




















presentationoverview
• project update
• projections overview
• program summary
• concept options
• phasing



todaydirection
• review spaces and facilities
• confirm phase I scope / budget
• confirm direction
• discuss next steps - schedule 
• request for committee action



recapstatus (2008) 
• DD estimate $120M
• VE savings $10M
• current cost $110M + 6% 

additional escalation = $116.6M
• funds available = $27.5 M +/-
• shortfall = ($89.1 M) 
• 2008 scope

– 415,000 GSF
– ultimate build-out – 42 courtrooms / 9 

hearing rooms
– initial fit-out – 30 courtrooms / 7 

hearing rooms 



2005 facts
• 2025 needs = design target

– ultimate build-out – 42 courtrooms / 
9 hearing rooms (19 county, 22 city)

• 2005 actual JPEs
– county justice court – 8 judges
– city court – 13 judges 

• 2025 projected need
– county justice court – 19 judges
– city court – 22 judges 



projectionsupdate
• what’s changed

– overall population growth rate has slowed
– caseload growth has slowed
– local, state, national & international economic crisis has 

resulted in limited resources
– actual growth to date is less than projected

impact: the projected need for JPEs for 20 years 
from today (2029) is now lower than the 

previously projected need for JPEs for 2025 
(Tier I Study projections)
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County Court



2009 facts
City Court

311,936
353,926

399,833

452,734

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

19
94

19
96

19
98

20
00

20
02

20
04

20
06

20
08

20
10

20
12

20
14

20
16

20
18

20
20

20
22

20
24

20
26

20
28

Tier 1: Total Caseload
Jan 2009: Total Caseload
Tier 1: Projected Caseload
Linear (Tier 1: Projected Caseload)

311,936

353,926

399,833

452,734

290,076
312,694

335,755
359,252

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

350,000

400,000

450,000

500,000

19
94

19
96

19
98

20
00

20
02

20
04

20
06

20
08

20
10

20
12

20
14

20
16

20
18

20
20

20
22

20
24

20
26

20
28

Tier 1: Total Caseload
Jan 2009: Total Caseload
Tier 1: Projected Caseload
Jan 2009: Projected Caseload
Linear (Jan 2009: Projected Caseload)



2009 revised projections
• show a need for 25-30 judicial officers by 2018

– range of projected requirements, based on caseload disposition 
per judicial officer

– need for flexibility in court facility and courtroom design and 
allocations (courtrooms / hearing rooms)

– impacts of operational changes 

• show a need for 34-40 judicial officers by 2028
– policy decision regarding Phase II
– site can accommodate a range

planning: recommendation for 9-10 County and 17-
19 City JPEs – 26 Courtrooms plus 4 Hearing 

Rooms



today site and phasing
• phase I (2018 need) in initial construction; site 

development to support phase II and more (2028 need+); 
w/public parking

• consistency with initial intent + constructability of phasing
• studied 40+ options – today here with the recommended 

scheme

the good news -- the site can accommodate logical, 
“constructable” multi-phase project to meet 2018 

“constrained” model with horizontal expansion for 2028+ 
total needs including parking structure



• 2018 by component – 255,800 GSF (incl parking)
– 26 courtrooms, 6 hearing rooms
– Clustered / distributed chambers on court floonrs
– Capacity for 250 or more staff
– Minimal shared court functions in Phase I
– Secure parking – 55 cars
– Shared building functions

• 2028 by component – 388,000 GSF (incl pkg / nic
agencies)
– 42 courtrooms, 8 hearing rooms
– Clustered / distributed chambers on court floors
– Capacity for 350 or more staff
– Secure parking – 90 cars
– Shared building functions

• other agencies / spaces – policy decision

project space needs



program content
• defer training to Phase II
• defer constables to Phase II
• mix of courtrooms & hearing 

rooms in Phase I (not 
recommended)

• double loaded corridor 
arrangement – increased building 
efficiency

• clustered chambers
• continue consolidated support 

services
• include support agencies in 

Phase II
• parking phasing per court phasing



phasingby jurisdiction
OPTION 1a

– Phase 1 – City / County 
Courts, CA, Other

– Phase 2 – City Courts, 
Agencies in addition; 
County Courts, Training, 
other in Phase 1

OPTION 1b
– Phase 1 – City / County 

Courts, CA, Other
– Phase 2 – County Courts, 

training in addition; City 
Courts, Agencies, and more 
in Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 1

Phase 2



or -- phasing by function
OPTION 2a

– Phase 1 – City / County 
Courts, CA, Other

– Phase 2 – Criminal in 
Phase 1; City / County Civil 
/ Traffic in Phase 2

OPTION 2b
– Discuss Other Options

Phase 2

Phase 2

Phase 1



simplified conceptual stacking



catalina phase I



catalina phase II



catalina build out



catalina phase I



catalina build out



phase I schedule
• occupancy + 5 Years
• straw–man schedule

– design complete mid-2010
– additional bond funding 2010-2011
– construction 2012-2013
– occupancy 2013
– occupancy +5 yrs - 2018



phase I cost model

• phase I project (2018) -- $ 69.8 M (2008 dollars)
$ 77.0 M (2012 mid-point constr.)

• budget model
– Site Improvements (2%)
– Courts Building (227,000 GSF)
– Secure Parking (55 spaces)

• phase II project – policy-driven scope



strong case for the project
• Function, Facilities and Funding (ROI)

– two part (phase 1/II approach works)
– $10 surcharge on projected filings would produce more 

than $6M year
– cost avoidance in present value / future worth – current 

facilities facing significant current costs 
– agreement between city – county on staff / operational 

savings in security screening and other positions is 
timely with possible annual reductions of $300K or more

– with technology improvements, continued space 
efficiencies and process improvement potentials is high

– current facilities present ongoing liability risks
– construction and project cost multiplier factors
– Improve functions and facilities for public, staff, judicial 

officers and prisoners



questions?




