of Supervisor Golding, seconded by Supervisor 
MacDonald, the Board of Supervisors directs the Chief 
Administrative Officer to examine the proportional requirements 
of the Memorandum of Understanding with Centre City Development 
Corporation; and seek assurance that tax-exempt financing will 
not cause a leasing problem in the future. 


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


AYES: Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, Williams, 
MacDonald 


NOES: Supervisors None 
ABSENT: Supervisors None 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
County of San Diego) 


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 held November 5, l 991 (59-60), 
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 18th day of December, 1991. 
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THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


By -t~.! -c ~~ 
Esther c. Ryan, eputy 








DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


Summary 


Special Projects' staff, working with both consultants (Cushman & 
Peat Marwick), has found a way to make the building affordable. It 
won't be glamourous, it won't be a great "architectural statement", 
but it will be serviceable and it will get the job done. 


Furthermore, it will house the DA, the courts, the Marshal, 
Probation, Law Review Board and the Grand Jury, so long as we only 
build to meet our current needs. We have no room to build for 
future space needs because we're going to have to build this thing 
on County-owned land, and that half-lot is only going to support a 
"current needs"-sized building. 


One option that's been suggested is to get a developer to swap our 
half lot for a full-sized lot, build on only half for now since its 
all we can afford, and then have room to expand later if we get 
more money down the line. Why a developer would be willing to do 
that is beyond me, unless we would do something like let him run a 
parking lot on the unused half of the lot so hejshe made some money 
off of it until we could buy it. 


Key Points 
- Space requirements & floor area ratios. 


* In order to meet our current space requirements, we'll need 
355,341 square feet. Attachment 1 shows the breakdown for the 
Courtrooms, the District Attorney, the Marshal, Probation, Law 
Review Board and Grand Jury. 


* In order to do that, we'll have to exceed the Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R.) guidelines set up by CCDC, but we have that 
perogative since we're the superior government in this 
instance. [F.A.R. is the ratio of lot size to total building 
square footage.) If you have a 10,000 square foot lot and an 
F.A.R. of 4, you may build a 40,000 square foot building on 
that lot. 


* The F.A.R. that CCDC has set up for that block is 10. We will 
actually have a F.A.R. of 11.84, but they'll just have to live 
with that. [355,341 sq ft of space ..;. 30,000 sq ft lot) 


* The DA is the only one still hollering. 
point in only building for current need, 
to grow. He will no doubt be before the 
argue his case. 


He says there's no 
that they need room 
board on Tuesday to 


* The judges have backed off and are willing to accept staff's 
cost reduction proposal, which follows on the next page of 
notes. 
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Downtown Court/Office Building (can't) 


Key Points 
- cost saving measures 


* Staff has cut $26,106,132 in costs from the building, which 
provides an annual savings of $2,520,395 in debt retirement. 
The bottom half of attachment 1 breaks this out completely. 


* You'll note that the first item refers to using an "average" 
quality exterior on the building, rather than a "high quality" 
exterior. staff has explained this to mean an exterior like 
glass (the First National building is an example) rather than 
granite and marble like the First Interstate building. This 
represents over 13 million in savings 


* Space reduction specifics, and quality reduction specifics are 
on attachment 2. They represent just over 7 million in 
savings. 


* Putting the building on County land represents nearly 6 
million in savings. Some developers are saying in this 
depressed market, that the value may be more like 2 million. 
That's something we ought to investigate. If we can get a 
full block for 4 million and sell our half block for 2 
million, we'd have another 2 million in debt service to 
retire. I'm not sure what 2 million breaks into as an annual 
cost over the 30 year life of the retirement, (I'm guessing 
around 195,000/year) but we may be able to afford it. 


* I say that we may be able to afford it, because under the 
proposal of constructing the "average" quality building, 
implementing the cost-cutting measures, and only building to 
current needs, we come out $3 71 , 4 0 9 under budget. See 
attachment 3. 


* You and I talked about why the Marshal needs a showerjlocker 
room. Apparently its fairly common for prisoners to vomit, 
urinate and defecate on the marshals during the course of 
their day, and they shower to clean themselves up after these 
incidents. Is this something you want me to pursue further? 


- renderings vs no renderings 


* The developers all seem to be wanting to submit renderings of 
the building. They feel that without this, the County has no 
idea of what they're building. 


* Staff counters that renderings are "fluff", that the 
developers will try to seduce the Board with unrealistic 
drawings, and lure you into making a decision based on pretty 
pictures rather than what can realistically be done within our 
budget. 
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Downtown Court/Office Building (con't) 


Key Points 
- miscellaneous 


* One developer has come forward and stated that its absurd for 
our staff to be deciding where the cost-cutting measures ought 
to be done. It places the County in the role of developer and 
designer, and also places the burden of risk on the County. 
This individual said that by taking this action, we're 
eliminating the incentive for creativity in cost savings from 
the developer, and will lead to a building that will not "meet 
the standards for use, quality and durability appropriate for 
a major public building". Under this RFP, the developer will 
in essence simply be providing construction management and a 
completion guarantee in return for their fee or profit. 


* Staff's rebuttal to this is that the County has gotten short­
changed too many times by leaving it up to the developer to be 
creative and find the cost saving measures. They feel that 
the County needs to have tight control over this project, that 
the County should be the "construction manager" and call the 
shots. 


* In light of what our inspectors let slide over at the existing 
courthouse, which allowed the insufficient sealing material to 
go un-noticed and Friday's sewage problem to be a lot worse 
than it needed to be, I can't help but wonder just how much 
control we'll really have. 


* You asked me to look into several options: (1) bridging over 
the existing law library, staff had explored that it and it is 
prohibitively expensive; (2) building on top of that portion 
of the existing court building which was designed to hold 
additional floors, and using all or part of the parking lot, 
staff is working off of the understanding that the parking lot 
is the area targeted for the criminal courts building and 
therefore is not to be considered for this superior courts 
project; (3) utilizing the 1/4 lot we have where the trees & 
shrubs are planted in front of the existing court building, 
staff feels its too small to be used for anything else. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


The table below presents a summary of estimated space 
presented to the Board prior to cost reduction: 


191. 
requirements 


TABLE III 


EXISTING AND PROJECTED SPACE NEEDS FOR THE 
DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


(GROSS SQUARE FEET) OJ 


\~ 
Superior Court ~ 
District Attorney 
Marshal 
Probation 
Law Review Board 
Grand Jury 


CURRENT NEED 


136,426 
175,973 


8,918 
27,374 


3,205 
3,445 


355,341 


165,130 
293,165 
12,285 
35,035 
3,556 
3,445 


512,616 
(l) Estimated net area ::eq-.1ire:nent:; we=e increased by 30% to reflect internal department ope::ation, 


building circulation and core facilities, including electrical distribution, metering, mechanical 
system5, and distribution areas . 


(2) This includes sixteen courtroocs/direct support space and Superior Court Administration. The sixteen 
courtrooms includes an additional 10% internal circulation !actor. 


The estimated cost savings for various cost reduction options are 
as follows: 


POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS: 


Hethod 


Constructing an average 
quality building as opposed 
to a high quality building 


Housing the facility on 
County land '


2
' 


Space reductions 
-Attachment A 


Quality reductions 
Attachment A 


Total 


TABLE IV 


DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


Total 
Savincrs o> 


$13,120,924 


$ 5,810,734 


$ 5,979,837 


$ 1,194,637 


$26,106,132 


Annual 
Savings 


$1,319,625 


$ 365,423 


$ 726,123 


$ 109,224 


$2,520,395 
(1) This includes hard/soft construction costs and financing costs (e.g. interest. during construction, debt 


(2) 


service reserve). -


Total est!:3tad annual savings ($632,735) is reduced by the amount o! annual lease revenue ($267,312) 
received !rom the parkin& lot at Front/B. 
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Attachmont A 


PROPOS£0 COST REDUCTION IT£HS • 00\INTO\IH COURT/OFFICE llllllDIHG 


TOTAL 
COST 


QUALITY RHAT£0 REOU<;:TJ QILITEHS R~ll!J~IIQU 
Cll 


Reduce the 14' high ceiling In arena and bench only: s 149 BOO 


Change bench area method of construction from 
cabinetry to conventional framing: 168,000 


Reduce paneling: 7l 128 


Change judge's toilet rooms to be the same as existing 
areas In the South Bay Regional Center: 44,509 


Ellmlnate
1
the requl~jment that acoustical system be 


upgraded "z-spllne" In any area: 67 200 


Provide vinyl wall covering In high public use areas 
l only: 63 000 


Use existing private downtown chiller water "loop" for 
IIVAC: 630,000 


TOTAL H ,J24,63Z 


SPACE SAVINGS ITEMS 


Reduce the size of one large courtroom: s 115 609 


El lml~jte one of the re·strlcted corridors (court 
module : 211 680 


Delete Interview rooms outside courtrooms: 305 536 


Allow every two courtrooms to share one sound-lock: 83 328 


Eliminate the criminal holding areas adjacent to the 
courtroom: 2 183 440 


Eliminate the private staff lounge for the Superior 
Court: 178 500 


Reduce size of all spaces to the County standards: 2,754,1B4 
Hate: This does not Include the "court module" 


Reduce the sIze of the urinalysis testing room to 78,120 
100 SF: 


Reduce the Marsh~l's shower/locker room space to 400 SF: §2.~~2 


TOTAL 15,979,837 


GRAND TOTAL lZ~l14..dB 
(1) thh lnc:hdes h.rd/ aoft coats plus fln.ndng co1U. 


(2) thh It lint y .. r occupancy coau. 


AHHUAL 
COST 


B[RVCII2U121 


s 13,696 


15,360 


6 595 


4,069 


6 144 


5 760 


57,600 


1J09,ZZ! 


s 14,038 


25,704 


37 101 


10 118 


265 132 


21,675 


334,437 


9,486 


e.nz 
17~6,)23 


~B3~,3H 


t\UU:LLAN(QULl.UHUflTJUiQ_tQ.iUU~IJ(Jl 


Consldorallon should ho given to tho following cost reduction Items: 


I. lhe requirement that all senior attorneys' offices and all judges' chambers have a. 
window. 


2. The amount of on-5lte storage for files. 


3. Providing no parking spaces In the building except for judiciary, District Attorney •nd 
other VIPS. 


4. Building all parking above grade beginning at street level Instead of underground and 
cladding the parking levels with an Inexpensive "utilitarian• skin. 


5. Clad the entire building wllh an Inexpensive "curtain-wall" sk1n Instead of a more 
expensive stone, marble or other material. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


TABLE II , 
ESTIMATED FINANCIAL IMPACT OF VARIOUS BUILDING 


SCENARIOS FOR ACCOMMODATION EXISTING 
SPACE REQUIREMENTS - DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


ANNUAL ANNUAL 
ANNUAL OCCUPANCY SURPLUS/ 


BUILDING SCENARIO REVENUE COSTS en SHORTFALL 


Average quality building, $6,779,870 $7,243,808 -$463,938 
County land, no ' 
implementation of cost -
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Better quality building, $6,779,870 $8,563,463 -$1,783,593 
County land, no 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Average quality building, $7,047,182 $8,451,914 -$1,404,732 
standard city block -
privately owned land, no 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Average quality building, $6,779,870 $6,408,461 +$371 '409 
County land, 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Average quality building, $7,047,182 $7,616,567 -$569,385 
standard city block -
privately owned land, -


implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


I 
(1) This includes debt service and operating costs (e.g. janitorial). 


(2) 


I 


(2) This is annual revenue less annual occupancy costs. Building on a private site includes land 
acquisition costs. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


TABLE I 
ESTIMATED SOURCE OF FUNDS DOWNTOWN 


COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


Source of Funds 


Budgeted El Cortez Lease 
Lease Consolidation Savings <


1
> 


District Attorney Family Support Reimbursement 
City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
Courthouse Construction Fund 


(2) 


$1,139,600 
2,757,582 


350,000 
800,000 


$2,000,000 
$7,047,182 


(1) This includes the following leases: Superior Court Payroll (Centre City Building), District 
Attorney (Wells Fargo, "401" A Street , Centre City Building), Grand Jury (First National Bank), 
Adult Probation (Ohio Street), Law Enforcement Review Board (estimate), Public Defender (Centre 
City Building), Alternate Public Defender (Chamber Building), and Alternate Defense Counsel 
(Chamber Building). This does not include the Home Savings Superio= Ccurt lease as that would 
be "double counting" the same functions that would have been included in the El Cortez lease. 
The District Attorney lease savings has been adjusted upward by estimated operating expenses 
as it is a net lease. All data is projected rent four years from today (February 1996). 


(2) This is a preliminary estimate. 


The table on the following page summarizes the estimated 
financial impact of various building scenarios for 
accommodating existing space requirements. Please note that 


· for construction on County owned land the estimated $7, 04 7, 182 
in annual revenue is reduced by the amount of annual rent 
received for the Front/B Parking Lot ($267, 312) from Ace 
Parking . 
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DATE: February 11, 1992 


o. 


RECEIVED 


JAN 2 7 L~2 


Ans'd •• 122.~--
TO: Board of Supervisors 


SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


SUMMARY: 
Issues 


1. Should the Board of Supervisors direct that a Request for 
Proposals be issued for the Downtown Court/Office 
Buildings? 


2. Should the Board direct that certain cost saving measures 
be incorporated into the design of the Downtown 
Court/Office Building? 


3. Should architectural renderings be submitted and 
evaluated as a part of the response to the RFP? 


4. Should the developers be allowed to combine development 
teams, submit responses on different sites (than those 
proposed in the response to the Request for 
Qualifications) or be allowed to submit proposals which 
provide space only for the courts. 


5. Should developers be allowed to provide only Court space 
on the County property bounded by Front, B, First, and c. 


6. Should the County, separate from the RFP process for the 
Downtown Court/Office Building, test the market to see 
whether an existing building could accommodate the space 
requirements of the District Attorney and Adult 
Probation. 


7. Should the relative environmental impacts be considered 
in the evaluation of responses to the Downtown 
Court/Office Building RFP? 


8. Should the Board approve a Memorandum of Understanding 
with the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency which 
provides $800,000 for twenty five years for 16 
additional courtrooms in Downtown san Diego? 







SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


Recommendation(s) 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: 
1. Approve the issuance of a Request for Proposals for a 


Downtown Court/Office Building, which includes a Program 
statement that incorporates various cost saving measures 
included in Attachment 1. 


2. Direct that the following also be incorporated in the 
Request for Proposals: 


The existing pre-qualified developers be allowed to 
combine teams andjor submit joint proposals. 


The existing pre-qualified developers be given the 
option of providing a "court only" project on ·the 
County property at Front/B, or any other site 
within the five block radius of the Courthouse. 


Developers be given the option of submitting a 
combined Court/Office project. 


Developers be given the option of submitting their 
proposal on a different sites than those identified 
in their initial response to the Request for 
Qualifications. 


The evaluation of developer cost proposals should 
only consider the developer fee, 
architectural/design/engineer costs, land costs, 
and the general contractor fee and not consider a 
proposed budget for the entire facility. 


3. Direct that the Department of General Services issue a 
separate Request for Proposals for an existing office 
building to accommodate the District Attorney and Adult 
Probation space requirements. 


4. Direct that the evaluation of the Downtown Court/Office 
Building Request for Proposals consider "block diagrams" 
showing a general space plan, as opposed to schematic 
designs and renderings as a part of the response to the 
RFP. 


5. Determine that the County will provide financing for a 
new Court/Office Building but defer any decision on the 
specific type of financing to be provided. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


6. Direct that the Department of Purchasing and Contracting 
renegotiate the Downtown Courthouse Expansion and EIR­
consultant contract with Michael Brandman Associates in 
order to evaluate the relative environmental impacts of 
the responses to the Downtown Court/Office Building RFP. 


7. Approve the Memorandum of Understanding with City of San 
Diego Redevelopment Agency for the funding of sixteen new 
courtrooms in Downtown San Diego. 


Advisory Statement 
N/A 


Fiscal Impact 
The table below summarizes the estimated revenue available to 
fund the Downtown court/Office Building: 


Source of Funds 


Budgeted El Cortez Lease 
Lease Consolidation Savings o> 


$1,139,600 
2,757,582 


350,000 
800,000 


$2,000,000 
$7,047,182 


District Attorney Family support Reimbursement 
City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
Courthouse Construction Fund 


(l) This includes the following leases: Superior court 
Payroll (Centre City Building), District Attorney (Wells 
Fargo, ), Grand Jury (First National Bank), Adult 
Probation (Ohio Street) , Law Enforcement Review Board 
(estimate), Public Defender (Centre City Building), 
Alternate Public Defender ( ) , and Alternate Defense 
Counsel ( ). This does not include the Home Saving 
Superior Court lease as that would be "double counting" 
with the El Cortez lease. The District Attorney lease 
savings has been adjusted upward by estimated operating 
expenses as it is a net lease. All data is projected 
rent for years from today (February 1996). 


The table below summarizes the estimated financial impact of 
various building scenarios accommodating existing space 
requirements. Please note that for construction on County 
owned land the estimated $7,047,182 in revenue is reduced by 
the amount of rent received for the Front/B Park Lot 
($267,312) from Ace Parking. 


The table below summarizes the financial · impact of various 
building scenarios: 


3 







SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


TABLE 


ANNUAL 
OCCUPANCY SURPLUS/ 


BUILDING SCENARIO REVENUE COSTS SHORTFALL 


Average quality building, $6,777,870 $7,244,000 (466,130) 
County land, no 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Better quality building, $6,777,870 $8,470,000 (1,692,130) 
County land, no 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Average quality building, $7,047,182 $8,452,000 (1,404,818) 
standard city block, 
privately owned land, no 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Average quality building, $6,777,870 $6,310,000 467,870 
County land, 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 


Average quality building, $7,047,182 $7,518,000 (470,818) 
standard city block, 
privately owned land, 
implementation of cost 
reductions in Attachment 
A 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


TABLE 


EXISTING AND PROJECT SPACE NEEDS FOR THE 
DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


(GROSS SQUARE FEET) <
1> 


CURRENT NEED 


Superior Court (2) 
District Attorney 
Marshal 
Probation 
Law Review Board 
Grand Jury 


136,426 
175,973 


8,918 
27,374 


3,205 
3,445 


355,341 


165,130 
293,165 
12,285 
35,035 


3,556 
3,445 


512,616 


(1) Estimated net area requirements were increased by 30% to 
reflect internal department operation, building circulation 
and core facilities, including electrical distribution, 
metering, mechanical plan, and distribution areas. 


(2) This includes sixteen courtrooms/direct support space and 
Superior Court Administration. The sixteen courtrooms 
.includes an additional 10% internal circulation factor. 


The estimated cost savings for vari~us cost reduction options are 
as follows: 


Method 
Total 


(1) Savings 


Constructing an average $13,000,000 
quality building as opposed 
to high quality building 


Housing the facility on $ 5,880,000 
County land cz> 


Space reductions $6,115,000 
Attachment A 


Quality reductions $2,085,000 
Attachment A 


Total $27,000,000 


Annual 
Savings 


$1,200,000 


$ 365,688 


$ 743,000 


$ 191.000 


$2,499,688 
(1) 


This includes hardjsoft construction costs and financing 
costs. 


( 2) 
Total estimated savings ($633,000) is reduced by the amount of 
parking ~ease revenue~$267,312). 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


Alternatives 
Our lease negotiation consultant, Cushman Realty, has 
identified several options that the Board could pursue for 
this project. Details of the CUshman comments are found in 
Attachment The alternatives are as follows: 


1. Identify a site (s) upon which the County prefers to house 
the Downtown Court/Office Building, and then select the 
most qualified development team to construct a facility 
at that location. This process would provide the 
opportunity for an outright purchase or condemnation of 
the land, if it was not County owned. The City of San 
Diego Redevelopment Agency might assist in these efforts. 
The developer would not have to be concerned with the 
issue of land costs. 


2. Identify a site(s) upon which the County prefers to house 
the Downtown Court/Office Building and then individually 
select each team member through a competitive bid 
process. This is the more traditional approach to 
acquiring space and would probably add about a year to 
the process of completing the building. One of the 
advantages associated with the design build approach is 
that it encourages the selection of a development team 
which has worked together on a major project. This is 
less likely to occur with a traditional procurement. 


3. Allow the developers to submit a full cost proposal on 
any downtown property. This was the original approach 
contained in the draft RFP presented to the Board in 
November. However it is now believed best to not have 
the developers submit full cost proposals on the entire 
building. At this point in time no matter now tight our 
building specifications are there is still the 
opportunity to "low ball" certain quality elements of the 
building which would then be found to be unsatisfactory 
to the County/Courts. 


4. Allow the developers to submit proposals on a Courts 
component and then lease space for the District Attorney 
and Adult Probation. This option would result in a 
County owned Court building with continued leases for the 
District Attorney. In today's soft real estate market it 
is likely that the first ten to fifteen years of 
occupancy cost would be lower for a lease as opposed to 
an ownership position. However, the County would not 
eventually end up with an asset. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


In addition to these options cushman has recommended that the 
County select at least two developers to negotiate a final 
offer for the facility. 


BACKGROUND: 


There have been a number of actions over the past eight months 
regarding the proposed Downtown Court/Office Building: 


1. on May 29, 1991 {71) the Board approved in principle, subject 
to environmental review, the acquisition of a new Court/Office 
building{s), 8-10 courtrooms, and other office functions as 
appropriate. 


2. On June 11, 1991 {60) the Board approved a two step process 
for acquiring additi·onal court/office space with the issuance 
of a Request for Qualifications {RFQ) followed by a Request 
for Proposals {RFP). 


3. An RFQ was issued on June 25, 1991 and twenty responses were 
received. Nine development teams were deemed qualified to 
submit responses to a RFP. 


4. On November 5, 1991 the Board was presented with a number of 
issues and recommendations regarding the proposed building 
including approval of the issuance of an RFP, approving in 
principal a Memorandum of Understanding for the funding of 
sixteen courtrooms by the city of San Diego Redevelopment 
Agency, narrowing the search area for the building to three 
blocks from the courthouse, proposed methods of financing, and 
whether the County owned property bounded by Front, B, c, and 
First should still be considered for development. In the 
Chief Administrative Office's report, it was indicated that 
there was an estimated $3.0 million annual shortfall between 
available revenue and estimated cost (debt service and 
operating expenses) of providing for current space 
requirements. 


5. on November 5, 1991 {59) and November 6, 1991 (23) the Board 
directed that: 


There be recommendations on the ways to reduce the 
project's costs and space requirements before the 
issuance of Request for Proposals. 


There be a consideration of major materials and a design 
element as a part of the RFP process (ie. how the County 
could control the quality of the building through 
specifications included in the RFP and _ whether the 
developers should be required to submit renderings and 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


have these considered as a part of the evaluation 
process). 


Staff review the Memorandum of Understanding with the 
Centre City Development Corporation (ie. the City of San 
Diego Redevelopment Agency). 


The County 1 s real estate consultant and the County's 
lease negotiation consultant make recommendations on ways 
to minimize the County's costs for the new 16 court 
Downtown Court/Office Building, and ways to maximize the 
County's negotiating options in the RFP process. 


The Chief Administrative Office schedule a two hour 
workshop to review and discuss the space planning 
assumptions projections, and consultants recommendations 
for the proposed 16 Court Downtown Court/Office Building. 


The search area be expanded from three blocks to five 
blocks from the front entrance to the existing 
construction. 


The number of providing spaces before reevaluating 
proposed facility. 


Developers be given the opportunity to construct their 
projects on the County-owned Front/B property. 


Much of the information and recommendations contained in this 
report have been developed in consultation with the consultants 
retained by the County. The County's real estate consultant Peat 
Marwick developed the financial analysis of proposed building 
programs and coordinated the efforts of other consultants. Gafcon 
Inc. prepared cost estimates for the proposed building program and 
estimated possible cost savings. Austin Hansen Architects reviewed 
the urban design implications of development of the County owned 
site and a standard city block. Cushman Realty, the County's lease 
negotiation consultant, provided input regarding the structure of 
the RFP and our negotiating strategy. 


The primary focus of this report will be on answering the following 
questions: 


1. What are the possible ways to reduce the cost of the Downtown 
Court/Office Building? This will consider the identified 
capital cost savings associated with elimination of certain 
features that had been programmed in ·the cost figures 
presented to the Board on November 5, 1991. Implementation of 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


possible cost cutting measures will have to consider their 
impact on departmental operations and building 
operating/maintenance costs. 


2. What is the financial impact of proceeding with the project 
and how will it be financed? This will consider the revised 
cost of the building resulting from the implementation of 
recommended cost saving measures, as well as the current 
available revenue. In addition there will be a discussion of 
potential financing vehicles for the project (eg. developer 
financing, San Diego Regional Building Authority, San Diego 
Capital Assets Leasing Corporation). 


3. What negotiation strategy should be used to select a developer 
for the Downtown Court/Office building? This will include a 
discussion of perhaps selecting several finalists for 
exclusive negotiations and allowing the developers to submit 
proposals on a different site than that indicated in their 
response to the RFQ. 


Recommendations/Discussion. 


The purpose of this section is to present a discussion of each one 
of the Chief Administrative Officer's recommendations. At the 
November 5, 1991 the Board had a number of questions and request 
for information regarding the ·Downtown Court/Office Building. 
Attachment 2 responds to these questions. 


Recommendation 1: Approve the Issuance of a Request for Proposals 
for a Downtown Court/Office Building which includes a Program 
Statement that incorporates various cost saving measures in 
Attachment 1. 


Discussion: 


The $3.0 million annual gap can be reduced by: reducing the 
quality of the building from high to average quality, incorporating 
various cost savings measures identified in Attachment A, and 
perhaps hooking into the downtown cogeneration plan operated by _ 


The estimated cost savings associated with using an 
average quality building is $ Incorporation of cost 
savings measures could reduce annual costs by $ • The 
cogeneration option could reduce annual operating costs by $ 


An example of an average quality building is the First National 
Bank Building (formerly known as Columbia Centre). An example of 
an upgraded quality building is the First Interstate Bank facility 
at Fourth/B. The primary difference between the costs of an average 
as opposed to upgraded quality building is related to the outer 
"skin" of the building and its supportive structure. Average 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


quality buildings tend to have more glass while upgraded quality 
buildings have more granite and marble. From an architectural 
standpoint both types of buildings can be aesthicallly pleasing or 
ugly. It should be noted that part of the reason the $3.0 million 
gap has been reduced is that the original estimated costs of 
construction were simply too high. 


Retail and parking uses do not offer any significant revenue 
potential for this project. There is a glut of ground floor retail 
space in downtown San Diego. Retail leases run about $ __ a square 
foot and to fully service this space costs $ a square foot. It 
costs about $ __ a month to finance andoperate below grade 
parking. Monthly parking revenue averages about $_/space. 


It has also recommended by the consultants that because of design 
and cost considerations,· on site parking should be kept to a 
maximum of one space per 1000 square feet of gross floor area. It 
is likely that most of the parking for the site would be provided 
below grade. Underground parking cost $20,000 per space. Above 
grade parking costs around $10,000 per space. Should funds become 
available most of the parking demand should be accommodated off­
site. Providing parking at a remote site away from the core of 
downtown, is consistent with the Centre City Community Plan. 


Recommendation 2: Direct that the following be incorporated in the 
Request for Proposals: 


The existing pre-qualified developers be allowed to combine 
teams and/or submit joint proposals. 


The existing pre-qualified developers be given the option of 
providing a court only project at the County property at 
Front/B or any other site within the five block radius of the 
Courthouse. 


Developers be given the option of submitting a combined 
Court/Office project. 


Developers be given the option of submitting their proposal on 
a different site than that identified in their response to the 
Request for Qualifications. 


The evaluation of developer cost proposals should only 
consider the developer fee, architectural/design/engineer 
costs, land costs, and the general contractor fee and not 
consider a proposed budget for the entire facility. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


Discussion: 


In view of today's economic climate it is to the County's advantage 
to consider as many options as possible. Inevitably this will 
complicate the evaluation process. 


In order to strengthen their projects, it is believed that 
developers should be allowed to combine their proposals. This 
could perhaps involve the submission of a proposal for an office 
building on one site, and a court building at another location. 
Actual team members should not be allowed to change without the 
permission of the County. 


It is believed that the County should consider housing courts and 
compatible uses (Marshal, Grand Jury, Superior Court 
Administration, Law Enforcement Review Board) on Front and B Street, 
and have the District Attorney and Adult Probation Supervision at 
another location. The architectural consultant, Austin Hansen, 
found that while construction of a new facility on the County 
Front/B property is the least expensive scenario (i.e. because the 
County owns the land), the site is not the best alternative from an 
urban design perspective. There is only 30,000 square feet of 
vacant land available for development. A typical City block has 
60,000 square feet. Because of the cost of demolition, and 
replacement of the Law Library, it is unlikely that its 10,000 
square foot footprint would be available for immediate development. 
If one only counts the 30,000 square foot parcel in calculating 
Floor Area Requirements (FAR), meeting current requirements would 
result in an FAR of 12. 3. Accommodating future requirements 
results in an FAR of 17.5. The city of San Diego has a maximum FAR 
of 10.0 for this site. If one counts the 10,000 square foot Law 
Library lot in the FAR calculations then existing space 
requirements for court and office functions can be below the City's 
FAR. With implementation of space saving measures and counting the 
Law Library lot in FAR calculations, the Front/B lot can meet the 
FAR guidelines for the City of San Diego. In summary, the County 
property at Front/B, while not ideal from an urban design and 
development perspective, can accomodate the ultimate space 
requirments for the Downtown Court/Office Building with the 
implentation of certain space reductions. 


Therefore developers would still be allowed to submit a joint 
Court/Office project on a privately owned site or at the County 
property at Front/B. With respect to proposed sites, it is 
believed that the developer should be allowed to improve their 
position (eg. moving nearer to the Courthouse) by planning their 
development on another site. Proof of control would still be 
required for privately owned sites. 
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SUBJECT: Downtown Court/Office Building 


Recommendation 3: Direct the Department of General Services to 
issue a separate Request for Proposals to acquire space in an 
existing office building for the District Attorney and Adult 
Probation. As indicated previously, it may be to the County's 
financial advantage to build courts only at Front/B, and acquire 
additional existing office space if such space can meet program 
requirements (eg. consolidation of all of the District Attorney's 
functions into one building). Such proposals could be compared 
with the responses to the separate Downtown Court/Office Building 
RFP. It is not believed prudent to allow the existing developers 
to now find an existing office building as a part of their 
proposal. This would tend to bid up the price of existing office 
buildings which have a substantial amount of space available (i.e. 
several developers could be competing for the exclusive right to 
represent the same building). It should be noted that there was 
one developer (Kajima) who submitted a proposal to provide office 
space in the Bank of California Building and build a new court 
facility at the same site. This developer would be allowed to 
submit a response to this RFP and then respond separately to the 
Downtown Court/Office RFP. 


Recommendation 4: Direct that the evaluation of the Request for 
Proposals include "block diagrams" showing a general space plan, 
but do not consider schematic design and renderings as a part of 
the response to the RFP. 


Discussion: 


It is the recommendation of Austin Hansen, Peat Marwick and Cushman 
Realty that it is not advisable to require architectural renderings 
as a part of the response to the RFP. The submission of a 
rendering implies that the architectural team has specific 
information on the height, mass, and detailed specifications on the 
exterior of the building. Typically such information would not be 
available until a schematic design is complete. It would probably 
take at least 3-4 months to compile such information, at 
considerable expense to the developers, to complete such a design. 
The County can obtain the type of building it wants by providing 
detailed program specifications and employing an architectural team 
who has designed high quality buildings. 


Recommendation 5: Determine that the County will provide financing 
for a new Court/Office Building but defer any decision on the type 
of financing. 


Discussion: 


The type of financing to incur will be dictated by market 
conditions at the time a final deal is negotiated. For example if 
long and short term interest rates are near each other, it makes 
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more sense to use a Joint Powers (i.e. the interest that must be 
financed during construction can be reinvested at a rate at or near 
the cost of funds to the County) . The table on the following page 
summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of possible financing 
methods: 
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METHOD 


Joint Powers Authority (e .g. 
San Diego Regional Building 
Authority} 


Lease with Option to Purchase 
(SANCAL financing) 


Taxable Bonds 


Lease 


SUMMARY OF ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF FINANCING 
OPTIONS FOR THE DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 


This allows the County to use the build to suit approach. Private and federal office uses of building limited to 10% of 
bond proceeds. 


Bonds are tax exempt . This relieves developer of 
obta ining private f inancing . Interest during construction must be fully funded at the times 


bonds are issued . This can be a significant disadvantage if 
County obtains ownership position. interest rate paid on bonds is significantly more than interest 


earnings on construction fund. 


This allows the build to suit approach bonds are tax Issuance of bonds at a future date Is subject to interest rate 
exompt . uncertainty . 


This relieves developer of obtaining penmanent financing . Private and federal office uses are limited to 10% of building 
occupancy . 


Interest during construction does not have to be fully 
funded. 


County obtains ownership position. 


Interest during construction does not have to be fully Interest rates can be 2-3% higher than tax exempt financing . 
funded. 


This relieves developer of obtaining penmanent financing. 


There is no restriction on the amount of space that can be 
occupied by private or federal tenants, thus providing 
flexibility for expansion . 


This allows the County to take advantage of depressed real Developer must provide financing. 
estate market. 


County does not eventually own an asset . 
Effective rent Is likely to be lower for the first ten 
years than obtaining ownership position . 
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Because of the difficulty in obtaining private sector financing in 
today's economic climate, it is believed prudent for the County to 
provide the financing. This approach is also likely to reduce the 
cost of funds. The disadvantage to this approach is that requiring 
the developer to provide financing would be a "defacto" way of 
identifying the financial strength of the developer (i.e. weaker 
developers would find it difficult to receive a financial 
commitment) • 


Recommendation 6: Direct that the Department of Purchasing and 
Contracting renegotiate the Downtown Courthouse Expansion EIR­
Consul tant contract, with Michael Brandman Associates so that there 
be an evaluation of the relative environmental impacts of the 
responses to the RFP. 


Comment: On October 1, 1991 (23), the Board approved a contract 
with Michael Brandman Associates for the preparation of an 
environmental impact report for the expansion of the Downtown 
Courthouse. It is recommended that the scope of work be modified 
to reflect an assessment of . the relative environmental merits of 
responses to the RFP. This modification could occur within the 
project budget. The California Environmental Quality Act 
encourages such an assessment. It would also eliminate a challenge 
to the selection of a developer because environmental factors had 
not been considered as a part of the evaluation. 


Recommendation 7: Approve the Memorandum of Understanding with 
City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency for the funding of sixteen 
new courtrooms in Downtown san Diego. 


Comment: This provides for the funding of sixteen courtrooms. The 
County would receive $800,000 for 25 years. 
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Respectfully submitted, 


NORMAN W. HICKEY 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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Attachment 2 


The purpose of this attachment is provide answers to some of the 
specific questions raised at the November 5, 1991 Board meeting. 
Some of the other issues have been covered earlier in the Board 
letter: 


1. How were with the prior cost estimates derived for the Downtown 
Court/Office Building ? 


These estimates were based upon prior OMNI Group estimates of 
construction costs for a new Downtown Courthouse Expansion. The 
OMNI Group had assumed that the building would be above average or 
high quality construction consistent with many such other 
Courthouse projects throughout the State. As we have found out in 
this study there is considerable potential variance in the cost of 
an court/office building depending on the quality of materials used 
etc. 


2. Is the amount of parking adequate to provide for employee, 
visitors, and jurors ? 


Because of the significant cost of providing on site parking, the 
McGraw/Baldwin Program Statement prepared last year assumed that 
there would be a minimal amount of on- site parking provided at the 
new facility. There was a total of parking spaces programmed for 
the facility. Based upon the estimated number of employees ( ), 
peak jury activities, and visitors there is an estimated demand for 
parking spaces. It is believed however that such parking demand 
could be accommodated on surface lots or perhaps at some point in 
time at a peripheral stand alone parking lot. At this time funds 
are not available to construct such a facility. 


3. Should the three block preference map be changed ? 


No matter what three block definition is used there will be 
controversy. The original three block preference map took the most 
liberal approach to the Courthouse location ( ie. it defined the 
facility from its most northern and southern boundaries). In that 
we do not know at this time where the new entrances to the 
Courthouse will be in the future, it is felt that this is the best 
approach. For example, if a Criminal Courts Annex was built at the 
North end of the Courthouse this could become one of the main 
entrances to the Courthouse. 


4. Should the County reconsider the City of San Diego Memorandum of 
Understanding as it relates to the proportion of judicial positions 
to be provided in Downtown San Diego ? 


The existing MOU provides that the Downtown area will accommodate 
a relative proportion of future projected as growth contained in 
the OMNI Master Plans for regional court facilities. The judicial 
projections contained in these studies assumed that there would be 
full service branches of the Superior Court and that the judicial 
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position s would be filled as dictated by workload. Because of the 
s i gnificant projected growth in population in the El Cajon, South 
Bay, and North county judicial districts, there are proportionatel y 
more judicial positions assumed in the outlying districts. 


5. How was the Downtown Courthouse RFP developed ? 


The RFP was developed with the input from the evaluation committee 
for the responses to the Request for Qualifications, County staff, 
the Centre City Development Corporations staff, the Superior Court, 
the District Attorney, the County's real estate consultant, and 
Cushman Realty. 


6. How were the staff projections developed ? 


They are largely based on the historical trend in workload area 
dur i ng the 1980 ' s. In particular the workload for the District 
Attorney was based upon the significant increase in Criminal 
filings. For example, in 1980 there was a total of criminal filings 
for the District Attorney. In 1990 there were criminal filings. 
This study assumed an average annual growth rate of % for the 
District Attorney staff . Between 1980 and 1990 the average annual 
growth rate in Distri ct Attorney staff was %. In short the 
projections of staff requirements are not out of line with 
h i stori cal experience. 


7. Should the proposers provide their own financina team ( eg. 
u nderwr i ters, bond counsel, financial advisor ) ? 


It is felt best to have the County directly control the process of 
arranging financing. If SANCAL was used then we could use existing 
financial teams. If the Joint Powers Authority ( eg. Regional 
Building Authority ) was used then it would be likely that RFP's 
would be issued for fi nancial services. 


8. What are the impacts of the Courts on the Downtown San Diego 
economy ? 


According to the Centre City Development Corporation ( June 27, 
1990 letter from Paul Desrochers, Assistant Vice President to Jack 
McGrory, the Assistant City Manager ) approximately 36 % of the 
Downtown employees are directly or indirectly involved with the 
legal services industry. It was estimated that these employees 
would account for about $ 84,000,000 annually in sales for meals, 
goods, and services. 


18 







• 
Z 1 6 1 9 69 4 3151 DGS ARC H + ENGP 


JANUARY 24, 1992 


DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 
SUGGESTED COST SAVINGS ITEMS QUALITY REDUCTION ITEMS (summary) 


1. The following items, which are a part of the "Court Module" as requested by the 
Courts, are suggested to be changed to reduce the cost of the project by the 
amount so noted: 


A. 
B. 


c. 


Reduce the 14' high ceiling to arena and bench only: 
Change courtroom to: 
1) Change bench area ~ethod of construction from 


cabinetry to conventional framing: 
2) Eliminate 50% of walls to be paneled: 
3) Delete requirement that judges' chairs be leather: 
Change judges' chambers to have: 
1) Reduced grade of carpet to match high use areas: 
2) Painted walls instead of vinyl wall covering : 


$ 107 , 000 


120,000 
51,520 
4,800 


3} Eliminate the light and duplex outlet in robe closet: 


7,462 
10,368 
2,720 


2. 


3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


D. Change judge's toilet rooms to have (same as existing 
quality in SBRC) to have: wall-hung lavatories instead 
of plastic laminate vanities, sheet vinyl floors instead 
of ceramic tile, painted walls instead ~f ceramic tile, 
medicine cabinets instead of full width mirrors : 


Change the t11e-setting method from mortar-set to thin-set 
in all toilet rooms: 


Eliminate the requirement that acoustical system be 
"2-spline" 1n any area: 


Specify wall hung china non-refrigerated drinking fountains 
instead of electric chilled water type: 


Specify wall hung lavatories instead of lavatories set in 
vanities of plastic laminate 1n all toilet rooms: 


Simplify cabinetry in lounges, jury deliberation rooms, 
kitchenettes and other places where "kitchen-type" 
cabinets are specified: 


Eliminate vinyl wall covering in all areas except 
high public use areas: 


Eliminate escalators between court floors and install 
high speed elevators: 


Use existing private down town ch i lled water "loop" for HVAC : 


- lOTAL--------- - --- --- -- - --- ---- ---- --- ----- ----- -- -


ONTNCTCS.15 


31,792 


8,400 


48,000 


24,500 


10,240 


18,000 


45,000 


636,000 


450,000 


$1 , 575,802 
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JANUARY 24, 1992 


DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 
SUGGESTED COST SAVINGS ITEMS SPACE SAVING ITEMS (summary) 


1. The following items, which are a part of the "Court Module" as requested by the 
Courts, are suggested to be changed to reduce the cost of the ·project by the 
amount so noted: 


A. Reduce the size of some of the courtrooms to 40X32: 


B. Reduction of the number of hearing/conference rooms: 


C. Cluster the research attorney's and calendar clerks: 


D. Eliminate one of the restricted corridors: 


E. Reduction of one interview room per courtroom: 


F. Allow every two courtrooms to share one sound-lock; 


G. Reduce the judges' chambers size to 250sf: 


2. Eliminate the criminal holding areas adjacent to the courtrooms: 


3. Eliminate the pro-tem judges' chambers: 


4. Reduce the number of kitchenettes from 6 to 2: 


5. Eliminate the private staff lounge for the Superior Court: 


6. Reduce size of all spaces to the County standards: 
Note: this does not include "court module" 


7. Combine the children's snack room in the District Attorney's 
Family Support Division with the children's waiting room: 


8. Reduce the size of the urinalysis test1ng room from to IOOsf: 


10. Reduce the Marshall's shower/locker room space to 400sf: 


DNTNCTCS.14 


$ 165,578 


126,288 


27,776 


151,200 


109,120 


59,520 


49,600 


1,559,600 


21,700 


24,800 


127,500 


l, 886,308 


6,200 


55,800 


49,600 


$4.420,590 
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JANUARY 24, 1992 


DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 
SUGGESTED COST SAVINGS ITEMS MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS WITH NO COST ATTACHED 


1. Eliminate the requirement that every senior attorney's office and every 
judges' chamber have a window. 
Method: allow for more freedom in des;gn to allow a chamber to be on an 
inside wall if necessary; we would in this case try to get more "borrowed 
light" into each of these spaces. 


2. Reduce the amount of on-site storage for files 
Method: reduce each user by the following: {and find less expensive 
storage space elsewhere) 
A. District Attorney by 20% of 35,770sf • 
B. Superior Court by 20% of 4,310sf • 
C. Adult Probation by 20% of 250sf -
0. Grand Jury by 20% of SOsf • total • 8076sf 


3. Split the users into two buildings on different sites -
Method: build a "standard office building" for the District Attorney with 
a typical core and efficient bay spacing without trying to coordinate the 
column spacing over the special courtroom column spacing; then build a 
courts building with its special bay spac~ng needs. 


4. Provide no parking floors in the building except for judges and VIPs and 
lease (or not lease and let all others find) parking elsewhere. 


5. Build our entire building for all users on the County owned land and not 
be out the cost of land; this would mean not complying with eeoc 
restrictions for the "Floor-area-ratio" (above grade building floor area 
relationship to square footage of site) which is 12 with the bonus for 
providing pedestrian oriented street level usage. 


6. Provide all parking above grade and at street level instead of underground 
and cladding the parking levels with an inexpensive "utilitarian" skin; 
this is also against eeoc regulations. 


7. Clad the entire building with an inexpensive "window-wall" skin. 


DNTNCTC$.06 
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February 21, 1992 


TO: Distribution 


FROM: Rich Robinson, Director 
Office of Special .Projects 


RECEIVED 
FEB 2 1 15 2 


Ans'd ••••• ••••••• 


STATUS FOR PREPARATION OF THE DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP) 


The purpose of this memo is to bring you up to date on the status 
of the preparation of the RFP for the Downtown Court/Office 
Building. It is our intent to have the RFP ready for distribution 
on February 26, 1992. The RFP will be due on April 15, 1992. A 
pre-proposal conference has not yet been scheduled. Much of the 
form and structure of the RFP will remain the same as in the draft 
RFP (eg. title page, letter of introduction, most of the elements 
of your development proposal, a complete financial report, evidence 
that your firm/development team can be bonded for performance, 
existence of development approvals). Therefore you may wish to 
begin now assembling such information. 


Staff and consultants are refining and developing the following 
information that will be included in the RFP: 


1. The specific responsibilities of each member of the 
development team. This will allow developers to submit a cost 
proposal which can be fairly compared to other proposals. 


2. The specific responsibilities of the County's "construction 
consultant". This firm will provide project management 
oversight responsibilities. Rather than being a traditional 
construction manager which is responsible for coordinating day 
to day construction activities on the job site, the Project 
Management Consultant will provide assistance in such areas as 
reviewing contract bid documents for completeness, assisting 
in value engineering, reviewing design documents and making 
recommendations regarding proposed change orders and claims . 
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3. The and conditions that would permit changes to your 
development team. In order to preserve the integrity of the 
RFQ/RFP process, the County will generally not permit changes 
to your development team unless there are significant reasons 
to do so. For example, if a member of your development team 
is also providing advice to the County on this project (eg. 
architect) you would then be allowed to substitute a qualified 
architect ( ie a conflict of interest). However adding or 
substituting a new developer to simply "strengthen" your 
proposal will not be permitted. 


4. Incorporation of the recommended cost cutting proposals in the 
McGraw/Baldwin Program Statement. The Board approved a number 
of cost saving proposals and these will be incorporated in the 
Program Statement being finalized by McGrawjBaldwin 
Architects. 


We remain committed to move this process along as expeditiously as 
possible. It was felt however to take a few extra days to make 
sure that RFP is very clear on the specific information we require. 


If you have any further questions please free to call Nick 
Marinovich at (619)-531-5275 or Dick Greene at (619)-495-5742. 


RICH ROBINSON, Director 
Office of Special Projects 
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Chief Administrative Officer 


RECEtVEO~ 
J u L - 9 I t'O {(\ 
~ns' d •••••••••••• 


STATUS OF THE EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR A 
DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


The purpose of this memo is to inform you of the status of the 
evaluation of the Downtown Court/Office developer proposals. As 
you are aware, ten proposals were received and have been reviewed 
by an Evaluation Committee. The Evaluation Committee consisted of 
the following individuals: Barry McComic (R. B. McComic Inc.), 
William Nelson (Scripps Bank), Kip Howard (Allegis Development), 
Tracy Reed (City of San Diego Planning Department), Rick Gittings 
(City Manager of San Marcos) and Pam Hamilton (Centre city 
Development Corporation) . The Committee received input from County 
staff and the Courts/District Attorney. 


On July 6, 1992 the Committee met to develop recommendations on 
which proposals should be allowed to respond to a final RFP. This 
final RFP would ask for a guaranteed maximum price and further 
design information on the project. 


A summary of the Committee's recommendations are as follows: 


1. The proposals from Lankford Development/Hensel Phelps and 
Bentall Development should be allowed to respond to the Final 
RFP. These developers have privately (non-County) owned sites 
near the existing Courthouse and offer the potential for 
development over an entire City block. 
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2. If either Lankford or Bentall can meet the County's initial 
space requirements within the County's budget then the best of 
the two proposals should be selected as the developer/site for 
this project. The Committee felt that because both of the 
properties offer a close proximity to the Courthouse and the 
potential for development on an entire City block, that the 
sites offer a better opportunity for future expansion and an 
aesthetic design. 


3. If neither Bentall or Lankford can meet the County's space 
requirements within Budget. the Evaluation Committee would 
reexamine its position with respect to the Developers who 
proposed on the County site (Starboard/London Edinburgh Trust. 
Betawest, Lankford/Hensel Phelps, and Continental Develop­
ment). The Committee felt that the County owned site had 
inherent problems associated with its location and size. 
These problems include limited expansion capability, egress 
congestion along First Avenue, noise problems associated with 
proximity to the fire station and jail and difficulty in 
achieving an aesthetic design due to the size of the 
site/proximity to the Chamber Building. There was a discus­
sion that the County may not need a developer if the County 
site is used. 


4. The development firms who proposed on remote sites from the 
Courthouse (Starboard/London Edinburgh, Catellus, Kajima, and 
Stein Morse Diesel) should not be allowed to respond to the 
final RFP. The Committee felt that these proposals did not 
offer unique enough incentives to offset the additional 
operational costs/inefficiencies associated with being distant 
from the Courthouse and the other proposals better met the 
County requirements. 


Attached is a map of the sites of the development proposals and a 
list of their team members. It is anticipated that the developers 
will be notified of the Committees decision by fax today. Should 
your office be contacted by the developers/team members it is 
recommended that you refer all calls to Rene Cardinaux, Deputy 
Director of Architecture and Engineering in the Department of 
General Services (LOC 750-2065). Based upon prior input we have 
received, I do not believe it is appropriate for the Board to get 
involved in narrowing the field of proposals but rather be 
presented a recommendation of a final development proposal. 
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If you have any comments or concerns, please feel free to contact 
my office. 


Respectfully, 


Officer 


DEJ: 


Attachments 
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ATTACHMENT B 
LIST OF DEVELOPMENT TEAMS-DOWNTOWN COURT/OFFICE BU~LDING 


PROJECT A0091 K 


Developer: 


Architects: 


General Contractor: 


Developer: 


Architects: 


General Contractor: 


Developer: 


Architect: 


General Contractor: 


Developer: 


Arch itect: 


Genera l Contractor : 


Developer: 


Arc-h itect: 


General Contractor: 


Developer: 


Architect: 


General Contractor: 


Developer: 


Architect: 


General Contractor: 


Developer: 


Architect: 


General Contractor: 


Bentall Deyelopment Co. 


Ellerbe Beckett/Hope 


Nielsen/Swinerton Watlberg 


Betawest Inc. 


DMJM 
SAE Continental Heller 


Catellus Development Corp. 


Kaplan,'-Macglaughlin,. Diaz 


Pankow 


Continental Development Corp. 


HDR/WWB 


McKee 


Kaj ima International Inc. 


Kaj ima Internat ional Inc. 


Kajima International Inc. 


Lankford & Associates Inc. 


BSHA 


Hensel Phelps 


Starboard Development Corp. 


A. C. Martin/De!awie 


Ninteman 


Stein & Company 


Williams Tanaka/TSA 


Morse Diesel 
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December 9, 1992 


Mr. Rene L. Cardinaux, AIA, CCS 
General Services Deputy Director 
Architecture and Engineering Director 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Building 2, Room 220 
5555 Overland Avenue 
San Diego, California 92123 


Bental l ,. 


0 evelopment 


Co. 


·~ 
Re: Final RFP - Downtown Courts/Office Building . ... 


Dear Mr. Cardinaux: 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Ben tall Development Co. ( "Bentall") requests that the Board of 
Supervisors be presented with the option of proceeding with 
negotiations on Bentall's Scheme "A" (which meets the needs of the 
County until the year 2010), while at the same time proceeding to 
negotiate with on Lankford's proposal (which apparently meets the 
needs of the County until about the year 1995). We believe that 
the County Board of Supervisors should have the option, when such 
negotiations have been completed, of deciding which project best 
serves the short-term and long-term needs of the County, to wit: 
Bentall's Scheme "A" which takes the County out to the year 2010, 
or Lankford's proposal, which only satisfies the County's needs 
until the year 1995. 


The recommendation to proceed with Lankford's proposal does 
not give the County Board of Supervisors the option of considering 
which proposal best meets its needs in the long run, nor does it 
take into account the fact that the District Attorney already needs 
more than 50,000 additional square feet of space, which space is 
funded and could be provided in Bentall's Scheme "A" proposal. 


We believe that the Board of Supervisors should have the 
right, following these negotiations, to decide which of the 
proposals best serves the County's needs, and to make an award of 
contract based on the facts that will develop out of such 
concurrent negotiations. 


!·.· 


,.;<~ •• ' 
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To start with, Bentall will include in such negotiations, with 
regard to its Scheme "A" proposal, the following items: 


1. A "write down" of its land costs in the amount of 
$1,000,000. 


2. Bentall will master lease an entire expansion floor 
(approximately 20,000 square feet), thus relieving the County of 
any risk or obligation as to such space. 


3. Ben tall will reduce ground floor retail from 20,000 
square feet to 18,000 square feet (a 2,000 square foot reduction) 
to accommodate the consultant's concern about the viability of such 
space. 


4. Bentall will increase its rent guarantee to a total of 
$3,500,000. 


5. Bentall will include the connecting bridge at no 
additional cost to the County. 


6. Bentall will construct the trolley stop facility on "C" 
Street for MTDB at no additional cost. 


We feel that it is important that you and the Board of 
Supervisors consider the alternative of proceeding concurrently 
with negotiations with Bentall on its Scheme "A," and concurrently 
with Larikford so that the needs of the people o~San Diego County 
can be most effectively considered. 


DISCUSSION 


Bentall Development Co. was disappointed to find that not even 
one of its alternate proposals was recommended to the Board of 
Supervisors for the "negotiation" phase of this project. Our 
Scheme "A" (2010) alternative, upon which we were admitted to the 
final proposal stage, was apparently not considered as a viable 
option. After one and a half years of continued involvement on the 
basis of our Scheme "A," at significant time and expense to our 
development team, the elimination of our Scheme "A," without 
offering us the ability to negotiate at all, is inconsistent with 
the competition process and denies the Board of Supervisors the 
ability to select between the best 2010 (Scheme "A") proposal and 
the Lankford proposal. 
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The RFP encouraged the "finalists" to provide the County a 
total 2010 program requirement in a single phase as a preference. 
To reiterate, we were selected to enter the final RFP phase with 
only a single phase 2010 project. 


"4. The ability to provide expansion space as 
needed. While the County wishes to acquire an 
estimated 295,396 gross square feet, the 
County desires to have the ability and 
flexibility to expand to 449,380 gross square 
feet as additional funds are available. The 
need for expansion space is also required. 
The ability/commitment to have other tenants 
( eg. and local governmental) housed in the 
expansion space until the County requires this 
space will be considered positively." (Page 
12, RFP) 


It is our understanding that our Scheme "A" project was viewed 
favorably by the Evaluation Committee. While we recognize that 
there is a concern relative to income projection and its guarantee, 
we fully expected to have an opportunity to negotiate acceptable 
solutions which would effectively remove the risk factor as a 
concern in the final negotiation phase. 


It seems logical from a business point of view that if the 
County of San Diego could acquire a project with every quality and 
amenity outlined in the program for a 2010 buil~ out, within the 
same budgetary constraints that a smaller 1995 program requires, 
the larger complete project would be a superior transaction. That 
is, the County would pay approximately $7,000,000 per year for 
either a Lankford type proposal, or for our Scheme "A" (2010) 
proposal. It is our understanding that the office of the District 
Attorney already has a demand for an additional 50,000 square feet 
of space, which will be funded. This is a substantial increase in 
itself and it further should reinforce the importance of achieving 
the RFP project preference of the full 2010 build out in a single 
building, now. ----


Given the fact that we have not been offered an opportunity to 
negotiate to our best case, and since the County has already 
negotiated some of the terms of the competing proposal, we now are 
taking the opportunity to put forward the following refinements to 
our submitted proposal. 
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1. In view of the expressed sensitivity to Bentall's 
historic cost of the land, we are prepared to offer a 
$1,000,000 reduction in the land cost presented to the 
County. This will be a cost which Bentall will absorb in 
an effort to make the best possible proposal to the 
County. 


2. Bentall is prepared to master lease one expansion 
(approximately 20,000 square feet rentable area). 
know from a review of Bentall's financial statements 
our company can stand behind this guarantee. 


floor 
You 


that 


3. We will reduce the ground floor retail by 2,000 - 3,000 
square feet on "C" Street to accommodate your 
consultant's concern about its viability. 


4 . Bentall's guarantee of rental income for the balance of 
the expansion space is thereby reduced to approximately 
40,000 square feet and 18,000 square feet of retail 
space. We propose to increase our guarantee to 
$3,500,000 in cash or its equivalent. 


5. Bentall will include the connecting bridge at no 
additional cost to the County (we will add the bridge at 
either the 2nd or 3rd floor at County's option). · 


6. · Bentall will install the trolley stop facility on "C" 
Street for MTDB .at no additional cost.· 


It should be noted that the reduced building area and 
reduction in land costs would lower our Scheme "A" project costs by 
over $3,500,000 or lower the annualized debt service to the County 
to approximately $6,990,000. 


In summary, the Bentall Development Co. team is prepared to 
deliver to the County of San Diego a Scheme "A" project which 
provides 16 courtrooms and 2010 office space requirements in one 
project within budget and at no risk. Our team already consists of 
not only over 30% MBWE, but a total prevailing wage work force 
providing over 200 local jobs. 


Bentall Development Co. wants to negotiate with the County on 
our 2010 (Scheme "A") submission, concurrently with your 1995 
negotiations with Lankford. 
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We request that you immediately deliver a copy of this letter 
to the members of the Board of Supervisors. 


Sincerely, 


BENTALL DEVELOPMENT CO. 


~~~ 
Perry M. Dealy 
Senior Development Manager 


PMD/al 
cc: David E. Janssen, Chief Administrative Officer 


County of San Diego 
James Warshawski, President, Bentall Development Co. 
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aiouttiJJ of ~an ~icgo 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


r rr, · o~co .c 


RECE\'JEO 
DEC 1 0 t 2 


1600 PACIFIC H-IGHWAY. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92101 - 2472 


~ns'd .•••• -····· 


December 10, 1992 


TO: John Woodard, Chief of Staff, District 1 
Dana Quittner, Chief of Staff, District 2 
Craig Benedetto, District 3 ~ 
Don Abel, Chief of Staff, District 4 
Nancy Allen, Chief of Staff, District 5 


FROM: Rich Robinson, Director 
Office of Special Projects 


BENTALL REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THEIR DOWNTOWN BUILDING 
PROPOSAL 


Attached is a · formal request for reconsideration of Bentall 's 
proposal for the Downtown DA/Court Office Building. Bentall has 
reduced their cost by "changing" their proposal in order to be in 
a more competitive negotiating position with the Lankford proposal. 


Staff contends that it would be inappropriate to deviate from the 
previously approved process. As it is, the County could negotiate 
with Bentall in ~~t a satisfactory agreement could not be 
worked out with~ I am not sure if Bentall will appear 
before the Board when the downtown project is considered next week. 


RR:br 


Attachment 








COUNTY OF SAN 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


AGENDA ITEM 


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


BRIAN P . BILBRA Y 
First District 


G EO RGE F . B A I L EY 
Second District 


PAM SLATER 
Third District 


L EO N L . WILLIAM S 
Fourth District 


JOHN MACDON A LD 
Fifth District 


DATE: December 15, 1992 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


SUBJECT: Selection of a Developer for the Downtown Court/ Office Building 


SUMMARY: 


Issues 


1. Should the Board of Supervisors proceed with the Downtown Court/Office Building 
project which would involve the annual commitment of $7.0 million (no new General 
Fund cost) to finance debt service and ongoing operational costs (e.g. utilities, janitorial)? 


2. Should the development team of Lankford/Hense! Phelps be selected to design and 
construct the Downtown Court/Office Building? 


3. Should the County consider building less than sixteen courtrooms immediately in the 
facility in view of the potential "surplus" of Superior Court courtrooms with the 
completion of this project? 


Recommendations 


CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: 


1. Approve selection of the development team from Lankford/Hense! Phelps for the design 
and construction of the Downtown Court/Office Building. 


2. Enter into negotiations with Lankford/Hense! Phelps and authorize the execution of a 
letter of intent between the County and the developer subject to the approval of County 
Counsel and the Director, Department of General Services as long as the project is 
within the County's annual budget of $7.0 million. 


3. Return to the Board within 45 days with a proposed development agreement that has 
been approved by Lankford/Hense! Phelps. 
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4. Return in 45 days with a proposed financing plan for the furniture, fixtures, equipment, 
remodeling, moving, early lease termination penalties and telephone/data processing 
equipment costs associated with the Downtown Court/Office Building. 


5. In the event that negotiations are unsuccessful with Lankford/Hense! Phelps, authorize 
staff to enter into negotiations with Bentall Development Corporation for the design and 
construction of the Downtown Court/Office Building or reexamine options for 
development on the County site at Front/B. 


6. Upon the successful negotiation of the development agreement with Lankford/Hense! 
Phelps return all deposits to Bentall and the developers on the County site (Starboard/ 
London Edinburgh, Betawest, Continental, and Lankford/Hense! Phelps). 


7. Determine to immediately build a total of sixteen courtrooms in the Downtown 
Court/Office Building. 


Fiscal Impact 


The total annual cost is estimated to be $7.0 million. There are also one time costs estimated 
to range between $7,547,279-$14,495,179 associated with this project that were not part of 
developer's guaranteed maximum price proposals and included in the $7.0 million annual 
budget. These costs include remodeling of space vacated by the District Attorney ($645,000-
$7,592,900), moving costs ($214,000), telephone/data processing costs ($4,280,240) early lease 
termination penalties ($908,039) and purchase of moveable furniture, fixtures, equipment 
($1,500,000). The original budget for this project (February 26, 1992 RFP) indicated that $2.0 
million in penalty assessment revenue would be available for administrative expenses and/or 
furniture, fixtures, equipment in FY 92/93 and FY 93/94. 


On December 9, 1992 staff met with Lankford/Hansel Phelps regarding the one time costs 
which were not part of the guaranteed maximum price proposal submitted by the developer. 
The following initial list of potential cost reduction/revenue measures were identified: 
eliminate Adult Probation and add additional District Attorney functions to the program, 
eliminate escalators, reduce project schedule by six months thereby saving interest during 
construction which would have to be financed (but would trigger additional pre payment 
penalties for leases), using existing furniture and telephone equipment, parking income 
accruing prior to construction, paying debt service on the first rather than second month of 
each year, reduce some developer insurance requirements, reduce system furniture 
accessories, eliminate some County administrative expenses, eliminate potential duplicative 
independent testing of the building systems/structure by the County and the developer, 
hooking into the chilled water utility system available in downtown San Diego, defer finishing 
out all sixteen courtrooms, reduction of the developer contingency, and leasing out of excess 
space /land. 


Our initial assessment is that it is probable that implementation of cost reduction/revenue 
measures such as these could save between 50-75% of the estimated lower end ($7.547.279) 
in one time costs. This translates to a savings of $3.8-$5.7 million. After negotiations have 
been completed there will be a much better estimate of the potential cost savings. It does 
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appear that the extensive remodel of the District Attorney's vacated space which would 
involve asbestos abatement cannot be afforded unless the County is successful in its asbestos 
litigation regarding the Downtown Courthouse. Greater details on the financial impact of this 
project are found in the section titled Financial Analysis. 


Alternatives 
There are several alternatives to the proposed actions before the Board: 


1. Divert some of the discretionary funds (the $2.0 million in penalty assessment revenue) 
that has been identified for the Downtown Court/Office Building project to the North 
County Regional Center Phase 1A Expansion in order to reduce the estimated $2.2 
million in annual General Fund contribution required to fund that project's debt service 
and operating expenses. 


2. Design and construct the Downtown Court/Office Building to house sixteen courts but 
only "finish out" those courtrooms which can be filled by authorized/budgeted judicial 
positions. 


3. Delay or cancel the project. 


These alternatives will be discussed in greater detail in the policy issues section. 


BACKGROUND 


HISTORY OF THE DOWNTOWN COURT /OFFICE BUILDING 


Over the past 19 months the County has been in the process of selecting a developer who would 
design, build, and construct a facility which would house the District Attorney, part of the Superior 
Court, Adult Probation Field Services, and the Grand Jury. A significant amount of time and 
effort has been spent on this project as indicated by the following actions: 


1. On May 29, 1991 (71), the Board approved, in principle, subject to environmental review, 
the acquisition of a new Downtown Court/Office building(s), 8-10 courtrooms, and other 
office functions as appropriate, with a request that the building be completed in three 
years. 


2. On June 11, 1991 (60), the Board approved a two step process for acquiring additional 
court/office space with the issuance of a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) followed by 
a Request for Proposals (RFP). 


3. An RFQ was issued on June 25, 1992 and twenty responses were received. Nine 
development teams were deemed qualified to submit responses to a RFP. 


4. On November 5, 1991 (59) and November 6, 1991 (23), the Board directed that: 
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SUBJECT: 


A. 


B. 


c. 


Selection of a Developer for the Downtown Court/Office Building 


There be recommendations on ways to reduce the project's costs and space 
requirements before the issuance of Request for Proposals, and that the County's 
real estate and lease negotiation consultants assist in this process. 


There be a consideration of major materials and a design element as a part of the 
RFP process (i.e., how the County could control the quality of the building 
through specifications included in the RFP and whether the developers should be 
required to submit renderings and have these considered as a part of the 
evaluation process). 


The search area for court/ office building should be expanded from 3 to 5 blocks 
which therefore would include consideration of Starboard (Front/Cedar) and 
Catellus responses to the RFQ. 


5. On February 11, 1992 (19), the Board authorized the issuance of a Request for Proposals 
for a Downtown Court/Office building and directed that certain cost saving measures (e.g., 
elimination of one large courtroom and criminal holding areas next to courtrooms) be 
implemented. In a report to the Board, it was indicated that in order to meet the 
County's annual budget, an average as opposed to high quality building would have to be 
constructed. 


6. On February 26, 1992, an RFP was issued to nine pre-qualified development teams. 
These teams were: Bentall, Lankford/Bensel Phelps, Catellus, Stein/Morse Diesel, 
Kajima, Continental, Betawest, Starboard, and London/Edinburgh. 


7. On April 15, 1992, the County received ten development proposals from eight developers. 
The following changes from the responses to the initial RFQ occurred: 


A) Starboard formed a joint venture with London/Edinburgh. 
B) Kajima withdrew their proposal for development on the County-owned site at 


Front/B. 
C) Stein/Morse Diesel moved their site to the property bounded by Beech, Ash, 


Columbia, and State. · 
D) Bentall withdrew their proposal for development on the County owned site at 


Front/B. 


All of the changes described above were permitted pursuant to the RFP issued on 
February 26, 1992. 


8. On April 23-25, 1992, the proposals were delivered to the Evaluation Committee. The 
Evaluation Committee spent nearly three weeks studying the proposals. 


9. On May 18, 1992, the Evaluation Committee met for the first time and was briefed by 
staff on the goals/objectives of the County and the content/evaluation criteria of the RFP. 


10. On June 22, 1992, the Evaluation Committee met again to discuss the specifics of each 
proposal and to ask questions of staff/ consultants. The users were present at the meeting. 
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11. On July 6, 1992, the Evaluation Committee formulated their recommendations and 
directed that staff return on July 9 with proposed letters that would be sent to the 
developers. The users were not present during the final deliberations. 


12. On July 9, 1992, the Committee met to discuss and edit the proposed letters that would 
be sent to the developers. The users were also not present at this meeting. These letters 
were finalized and faxed and mailed to the developers on July 9, 1992. 


13. On August 11, 1992 the Board: 


A. Supported the Downtown Court/Office Building Evaluation Committee 
recommendation that the County reaffirm its support for a Downtown court/Office 
Building to house the District Attorney, Grand Jury, Adult Probation, and sixteen 
Superior Courts. 


B. Supported the Downtown Court/Office Building Evaluation Committee 
recommendation that Ben tall and Lankford/Hense! Phelps be allowed to respond 
to a Final Request for Proposals on sites controlled by the two developers. 


C. Recommended that if neither Bentall or Lankford/Hense! Phelps can meet the 
County's 1995 space requirements within the County's $7.0 million annual budget, 
reexamine the four development proposals (Starboard/London Edinburgh, 
Betawest, Continental, Lankford/Hense! Phelps) for the County owned site at 
Front/B. 


It was indicated that the two sites from Bentall and Lankford/Hense! Phelps were 
preferable because they were proximate to the Courthouse thereby avoiding additional 
operational costs/inefficiencies and that the two sites had expansion capability unlike the 
smaller County owned property at Front/B. The more remote proposals (Catellus, Morse 
Diesel, Kajima, Starboard/London Edinburgh) were rejected because the proposals did 
not offer significant financial incentives/opportunities to offset the additional operational 
costs and other concerns associated with being distant from the Courthouse. 


14. A Final Request for Proposals was issued on August 13, 1992 to Bentall and 
Lankford/Hense! Phelps. 


15. Proposals were received from the two developers on October 15, 1992. 


16. The Evaluation Committee met on four occasions (October 20, October 28, November 12, 
and November 19) to formulate recommendations. This inducted a presentation from 
both developers to the Committee on October 28. 


EVALUATION PROCESS 


As indicated above, the Evaluation Committee met on four occasions and spent an extensive 
amount of time discussing and reviewing the proposals. The Committee consisted of a broad 
spectrum of public and private sector representatives. Staff support was provided by General 
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Services, the Chief Administrative Office, the County's Real Estate Consultant (Peat Marwick), 
Cushman Realty (Tenant Representative) and the County's Construction Consultant (Gafcon). 


There were two key philosophies employed in the evaluation: 


1. Staff/consultants should present only factual information to the Evaluation Committee and 
avoid making recommendations/value judgements. 


2. The occupants of the building should have an opportunity to provide input to the 
Evaluation Committee, but should not be present when the Committee was formulating 
their final recommendations. 


These philosophies were consistently applied throughout the evaluation. Staff/consultants met 
with both developers subsequent to the receipt of their proposals to clarify various aspects about 
both submittals. This information was communicated to the Committee prior to their final 
recommendation. 


EVALUATION CRITERIA AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Final RFP indicated that proposals would be evaluated based upon the following criteria: 


1. The guaranteed maximum price contract and evidence that the proposed building(s) can 
be constructed and operated within the County's annual budget. It was indicated that the 
absolute amount of the cost proposal, the quality of proposed materials, and ongoing 
operational costs associated with proposed materials. 


2. Evidence that the design satisfies the County's current and future space requirements. It 
was indicated that the ability of the proposed design solution to satisfy programmatic and 
functional requirements of the County would be considered. 


3. · Acceptance of design solution. This involved the aesthetics of the design. 


4. Comments on the proposed development agreement. It was indicated that the County will 
consider whether any proposed modifications may adversely affect its position. 


The Evaluation Committee felt that both proposals had very strong development teams. However, 
it was the unanimous consensus of the Evaluation Committee that the Lankford/Hense! Phelps 
offered the superior proposal. The major reasons for the selection of Lankford/Hense! Phelps 
are as follows: 


1. The guaranteed maximum price contract (GMP) for Lankford/Hense! Phelps was 
$13,729,300 lower than the Bentall proposal. The total GMP for Lankford/Hense! Phelps 
was $57,570,657. The building was more efficiently designed thereby reducing the amount 
of gross square footage that would have to be constructed. 


2. Lankford/Hense! Phelps proposed changes in the development agreement were relatively 
minor and would not adversely impact the County. 
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3. There was a minimal amount of risk associated with the proposal. Lankford/Hense! 
Phelps did not propose building speculative retail and office space that would have to be 
leased out to non-County tenants, as was proposed by Bentall. 


FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 


The proposed $7.0 million dollar annual budget for this project included the construction of space 
and tenant improvements to meet 1995 space requirements, 272 parking spaces, financing costs 
( eg. interest during construction, bond counsel), and operational expenditures ( eg. utilities). These 
costs were to be paid from lease consolidation savings ($3.9 million), City of San Diego 
Redevelopment Agency contribution ($.8 million), penalty assessments ($2.0 million), and Federal 
Government Reimbursement ($.35 million). 


In addition to the items which were part of the developer guaranteed maximum price proposal, 
there are the following estimated costs which can be directly or indirectly attributed to proceeding 
with this project that were not included in the $7.0 million annual budget: 


1. Remodel of the space vacated by the District Attorney ($645.000-$7.592.900). In order 
to achieve the estimated $3.9 million on lease consolidation savings, it is necessary to 
move the Public Defender and Alternate Public Defender from lease space to the area 
vacated by the District Attorney in the Downtown Courthouse. The estimated $645,000 
cost would entail a minor remodel such as installing new carpet and painting. The 
$3,315,000 cost would involve extensive remodeling of the vacated space such providing 
new private offices etc. In addition to the $3.3 million dollar remodel costs, the vacation 
of this space presents the opportunity for asbestos abatement. The estimated cost of 
asbestos abatement is $4,277,900 million. Asbestos abatement costs would likely have to 
be paid from a settlement related to the current litigation regarding the Downtown 
Courthouse asbestos situation. In order to do the extensive remodel it will also be 
necessary to do asbestos abatement. Therefore, the total estimated cost of an extensive 
remodel of the vacated District Attorney space is $7,592,900. 


2. Telephone/Data processing equipment for the new building ($4.280.240). This includes 
$2,083,860 in telephone costs (instruments, switch gear), $2,135,200 in data processing 
costs ( eg. computers, local area network tie in ), and one time Pacific Bell installation 
costs($61,180). It may be possible to reduce these costs by using existing equipment. 
These costs could be funded out of bond proceeds. However it would be necessary to 
reduce other project costs (eg. space) as the current building program is just within the 
$7.0 million dollar annual budget. 


3. Moving costs ($214.000). This would be handled through a contract with a private vendor. 


4. Moveable Furniture. Fixtures. and Equipment ($1.500.000). This would include such items 
as chairs and desks which can not be financed as a part of bond proceeds. It may be 
possible to reduce the costs through the use of existing furniture. 


5. Penalties for early termination of leases ($908.039). Two of the proposed lease 
consolidations (Home Savings Superior Court, Public Defender-Centre City Building) have 
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penalties for termination of the leases prior to April, 1999 (Public Defender-$471,054) and 
April1997 (Superior Court-$436,985). These penalties represent the cash payment for the 
tenant improvements financed by the lessor which have not been fully paid for in the 
monthly lease payments. 


Therefore the additional costs that must be financed through project cost reductions and/or other 
revenue sources which range from an estimated $7,547,279-$14,495,179. With respect to this 
situation there are the following observations: 


1. There currently is an estimated $4.0 million annually in Penalty Assessment revenue which 
has not been allocated to any justice project which would occur annually between FY 
92/93 and FY 94/95 (ie. the Board has not appropriated or adopted a policy to allocate 
funds to a particular project) . Beginning in FY 96/97 (July 1) it has been indicated that 
$2.0 million annually could be allocated to the Downtown Court/Office building project 
and that in FY 95/96 $1.0 million annually could be allocated to the North County 
Regional Center expansion. 


2. On an ongoing basis, it is estimated that approximately $1.0 annually in various 
unanticipated justice facility projects would be required to be funded out of penalty 
assessment revenue on an ongoing basis. 


3. Thus between FY 92/93 and FY 94/95 $3.0 million annually could be available to fund 
these costs associated with the Downtown Court/Office building (ie. $9.0 million). In FY 
95/96 there would be $2.0 million in penalty assessment revenue available as the North 
County Regional Center Expansion could be completed and it would be necessary to 
allocate $1.0 million to pay that project's debt service. Thus an estimated $11.0 million 
is potentially available from penalty assessment revenue to fund these one time costs or 
any other justice facility costs (eg. North County Regional Center Expansion) between now 
and the projected opening of the facility. 


4. If the decision is made to go forward with the North County Regional Center Expansion, 
. it will be necessary to set aside a yet to be determined amount of funds for this project 


out of penalty assessment revenue. The North County Regional Center Master Plan had 
an allowance of $1,617,212 (5% of construction costs) for furniture, fixtures, and 
equipment some of which will have to be funded out of penalty assessment revenue. 
Preliminarily it is believed that the current master plan for the North County Regional 
Center has included all costs for this projected $42.9 million facility. However between 
now and the return to the Board with a development agreement for the Downtown 
Court/Office building we will review the cost estimates contained in the North County 
Master Plan to see if there have been any omitted project expenditures. 


As a result of negotiations with the developer and a review of the North County Regional Center 
Master plan cost estimates, a comprehensive financing plan for the Downtown Court/Office 
building's one time costs and the impact on other County justice facility projects will be presented 
at the same time as the proposed development agreement for the Downtown Court/Office 
Building. 
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RISK ASSESSMENT 


There are several advantages to going forward with this project at this time. This is a good time 
for the project because of the significant downturn in the local real estate market which will 
enable the County to obtain a very favorable price on the proposed facility. Interest rates are at 
very low levels and the project would create a significant amount of jobs in our recessionary 
economy. Consolidation of leases into an owned facility is consistent with Board policy. 


Proceeding with formal negotiations with the developer will allow us to further refine project costs 
and identify more areas for savings. While adopting the recommendations today shows further 
support for the project, the key decision by the Board will be the approval of the development 
agreement (ie. the Board could decide to terminate or suspend the project if the development 
agreement and its financial implications were unacceptable). Any significant delay in the project 
will undoubtedly add to its cost. This process has taken 19 months, and in the case of 
Lankford/Hense! Phelps they have spent approximately $300,000 in responding to the County's 
Request for Qualification and two Request for Proposals. The County has spent about $605,000 
on staff and consultant expenses on this project over the last 19 months. 


There are, however, several potential risks associated with proceeding with this project. The 
County could end up building more courtrooms than there are available judicial positions. It is 
virtually impossible, because of our current economic climate, to predict when the State will 
approve new judgeships. The remodel costs in the Courthouse are very difficult to predict because 
of the asbestos situation. As indicated above, the costs of an extensive remodel could probably 
not be afforded at this time. Moving two major functions such as the Public Defender and 
Alternate Public Defender into space "as is" with only a very minor remodel will be difficult. 
During the 45 day negotiation period staff will review further the cost and programmatic options 
for moving these functions into the Downtown Courthouse. Delays in the project could increase 
project costs because of inflation. There is a very small $530,403 (1% of construction costs) 
change order contingency. Any significant changes in project scope would have to probably draw 
upon penalty assessment revenue for funding. Also the estimated federal reimbursement rules 
could change for the family support space. 


POLICY ISSUES 


These are the following issues relative to the proposed process for acquiring the Downtown 
Court/Office Building: 


1. In view of today's severe budget constraints and economic environment. does it make 
sense to construct a Downtown Court/Office Building? 


The proposed project would result in a facility which the County would obtain as an asset 
rather than continuing to spend nearly $3.9 million annually in lease payments. 
Consolidation of the District Attorney's functions into one building will result in a more 
efficient management arrangement and reduce management costs. The County will 
receive $800,000 annually from the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency for 
providing the sixteen courtrooms. In view of today's soft real estate market and near 
record low interest rates, this is a pnme opportunity to secure a facility at a very 
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competitive price. In addition, the project would generate needed construction related 
jobs for the region. The developer estimates that the $57.1 million project would generate 
450,000 hours of labor. The estimated payroll for the project is around $14.0 million ·with 
nearly all the labor being San Diego County residents. When one considers the multiplier 
or secondary impact of this project, there would be a total increase of 485 jobs and $122.4 
million in payroll during the two year construction period. Further, existing buildings that 
are large enough to satisfy the County's needs with the high ceilings required for the 
courtrooms, are not available in a contiguous area to the existing courthouse. 


2. How will proceeding with the Downtown Court/Office Building impact the ability to 
finance the North County Regional Center Phase IA expansion? 


The North County Regional Center expansion is estimated to cost $42.9 million. When 
one considers one time funds received from the Breeze Hill land exchange and Escondido 
redevelopment payment ($2,372,322), annual lease consolidation savings ($1,600,682), and 
annual penalty assessment revenue ($1,000,000), there would need to be annual general 
fund contribution of $2,166,773 beginning in FY 95/96 to pay estimated annual debt 
service and operational costs. Of the $7.0 million budgeted for the Downtown 
Court/Office building all or part of the $2.0 million in penalty assessment revenue could 
be allocated to the North County project thereby reducing the general fund contribution, 
however the Downtown project could not be financed. It may be possible to reduce some 
of the costs for both the North County and Downtown projects by eliminating certain 
functions from the buildings and further negotiations with the developer. However if the 
County proceeds with both projects simultaneously and if some further cost measures are 
implemented (e.g. eliminating certain functions) it is estimated that there still would be 
a collective impact of at least $1.0 million annually on the general fund. If the projects 
proceeds as planned the cumulative impact on the General Fund could be as high as $2.2 
million annually. 


3. Why not build on the County property at Front/B and therefore avoid the land costs 
associated with the Lankford/Hense! Phelps proposal? 


While the County site is "free", the site has a very limited expansion capability at a very 
high cost, unlike the Lankford/Hense! Phelps property. Because of the smaller vacant site 
(30,000 square feet compared to the full block at Lankford/Hense! Phelps) and the 
presence of the Law Library on another 15,000 square feet, the County site can only 
accommodate current space needs. Also if the County property were used about $232,000 
in lease revenue from parking would be lost. 


4. Why not acquire and/or lease an existing office building in today's soft real estate market? 


While lease rates are low now, they will eventually rise and the County will not be 
acquiring an asset. It would be difficult to find an office building could house all of the 
functions of the District Attorney ( eg. Family Support, Gangs). In the original RFP we did 
offer the opportunity to propose an existing building and only one developer offered such 
a submittal. However the facility was too far from the Courthouse, did not offer 
significant financial incentives to offset additional operational costs associated with the 


- 10 -







SuBJECf: Selection of a Developer for the Downtown Court/Office Building 


distance from the Courthouse, and there was concern that the developer did not have 
control of the building. 


5. Should all sixteen Courtrooms be constructed at once? 


The project was programmed for sixteen courtrooms because the County agreed to provide 
that number of courtrooms in order to receive the $800,000 annual payment from the City 
of San Diego Redevelopment Agency. With the completion of the South Bay Regional 
Center and East County Regional Center remodels (eight total courtrooms) and this 
project, there would be twelve more Superior Court Courtrooms than existing judicial 
positions (see Attachment B). In addition to the 77 existing judicial positions, the court 
has been averaging on a daily basis 4 pro-terns/retired judges hearing cases. While it is 
unlikely that the State will fill any judicial positions over the next several years because 
of the fiscal crisis, eventually new judges will have to be added because of the increase in 
workload. This building will provide the capability to accommodate this growth. It may 
be possible to "shell out' areas for future courtrooms and not build the interior 
improvements until the judges have been added. It is estimated that if we finish out only 
eight courtrooms (ie. to replace those that would be relocated from the Home Savings 
lease) there would be a possible savings of about $5.0 million in construction costs. It 
probably is less expensive to build all of the courtrooms now, rather than leaving some 
vacant and finishing out on an incremental basis. 


It should be noted that prior to the signing of a development agreement, there will need to be a 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) finding. An Environmental Impact Report is being 
prepared and should be ready for Board consideration in February. Attachment A provides 
greater details on cost estimates. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA ITEM 


INFORMATION SHEET 


SUBJECT: Selection of a Developer for the Downtown Court/Office Building 


SUPV. DIST.: All 


COUN'IY 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): 


PREVIOUS RELEVANT BOARD ACTION: On February 11, 1992 (19) Board approved issuance 
of an RFP for Downtown Court/Office Building 


BOARD POLICIES APPLICABLE: 


CITIZEN COMMITTEE STATEMENT: 


CONCURRENCE(S): 


ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Chief Administrative Office 


CONTACT PERSON: Rene Cardinaux 


Rich Robinson, Director, Office of Special Projects 


DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE 
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A'I'TACHMENT A 


JANE F . HUSTON 
DIRECTOR 


DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 


5555 OVERLAND AVENUE. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92123- 1294 


December 7, 1992 


TO: Rich Robinson, Director (A227) 
Office of Special Projects 


FROM: Rene L. Cardinaux, Deputy Director (0368) 
Architecture and Engineering Division 


PROPOSED BACKFILLING OF DOWNTOWN COURTS/OFFICE BUILDING 
PROJECT A0091 K 


Construction cost estimate for the refurbishing of 43,000 sq. ft. of office space at the 
Downtown County Courthouse space that will be available by the relocation of this 
space to the proposed Downtown Courts/Office Building, project A0091 K. 


The District Attorney is presently using this space of 43,000 sq. ft. and it can be used 
at this time with refurbishment & minor modifications, at a expense of_±_ $15/sq. ft.: 


A . 43,000 sq. ft. X $15 $ 645,000 


B. If this space were to be fully remodeled, the cost for this remodeling would be as 
follows: 


Cost for the remodeling of 43,000 sq . ft.: 
1. Construction - $60 
2. Allowance for Furnishings & FF&E (if totally new)- $5 
3 . Telephones/Switch- $2.70 per sq . ft. 


Subtotal .......................... . 


Other costs: 
1. Project Contingency - 5% 
2. Architectural & Engineering- 8 % 
3. Overhead Administration- 1 . 72% 
4. Construction Inspection Testing - 1% 


Subtotal ... .. 


TOTAL . 


$2,580,000 
215,000 
116,000 


$2,911,000 


$ 129,000 
206,000 


44,000 
25,000 


$ 404,000 


$3,315,000 
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Asbestos Abatement 


C. If the space is fully remodeled, it will present the opportunity for the asbestos 
removal and abatement of 43,000 sq. ft. of office space at the Downtown County 
Courthouse space that will be available by the relocation of this space to the 
proposed Downtown Courts/Office Building, Project A0091 K. 


NOTE: All of the following costs are taken from the Environmental Science 
Asbestos Survey of San Diego Courthouse and Jail, dated August 1990. 


The County has started legal action to recover most of this amount needed for the 
asbestos abatement in the County Courthouse. 


1. Cost for the removal of known ACM 
2. Cost to replace ACM 
3. The cost of removal of assumed ACM materials 


and the cost to replace assumed ACM 
4. Operation and Maintenance Program 


Subtotal ................. . 


Other Costs: 


5. Project Contingency- 10% 
6. Engineering- 4% 
7. Legal- 6% 
8. Overhead Administration - 1. 72% 


· 9. Construction Inspection Testing - 0.60% 
Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... . . 


TOTAL . 


The cost estimate was prepared by Hermes Zuazo, Project Manager. 


RENE L. CARDINAUX, Deputy Director 
Architecture and Engineering Division 


RLC:ph 


2100HZ02 


1,798,000 
46,000 


1,785,000 
30,000 


$ 3 ,659,000 


3 ,659,000 
146,000 


22,000 
63,000 
22,000 


$ 618,900 


$4,277,900 







ATTACHMENT B 


SUPERIOR COURT JUDICIAL POSITIONS AND COURTROOMS 


LOCATION EXISTING SUBSTANDARD/ NUMBER OF COURTROOMS 
JUDICIAL STANDARD TEMPORARY PLANNED AFTER COMPLETION EAST 
POSmONS COURTROOMS COURTROOMS ADDITIONS COUNTYREMODEWDOWNTOWN 


COURT/OFFICE BUILDING 


Downtown 31 34 0 16 50 


Home Savings 8 0 8* 0 0 


Family Court 7 6 1* 0 6 


North County 13 9 4(Modulars) 0 13 


East County 4 2 2* 4 6 


South Bay 4 4 0 0 4 


Juvenile 10 6 4(Modulars) 0 10 


TOTAL 77 61 19 20 89 


*These are temporary courtrooms In leased space at the Home Savings Tower and the El Cajon City Building, plus one domestic department operating In 
the employees' lunchroom at the Family Court Building. These court departments will no longer be used when the 16 court/office buMdlng and the East 
County Regional Center four courtroom expansion Is completed. 


SUPERCT.TBL 





