











Why Hunter Square and not Washington Street?

There are two feasible alternatives, Hunter Square and Washington Street
between Madison and Lincoln Streets. The court favors the Hunter Square alternative.
In summary, we believe daily travel from county law offices, county agencies and private
attorneys offices located in the downtown core to Washington Street will reduce the
efficiency of those offices and reduce the efficiency of the court. Also, there will be
ongoing financial costs the county will have to fund related to the daily migration of
county law office and agency personnel. The court is also concerned that moving the
courthouse to Washington Street may negatively impact businesses in the core of
downtown Stockton.

Regular users of the court have offices in or within easy walking distance to the
current courthouse. These include county agencies such as the District Attorney’s Office
and the Public Defender’s Office, as well as many private lawyers. The County Child
Protective Services staff, the County Counsel attorneys who represent that agency and the
Probation Department have offices nearby as well. Representatives of these offices visit
the courthouse daily handling matters throughout the day. If the court were to move to
Washington Street, these regular court users would have to travel a half a mile and then
back again to their offices multiple times during the day. In doing so, they would often
have to transport their witnesses and other people associated with their cases from
meetings in their offices to the courtrooms on Washington Street. Many attorneys and
agency personnel bring numerous files, documents, exhibits, and other items needed for
court. It will cost the taxpayers to fund the trips for the county agencies. These agencies
will also lose efficiency because of the distance. As these offices lose efficiency, so will
the court. One of the biggest complaints we hear about the justice system relates to
perceived delays in the delivery of justice. The delays associated with travel to and from
the courthouse will add immeasurably to those delays. One of the stated project goals for
the new courthouse is to increase the efficiency of your court’s operations. Moving to
Washington Street will decrease our efficiency, to the detriment of the public.

While some regular court users may walk to and from their offices occasionally to
Washington Street when the weather is good, it is more likely that most will drive from
their downtown offices to Washington Street. This will result in increased downtown
traffic during the day, an increase in parking demand in the Washington Street area,
increased greenhouse gas emissions and decrease the quality of air we breathe. While
public transportation could be provided, such transportation will not be particularly
helpful for daily transportation of files and other items necessary for daily court
appearances. Nor will public transportation assure timely appearances in court. Any
transportation required for county agency personnel will result in additional taxpayer
expense. Use of public transportation may also expose certain county attorneys and
agency personnel to security risks related to sharing transportation with people associated
with their cases.



The court is also concerned that movement away from the downtown core to
Washington Street may potentially have an adverse economic impact on the downtown
core businesses. If the court moves its operations to Washington Street, existing
downtown core businesses will lose many of the court’s visitors, summoned jurors, and
employees as customers. We are informed that there are studies which show the distance
people will walk to services, and Washington Street is well beyond that distance from the
downtown core. With parking provided across from the Washington Street location, we
are concerned that many visitors and court employees are likely to get in their cars and
drive outside the downtown area for meals and services. It would seem that not only will
the current downtown businesses be potentially affected, but the court’s anticipated move
in 2013 may have a chilling effect on new businesses that might otherwise consider
locating in the downtown core.

The number of people who visit the main courthouse and annex daily is
significant. Approximately, 25,000 people appear for jury service in our Stockton
courthouse every year. While we are working to refine our daily visitor counts, we
currently estimate that approximately 1,500 visitors per day go through the courthouse
magnetometers to conduct court business. This does not include attorneys or agency
personnel. Approximately, 675 visitors go through the magnetometers at the annex per
day, approximately 80 of which visit the self-help clinic. There are nearly 300 court
employees who work in the main Stockton courthouse and the annex. All of these people
are potential customers for downtown core businesses that would no longer be visiting
the downtown core if the court moves to Washington Street.

Over the long term, office development is likely to occur near Washington Street
because there will be private law office demand for office space closer to the courthouse
and bail bonds offices might wish to locate there. When the law offices move from their
current locations in the downtown core to be closer to the courthouse on Washington
Street, office vacancies will result and it seems likely there will be few tenants to fill
those vacancies.

While a courthouse built on Washington Street could help development of the
downtown “South Shore” in the distant future, we are concerned that would occur at the
expense of the downtown core at a time when economic recovery will be hard enough.
Certainly, a negative economic hit to our downtown core will not help attract
development to the Washington Street area. It would seem there should be a concern that
potential deterioration of the downtown core might actually inhibit development in the
“South Shore” that is not directly related to the courthouse. The court does not want to
be seen as the entity that reversed the positive redevelopment efforts in downtown
Stockton of the last several years. Consequently, it is the court’s preference to build the
new courthouse in the downtown core.

Some have assumed the court wants to stay in the downtown core because of
some personal benefit to the judges. Nothing could be farther from the truth. If our
motivation was the self-interest of the court and its judges, we would gladly move to
Washington Street. A courthouse built on the Washington Street site could potentially
have more amenities, such as greater use of natural and borrowed light. It would have



outstanding 360 degree views, including views of the Delta from the third or fourth floor
up. Nevertheless, the court considers Hunter Square as the location that would best serve
the needs of those who regularly use the court and in the best interest of the community.

What about the historical significance of Hunter Square and loss of open space?

A courthouse has historically been in the core of downtown Stockton. The court
believes it is the courthouse that has historically been the focal point, more so than
Hunter Square. Hunter Square would have little historical significance were it not
adjacent to the courthouse. Indeed, one has to wonder whether Hunter Square would
have ever existed had the courthouse been located somewhere else. Moving the
courthouse away from the downtown core is inconsistent with Stockton’s history and
heritage. Building the new courthouse in Hunter Square will carry forth the legacy and
make for new history in the future.

As for the loss of open space, the Hunter Square project does not eliminate all of
the available open space downtown. Nicely landscaped open space will surround the new
courthouse if built in Hunter Square. The DEIR indicates that the total amount of open
space around the courthouse will be only one tenth of an acre less than the total amount
of open space in the current Hunter Square Park. Also, additional space may be acquired
and devoted to open space. Furthermore, people can also enjoy DeCarli Square, located
less than a block away. The county’s plans to build a public plaza between the new
county administration building and a new courthouse constructed in Hunter Square will
greatly enhance downtown’s open space and contribute to downtown’s future legacy.

Won’t the new courthouse result in the need for additional parking?

In the court’s view, this project is not like building a new department store that
brings people to a location that would not have otherwise come to that location. If no
courthouse were ever built in downtown Stockton, virtually the same parking demands
would exist in the downtown Stockton core. What drives the number of people coming
to the courthouse is not the facility, but the county’s population, the case filings and other
business the court is required to do.

The new courthouse will replace the current main courthouse on Weber and the
annex on Main Street in 2013. At that time, the need for parking in downtown’s core for
court visitors will be the result of the number of cases filed in the main courthouse and
the annex. Consolidating our main courthouse and annex operations into a new building
in Hunter Square in 2013 will not increase that need. We will have the same total
number of courtrooms after we move in, and the same number of people will be coming
to downtown Stockton to visit the court at that time. In the court’s judgment, the only
parking impact related to the Hunter Square project is the loss of the approximately 50
short-term metered parking spaces in Hunter Square.



Why not build the downtown Stockton courthouse at Weber and El Dorado where
the Bank of America building is currently situated?

There is an alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
currently out for public comment called the "Private Parcel Alternative." That alternative
involves purchasing the Bank of America Building located at Weber and El Dorado as
well as the three small properties immediately west of Hunter Square. The AOC
included that alternative in the DEIR only because it was suggested by a member of the
public in the public meeting last July. As explained to the court by the AOC subsequent
to the publication of the DEIR on January 29, 2009, the DEIR is intended to address only
environmental issues and does not attempt to judge the economic feasibility of the
various alternatives. The AOC tells us that economic feasibility will be part of the
findings in the Final EIR.

We think it important to provide some information about the economic feasibility
of the "Private Parcel" alternative so that the public’s comments will be focused on the
more feasible locations, Hunter Square and Washington Street. As much as the court
would like the new courthouse to be in a prominent location on the corner of Weber and
El Dorado, that alternative is not a reasonable alternative because it is economically
infeasible.

A full explanation on the infeasibility of this alternative is complicated and
requires discussion about the intricacies of court construction funding, California
Department of Finance authorization of state court construction projects and the
legislative appropriation process. If there are significant public questions on this
alternative, I’ll be happy to answer them in a subsequent letter.

What is most important to note now is that the AOC has determined the Bank of
America building is not for sale. Even if it was, the AOC does not have nearly enough
funding appropriated to purchase and demolish the bank building in addition to the
adjacent three small properties. The purchase and demolition of all of these properties
would be necessary to create a site large enough for the new courthouse. The process to
obtain that additional funding is lengthy, complicated and politically risky. Finally,
because the Courthouse Construction Fund is dedicated to other projects around the state,
it is unlikely the fund will support the additional unplanned expense of this alternative.
For all of these reasons, the "Private Parcel Alternative" is not a feasible alternative.

Why not build the courthouse in French Camp?

Some have suggested that the courthouse should be built in French Camp,
thinking money for transportation of prisoners would be saved. The decision of where to
locate the courthouse is more complex than prisoner transportation costs. Also, people
visit the downtown courthouse for a variety of reasons other than criminal cases. The list
of other case types heard in the downtown courthouse include civil, family law, probate,
mental health, juvenile dependency, civil harassment, traffic, landlord-tenant, and small
claims. Additionally, weddings are regularly conducted in the courthouse by judicial
personnel and passports can be obtained as well.



The court, in collaboration with the county and a consultant, looked at the French
Camp alternative as part of the master planning process for courthouse facilities in our
county. It was determined that fuel and bus maintenance costs could be saved. However,
the most significant ongoing costs, those related to security personnel needed to transport
the prisoners would not be saved. The same numbers of staff would likely still be needed
for prisoner movement. Physical connectivity to a court building next to the jail would
be difficult and costly given the configuration of the jail. Unless the jail and the
courthouse were physically connected, prisoners would still have to be placed on a bus
that would transport them to and from the nearby courthouse. If a secure physical
connection between the jail and a court facility could be constructed, custody personnel
would still be needed to escort prisoners between the jail pods where prisoners are held
and the court. Once at the courthouse, prisoners would still have to be placed in
temporary holding cells staffed by custody personnel.

All of the county agencies that work in the courts and currently have offices in
downtown Stockton would have to move their operations to French Camp. If not, the
taxpayer funds saved from prisoner transportation would be expended many times over
by the daily migration of county personnel to and from French Camp every day. This
includes not only the District Attorney and Public Defender, but also the Child Protective
Services and Adult Probation. The State Department of Child Support Services would
have to move as well. The county law library located in the downtown Stockton core
would be rendered useless to the public unless it moved too. In addition to the
courthouse built with state courthouse construction funds, many millions of dollars in
county funding would be needed to construct office space in French Camp for the county
agencies.

The public would be inconvenienced if the downtown Stockton court were to
move to French Camp. Witnesses and crime victims from Stockton would have to travel
to French Camp to testify. People would be summoned to jury service in an area that is
remote from population centers and amenities.

Stockton residents who visit the downtown court would be severely impacted.
Stockton is the largest city in the county and its entire population would be
inconvenienced by moving the court to French Camp. This is not to discount the
inconvenience experienced by those who travel to the Stockton courthouse from Escalon,
Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Tracy and the unincorporated areas around those cities for many
of the matters we handle. However, the courthouses in Lodi, Manteca, and Tracy are
convenient places where the residents of the county’s other cities and unincorporated
areas can go to pay traffic tickets, obtain restraining orders, and have misdemeanor, small
claims, traffic, and landlord-tenant cases heard. Moving the courthouse to French Camp
would mean there would be no court left in Stockton for these same services. Instead,
Stockton residents and those living in the unincorporated areas in and around Stockton
would have to travel to French Camp for these services.

The court’s facilities master plan calls for a full service courthouse to be built in
South County in the future. This proposed facility would consolidate the limited services



courthouses in Manteca and Tracy and address the inconvenience South County residents
experience by having to come to Stockton for felony, civil, family law, probate and some
mental health matters. If the new courthouse were built in French Camp instead of
downtown Stockton, it is likely that a full service courthouse closer to the growing South
County population would never be built.

The additional vehicle traffic from Stockton to French Camp and back will
increase traffic on Interstate 5 and negatively affect the environment. The adequacy of
the interchange at Mathews Road would have to be studied and upgrades to the
interchange may have to be constructed. Greenhouse gas emissions will increase, all for
the sake of saving prisoner transportation related expenses.

Moving the courthouse operations, including our staff, summoned jurors and the
people who visit every day from downtown to French Camp will have an even greater
economic impact on downtown Stockton than moving to Washington Street. Downtown
would be decimated.

Why not build an arraignment court in French Camp?

This alternative has previously been studied, but may be reconsidered when the
jail expansion begins. For the transportation reasons previously discussed, it would be
preferable that the arraignment facility be physically connected to the jail. It would also
have to be accessible to the public.

There are competing considerations, however. Most of our arraignment caseload
in Stockton involves misdemeanor cases involving out of custody defendants. Moving
these matters to French Camp will likely result in a significant increase in the failure to
appear rate.

For other arraignments, fuel and vehicle maintenance would be saved. As
discussed above, the more significant ongoing costs related to security staffing could not
be saved.

The court would lose efficiencies and our operating costs would be increased by
moving arraignments to French Camp. By separating the arraignment court and
supporting clerk and security staff from the main building, the court loses the ability to
move this staff around the courthouse as needed or assign the judge other matters.
Additional courtroom clerk and office staff would have to be hired and set up at the
arraignment court. They would not be available to process the other matters they could
process while in the main courthouse. Additional weapons screening staff at the public
entrance and courtroom security staff would also be required. This additional staff would
present significant ongoing costs for the court.

The county law offices would also loose efficiencies. The lawyers in the District
Attorney and Public Defender offices often make appearances in multiple courtrooms in
our downtown courthouse throughout the day. Lawyers assigned to a French Camp
arraignment court would not be available to handle other matters in Stockton. Additional
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county agency attorneys and support staff would have to be hired by the county and
stationed at the arraignment court. Office space would also be required for the county
staff.

Lawyers in the private bar who currently move between Stockton courtrooms for
appearances during the day would also have to make appearances in French Camp.
Delays and scheduling inflexibility for them will translate into decreased efficiency for
our Stockton court operations.

Why not have video arraignments from French Camp?

We will study the use of video arraignments for future use. The technology has
greatly improved since our earlier local experiments. Still, there are a number of
considerations that are not readily apparent to the general public that we would have to
work through.

The most problematic issue is California law. California law allows people
charged with crimes to veto a video arraignment and demand an in-person arraignment.
Before the court and the Sheriff invest in acquiring the technology and building a video
arraignment room at the jail, a change in the law would have to be made.

Conclusion

Hopefully, this letter answers the questions most people have about the
courthouse p
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