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Memorandum
FROM: Larry Esquivel

SUBJECT: SOUTH SAN JOSE POLICE
SUBSTATION OPENING

DATE: May 28, 2013

As part of the City Council approval of the 2013-2014 Mayor’s March Budget Message, the City
Manager was directed to report back to the City Council regarding the opening of the Police
Substation as part of the budget process.

BACKGROUND

Several analyses were completed in order to substantiate building a police substation. In 1987, a
consultant report noted the potential benefits and Costs of opening a substation1. The advantages
and benefits included: improved cooperation between police and citizens; greater accessibility to
the public; greater delegation of responsibility to middle managers; decreased travel time to and
from beats; officer satisfaction for reduced commute; greater visibility in the community and
perceptions of greater safety. Some of the disadvantages were noted to include: more complex
coordination, of staff and information; duplication of services; additional staffing costs and
operating costs; decentralization of operations; and increased top and middle management.

In March 2002, the residents of San Jos4 passed. Measure O, the Neighborhood Security Act
Bond Measure. The Police Southern Substation project was the largest project funded by the
bond measure. In 2002, after the passage of Measure O, the City hired another consultant to
identify the cost/benefits of several locations for the substation2. The 2002 report analyzed
police operations, measuring current and proposed staffing, response times, employee
commuting patterns, traffic congestion, and business transactions.

Based on that report, the decision to move forward with a Substation in the southern part of the
city was .due to several factors"

¯ The slowest response times to Priority 1 and Priority 2 calls for service occur in the
Southern Patrol Division of San Jos4;

¯ A time and trip analysis showed the Department would gain the most proactive patrol

1 Analysis of Police Substation Feasibility, Hughes, Heiss & Associations. March 1987
2 Marcy Li Wong Architects and EKONA Architecture + Planning, in association with Leading Resources, Inc.

conducted a three part analysis: San Jose Police Department Decentralization Plan, Investigation of a Police
Substation in South San Jose. October 2002.
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time by locating asubstation within a two-mile radius of the intersection of Cottle Road
and Santa Teresa Boulevard;
The time and trip analysis concluded that the City would gain the equivalent of 7.0 FTE
police officer positions in proactive patrol time due to the reduced commute to the
officers’ beat assignment; and
Maximum efficiencies gained if the Substation was a full-service facility to meet the
needs of the residents, businesses, visitors, and employees.

The 2002 report further identified the following benefits of moving:
¯ Improved community safety: emergency back-up facility; more space for department

staff; improvements to public access
° Improved patrol time availability: reduced commute to beat; shorter travel time for mid-

shift returns
° Improvements in community services: public access; better service to 43% of the city;

access to refueling/maintenance for other ~ity vehicles ¯

On December 18, 2007, the City Council approved the award of contract for construction of the
South San Jos6 Police Substation. Project funding was used to construct a full-service police
station to meet the needs of residents, businesses, visitors, and employees. The groundbreaking
occurred in February 2008, and construction was completed in October 2010. Due to the
significant operating budget shortfalls in 2010-2011,2011-2012, and 2012-2013, the opening of
the Substation was approved to be deferred to September 2013, to coincide with the fall 2013
shift change and avoid operating and maintenance impacts to the General Fund.

The Substation was built to house patrol, pre-processing, records, investigations, and various
other units. In order to phase-in the General Fund operating impact, the opening of the
Substation is planned in stages. Phase I of the plan, as included in the 2013-2014 Proposed
Operating Budget, moves the southern patrol division and some non-patrols units. Public access,
records; pre-processing, and other units are not included in Phase I of the plan, as these functions
require additional staff resources. These functions will be phased-in, in the future, as funding
allows.

The Department did consider a number of other operational scenarios in an attempt to further
reduce the cost of the Phase I move, including limiting the number of patrol shifts deployed from
the Substation in order to not have the building open 24-hours a day; limiting deployment to
southern patrol division officers without supervisors or command staff; not staffing Central
Supply, who issues safety equipment to patrol and receives evidence; and other various options.
How.ever, these other options either created less efficiencies or a higher cost to the City.

In order to open the facility, additional work must be completed by Public Works to ensure the
building is functioning properly and the Police Department must furnish and equip the building
as necessary. Funding is currently allocated in the 2013-2014 Proposed Operating Budget. in the
General Fund, grant funds, and the Public Safety Bond Fund to address these needs. Both
departments anticipate the work will be completed in fall 20.13. The 2013-2014 Proposed Budget
includes delaying the Phase I opening from September 2013 to January 2014 to allow time to
complete the needed work. Additionally, the Substation is planned to house the alternative
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Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP). This alternative PSAP is a back-up for the 9-1-1
Communications Center in an emergency.

ANALYSIS

The Substation was built with the anticipation of gaining efficiencies through decentralizing
police services, enhancing community presence, and addressing future growth of the City. The
City and the Department has changed since the initial consultant reports in 1987 and 2002: new
roads, redivisioning, reduction in work force, closure of units, and reorganization. While the
consultant reports did take into consideration population growth and increased traffic
congestions, they also included assumptions for staff growth. As the Department analyzed the
feasibility of occupying the Substation, consideration was given to the drastic organizational
changes that have occurred within the Department these past few years and the constraints of the
current and future budgets.

One of the major contributing factors in the decision to buiid a substation at the site selected was
to gain the most proactive patrol time. Even though police resources have diminished over the
last several years, there are still efficiencies to be gained by occupying the Substation through
reduced travel time at the beginning and end of each shift. In order to maximize efficiencies and
minimize costs, all of southern patrol division would have to move together in order to maintain
supervisory and management control including, district sergeants, lieutenants and a captain. The
Central Supply function must be staffed to receive, process, control, safeguard, and dispose of
evidence and noncriminal property, and to issue and control individual officer safety equipment
in support of the daily patrol function. Funding is included in the 2013-2014 Proposed Operating
Budget for 9.0 Police Property Specialist positions.

In Phase I of the plan, southern patrol units would be available in their assigned beat more
immediately to respond to calls, but only at the beginning and end of each shift. While savings
cannot be realized in tangible dollars, this efficiency can be converted to savings gained in
commute time from the current Police Administrative Building (PAB) to the southern portion of
the City and is expected to exceed 18,000 hours annually, which is equivalent to approximately
8.5 officer positions or $1.44 million.

Move In Plans
The Substation was intended to provide public access to police services in the southern part of
the City, to increase efficiencies for southern patrols and allow expansion of the Department to
address service demand impacts as the City continues to grow. Ideally, the Department would
have sufficient staffing that could move to the Substation to address all southern issues in the
community, including investigations, public access and support services dedicated to the
community, crime and calls for service solely in the southern division. However, these resources
are not planned for Phase I. As part of the annual budget process, the Administration will re-
evaluate the opportunity and cost of opening the Pre-Processing Center (PPC) and opening the
facility to the public.

The Department received Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI) grant funding to build an
alternative Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) at the Substation. This alternative PSAP is a



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
May 28, 2013
Subject: South San Jos~ Police Substation Opening
Page 4

back-up for the 9-1-1 Communications Center in an emergency. One of the most crucial
elements of a disaster plan is to have an adequate alternative PSAP to ensure emergency calls are
handled with minimal disruption. The current alternate PSAP facility at Fire Station 29 has
significant physical limitations that hinder staff and the equipment is no longer adequate to meet
the needs of the community and operate a fully functioning alternative PSAP. Grant funds,
which expire in September 2013, are being used to purchase equipment needed to sustain a
permanent alternate PSAP and equipment sufficient for a city the size of San Jos6. Additional
General Fund dollars are included in the 2013-2014 Proposed Capital Improvement Program to
engineer and manage construction of the power, data, radio, and other infrastructure necessary to
support the alternate PSAP for both Police and Fire.

Cost Analysis
Postponing the opening of the Police Substation for an additional twelve months will result in
operating cost savings due to the delay of adding .9!0 Police Property Specialists positions,
funding for landscape maintenance by the Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood Services (PRNS),
and funding for facilities and vehicle maintenance and operating costs in the Public Works
Department in the amount of approximately $2.3 million. Based on maintenance and operating
costs experienced in 2012-2013 at the Substation, funds in the amount of $360,000 would be
needed for minimal maintenance and operating costs while the building is unoccupied and for ~
intermittent use of the alternate PSAP. Savings realized by further postponing Phase I of the
move is approximately $2 million annually, after adjusting for the maintenance and operating
costs while the building remains closed, which is equivalent to approximately 12 police officer
positions. ¯

The Department has worked with the City Manager’s Office, the Budget Office, and the Public
Works Department to develop a plan that allows the City to open the facility with the highest
gain in efficiencies at the lowest cost to the City. However, if attrition continues on the current
trend and considering the length of time it takes to recruit, hire and train officers to be street-
ready, deploying patrol from two locations may create additional staffing challenges with a
reduced work force thus reducing any true gain in efficiencies. The Department would like to
move forward with the build out of the Substation, including the alternative PSAP, so the
building is ready for occupancy and the alternative PSAP is available as needed and to continue
to work with the Administration to evaluate when the appropriate time is to move into the
facility. Aspart of the annual budget process, the Administration will continue to evaluate a
Phase II occupancy plan, which includes public access and opening the PPC, to maximize
efficiencies expected by the community.

LE/LP
Attachments:

/s/
Larry Esquivel
Acting Chief of Police

Analysis of the Police Substation, 1987
San Jose Police Department Decentralization Plan: Phase I, 2002
San Jose Police Department Decentralization Plan: Part 2, 2002
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Thls study of pol ice substation feaslbll I~y through the year 2000 was

conducted by the firms of Hughes, Helss and Associates and David Jo Powers

and ^ssoc ateso The purpose of the study was threefold=

Update the substation feaslb!_~ l.~y study, conducted by our f lrms In
_1983. In that study, we concluded that a slngle substation
servlng all of the southern and eastern portions of the Cl~y had
the best potential to maximize benefits against the costs of
substation operation In 1990. Even In thls best case scenario,
though the .Cl~y would spend almdst $300,000 per year mere In
substation staffing and operating costs than was "saved" In
trave!llng to and from beats and the Civic.Center. Furthermore,
substation construction costs would exceed tt~ costs of expanding
the Clvlc Center faclli~y by be:mean $600,000 - $! .1 mill Ion.
The present s~udy examlned these Issues through a year 2000
timeframo.                         ’

Examtne the advantages and disadvantages of substations on pol Ice
.operations and communl~y services and service levels. While
these factors are subjective In nature, they would be as much a
part of the Cl~Is declslon-maklng process as the costs Involved.

Evaluate the potential for additional substations,    t~ll I
demograph lc and transportatl on .system developments t n the !990Vs
be significant .enough to result In expansion of the police.
substat!on ne!~ork?

This Execu±Ive Summary briefly outlines the findings and conclusions

reached In this study.

. The cost of travel baleen the Civic Center po!lce facllIl~ and
patrol beats throu.qhout the Clty~ ,~!...!1 continue tO...~ir~ In the
19901s. In current prices, the trends In these costs are as
fol !~s;

1982
’$1,478,589



Operatl.ng.a substation In the southern portion of the City..
_n.0t convert a sufficient amount of patrol officer travel time to
offset .... :the .cost Of. staffing and .operating a .new facll.lty,
s.bb~~bit~il.on.!.ii~i~s~af~ing ~and"~iSPe~.atlng"~~s""ha~e~grown ~as fast
t~~~"i~.~:;~~:~" In order to have ~he opportunl~ In the year 2000
to convert about $305,000 per year In pa~ol offlcer travel costs
into service ava!lablll~, the Cl~ would need to spend about
$752,000 to staff and operate a single substatlon (expressed In
current dollars).

The substat!on slte PrOl~...sed...by the City-- the Southslde
~munlty. Center-- ls too far so~th to base all .of the patrol
unlts Identified in the earlier study and Is not l~ge enough In
_~ny even_t..;. While ’:the ~uths-ide--~munlty Center-Is an Ideal site
for a pol lce substation for Its vlsib!!Ity,, access for the
publ Ic~ proxlmlty to other services, etc., for beat units
operatlng In the Evergreen area and north ofTully Road, the
travel tlme to and from the Center exceeds that to and from the
Olvlc Center faclllty. Furthermore, the sizeand conflguratlon
of the slte effectively caps the number of pat...rol, units which can
operate out of the substatlon at 95 (Includlng Sergeants) and
about 250 total staff. Thus, the substatlon service area would
have to be reduced to include the tel Iowlng plannlng areas:

.     AImaden

Cambr I en

Coyote Val lay

Edenval e

"South San Jose" - south of Tu! ly

If_.the C!..ty wanted to build a-second police substatlon~ .o_n_!y th..~e
~Ever.qreen area would be the most app{op.r...late. Other Clty areas
elther have too few beat unlts ’or are too~close to the Civic
Center facll lty to represent a sound Investment. The Evergreen
area, on the other hand, Is an Ideal candldate due to;

The projected number of year 2000 patrol units operating In
thls area (over 17% of the City total).          .

The travel time between this area and the Civic Center
(averaglng almost 16 minutes each way In peak traffic
condltlons; almost 12 minutes each way non-peak).

The continued service and program focus of thls portion of
the Cl

The study team ldentlfled Lake Cunnlngh~n Regional Park as a
potentl al slte.

11
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_Operafln.q a second po! Ice subs..~atlont h~eve.r.~ would be costly.
Faced with a similar cost/benefit decision as operating one
substation In Year 2000, t~o satellite facilities would provide
the City wlth the opportunity to conver± about $578~000 In annual
travel ~sts (current dollars) Into service avallabll!t~/ time.
Against thls~ hc~ever, the C1t~/ would devote about $1o37 mill ion
In substation stafflng and operating costs.

~e service related reasons for the Oily to build substations are
~.ubJectlveo here are several potential advantages to building
and operating pal Ice substations, sc~ne affecting,, pal Ice
operatlons, other affecting community/ ..perceptions° ~"nese
potential advantages Include=

Pal Ice Operation Commun I ~y Percep±l ons

. Development of managers/ .. VlslbIIlt~/ of police
superv I sors

. Accessibility/ of pol Ic~
. Offlcer satisfaction

working closer to heine. . Feel lngs"of safety

There are, hc~ever~ potentl al. dl sadvantages partl cul arl y
affecting police operations, Including:                  ,

¯ Fragmentatlonicoordlnatlon

. Dupl lcatlon of administrative overhead

These are subJec’flve criteria which only the co~munlt~/ can weigh.
He, ever, It should be pointed out that many of the advantages of
substations can be achieved wlthout building new facllltles~
either through staffing or deployment changes or through
enhancing community/ oriented programs.

Bulldlng no substations cou!.d cos~......th.e. Cl~/ oyer $3,7 mill ion, .
but would offset faclll~y e.xpanslon downtown. De follc~Ing
downt~n facility and cost reductions are possible:

Dew nt~n Southsl de Eastsl de

~sts

Off lcers/Sergeants

($3,725,212) $2,413,641

(337)         226

$1,311,571

11 1

Investigators

Marked Patrol Vehlcl es (106) 71 " 35

III



So There are several factors which the City should examine In the
next fe~ years to assist in !~s police facll, l.fy declslonso These
factors I ncl ude;               -

Trends In travel costs- both In terms of vehicle operating
as well as patrol personnel costs. Rises faster than the
general rate of Inflation In those costs would tip the cost
beneflt raflo more favorably to~ard substations, though
probably never to "break even."

New substation st~afflng, if more pal Ice or administrative
functlons are located at the substation(s) Dequlrlng
new staff, the less favorably substations could be viewed
from a perspective of costs.

Final ly, southerly growth In the Clty above that projected
by the Clty and In this study would be a factor favorlng a
southern substatlon.

Iv
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ANALYSIS OF POLI{E SUBSTATION FELSIBILITY ’TI-IRO!~H "rile YEAR 2000

This upda,ed analysis of police substation feasibility for ,he City of

San Jose was conducted by ,he firms of Hughes,. Helss and Associates and David

Powers and Associates. l±s purpose was twofold;

To fake ,he pol lce substation analysis conducted by our flrms In
1983 and expand the ,line, tame from 1990 ,o the year 2000. This
per, Ion of the current s, udy addresses the tel lowing ques, lons
and Issues=

What w!ll be the Impacts of projected travel time and
demographic changes by the year 2000 on continued
central Ized po! Ice operations?

Are ,hose Impacts of proportions which would a!ter the
conclusion reached In our earl let study that by ,he year.
1990, one subsfat!on could be bull, In the sou,horn por,!on
of the City?                         ’

To re-examlne the lfeaslbll lty of building multiple substationsIn
light of projected travel tlme and demographic changes .between
the years 1990 and 2000. Specifically;

Who, are the benefits of decontrol Ized pal Ice opera, lens
compared to the additional costs of bultdlng and running a
subs,art on    as wel I    as the dl sadvanfages of
decenfral IzatI on?

Wha, Impacts would a second pal Ice substatlon have on
costs and faclllty requlremen,s resulting from a single
substa,l on?

The sections of the report, which follow, provide ,he results of our

a~alysls Into each of these Issues, As a starting polnf, the first section

recapltul ates the resul ts obtalned In the 1983 study.

THE EARLIER STUDY SHOWED THAT THE PROJECTED 1990 COSTS OF OPERATING A
SINGLE SUBSTATION IN THE SOUTHERN PORTION OF THE CITY EXCEEDED.TR^V~__
COST SAVINGS BY OV~ $200;00,,0 ,PER YEAR.

The earlier study conducted In 1983 by our two flrms contained a

detailed cost-benefit analysis comparing the projected t990 costs of

travelling to and from beats In a continued centralized versus a

decentral Ized pat.rol operatlon. Agalnst projected 1990 travel cost

savings resulting from decentrailzed patrol operations, the additional costs



of building, staffing and operating one or more substations were developed

and factored into the analysis. The specific results of thls earlier study

lncluded the tel Iowlng;

Phase I examined proJected growth In sfaff lng~ travel time
requirements and fac!llty Impacts of continued centralized
patrol operatlons between 1982 and 1990. Principal .conclusions
were that:

The projected f Iol d patrol workload would grow 22~. between
1982 and 1990 from 186,000 calls for service to 227~000.
The number of beat units needed to handle this communlty
generated workload would grow from 148 per day in 1982 to
!95 In the year 1990 - growth of almost 32%.

Tlme spent travail lng to and from beats and the pal Ice
facli lty at the Civic Center was projected to grow by over
27% during the period from 35,700 annual hours to 43,000
hours. The total .annual distance tra~el~led by field patrol
units was projected to grow over 20% by 1990 to 1.4 mllllon
miles (from 1.1 to!!Ilion mlles In 1982).

.,

The cost of travel to and from beats and the PAB (Po! Ice
Admlnlstratlon Building) by field patrol beat unlts was
projected to grow from $1.3 mll I Ion ,per year to $1.6
mil!!on per year In 1990 -- growth of 23% over the period.

PAB facility expanslon by 1990 required for staffing growth
anticipated over the period was projected to range from
$785,000 to $1.5 mill Ion.

Phase II compared the travel and facll Try costs of contlnued
central lzed patrol operations with the. costs resultlng from
decentral lzatlon of patrol.    This component of the study
evaluated the impacts of decentrallzlng those beats with the
greatest tota! travel tlme -- prlnclpally those, tn the southern
and eastern portions of the City. The concluslon resulting from
this anal.ysls was that a single "large" substat.lon serving these
areas had the best cost/benefit ratio of all examined.

Phase !11 reflned the faclllty planning analysis and evaluated
potential substation sites.    The following concluslons were
reached.

The costs of staffing and operating a 24 hour police
substation facltlty would exceed travel cost savings (in
terms of time spent trave!llng to/from beats and the PAB)
by about $217~000 per year. (almost $295,000 per year when
other faclll~ operating costs are Included -= utilities,
custodial, vehicle ferrylng~ and building maintenance).
The costs of bulldlng a substation -- at $2.6 mllllon
(excluding land purchase) would exceed PAB expansion by
between. $600,000 and $1ol million.

=2=



A site analysls tdentlfled the South Corporation Yard as
the best cl~/-owned site to build a po!lce substatlon
wlthln the area targeted for substation service.

The current study, extended the anaiysls of travel costs, staff costs and

facll lfy requlre~ents through to the year 2000. The sections of the report,

which follow, provlde the results of this analyslso

e BY THI~ YEAR 20.00~ PATROL OFFICERS I~ILL BE DEVOTING StrBSTARTIALLY. NORF
TIRE TO ~RAVEL TO AND FROH .B...EATS, .TH..OUGH LARG~Y AS A FUNCTION OF GROIfTH
IN THE ~NUN3ER OF FIELD UNITS.

In updating the earl let .study and exfendlng Its time frame to the year

2000, the project team evaluated the following=.

Travel tlmes for both peak and non-peak travel condltlons between
the P/~ and all cl~ beats;* and between, candidate substatton
sites and all beats within each servlce ~rea.    The Clt~/~s
transportation model, TRANPLAN, was used for this analysis. Thls
computer model, which was used In the earller study for the 1990.
tlme frame, has recently been reconflgured to Incorporate
tr ansportatl on system Improvements and c l rcul atl on growth
proJectlons for the year 2000. Attachment B, at the concl Uslon
of thls report, summarlzes this portlon of the analysls..

Field patrol cal I for service workload was proJected for the year
2000 utilizing a revision of the methodology used In the earlier
study for !990. This workload analysls was a key element in
proJecting field staffing needs, by 0!!7 region, over the planning
perlod.    Attachment A, at the concl uslon of this . report,
summarizes the approach taken and detalled results achleved.

As a result of these analytical tasks, the study team projected
substatlon stafflng and faclllty needs for the year 2000.

The subsections which follow summarize the results of these anal.ytlcal

tasks,

(1) ~ Travel Times Between the PAB and C!t~ Beats tflll Not
..Change Dr~atlcal ly Between 1990 and 2000.

Exhlblt I, which, follows this page, portrays trends In average

travel times between the PAB and each pol Ice district for 1982, 1990

* For purposes of conslstency wlth the prior study, the beat and pol Ice
dlstrlct boundaries e~Istlng In 1982 were used. See Map I, which follows
this page. Map 2~ whlch follows. Map I, compares beat/dlstrlct boundaries In
both conf Iguratlons.

-3-
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A. Old Boundaries

MAP I I

B. New Boundaries
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POL t CE *** 1982*
DISTR lOT OFF-PEAK PEAK

1
AI u~ Rock
Berryessa

8.3 17 o8

2
West
Val Icy

EXHIBIT !

San Jose Poi Ice Depar!~=ent

TRENDS IN AVERAGE TRAVEL
TIMES BETWEEN PAB AND BEATS

AVERAGE TRAVEL TIMES BY YEAR (In minutes)

OFF-PEAK PEAK- OFF-PEAK PEAK

8,9 14.8 8 .’3

3        9.6
Evergreen

9,7 22,9 11,8

4
AImaden
Cambr I en

5
Downtewn

20,4

12.8 25.4

3:6 9.3

17.9 11.5 17.3

11.7 15,6     ~ 1"I’~.6 15.5
¯

13.9 20.2 13.2 19.4

4 ,’3 7.4 4.5 7.7

6
Edenvale/
Coyote

15,0 31.4

7 3.1
North San
Jose/
Berryessa/
Alvlso

8     5.2
WII Io~
Glen

9
South San
Jose

10.3

15.5

8.8 20 o5

14.3 19,3     13,5 18.7

6.0 9.6 5.6 9,2

6.6 9.7    6.4 9.3

8,7 12,1 9.3 12.8

Logged.patro! travel times

** TRANPL/\N model estimated travel times

***For consistency wlth the prior study,
are used for the entlre planning perlOdo

1982 police district boundaries
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and 2000. Peak and non=peak average travel times are dep.lcted. This

information can be summarized as fol lows:

Between the year 1982 and 1990, average peak .travel times are
projected to decl Ine dramatical Iy -- an average of 25%. Non-peak
travel, on the other hand, Is .projected to rlse moderately -- by
an average of less than 10%o

Between 1990 and 2000,. on #he other hand, the average peak and
non-peak travel times between the PAB and al! City flel..d patrol
beats wll I be relatively unchanged.    Transportation system
Improvements In the decade, then, wil! be balanced by growth tn
traff lc.

(2) 7he Rate of 8routh In Call for Service Workload Will SIo~ In ~
i990 ~ s,

Exhibit II, which follows this page, portrays projected City

populatlon and fleld patrolcall for servlce workloa’d over the plannlng

period. These projections formed the basis of our analysis of fleld
,

patrol staffing needs through the end of the century~ Whlle projection

methodology and. assumptlons can be found In At-fachment A, at the

conclusion of this report, the following points summarize our findings=

Overall, grc~th In call for service workload Is projected to be
somewhat less ~rapld in the 19gOts compared to the 1980’s - from a
current annual growth rate of 2.6% to 2.1% in the. 1990,s. Thls
Is largely a functlon of a slowdown In the growth of populatlon
in the City In the 1990’s. However,. as In the earl let study, the
project tea~ assumed that call for servlce growth would exceed
population growth by I% per year.

On a district by distric~ basis, however, CFS growth will result
In some dlfferences. For example=

DlstrIct 6 (Edenvalelcoyote) CFS workload Is projected
almost to double between 1982 and 2000. Thls area, which
Includes Coyote Valley development, wlll be the buslest in
terms of CFS workload.

For the .southern and eastern portions of the Clty as a
whole (the raglan Included In the single substatlonWs
service area), CFS workload In the Year 2000 wll! remain
Just less than one-half of the OltyWs total field patrol
workload.

Development downtown will result In dramatic CFS growth In
the 1990’s-- an Increase of almost 50% above current
levels by the turn of the century.

-7-
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EXHIBIT II

POL ICE
DISTRICT

AVERAGES
YEARS 1 982-1985

% OF
POPULATION TOTAL

-San Jose Pol Ice Depar-haent

1
AI ~ Rock/
Berry es sa

84,105 12.0% 19,079

2 89,614 12.8% 17,083
West
Val lay

3 {;"" 90,487 12.9% 25,584
Evergreen

PROJECTED CALLS FOR SERVICE
SERVICE BY POLICE DISTRICT w

FOR .THE YEAR 2000

.YEAR ,,, ,2000
¯ ~oF .... % OF % i~F

TOTAL POPULATION-TOTAL CFS TOTAL

10.2% 95,203 11.5% 24,966 9.15

84~727 10.2 19,531 7.1

119i714 14.4’ 36,747 13.4

4 122,591 17.5% 19,008
AI maden/
Oambr Ion

’5 32,981 4.7% 23,252
Downtown

10.1% 130,148 15.7 23,195 8.5

12.4% 34,555 4.2 36,900 13.5

6 112,029 16.0% 23,007 12.3% 162,810
Edenval e/
Coyote

7 47,187 6.7% !9,786 10.5% 71,790
North San
Jose/
Berryessa/
AIv iso

8 63,145 9.0% 19,123 10.2% 73,633
WII low
Glen . ........

San Jose

TOTAL ~ 700,212

8.3% 21,015 II.2% 56,089

187,737 ’I00.0~ 828,677

19.6    43,980 16.0

8.7 35,387 12.9

8.9 26,001 9,5

6.8 27,544 10.0

100.0% 274,251 .100,.0~

* Pollce district configuration In existence In 1982.



The growth in CFS workload In District 3 (Evergreen) -- 44%
hlgher In the year 2000 compared to the early 1980’s --
wlll exceed the growth In population In thls area--et 32%
over the same period.

The CFS workload In the western and southwestern portlon of
the Clty -- Pal Ice Dlstrlcts 2 and 4 -- wlll not grow over
the p l annlng perlodo

(3) The Growth Rate In Field Patrol Officers #III Also Slow In the
19901 s.

Exhlblt III, whlch follows thls page, proJects fleld patrol units

In the year 2000 based on an analysls of fleld workload, personnel

aval lablll~ fac~o~s and beat unlt all.ocatlon. As In the earlier

study, Year 2000 stafflng levels are derlvedfrom the Clty,s~target of

having 1.6 sworn officers for each 1,000 population. Growth In field

patrol beat units (at an average Increase of 2.0% per year)will be slower

than the 4.0% per year growth In the number of beat units In the 1980’s.

Growth wi!l be uneven,, howeVer, as the tel lowing points II lustrate.

District 6 (Edenvale/Coyote) beat units will gro~ by almost 43%
between 1990 and 2000. Thls police dlstrlct wlll have the
greatest number of beat unlts In the City.

~ntown (Dlstrl~-f 5) and D lstrlct 7 (North San Jose/
Berryessa/Alvlso) will grow 51% and 43% respectively.

Dlst~Ict 3 (Evergreen) growth In’fleld patrol units wil! slow to
about I% per year.

The West Valley (2) and Almaden/Oambrlen (4) wlll have no growth
In fleld patrol unlts In the 1990’s.

The substation districts of 3, 4, 6 and 9 wlil encompass 48% of

the beat units fielded by the Clfy In 2000 -- about the same proportion

projected I n I 9gO.

(4) Travel Costs of Field Padre! Personnel In ~he Year 2000
’ResdJ’~’tn~/ fr~ Cen~al Ized Operations l~l!l. Continue to Gro~ --
_Especlal!y tn the

Exhibit IV, which .follows Exhibit III, portrays the results of our

analysls of travel costs to and from beats and the PAB by pa~ol units over

-9-



POL ICE DAY SW ING
DISTR!OT # SHIFT SHIFT

1
AIum Rock/
Berryessa

EXHIBIT Iit

2 5.1
West V e I Iey

3 9.6
Evergreen

4 6.1
A I made n/
Cam br I e n

5 9.7
Downtown

6
Edenval e/
Coyote

7
North San
Jose/Berry-
essa/Al vlso

San ,lose Pol Ice Departmen#

PROJECTED AVERAGE BEAT UNITS BY
DISTRIOT AND SHIFT BASED ON 1.6 OFFICERS

PER 1,000 POPULATION tN YEAR 2000

% CHANGE
NIGHT # OF 1990 v..
SHIFT TOT.~ SERGEANTS .... .2QO0 ,_.

6.5 8.7 6.2 21,4

6.8 4,9 16~8

12.8

8.1

12.9

15.3

12.3

1! ,5

9.2

8 6.8
Wlllow Glen

South San
Jose

7.2 9.6

TOTAL 71.7 95.6

2.3    (2.3%)

9.2    31.6 "4~’4 10.1%

5.8 20.0 2.8 ( I .5%)

9.3 31.9 4.4 50.5%

11.0 37.8 5.3 42.6%

8.9 30.4 4.2 39.4%

6.5 22.4 3.1 16.1%

6.9 23.7 3,3 5.3%

~ of
BEAT UNITS ~ 40~,5

"1982 police district configuration
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POL IOE
DISTRiOT

Rock/
Berryessa

2
West Vat .I ey

3
Evergreen

4
A I maden/
Cam br I e n

5
Dow ntow n

6
Edonva{ e/
Coyote

7
North San
Jose/Berry-
essa/A ! vlso

8
Wll l~w
Glen

9
South
San Jose

TOTAL EXPRESSED
IN 1 982 TERMS

TOTAL EXPRESSED
IN 1987 TERMS

1982    1990

$127,671    $139,383

EXH IB IT IV

San Jose Pol Ice Department

A COMPAR I SON OF 1982, 1 990
AND 2000 PATROL TRAVEL COSTS

WITHOUT A SUBSTATION

% Change
1982

2000 v. 1 990

$!59,218. 9.2%

126,303    152,831    157i680 21.0%

214,179     276,423     314,855 "29:.1%

173,813     219,314     218,033 26.2%

93,051 104,027     160,728 11.8%

233,556     309,606     426,955 32.6%

72,130     117,387     153,902 62.7%

, 105,136     112,560     128,244 7,1%

174,448 ~ 220,336

Change
990

v. 2000

14.2%

3.2%

13.9%

54.5%

37.9%

31 .I’%

13.9%

-11-



the planning period, The Information provlded In ,he exhlbl, are ,he summary

cost figures resulting from calcula, lons of ,he ,o±al miles driven and time

consumed by pro~lec~fed beat unl,s and cos,ed ou, bo,h In constan, 1982 dol lars

(for comparablll~y with the prior s, udy) as well as in curren, 1987 dollars.

The tel Io~lngpolnts summarize our conclusions;

In constan, 1982 cos, s, year 2000 ~ravei costs wll I ,.be 20.:35
grea,or ,ban 1990 costs == or about $327,118 per year grea,er.
l~hen expressed In curren, 1987 dol I ars~ ,h Is difference grc~s ,o
about $366~366 per year.

Comparlng year 2000 t~avel cos,s ,o 1982 cos,s sho~s ,hat
bea,!PAB ,ravel will cos, ,he CI%/ $619~664 per year more ~han
the earl let date (or about $693~989 In current 1987 cos, s).

Travel cos,s ,o ,he substa,lon area of po~lc~., dls,ric"fs ~3~ 4~
and 9 will grc~ from about
about 615 of the year 2000

(5) Travel Cos~ Savings tn She Year 2000 Associated vl~h a Single
Large Sub~atlon Are ~u~ ~he S~e ~ ~o~ f~ 19~ and ~e
$~111 ~e ~an Off~ by Substa#l~ S~fflng And
~s.                                                                     "

The travel tlme and distance calculations were performed agaln

with reference ,o the single large subs, atlon alternative analyzed In

the earl Ier study, it should be pointed out that after ~he earl ler

subs,arian s, udy was comple,ed, ,he Pal Ice Department, Parks and

Recreation and other CI~ s, aff iden, lfled a potentlai substation slte

not far from the .Sou,h Corpora, Ion Yard which was viewed ~o be bet-let

sul,ed as a pal Ice subs,arian from. ,he perspectives of access to ,he

publlc and ar,erlals, visibility/,, and fu,ure southern Cl~y

This space was available a, the Soufhslde Community Center --about 2,2

miles sou,h of-the South Corporation Yard. Estimated Year 2000 ~ravel

~lmes and relies were developed using ,he .TRANPLAN model for the

Southslde Community Center and o,her bea,s/dls, rlcts In the subs,allen

service area, The averagos~ on a dlstrlc, basis, are shc~n In Table.!~

which fo!lc~so

-12-



Table 1

Estl~=ated Year 2000 Travel Times and
Distances Between the Southslde Co~unlty
Center and the Substatlon Service Area.

#
POL I CE BEAT # TRAV EL T I IviES TRAV EL
DISTRICT UN I T~ SOTS~ NON-PEAK PEA_K DI STANCE

3 31.6 4.3 13.4 1 g ,3
Evergreen

5.2

4
AI marian/
Cambr I en

20.0 3.3 -10.7 14.5 6.1

6 37.8 3.3 5.6 7.8 2.9
Edenval e/
Coyote

9 23.7 4.3 g.5 19.I " 5.5
South San
Jose

Exhibit y, which follows thls page, portrays the results of the

year 2000 patrol travel cost analysis assuming a single, large substation

located at the SouthsldeCommunlty Center.    The following polnts

summarize the results contained In this exhibit.

In constant 1982 dollars, travel cost savings associated, with
operating a slngle, large four district substation at the
Southslde Community Center In the year 2000 are $272,294 per
year. These savings are over $37,700 per year less than those
obtained In the earl let study for the year 1990. In current 1987
dol lars, these annual savings =are almost $305,000 per year.*

The projected grc~th In beat units In District 6 (Edenvale/
Coyote) Is largely responslble for whatever cost savlngs
result In the year 2000.

On the other hand, travel costs by the year 2000 are distributed
In such a way that other areas cost the same or more to serve out
of a substatlon. These Include:

District 3 (Evergreen)~ travel costs, as a whole, are
virtually Identical for these beat units operatlng either
out of the substation or the PAB. In fact, average peak

’* It should be noted that these are not cost savings In the sense that expen-
ditures are reduced. Rather, this travel time/cost Is a reduction In travel
to and from beats and Is converted Into servlce avallablllty or activity,
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l

Pol Ice Trovel
D I str I ct Costs

I
^I ~ Rock/
Berryessa

2
West
Val l ey

3
Evergreen

4
AImaden/
Cambr I en

5
Downtown

6
Edenval e/
Coyote

7
North San
Jose/Berry-
essa/AI vlso

8
WII Ic~
Glen

$ 159,218

157,6 80

EXHIBIT Y

San Jose Pol Ice Deparfment

CITYWIDE PATROL TRAVEL COSTS ASSUMING
A SINGLE SUBSTATION OPERATINO AT THE

SOUTHSIDE COMMIJNITY CENTER IN THE YEAR 2000

+/(-) Central lzed
Travel Costs

315,281 $     426

172,964 ( 45,069)

.160,728

168,031 (258,924)

153,902

128,244

9 , _25 I_,609
South S~
Jose

TOTAL = 1982 ~ ($ 27 2 294) *
COSTS

TOTAL ; |987 ~ ($304.969)
COSTS

* Greater savings are possible If most of District 9 served out of
PAB -- In the order of $30,000 = $40,000 per year,
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and non-peak travel tlmes will be moderately longer In the
substatlon configuration In the year 2000 whlle distances will be
moderately shorter. This flndlng ralses the Issue that vlrtually
all of these beats would be more approprlately served out of the
PAB compared to the Southslde Communlty Center.

Dlstrlct 9 (South San Jose) travel costs are greater than
central Ized travel costs when all of these beats are based
from the Southslde Communlty Center. This, too, Indicates
that many of these beats should not be based In a
substatlon located further south.

These travel tlme Increases to Evergreen and South San Jose
(Districts 3 and 9) also Impact 1990 estimates and are largely a
function of the substatlon location shifting over two tulles
south of theSouth Corporatlon Yard.

Comparlng these travel cost savings wlth the four distrlct
substatlon stafflng costs arrlved at In Phase III of the earller
study shows that staff lng costs stlll welJ ,.,.exceed travel, cost
savings -- and by a comparable margin In the year 2000, The
conclusion Is displayed In Table 2 below.

Table 2

Comparison of Travel Cost Savings and Subs~atlon
Staffing and Operating Costs In the Year 2000

Constant 1982 Dol I ars

Substation Staffing Costs (I Captain,
5 Lleutonants, I Secretary, 5 PRCs)
Substatlon Operatlng Costs (@$4.64 per
square foot for a 15,000+ s.f. faclllty)
Veh Icl e Ferry I ng Costs ( for repa Irs on l y,
to the South Corp. Yard)

TOTAL INCREMENTAL OPERATING CosTS

.
Travel Cost Savlngs
+/(-) Travel Cost Savings

B... Current 1987 Dollars

$526,555

70,430

...... 7,500

($2"/2 294)
$332,1 91

1. Substation Stafflng Costs
2. Substation Operatlng Costs
3. Veh I c!.e Ferry I ng Costs

4~ Travel Cost Savings
+/(-) Travel Cost Sav,lngs

$673,93 9
70,430

_$751,869,.
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The major conclusion to be drawn here-- and the principal cholce

facing the City =- Is that for the opportunity to convert $304,969 in

¯ boat/pal Ice facll Ity tTavol costs In Year 2000 to sorvlce avaIlabll Ity

tlme~ the Clty must spend $751,869 in staffing, faclll!~/ operating and

vehicle ferrying costs (all In 1987 dollars).

The balance of these c~sts and "savings" could only be Improved

by .a few factors. These potentlal !y lnclude=

Reduct!on or Increase In the number of beat units based out of
the substation.

An Increase In vehicle operating costs. These have not changed
In recent years-- as fuel costs have decl lned, maintenance and
vehicle replacement costs have Increased. -. .....

An Increase In police officer hourly costs above the prevaIIlng
rate of general Inflation.

Altering new substation staffing requirements. For example, If
Sergeants are dep!oyed around the clock at "the front desk"
rather than L’leutenants, an addltlonal $55,000 In 1987 savings
could be. found. On the other handw addltlonal new staff would
adversely affect the cost-benefit equation.

FACILITY OPTIONS ARE ALTERED BY THESE OFFICER TRAVEL FINDINGS,

In .the earl let study, a faclllty plan was developed for a large four

district substation serving all of the southern and eastern portions of the

CIt~(. Developments In the Intervening perlod, as well as flndlngs contained

In thisstudy, Indicate that this focl!lt~/ plan should be altered to reflect

the tel lew.lng=

The Southslde Communlty Center site, tocated 2.2 relies south of
the orlglnal slte (the South.C~rporatlon Yard) clearly reduces
the number of beats which should be served out of thls fac!llty
due to Increases In travel tlmeso These Include:

Three of the five Dlstrlct 9 (South San Jose)beats -- the
northernmost -- should never be served out of the
substation due to major travel tlme differences.

There Is the I~tentlal for most~ or all of Olstrlct 3
(Evergreen) beats to be served elther out of their ~wn
eastslde substation or the P/~J~.
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In any event, the available portion of the Southslde Communlty
Center Is too small .and poorly configured to base all of the
Cltyts southern and eastern beat units. By ,he Year 2000, the
police needs of the region as a whole will grow to:

- 129 beat unlts (compared to 109 In 1990).

- 314 patrol personnel (compared to 206 In I I ggO ) "

k slte of over |00,000 square feet where only about 85,000
square feet are available.

Parking requlremen,s for 185 vehicles.

Map 3, which follows this page, provldes a graphic depict!on of the

Cltyts plan for the available space for sub.s,atlon use at the Southslde

Community Center. As this chart shows, the substat!on space could l.nclude an.

8,000 square foot faclllty footprlnt adJacent fo Cott!~e Road (hashmarked

rectangle) and approximately 65,000 square feet of parking-- enough for

between I40 - 150 parking spaces. Whlle a ~wo-story facility can easily be

accommodatedon ,he slte~ parking space ls I Imlted. As a resu!., ,he number

of bea, unlts, and officers based out of the substation need ,o be reduced.

The subsection which follow, examine alternatlves availableto the City.

(!) Reduce Facility and ~Slte R.e~l.. ulreeents By Re-exaelnlng Needs and
Serv Icl n~/. Fe~er Beat {in l,s ~:~ !~he Substa.I ~.

There are several actions which could be taken which would have

the effect of reduclng substation space requirements. There are

summarized In the paragraphs which follow=

Service fewer beats out of the substation. Travel tlme analysis
has Indicated that It costs more (in terms of travel cost~) to
serve most of District 9 (South San Jose) out of the Southslde
Communlty Center. This=analysis has also concluded that while
travel costs are the same for District 3 (Evergreen) If served
either out of the PAB or the Southslde Community Center, travel
time Is greater frem the substation to virtually all of these
beats (distances though are shorter). Keeping these beats out of
the substatlon, then, would reduce total travel costs (by about
$30,000 per year) as well as reduce site needs at the Southslde
Community Center. Exhlblt Vl, which follows Map 3, revises
substatlon beat unit and personnel allocatlons In light of this.
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MAP
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I. BEAT UNITS

SHIFT

Days
Sw I ngs
Nights

" DI, _ TS,’ BEAT UNIX~;

9

6.1 11.5 7.2
8.1 15.3 9.6
5.8 11.0 6 9

20.0 37.8 23.7

Sgts. 2.8    5.3    3.3

TOTAL 22.8 43 .I 27.0

2. TOTAL PERSONNEL

SH I F-F OFFICERS SERGEANTS

Days
Sw I ngs
N I ghts

EXHIBIT VI

San Jose Pol lc~ Depari~Bnt

REV I SED CAL CUL AT I ONS OF SUBSTATION
OFFICERS IN YEAR 2000 WITH FEWER UNITS

TOTAL

24.8
33.0

8! .______~5

11.4

92.9

TOTAL

60.3 8.3 68.6
50.3 11 .I 91.4
57 6 .9

TOTAL t 98.2 27.7 . 225.9

3. MARKED VEHICLES RE~U{R.E...D,_.~@3,.2)

SH I FT V Ell 1 CL ES

Days (IncI.Sgts.) 21.4
Sw I ngs 28.6
N I gh ts 20 .____~6

TOTAL 70.6
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Reduce other Space allocations without affectln,q the level of
service or ..qual Itv of workspace.    There are several space
al Ioca±lons In the substation facll ity pl an which could be reduced
without negatively Impacting operations or service,    These
Incl ude the fol lowing=

Brief In~ room space al !ocatlon is overly generous
considering the number of officers assigned to peak shifts.

Detention area .Is not required If preprocesstng of
arrestees continues to be a central lzed func, tlon
something the department has expressed= an Interest In
contlnulng, Keep intervlew rooms In substat!ono

._ .

Investigators- reduce commensurate wl~h reduction In
service area of substation.

L~cker area would be roduce~-;fSreft~f--f-~eroffTcers In
the substation,

.Reduce par.klng stal! space requirement-- stripe parking
more narrowly to fit more In the lot.

Make facility two-stor_~(.-- this reduces by 50% the f.aclllty
footpr I ~’ requl rement.

Exhlblts Vll and VIII, whlch follow thls paget provide revlsed

year 2000 facli Ity and site requirements lncorporatlng the assumptions

outl Ined In the precedlng paragraphs. The exhlblt shows that these

reductions in site requirements provide for the usabtllty of the

Southslde Community Center for pal Ice substation purposes through the

planning period (through the turn of the century).

The .�.lty ~ould Build A Second Substation In the Eastern Portion of,

~he CI ty. ¯

Raising the Issue of building a second substation reopens the

dlscusslon of the value of substations and decentralization In general.

The project team conducted In-depthresearch of the police literature

regarding substations and decentral lzatlon to evaluate advantages and

disadvantages both to the department and the "communlty It serves.

Exhlbit IX, which fol!ows Exhibit Vlll~ summarizes the advantages and

disadvantages found In this literature search. Key points Include=
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DESCR I PT ION OF
_REQUIRED SPACE N.S.F.

N.S,F,.Patrol Functl ons
. Patrol Brlef Ing Room

@ 17.4 s.f. per swlng
sh I ft. of f I car x 80%
total pars, )
Report Wrltlng Room
(@25 s.f. for 15
off Icers)

I ,295

375
~1,670

2. I nvestl gatlve Functions

. Investigators Work Sta-
tions (9 Investigators
pl us 2 extra @ !00 s.f.
each ) I ,100

. Clerlcat (2 @ 60 s.f.
each ) 120

. Files (10 @ 10 s.f.
each) !00

. Term lnals (7 @ 45 s. f,
each ) 315

, Intervlew Races
125 s.f. each 25O

. Receptlon Area (30 s.f.
each for 4) !20

3. Command Staff Area

, Captaln (@ 200 s.f,) 200

Lieutenants (sharing
2 work stations plus
separate flles -- I00
s.f, x 2 plus 10
s.f. x6) 260

. Secretary (@ 60 s. f,) 6O
52O

EXTIIB.IT VII (a) ¯

SAN JOSE POL ICE DEPARTI~NT

REV ISED SUBSTATION FACIL ITY
REQUIREMENTS YEAR 2000

DESCRIPTION OF
~EQUIRED SPACE N, S. F.

4, .Clerlcal/Records Area , N.S, Fo
¯ . PRO workstatlons (2 @

2;" 60 s.f.) 120
. Terminals (2 @ 45 s.f.) 90
. Xerox 45
. Flies/Cabinets (11

x 10 s.f.) 110

5, Detention. Area 0

6. Crime Prevention 150

7. General Areas

Lockers (for 198 off leers,
28 Sgts., 1 Capt., 5
Lieutenants, 9 Into Center,
9 Investigators @ 15 s.f.
each lncl uslve of showers.
RRs, etc.) Total = 250 3,750

. Lobbylrecoptlon (30 s.f.
x 10) 300

. I nformatlon Center -2
workstations @ 60 s.f.
plus I PRC workstation @
60 s.f. plus 4 flles @
10 s,f.) 220

, Meetlng/Oonference Roo~
(30 s.f. for 15 ea.) 450

. Employee Lounge. 35O

, Arsenal 200

, Internal Storage 2OO

o Custodial (2 @ 35 s.f,) 70

. Restrooms (2 @ 180)
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EXHIBIT Vll (b)

DESCRIPTION .OF
~.IRED SPACE N, S, F.

TOTAL USABLE S.F, 10__~610.

-CIRCULATION @ 20~ ~

TOTAL N.S.F. __J :3,26)_

OROSS S~)UARE
FEET @12.55 ~

--22-



DESCRIPTION OF REQUIRED SPACE

¯ Substation Facll lty

Space at 50% -2 story

o Parkln.q - City-owned vehicles (@350 s.f,

Marked patrol vehlcles -
(2 overlapplng shlfts-- 50 vehicles)
Command staff (2)
Investlgators (.8 per Investigator x 9) :
Other (e.g. downtown staff - 3)

Park l ng-Empl, oy.ee vehlci es

. Patrol Officers (50 spaces)

. Command staff (2)

. Investigators and clerical
support (11)

Into Center Staff (4)

5~

Perk I ng-V I s l tors,

10 spaces

Veh lc! e Mat ntenance
_Eu.el. lng Fact l lty

Veh I cl es

Sub-Total

Landscaplng @ 15%

TOTAL SITE REQUIREMENTS

* Total parking spaces -- 139

EXHIBIT Vlll

San Jose Pol Ice Depa~h=ent

L/~RGE SUBSTAT ION
SITE REOU IREMENTS

17,500

2,450
1,050

21,7._OO

17,500
700

3,850

23,450

3,500
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Exhibit IX

San Jose Pol ice Department

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF SUBSTATION FACIL ITIES

POTENTIAL
BENEF I TS/ ADY ANTAGES

Potential for Improved cooper=
at!on between Pol Ice Officers
and Citizens,

Greater accesslbll Ity for crime
and other Incident reportlng,

Greater delegation of responsi-
b!l lty to middle managers,

Decreased travel, time fo and
from beats and pot Ice operations
center,

Officer saflsfactlon In assign-
ment closer fo residence,

Greater pol Ice vlsibll lty resulting
In perceptions of greater citizen
safety,

POTENTIAL
COSTS/D I SADVANTAGES

More compl ex coordl natloh and
flow of Information In the
department.

o DupI Icatlon of services and
facll ltleso

Additional stafflng costs and
facll ity oper.a~tlng costs,

Departmenta I frag~entatl on.; potent I a I
for "provlnclal Ism" to develop;
dlfflculty In malntalnlng pollcles
and standards

Creatlon of more top and middle
management overhead In the
Department,
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1

The advantages of substations in terms of community Impacts are
really _unquantlflable, Pluses relate to perceptlons of safety~
opportunities, for better cooperation baleen the police and the
communltyo These "advantages" can relate as much to officer
training, depl oyment~ and f lel d enforcement emphasl s.
Furthermore, these advantages can a l I be achieved without
substatl OnSo

Travel time reduction Is a real advantage affecting officer ¯
avallabl!Ity, but as a-cost Is eclipsed by added operating and
staffing costs° A southern San Jose substation, for~. example,
woul d convert about 7~500 hours per .year of off lcer travel time
into avallabll lty time in Year 2000.

Decentral Izatlon of patrol operations results In decentral Izatlon
of decision-making.    While this may be desirable In the
department (for career development~ etc.), It too can be achieved
w lthout .substatl ons.

Same of the other .disadvantages of doce~tF~tl!zatlon of .police
operations are real andmust be overcome before o substation Is
bullt.    For exampte, the creation of effectlve I lnes of
communication and standardization of pal Icy and performance
expectations need to be resolved. While these Issues often
characterlze central lzed pal Ice administrations, they are
exacerbated In decentral lzed ones,

The reasons, then, for building police substations are largely

subjective In nature. Furthermore, many of the real or percelved, advantages

of decentrallzatlon can be achieved without bulldlng substations. For

example, the tel!owing programs have been Instituted In the San Jose Police

Department and could be expanded;

. Ma I I- I n reports

. Phone- In reports

. Or Ime Preventl on programs.

In the absence of clearly deflned crlterla to Justlfy substation

construction, the new costs of staffing and operatlng a satellite.police

fBct!lfy must be largely offset by reductions in officer travel. As the

analysls In 1983 and the current .study demonstrate, even the most optimum

balance of these costs and benefits =- a single southern substation

results In added police department costs of at least $450,000 per year In
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current dollars, if the City chose to build a second substation, ho~ever~

there are very few realistic options. The following paragraphs summarize

potential approaches:

The West Valley (Police Dlstrlct 2 and portions of 4) Is.not
attractive as a substatlon candidate because:

There .is projected to be virtually no population, cal! for
service or patrol beat untt grc~th through the end of the
century.                                       ,.

In the year 2000, the Wast.Valley will account for:

Less than 205 of the C!tyts populatlon~ a decline
compared to the 1 980 ~ s .proportl arts.

About 115 of the Cll~/’s field patrol workload-- with
call for servlce frequency camp,arable to today’s.

Similarly, about 1!% of the Clty~s field patrol beat
unlts-- no growth from current levels.

Even a mlnlmally staffed substation (at, say, flve
L leutenants and f lye PROs) would have new staffing costs
well In excess of travel cost savlngs.

The Almaden/Cambrian area was a candidate for one of two small
substations In the earl let study. As with the w.est~ there are no
opportunltles to put a substatlon In District 4 by the year 2000.
There Is no growth projected In workload or patrol unlts and too
few units would operate out of the substation to offset
adm ln l stratlve staff Ing costs.

The Alum Rock/Borryessa portion of the 01t~/ ls too close to the
PAB to result In Justification of a substation - too. little
travel time would be saved for relatively few beat unlts.

The. only candidate area with gr~th, travel Impacts and field

staffing at levels which warrant substation feasibility being examlned

is the Evergreen area -- Pal Ice District 3.

The San Jose eastslde* wlll, In the year 2000, contain over 40

beat units per day plus Sergeants (about 17% of total city patrol

units).    Patrol officers assigned to this police district will

* Which for purposes of this analysis Includes all ofPollce District
3 (Evergreen) and southern District I (Alum Rock/Berryessa).
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respond to more calls than any other of these geographical divisions.

Furthermore~ the easts lde/Evergreen area has been the focus of various

special enforcement and community oriented pol Icing projects In recent

years. For cost benefit as well as service related reasons~ then~ this

area Is an obvious potentlal substation candidate.

Alone~ a s~aller Evergreen po!tce substation would result In over

$200,000 per year In converted travel costs. As Exhlblt X~ which

fol lows this page shows, a large southern and sial l er eastern

substation would generate approximately. $517~000 In converted travel

cost per year In 1982 dollars-- or $578~000 .In 1987 dollars per year.

Against thls~ however~ -must. be gauged the cOsts of staffing a

substation. Exhibit XI~ whlch follows Exhibit X~ portrays these costs.

Even If a sialler substation could be staffed wlth fewer administrative

personnel -- one Captain, four Lieutenants and five PROs two substation

staff lng costs would exceed converted travel costs by over $661~433 per

year In current 1987 dollars. When faclllty~ operating costs and.

vehicle ferrying costs are lncluded~, t~e net cost for ¢wo substations

grows to over $790,000 In 1987 dollars (over $~80~000 In constant 1982

do I I ars).

Exhibits XII - XIV, whlch follows Exhlblt XI~ provide the

analytical sequence showing staff who would be assigned to a

substatlon~ facll lty and site requirements for the sial ler substation.

Re study team evaluated one site for this anatysls-- Lake

Ounnlngham Reg!onal Park -- and utilized this slte for purposes of

calculating travel costs/savlngs to all eas~slde beats (see Map 4). it

favorably met several criteria Identified In our earl let study as

Important for substation !ocatlonal analysis. ~ese Includes
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POL I CE POL ICE
DI STR lOT FACIL ITY

¯

AIum Rock/ a.
Berryessa b.

2.
West Val I

3o

Evergreen

Almaden/
Cambrlen

0
Dow ntow n

6~

Edenva! el
Coyote

0
North
San Jose

o

Willow
Glen

9,

South
San Jose

PAB
Eastsl de Substation

PAB

Eastsl de Substation

Southsl de Substatl on

Southsl de Substation

PAB

PAB

a. PAB
b. Southside Substation

TOTAL - !982 COSTS

EXHIBIT X

San Jose Po! Ice Department

TRAVEL COST SAV I NGS WITH
TWO SUBSTATIONS IN 2000

PROJECTED COSTS
TOTAL TRAVEL +/(-) CENTRAL iZED

¯ COSTS TRAVEL COSTS

$ 95,511 ($ 15,699)
48,008

157,680

118,008 ( 196,847)

172,964 ( 45,069)-

160,728

168,031 ( 258,924)

153,902

128,244

132,202
88 134

_$I ,423,41_2 ,($516,,~,539)

TOTAL - 1 987 COSTS
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I o SMN.L SUBSTATION

Staff Number

Capta t n
Lteutenant 4
P. R; C. ii 5

2. LARGE SUBSTATION

Staff Number

Captal n I
Lleutenant 5
Clerk I I I
P. R.C. II 5

TOTAL

E~ IB IT Xl

San Jo~e Pol Ice l)epart~en~

SUBSTATION STAFFING PLANS AND COSTS

Cost/Position
(1982) (1987)

$ 76,416 $93,707
66,243 80,689
22,072 29,906

..

Total Cost Tota I Cost
(1982) ( 1987 )

$ 76,416 $ #3,707
264,972 322,756
100,360 149,530

~ -4~4!~748 ~

Cost/Posltlon Total.. Cost Total Cost
( ! 982 ) ( 1987 ) (1982) ( 1986 )

$ 76,416 $93,707
66,243 80,689
18,56 4 27,257
22,072 29,90.6

$ 76,416 $ 93,707
331,21 5 403,445

1 8,564 27,257
...I00t360 149,530
$_ 526,5 55 $ 673,939

$. ..968 ,3 o3

Projected Travel Cost Savings
With Two Substatlons

Net Cost/(Savlngs) Two Substations

Net wlth Facll Ity Operating Operating Costs*

$ 451. t76.4 $ 661t.433

Projected Travel Cost Savlngs
With One Substation (_$ .272.294,) (~__303,849)

Net Cost/(Savlngs) One Substation

Net with Facll lty Operating Costs*

~ $ 274L650

$ 332,0.89 _$ 350,478

Including utllltles,
costs: approximately
substatl on (south).

bulldlng malnto~mnc~’~ estlma~ed vehlcle ferrying$130,000 for~~/flve su~_~tatlonsgnd $78,00~~,. for one

\ ’



I

I, BEAT UNITS

SHIFT (Part) 3"

Days 2 o6 9,6
Sw I ngs 3,5 12.8
Nlgh±s 2.5 9.2

Sgfs.

TOTAL

1.3 4.3

9.8 35.9

2, TOTAL PERSONNEL

SH i FT OFF I OERS SER@EANTS

Days 29.7 4.1
Sw I ngs 39.6 5.4
N 1 gh t s 28 .__._.~5 4 ..__.~1

EXHIBIT Xll

San Jose Pol Ice Depar!menf

SMALL SUBSTATION FIELD STAFF
AND VEHICLE REQUIREMENTS

33.8
45.0

.32..6

TOTAL 97.8 13.6 111.4

MARKED VEHICLES REQUIRED. (@3,2)
1

SHIFT VEHICLES

Days (lncI.Sg±s.) 10,6
Sw I ngs , ! 4.1
Nights ,, 10,.,,2

TOTAL .34
35
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DESCRIPTION OF
,R,,EQUIRED SPACE N.S. F~.___

Patrol Functions

Patrol Brief lng Room-
@ .17.4 sot. per s~Ing
shift x 80%) -36 626

o Report Wr!tlng Room
(@25 s.f, for 6
officers)

2° Investigative Functions

150
776

. ,Investlgators Work Sta-
tlons (6 @ I00 s.f, ca.) 600

Clerlcal (I @ 60 s,f.
each) 60

o Flies (4 @ 10 s.f, each) 40

. Termlnals (3 @ 45 s,f.
each) 135

, Interview Rooms (2 @
125 Sot, each) 250

. Reception Area (30 s.f.
each for 2) 60

3. 0ommand Staff Area

, Captaln/Lieutenants (2
shared work stations, pl us
separate flle cab lnets:
(100 s,f, x 2 + 10 s. fo
x 6) 360
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EXHIBIT Xlil (a)

SAN ’JOSE POL ICE DEPARTMENT

SMALL SUBSTATION SPACE
REQUIREMENTS YEAR 2000

DESCRIPTION OF
.,REOU IRED SPACE

4. Clerical!Records Area

PRO workstations (! @
60 s.f,)
Terminals (2 @ 45)
Xerox
FI.I es/Cabl nets (4
@ 10 s,f.)

5, Crime Prevention

6O
9O
45

235

. (Storage area/small
workstation space)

6, General Areas

, Lockers (for 112 patrol
officers and Sergeants,
5 Lts, 5 into, Center
Staff, 6 lnvestlgators @
15 s.f, ea. Inclusive:
Total lockers = 128 ! ,920

. LobbylReceptl on
(30 s.f, x 5) 150

. Informatlon Center
(2 work station @ 60 s. f, !20

. Flies (2 @ 10 s.f,) 2O

, Meeting/Conference Room 150

.. Employee Lounge 200

Arsenal 100

. Internal Storage

o Custodial (1 @ 35 s o.f.) 35

. Rostrooms (2 @ 90 s, f,) __ 1,8.,0,



EXHIBIT Xlll (b)

DESCR I PT ION OF
~RE~)UIRED SPAOE N, S, F,

SUB-TOTAL

OIRCUL^TION @ 20~ I_~_41_0

¯ TOTAL N.S.F.

OROSS SOU.ARE
FEET
OROSS INO

.
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EXHIBIT XlV

San Jose Pol Ice Deparil~n%

SMALL SUBSTAT ION
S ITE REQU IREMENTS

DESCRIPTION OF REQUIRED SPACE
.... ,, ,,,,, _ ~ j

1, Substation Fact

Pa.rklng-,..Olfy,.-o~ned vehicles (~350 s.f. ea)

l~rked pafro! vehicles
(2 overlapping shifts-- 25 vehicles)
Command star f (1)
Investlgators (.8 per Investigator)
O~her (e,g. downtown staff)

Parkt n.q-E~pl,oyee veh lcl es

Patrol Officers (2 shifts)
Command staff (1)
Investigators and clerlca!

support (8)
Into Center Staff (!)

35O
1/50
~00

8,750
35O

2,800
35O

o Parklng-Yls!torsw Vehicles

5 spaces

Fuel lng, Fac! IIfy.

Sub-To%al

Landscaping @ 155

600

34 +2.08

_6,037

TOTAL SITE REQUIREMENTS
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Park site with land of sufficient size potentially available.

Adjacent to. arterlals (in this case Tully Road and Capital
Expressway.

Not within a residential development,.

Otl l lttos ovallableo

o Few street Improvements needed.

o Best net travel tlmo savings potential°

, Visible and accessible by the commun!~y,

The choice of this site In this study Is by way of example,

second substation must flrst be eva’luated with respect to the

deslrablll~y of Incurring addltlona! s±afflng and.~operatlng costs as

against Its non-quantlflable service Impacts,

(3) The Facll lt-y Cons=truc~lon Cos~s of .Two Substations Gro~ ~o O~er
$3,7 NIl I ion.

The earl let substation study sho~ed that construction of a single

large substation would cost $2.6 m’IiIlon (wlthout land acquisition

costs)o These costs would change as to!

Table

I o

Q

Fac! ! ICy Cons~’uc~ton .Costs

Southsl de    Eas±s I de    TOTAL
Structure (@ $100/sq.f%) $!,515;700 $ 805,800 $2,32!,500
SIte Devel opment

(@ $3/ sq. ft. )
Sub-Total

Design Services (@15%)
Contlngencles (@ 10%) ¯
Fue I I ng Fac I I i ty

Sub-Total

... 181.,329 ... 94,76..I 276,090

.$I ,697,02_9. $ 900~,_.5_6_!. $2,597,590
$- 254,55-~, ’$ 135,084 -$- 389,638

169,703 90,056 259,759
65.000 ...... 65,0_00 !3o:ooo

$ 489,257 $ _.290,!40 ,$ 779t397

Furnishings (@ $15/sq.ft.) .$_. 227,355 $ 120,870 $ 348~225

Tara!
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ATTACHMENT A

CALLS FOR SERVICE YEAR 2000



Introduction

The year 2000 Calls For Service (CFS) are projected by beat,.based upon an averaged CFS
over a three year. period (1982~ 1984~ and 1985) taking into account the anticipated city
growth as shown in the San 3ose General P]an~ Horizon 2000~ plus an annual growth factor
of one percent, After examining population, demographic, and land use information it
became evident that no single factor would provide a reasonably accurate indicator or
mechanism for projecting year 2000 CFS. Rather~ a combination of several, methods
would be necessary to make reasonable projections for the various sectors of the City,
Population and demographic indicators were found to be reasonably accurate in the
predominantly suburban residential pc|lee beats as we]! as some othel’s~ but not In Central
San 3ose, Coyote Valley or the industrial areas of North San ,)ose, In North San ~ose~ CFS
projections were based upo.n planned employment growth by the year 2000. ]n Cent~’al San
3ose CFS were projected to increase by 30 percent as a result of the revitalization that
includes substantial office and commercial development as well as public uses including a
convention center, museum, and transit mall. In Coyote Valley CFS were projeted
separately for l~he planned 8~870 dwellings and the campus industrial development, planned
to include 25,000 jobs, Using these methods, the overatl total CFS were projected to
increase by slightly over 46 percent to 274,251 CFS by the year 2000. as tabulated and
shown in Table Io This is an increase of 87,518 CFS over the annual averaged 187,730 CFS
for the years 1982, 1984, 1985.

Year 2000 Population Projection by Beat

As a first step, the yea~ 2000 population .and its distribution was projected based upon San
Jose’s General Plan, Horizon 2000. The number of dwelling units in each beat for the year
2000 was derived from the TRANPLAN Model by accessing the number of dwellings in the
groups of TAZs (Traffic Analysis Zones) that constituted each beat (refer to Table I[).
The population in each beat was then projected using the average household size by
Planning Area for the year 2000 as expressed on page 27 In Figure ii of the General Plan.
The police beats were segregated into Planning Areas as shown in Table IiI. Using this
method the citywide population is projected to increase, to 8~8~y the year
which represents a 2i percent increase over the 1980 population of 693,694. The
projected 838,776 year 2000 population represents slightly more than a seven percent
increase above the previously projected 1990 population of 788,376 used in the San 3ose
Police Substation Study (December 1983).

Calls For Service ProJection~ Year 2000

Calls For Service (CFS).for the year 2000 were projected taking into account population
and employment growth and land use changes as well as general trends in CFS. The San
Jose Police Substation Study (December 1983) reported an annual increase in CFS of one
percent g~eater than the population growth, This trend in CFS growth fluctuates with
.economic and other conditions, but a general trend of something less than one percent per
year over population growth has often been observed by Hughes Heiss & Associates in
several cities in California, It was assumed for the purposes of projecting CFS in this
analysis, that there will be an annual increase in CFS of one percent above population or
other growth factos. This one percent annual increase was accounted for by calculating
the year 2000 CFS and then increasing it by 15 percent to represent the 15 year period
from ~98~ to 2000.
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In order to serve as one basis for projecting Calls For Servic~ for the year 2000, the
existing CFS Calls For Service fo~" the years 1982, 1984 and 1985 were tabulated and
averaged as shown in Table IVo Records for the year ~1983 were not available and records
for the year !986 correspond to a new beat structure established in 2986 and therefore
cannot readily be converted to the beat structure used for this analysis. The CFS for
years 1982, 1984 and 1985 were averaged to provide a basis for projecting CFS.

The calls for service per 1,000 population for each of the beats was calculated by using an
average population for 1980 to 1985 based upon "San 3ose Population by Census Tract"
Annual Projections, Department of City Planning. The estimated average population 1980
to 1985 is shown in Table V together with the 1980 census population for comparison
purposes. Using the average population for 1980 to 1985, the CFS per 1,000 population is
calculated in Table VI by beat.

On a eitywide basis, the overall year 2000 CFS can generally be projected by multiplying
the averaged i980 to !985 CFS per 1000 population (268.i) times the projected year 2000
population of 838,776, yielding 224,882 Calls For Service annually. The one percent
annual increase is then accounted for by adding 15 percent for the I5 year period from
i985 to 2000, yieiding 258,614 CFS. The actual CFS for year 2000 was projected to be
274,25i which is slightly over six percent greater than this general eitywide projection
based on population. The actual year 2000 CFS were projected on a beat by beat basis
taking into account the existing socioeconomic factors as well as population and
employment growth factors, using the planned land uses.

Year 2000 CFS were projected based upon year 2000 population in 39. of the beats and
otherfae1~ors were used in the remaining nine beats. The year 2000 CFS for each of the
39 beats was projected by multiplying the averaged i982, i984, I985 CFS per 1,000
population times the year 2000 population and then adding the one percent annual CFS
increase or i5 percent. For example, in beat i2, 209.7 CFS/1,O00 population X a
population of 27,868 ~< I.i5 (i5% increase from i% annual increase for 25 years) = 6,72i
CFS for the year 2000. Using this formula the demographic characteristics that influence
CFS in a given beat are incorporated into the year 2000 CF’S projection since the formula
assumes that residents of the new homes that are developed on vacant land will have the
demographic characteristics that the existing residents have and will therefore result in
the same number of CFS per 1,000 population. This formula also takes into account
changes in population and household size projected in San ~lose’s General Plan. (However,
the General Plan household size for the year 2000 is somewhat skewed in few individual
beats since the Genera] Pla~ Is divided into Planning Areas which are relatively large,
encompassingseveral beats. In addition, single family attached and detached homes were
not differentiated with also resulted in skewing.) This formula and the logic behind it
generally applies well to beats where the mix of future growth is similar to the existing
use. This formula also generally applies well to beats that have substantial residentia.l
populations and/or projected residential growth. This formula does not provide a good
projection of 2000 CFS where the residential uses are a limited fraction of the total uses
in the beat and where substantial new non-residential land uses are planned. The reason
that this formula does not work well to project 2000 CFS in those beats with substantial
amounts of vacant non-residential land or small populations is explained below, together
with an appropriate alternate formula.

Within the six police beats (beats 5i, 52, 53, 54~ 55, and 56) that constitute the general
downtown area, substantial office and commercial uses are planned or under construction
as wel! as public uses including a convention center, museum and light rail transit mall.
This non-residential development will generated an increase in CFS that is not reflected
in the planned residential growth in the area and therefore future population is not the
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best parameter to use as a basis for projecting CFSo Further, the highest CFS per 1,000
population in this area were not ~ecessarily a direct result of the residential population
and their demographic characteristics, but rather, were strongly influenced by other
factors. For example, in beat 52 there were 2,~t91.8 CFS per 1,000 population, which is
more than eight times the citywlde average of 2~;8.i. This high ratio of CFS is a product
of a high transient and daytime population and a small residential population, 1,63z4. The
same is also true of the other beats in the general downtown area (Police District
Since the CFS per 1,000 population in these beats was so high and the population
relatively small, minor population changes would result in dramatic shifts in CFS if
population was used as a basis for projecting. In order to avoid projecting dramatic and
unrealistic increases in some beats and decreases in others, the year 2000 calls for service
were projected by increasing the he averaged i982, i98Zl, 1985 CFS by 70 percent. The
30 percent increaseis estimated to roughly correspond to the demands of the service
population during the times of the day that the service population would be present in the
downtown area based upon the experiences of other cities that have undergone downtown
revitalization. In addition, the CF’S in these six beats were increased by one percent
annually or i5 percent fo~ the period from 1985 to year 2000. This formula results in a
year 20130 CFS increase of nearly 50 percent above today’s CFS. This formula was used
for the six police beats in the Central San ~lose Planning Area since this planning area is
anticipated to have a net residential population Increase of only elgh~t percent and some
individual beats are actually expected to decrease in population. However, in fact, it is
unlikely that any beat will have significantly fewer CFS in year 2000 than it presently
does and therefore the year 2000 CFS were projected based upon the formula described
above which can be expected to yield a conservatively high projection.

The year 2000 CFS for beat 74 was based upon anticipated employment increases since
this beat includes much of North San Jose and the so called "Golden Triangle" area with
its predominantly industrial and commercial land uses. A 40 percent increase in
employment is planned for this area by year 2000. Using this parameter for projecting
CFS for year 2000, the averaged 1982, ~1984, 1985 CFS was projected to directly increase
by 40 percent. Another !~ percent increase was then added to represent the one percent
annual increase over the 15 year period from i985 to year 2000,

There is almost no population growth.planned for beat 91 and the employment and other
types of growth are also small. Therefore the year 2000 CFS in Beat 91 was projected by
adding 15 percent to the averaged 1982, 1984, 1985.CFS to account for the one percent
per year annual increase over the 15 year period from 1985 to year 20D0.

Beat 66 includes Coyote Valley where substantial campus industrial development and
residential development is projected in San Josels General Plan by the year 2000. The
residential growth planned for Central Coyote Valley consists of 8,870 multi-family
dwellings with an anticipated population of 24,100. The campus industrial development in
North Coyote Valley is planned to include 27,133130 new jobs. The CFS for the planned
campus industrial development sector of beat 66, were projected by using the CFS
generated by the existing predominantly industrial development in beat 74. In beat 74,
approximately ~35,000 existing job generated an average of 7,667 CFS In the years 1982~
1984, and 1985. Applying this same generation rate to the 25,000 jobs in Coyote Valley
yields 2,620 CFS. The 24,100 population planned for in Central Coyote valley was
mu]tiplyed by the eltywide average CFS per 1,000 population of 268.1, yielding 6,46i CFS.
The 6,461 CF’S for the residential development was then added to the 2~620 CFS for
campus industrial development which totals 9,081 CFS. This was increased by 11 percent
to 10~080 corresponding to a one per annual increase for 11 years period form 1989-90 to
year 2000. This 11 year period was selected since neither the campus industrial nor
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residential development is expected to occur before 1989 or 1990 in Coyote Valley. The
averaged 1982, 1984, 1985 CFS In beat 66 was increased by 15 percent from 3,759 to 4,300
to account for the one percent annual growth. Apart from Coyote Valley no Significant
new development is expected in beat 66. This 4,300 was then added to the 10,080 yielding
approximately 14,400 CFS.

Using the four formulas described above, the year 2000 Calls For Sin-vice were projected
for each of the 48 beats and tabulated as shown in Table ]o This tabulation yields a
eityw[de CFS of 274,250 in year 2000 or an increase of 87,518 CFS which represents an
increase of slightly over 46 percent of the averaged 1982, 1984~ 1985 CFS.
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TABLE I

pRO3ECTEO

CALLS    FOR    SERVICE

YEAR 2000

Projected Averaged To
Population Calls For Service/ projected

Calls For ServiceBy Beat ¯ iOO0 Population Yesr 2000(1)
Year 2000 1982 1984 1985

II 8,44~ 384.4 3,733

12 27,868 209.7 6,721

13 13,465 384.8 5,958

i~ 25,969 171.2 5,11)

16 18,456 153.8 3,441

21 16,727 270.9. 5,211

22 21,153 201.4 4,899

23 16,379 175.0 3,296

24 14,588 218.7 ),669

25 15,880 13A.5 2,456

8,361 340,0 ),269

6,180 436.0 3,098

10,531 275,4
18,404 197.2 ~i’173

14,348 512.7 8,459

61,890 202.5 14,413

41 ""~20,261 162.5 3,786

~19~183 150.) 3,315
42 ~ 147.643 21,847 6,503
44 20,146 280.7

45 ./ 48,711 105.0 5,882

._.

51 7,I00 NU 7,405 (2)

P2 4,624 NU 5,9~9 (2)

53 7,405 NU 5,424 (2)

54 2,934 NU 6,393 (2)

55 4,268 NO 4,950 (2)

56 8,224 NU 6,769 (2)

61 51,591 166.4

62 18,933 283.2 6,166

63 20,922 236.2 5,683

64 ~ 29,124 242.6 B,125

65
I

16,205 190.8 3,556

66 " 46,043 NO 14,400 (3)

71 11,190 421.3 5,421

72 9,045 628.3 6,535

73 15,792 586.9 - 10,658

74 5,197 ~ 5,904 (4)

75 30,566 19~.4 6,869

81 5,800 720.1

82 iI~824 022.9 4,428

83 21~989 199.6 5,047

~ 15,059 278.5 4,823

85 18,961. 316.4 6,89~

91 7,818 ~U 5~574 (5)

92 I~,3&5 367.5 5,6~9

2~,279 5~0.0 9,102¯ )23.7 4,177

<--~"" 274,250
Torsi 838,776

200~ pus,~}~tI~n X 1982~198~1985 Av~ x 1.15.(I) 2000 CFS =     " "    " ~ooo p~ul~,,~"

(2)
20~ ~= Pro~occed 1990 CFS x I ) (~stimated 30% Increase) x 1.1~,

(3)
:80~ b-’i?’~= (1982,~F~’~.~98~ AverBO~d CFS x 1,1~) + [(ProjeCted CentrB:
C~S L’~m new re’ ’ zi deve~..: .... ’ - ~ ....

~Om new oampu g] d’.-
(~) 2000 CFS = 198; :" " ,--.10~. "

x 1.15.
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TABLE II

POPULATION BY BEAT

pROaECTED    YEAR    2000

Projected Projected Projected

Number Of Average Population
Beat DwelUng Units. Househo|d Size By Beat

Year 2000
Numbe Year 2000 Year 2000

i~2
3’016 .-]1 ~ 2.80

~ 8,44.59,955 i’3 ) 2.80 27,868 .j "

L.. ~:~/ 4,809 2. BO --I}_,

14 81015 ). 24 25,969

16 6 i 005 ). 24 19,456

21
22

2~

51

53.
54
55

61
62
63
64
65
66

71
72

75

Bi
82

I

9Z

7,210 2.32"

9,118 2.32
71060 2.32

61288 2.32

6,845 2.~2

3,114
2,028
),248
1,278
1,872
3,607

lO,

4,908
3,426
4 i 874

9,

2.28
2.28
2.28
2.28
2.28
2.28

94

TOTAL

2.83
2.83
2.83
2.83
2.83
2.60

2.28
2.64
3.24
2.84
).24

16,727
21,153
16,379
14,588
~;88o

8,361
6,180

10,551
18,404
14,348
61,890_~.~._~. -

20,26i-""
19,183
21,8~7
20,146
48,711 .

7,100
4,624
7,405
2,934
4,268

31,591
18,933
20,922
29,124
16,205
46,043

II,190
9,045

151792
5,197

30,566

2,544 2.28 5,800
5,449 2.17 II,824

10,133 2.17 21,989

6,605 2.28 15,059

8,758 2.17 18,961

3,429 2,28
4,706 2.84

B,~
2.84

!~ ~0

2.8~

309,111 ~~

7,818
13,365
23,279
II, 221

8)8,776



TABLE

DISTRIBUTION OF POLICE BEATS

BY PLANNING AREAS OF

SAN 3OSE

pla, nn, In9 Area_

Almaden]Cale~’o

Alum Reek

Alviso/No;’th San 3ose

Berryessa

Cambrian-Pioneer

Cent, ral San 3ose

Coyot.e/E denvaIe/San Felipe

Evergreen.

South San J~se

West Valley

Wiltow Glen

Poli6e Beats

i1-13, 31-3f4

?2 partial, 74

14, 16, 73, 75

42-44

51-56, 71, V2 partial, 81, 84, 91

61-66

35-36

92-95

41, 82-83, 85

Number of Beats

1

7

11

6

4

48



TABLE IV

AVERA(-~E CALLS FOR SERVICE

1982, 1984~ 1985

Average
Calls For
Se~’vice

1982 198a 1985

1982 1984 1985
"Police Calls Calls Calls "

Beat For For For
Servleo 5~ervl_cB. S~ervic~Number     ______

ii 3,493 3,908 4,181

12 4,069 , 4,546 4,333

13 4,530 5,0~ 5,013

I~ 3,343 3,371 3,428
16 3,566 3,~28 3,381

.

21 4,155 3,814 3,782
22 },775 3,528 3,681

~ 23 3,396 3,136 3~19~

24 5,898 3,907 3,781
25 2,598 2,293 2,509"

31 3,663 4,290 4,487
32 3,713 3,881 3,881
33 3,837 4,212 4,470
34 4,150 3,607 5,952
35 4,160 4,188 4,426
36 5,105 5,011 5,719

41 4,061 h,007 ’ 4,050
42. 3,592 2,939 3,031
43 3,420 3,497 3,508
44 4,575 4,144 4,240

45 4,027 3,851 4,083

51 4,586 4,778 4,687
52 3,691 3,686 3,656
53 3,359 ),287 3,598
54 3,959 4,078 3,928
55 3,066 3,262 3,154
56 4,193 4,640 4,144

61 3,522 3,662 3,783

62 3,872 3,604 4,029

63 4,167 3,623 3,933

64 4,087 4,062 4,253

65 3,595 3,791 3,818
66 3,668 3,883 3,666

71 3,834 4,459 4,492
72 4,637 4,863 5,068
73 2,974 3,378 3,330
74 4,095 3,660 3,245
75 3,785 3,759 3,779

81 3,523 3,258 5,349
82 3,228 3,526 3,631
83 4,244 4,242 4,364
84 3,996 3,720 3,832
85 ’4,007 4,283 4,186

91 4,363 4,989 5,189
92 4,660 4,418 4,737
93 4,592 5,048 5,137
94 3,358 3,426 3,458

TOTAL 185’556     187,160 190,~87

3,861
4,316
4,863
3,3BI
3,458

3,917
3,661
3,243
.3,862
2,400

4,147
3,825
4,1~
3,903
4,258
5,278

4,039
3,187
3,475

3,987

4,684
3,678
3,415
3,988
3,161
4,326

3,656
3,835
3,908
4,134
3,73~
3,739

4,262
4,856
3,227
3,667
3,774

3,370
3,462
4,283
3,849
4,159

¯ 4,847
4,605
4,926
3,414

187,732



AVERAOE

Police
Beet

Number

TABLE V

19B{)-lgB5 POPULATION

(BY BEAT)

Estimated
1980 Average

Census Popu|ation

~
1980 - 1985

ii 9,793 10,045

12 19,403 19,40)

13 11,116 12,639

14 .19,532 19,5)2

16 22~141 22,486

21
22

24

31

33
34

36

41
42

44

51

61
62
63
64

66

71

73
74

81
82
83
84
85

91
92

94

TOTAL

17,8)6
19,405
17,55~
19,0)4

11,855
8,80D

14,571
21,044

8,114
25,209

24,814
20,852
23,178
14,784
37,948

4,592
1,634
6,200
4,940
5,498
9,763

21,438
13,202
17,642
16,944
19,268
22,059

I0,067
7,718
5,067
5,077

19,183

4,698
9,996

21,454
14,346
12,665

7,881
12,128
14,763
i0,374

695,694

15,339
18,177
19,405
17,659
19,034

12,196
8,772

15,152
21,044

8,114
25,209

24,853~

21,211
23,178
15,38B

"37,961

4,704
1,684
6,285
4,940
5,498
9,870

21,969
13,544
17,642
16,944
19,573
22,457

10,i17
7,729
5,067
4,961

19,313

4,680
9,996

21,458
14,)46
12,665

7,881
12,532"
14,487
10,374

700,312
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THREE TO

Number

14
t6

21
22

31
32

51
52

61-

63
64
65
66

71
72
73
74

81

84

91
92

~--~ 95/

TOTAL

TABLE Vl

FIVE    YEAR    AVERA(~E

CALLS FOR    SERVICE /

i000 POPULATION

Estlmated
Average Average

Calls For Service Population
19B2,1984,19B_5 19B0 - 19B5

4,316 19,403~q%’
4,863
3,381 19,532
3,458 22, A86

),917
),661
),243
),B62
2,400

4,147
3,825
4,173
3,903
4,258
5,278

3,187
3,475
4,320
3,987

4,’684
),678
5,415
),988
3,161 "
4,326

3,656
3,835
3,908

3,735
3,739

4,262
4,856
3,227
3,667
3,774

3,370
3,462
4,283
3,849
4,159

4,847
4,605
4,926 .
),414

187,737

C~lls For Service/
100D Population
1.9.8..2,1.984,198~.

209.7
584.B
171,2
153,8

15,339
18,177
19,~D5
17,659
19,034

270.9
201.4
175.0
218.7
134.5

12,196
8,772 u’~.

"".. 340.0
436.0

15,152
(~0[ 275.4

21,044 197.2
8,.114. 512,7

24,853 162.5
21,211 ~, 150.3
23,178 ~.    r~ 147.6

57,961 ~ ~e i05,0
"~..~_~~ ,

1,6Ba 219 I. 8
6,285 .
4~ 940 80
~,~98 557.7
9,870 438.

..

’ 21,969 ’" 166,4
13,54~ 5 ¯ ~ 283.2
17~642" .. - "" 2~6,2

~ 242.616,9aa i~ .-, :,.." 19~573 . ., .~ ’ 190.8
.. 22,4~7 .~, ; . ~ 166.5¯

i0~ 117 ~21,5
7,729 628.
5~067 586,9
4 ~ 961 759.2

19,)i~ 195,4

4,680
9,996

21,’458
14,346
12,665

720.1
322.9
199,6
278.5
316.4

7,881
IR,532

A~,~87

700,312

553.6
367.5

323.7
251.8
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The peak hour and non peak hour trave! times and distances between the Police
Administration Building and each of the 48 beats was calculated for the year 2000 using
San ~]ose’s traffic Model TI~ANPLAN. This traffic mode! has the advantage of both the
year 2000 roadway network and the traffic volumes project for this time frame. The
travels times and distances are shown in Table ].

TRANPLAN was a|so used to calculate peak and non peak hour trave! times and distances
for the year 2000 between Police Districts 3, ~4, 6 and 9 and the candidate substation at
the Southside Community Center. The trave! times and distances are presented in Tab!e
]Io similarly the peak and non peak hour travel times and distances for year 2000 were
calculated between Police beats ii, i2, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36 and a candidate
substation located at Lake Cunningham, as shown in Table I]Io

Attachment B Page



TABLE II

YEAR 2000

TRAVEL    TIMES    AND DISTANCES

BETWEEN BEATS    AND SOUTHSIDE    COMMUNITY CENTER

Average Average Average Average
Peak Hour Non Peak Peak Hour Non Peek

Travel Times Travel Times Distances Distances
Beat     Between Beats Between Beats Between Beats Between Beats

Number & Southslde Com. & Southside Corn, & Southside Com. & Southside Com.

16.8 12.3 7,9 7,9
19,1 . 113,9 9,0 8.7
20,9 I/4,8 8,9 8,9
23,7 15,6 9,3 9.5
15.8 10,7 . 6.3 6.3
20.3 13,2 O.O 7,7

41 17.1 12,0 7,] 7,4
42 13.6 9.8 ,5,4 ~’ "::      5.5
4) I}~0 IO.) 6,8 7,I
Z~4 10.7 8,2 ).9
a5 18.2 12.6 7,0 6.4

61 10.7
62 6,6 4,6 2.0 2.0
63 ............
64 " 5.7 3.9 1.6 1.6
65 6.3 4,9 1.7 1.7
66 16.4 Ii.4 6.9 7.5

91 16,1 i0,7 6,5 6,5
92 17..9 12,7 7,9 7,9
95 14,7 9,0 5,3 5,I
94 ll,O 6.8 ).4 3.4
95 .15,2 8,4 4.4 4.4

TABLE III

YEAR 2000

TRAVEL TIMES AND    DISTANCES

BETWEEN BEATS    AND CUNNINGHAM SITE

Average Average Average Average
Peak Hour Non Peak Peak Hour Non Peak

Travel Times Travel Times Distances Distances
Beat Between Beats Between Beats Between Beats Between Beats

Number & Cunninqham Site & Cunntnqham Site & Cunningham Site & Cunninqham Site

Ii 11,8 6,5 :~,4 3.3
12 12,9 7,0 3,3 3.5

131 5,9
’32 8,7 4.4 1.7 1,7

3~, 8,7 4,6 1.7 1.7
36 5.9 3,0 1.3 1,3
35 1.1,2 6,1 2.8 3.0
36 14,4 8.2 3~8 3.8



I

Number

TABLE I

YEAR 2000

TRAVEL    TIMES    AND DISTANCES

BETWEEN    BEATS    AND    PAB

Average Average Average Average
Peak Hour Non Peak Peak Hour Non Peak

Travel T|mes Travel Time8 Distances Distances
Between Beats Between Beats Between Beats Between Beats

And PAB And PA_. B And PAB And PAB

1] 11.4 7.6 4,2 4.1
12 17.0 II,6 7.2 7.1
13 12.5 6.7 5.4 5.2
i~ 16.5 9.8 5.~ 5.016 18.9 10.6

23 20.0 1 .5

31 14.1 I0.0
52 11,7 9,2
53 15.9 Ii,0
34 18.0 13.0
55 14.6 11.6
36 20.5 15.0

41 17.0 10.4
42 15.8 11,5
4] 22.7 14.2
44 17,3 12.9
45 24.5 17.3

7,1
6,5

8,6
10.9

6.3
7.8

I0.0
8.7
9.5

51 6.7 5,1 1.7
52 6.9 5.2 2.1
53 6.7 4.6 2.7
54 8,5 4.8 2.5
55 8.6 4.3 2.2
56 8,9 7.0 5.8

61 13.2 9.6 7.5
62 15.1 10,7 9.1
63 ’ 18.2 12.8 9,8
64 17.6 12.6 8,9
65 21,8 15,9 12.4
66 26.5 19.7 16,3

4.1
5,2
9.2
8,8

10.2

7.1
6,5
7.7
9.1
8.0

I0,5

6.3
7.7

10.5
8,6

12.1

1.5
2.1
2.6
2.5
2.2
~,,0

7.1 ¯

8.5
9.8
8.9

12.1
16.1

71 3.7 2.1 I.I 0.972 6.2 4.2 2.6 2.2
75 11.4 6.8 3.I 3..3
74 10.7 7.0 4.0 4.2
75 14.0 7.8 4,1 4.1

Bl 6,2 4.2
82 7.7 6.2
83 12.6 9.2
84 9.1 4,6
85 10,8 7,7

2.5
4.0

4.8

91 8,6 6.0 3.6
92 i0.2 7.6 5.0
95 13.4 9.1 6.2
94 14.9 II..5 7.5
95 17.1 12.5 8.6

2.5

~..0
2.5
5.0

3,6
5.2
5,8
7.9
8,6
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Phase !

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The San Jose Police Department has been interested in a substation located in the southern
section of San Jose since the 1980’s. In March 2002, with the passage of Measure O, a $159
million Public Safety Bond, the funding for the substation became available. Marcy Li Wong
Architects, EKONA Architecture and Planning, and Leading Resources, Inc., (LRI) were
retained by the San Jose Police Department to perform the needs analysis, architectural
programming and design for a southern substation. This report is Phase I of the needs analysis.

This analysis will investigate three different locations for a substation: San(a Teresa and Cottle
Road, Almaden and Cherry, and the San Felipe, Aborn, and White Road intersection. This
analysis will also investigate three different sizes for a substation: a smaller 454-person
substation; a medium 484,person substation, and a full-service 562-person substation.

This report also provides a benchmark of current San Jose Police Department operations.
Currently, the Police Department serves over half of its Priority 1 calls~ within the 6-minute goal
and almost half of its Priority 2 calls2 within the 8-minute goal. The median response time3 for a
Priority 1 call was 5:05, and the median response time for a Priority 2 call was 8:46.4 As traffic
congestion worsens and the southern section of San Jose becomes more developed, it is
anticipated these performance.measures will become slower.

Currently, nearly 30,000 citizens do business each year with the Police at the Police
Administration Building, located at 201 W. Mission in downtown San Jose. These transactions
include crime and accident reporting, paymentof warrants, vehicle releases, using the Megan’s
Law computer, and a variety of others, One-third of these citizens, or nearly 10,000 per year,
live in South San Jose, and would be better served by a local neighborhood substation.

¯

Finally, the San Jose Police Department currently spends large amounts of money and time
traveling between the Police Administration Building and its beats, particularly those in the
Southern region. The data here indicates that the travel costs over $3.6 million per year, or over
$10,000 per day: over $3,500 in vehicle mileage costs, and $6,500 in officer time. The officer

~ A Priority I call is defined as a call with "present or imminent danger to life or major damage or loss to property,
or there is an in-progress or just occurred felony." Source: Neighborl!ood Policing Operations Plan (NPOP) p. 47,

~rovided by San Jose Police Department.                           .
A Priority 2 call is defined as a call with a crime in progress or recently occurred, with injuries or property damage,

all missing persons reports involving children under 12, and at! situations where the suspect is in custody. Source:
Neighborhood Policing Operations Plan (NPOP) p. 47, provided by San Jose Police Department.
3 The median response time is similar to the median housing price. It ig a metric which measures the halfway point
of a data set. The median response time is defined as the time for which half the calls for service were served more
quickly and half the calls were served more slowly.
4 These numbers mean that half of the Priority 1 calls for service were served faster than 5 minutes, 5 seconds, and
half were served more slowly. Similarly, half of the Priority 2 calls for service were served faster ttlan 8 minutes, 46
seconds, and half were served more slowly,
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time costs, which reflect the time each day a uniformed patrol officer spends in traffic rather than
actively policing his/her beats, are anticipated to increase with congestion and increasing
population in the Southern region.

This report conctudes with an Appendix which provides further details on calculations.

2 INTRODUCTION

The City of San Jose has experienced rapid growth over the past five decades, and anticipates
additional growth in jobs, population, and housing units over the next several decades. San Jose
is the "Safest Large City in America," with low crime rates, strong employment statistics, a well-
organized police force, and a net inflow of population every decade. Even with a low ratio of 1.5
patrol officers per 1,000 population, the San Jose Police Department continues to meet
demanding 6-minute Priority 1 and 8-minute Priority 2 Call For Service response.time standards
for many calls. The San Jose Police are committed to ensuring that the public feels safe
"anytime, anywhere" in San Jose~

As San Jose’s population increases and migrates southward,’ and as traffic continues to grow,
there will be an increasing demand for policing services on the southern region of the city. To
continue to effectively and efficiently serve these citizens, a police substation.on the southern
end of the city was proposed. The idea of a substation was investigated in 1982 and again in
19875, but on both of those occasions, the savings in operating costs were not sufficient to justify
a substation. It was not until March 2002, with the passage of Measure O, a $159 million Public
Safety Bond, that the funding for the substation was available.

This report is Phase I of a feasibility study and a cost/benefit analysis for a new police substation,
a substation which will become operational in 2007. This is a preliminary study and is intended
to provide answ.ers to broad "what-if" questions.

3 PHASE !: ANALYZE CURRENT OPERATIONS

The purpose of Phase I is to conduct a thorough study of current San Jose Police Department
staffing, operations, and strategic needs. Here key measures to use in assessing alternative
decentralization schemes, such as response times, staff commute times, and citizen use patterns,
are identified. This information will provide a baseline of current operations.

s See previous consultants’ reports, Analysis of the Feasibility of Establishing Police Substations, report by Hughes,

Heiss, and Associates and David J. Powers and Associates, 1982, Document HHA 001 in the Appendix, and
Analysis of Police Substation Feasibility Through the Year 2000, report by Hughes, Heiss, and Associates and
David J. Powers and Associates, 1987, Document HHA 002 in the Appendix.
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3.1 Task 1: Current Issues and Project Parameters ¯

This section outlines current issues, identifies project team members, and defir~es project
parameters.

3.1.1 Current data sources
There is .currently much data available about the police department, but often it is not a!! in the
sa~ne place or easily available. Several key personnel and data sources, both paper and
electronic, have been identified. A complete listing of the data sources can be found in the

¯ Appendix in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2.

3.1.2 Goal, Rationale, and Performance Metrics
The goal of this study is to provide an independent outside cost/benefit analysis of one proposed
police substation in the southern region of San Jose. It will investigate up to three locations and
three staffing scenarios.

The rationale for this study is straightforward. As San Jose’s population increases and migrates
southward, and as traffic continues to grow, there will be an’increasing demand for policing
services inthe southern region of the city. To effectively and efficiently serve these citizens,
three locations were considered: two on the southern portion of town and one in the southeastern
region of town.

In particular, this project will use current information from the San Jose Police Department,
including current San Jo~e Police Department staffing information, proposed staffing scenarios,
and proposed locations of a substation. It will then forecast the 20-year costs and benefits.

Figure 1 provides an overview of the substation staffing plans, showing the differences between
the small, medium, and full-service scenarios.6’7 Figure 2 shows the three locations to be
investigated. It is important to note that the locations are approximate; the exact street address
will depend upon land availability.

6 More detail is available on the Staffing Scenarios in Section 4.3 in the Appendix; the interested reader may also

want to see the electronic spreadsheets which provide extreme detail regarding redeployments and new hires.
7 These scenarios were developed in a consultative process between LRI and SJPD.
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MLWA/EKONA/LRI San Jose Police Department Organizational Analysis
Phase i

Figure 1: Overview of Substation Staffing Plans"
¯

Scenario A .........Small subsiati~)~’"of 4~people
Mainly police personnel and vehicle maintenance

Scenario B M~dium substation of 484 people
Scenario A plus City of San Jose employees (Department of
Parks and Recreation, and Department of Planning, Building,
and Code Enforcement) and volunteers

......

Scenario C       Fuiiservice subs~tion of 562 people
Scenario B plus full redeployment of the Community
Services Division of the SJPD

~{t is important to note that these ~cenarios are approximate and given for
illustration purposes. The actual staffing of the substation may vary according
to City of San Jose population, crime, and traffic patterns in 2007. .....
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3.2.1 Measure current and proposed staffing configurations .
Through interviews with Lt. David Keneller and other members of the San Jose Police
Department, the staffing scenarios in Figure 4 have been obtained. More detail can be found in
the electronic version of the Staffing Scenario spreadsheets.8

Figure 4: Staffing Scenarios
current:u 0 at substation; 1887 at Headquarterst°
{SJPD} All staff

Scenario A: 454 at substation; 1729 at Headqtrs
Small Substation, begins with
{sJP~)} All Existing Southern Division staff (167) ~
{s~’DI One-third of Bureau of Investigations (109)
{sJPD} Additional Sworn/Civilian~ (163)
{css} Vehicle Maintenance (15)            .

Scenario B: 484 at substation; 1702 at Headquarters
Medium Substation, adds
{sjPo} Deputy Chief (1)
{sJ~,D} Additional Sworn/Civilian (2)
{csst Parks and Recreation (10)-
{csJ} Planning, Building, Code Enforcement (10)
{O,her}Family Violence, Rape Crisis, Volunteers (7)

......

Sce.nario C: 562 at substation; 1623 at Headquarters
Full Service Substation, adds
{S~’D} Community Services and Crime Prevention (78)

3.2.2 Current response time to various parts of the city and officer
availability

This section outlines the current response times to various parts of the city and service
availability time. These response times were calculated using data taken from one week in the

s The final version is titled, "Staffing Database v6" and is dated June 19, 2002.
9 Staff’mg totals are as of July 1, 2001, and are thanks to Mariam~e Bourgeois, Chief Financial Officer of the San

Jose Police Department,
to Headquarters refers to the Police Administration Building (PAB), at 201 W, Mission in downtown San Jose, as
well as to various other space occupied by the San Jose Police Department downtown.
~ Additional sworn/civilian include, for example, violent crime units, a facility manager, computer and tech support,
clerical, and lobby staff.
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fall of2001; the data is believed to be a representative sample of data.~2 Section 3.2.2.1
summarizes the findings. Next, in Section 3.2.2.2 the interested reader can find a summm3’ of
the data set and finally in Section 3.2.2.3 detailed graphs and data of the findings. This is not
intended to be an exhaustive st’udy of cun’ent police operations; rather, it is intended to provide, a
benchmark against which to measure the benefits of the proposed substation,

Summary of Findings~3

Figure 5: Summary of Findings from Analysis of Call for Service Data

Finding 1’ Over half (62%) of the Priority 1 calls are responded to within
the 6 minute goal, and almost half (44%) of the Priority 2 calls
are responded to within the 8 minute goal.

Finding 2: In line with its stated .mission, the San Jose’ Police Department
is currently responding to Priority 1 calls first, There is a
significantly faster dispatch/queue service time and slightly
faster travel response time for the average Priority 1 call.

Finding 3’ 90% of the Priority 1 calls have a processing, dispatch/queue,
and travel time which is within 11 minutes, and 90% of
Priority 2 calls have a processing, dispatch/queue, and travel
time which is within 23 minutes. It is the slowest 5% which
affect the average response time in a disproportionate manner.

Findin.g 4: In the slowest 5% of calls, for both Priority 1 and Priority 2,
the extreme delay is located in the dispatch/queue portion of
the system, indicating possible issues with officer availability.

Finding 5’ Slow and extremely slow responses are disproportionately in
the Foothill and Southern divisions forboth .Priority 1 and
Priority 2 calls.

Finding 6: The day watch is slowest foi: l~oth Priority 1 and P{i~i:ity 2
response times, andthe third watch14 is fastest.

12 This data was taken before the terrorist bombings of September I 1, 2001, and so does not reflect any excessive
calls for service generated after that event.
~3 These findings refer only to the dataset provided for the week in September 2001. While it is believed this is a
representative sample, and generally accurate, the City of San Jose may experience changes in the future which may
cause variation ha future performance.
~ As df October 2002, the Third Watch is on duty from 9 pm until 7 am.
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In summary, the data in this dataset shows that currently the San Jose Police D~partment
responds to 62% of its Priority 1 calls and 44% of its Priority 2 calls within its stated targets of 6
and 8 minutes, respectively. The majority of citizens contacting the police with an emergency
will receive a speedy response to their call. Moreover, 90% of all Priority l calls are responded
to within l t minutes, and 90% of all Priority 2 calls are responded to within 23 minutes. There
were a few cases, approximately 5% of the call volume in this dataset, in which a citizen’s
response time was between 13 and 23 minutes~5 for a Priority 1 cal!, which has b~, definition,
"present or imminent danger" to life and/or property, or the citizen’s service time was between
32 and 120 minutes16 for a less urgent Priority 2 call. These slow responses are
disproportionately in the Southern and Foothill divisions of San Jose, which are the two regions
investigated for a substation.

Summary of Data Set

The Call for Service and Response Time process analyzed here begins when an incident occurs.
The reporting party calls 911. The call is answered and processed by a Public Safety Dispatcher
I or Call Taker. This phase of the process, eallproeessh~g time, averages 90 seconds, and is
tracked by the 911 telephone system. If appropriate, the event is passed on to a Public Safety
Dispatcher II or Dispatcher. If sufficient police.units are available, the police dispatcher will
immediately dispatch police beat units. The time between when the dispatcher receives the event
until the first unit accepts the call is referred to as dispatch time. Sometimes, there may be a
delay at the police dispatcher position if police officers are not available to respond right away.
This delay is referred to as queue time. Priority 1 calls always take precedence over Priority 2
calls, no matter how long the Priority 2 caller has been waiting. After the call has been
dispatched to the officer(s), there is a travel time while the officer(s) travel from their original
locations to the ~cene of the call. The response time process ends when the first officer arrives at
the scene.

];t is important to note that the call classification process, in which a dispatcher decides if a call is
a Priority 1 or Priority 2 call, is a human process open to differences in professional opinion and
errors in human judgment. Moreover, the cun’ent CAD system which the San Jose Police

~ Department uses to log and track calls is 12 years old and has some limitations. In particular, the
CAD system does not accurately track calls which change in status. A call which is initially a
Priority 2 call, but then due to a change in the situation becomes a Priority 1 catl,.will be
recorded in the system’s logs as a Priority 1 call for its entireduration. There are also some

tS.In this dataset, the slowest 5% of Priority 1 calls were served in times ranging between 13 and 23 minutes. This
means that from the time the citizen initially called 911 until fl~etime the f’trst officer arrived at the location, the total
elapsed time was between 13 and 23 minutes.
~6In this dataset, the slowest 5% of Priority 2 calls were served in times ranging between 32 and 120 minutes. This
means that from the time the citizen initially called 911 until the time the first officer arrived at the loc.ation, the total
elapsed time was bet~veen 32 and 120 minutes. The average wait for these calls was approximately 47 minutes.
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issues with duplicate calls, in which the same incident gives rise to more than one record in the
log; with duplicate calls, sometimes after an incident is closed, one but not botli of the records
will be closed. The duplicate may remain open for a length Of time until the duplicate call is
discovered and finally closed out, long after the incident was settled. Despite these limitations,
the call for service data is the best available to give insight into cun’ent San Jose Police
Department operations and was used for this study.

As part of the Five Year Plan for upgrading police operations, new procedures for categorizing
calls for service are being considered; moreover, a new computer system which can more
accurately track additional information is also being investigated, iv

Data was provided for the following measures:
Ca!lprocessing time: from when the reporting party calls 911 until the police dispatcher
receives the call. The average of 90 seconds was used for all call processing times in this report.
Dispatch/queue time: from when the police dispatcher receives the call until the police officer is
dispatched, This number includes dispatch time phls queue time together; separate data for
individual dispatch and queue times was not available.
Travel time: from when the.police officer is dispatched unti] the police officer arrives at the

18scene.

The San Jose Police Department’s Crime Analysis Unit provided a data setI9 which contained
dispatch!queue times and travel times. The dataset contained 4693 records, of which 27 were
missing various fields and four more were outliers,~° so in total it yielded 4662 workable records

~ Source: interviews with Lt. David Keneller, SJPD.~s Source: Neighborhood Policing Operations Plan, Chapter 2, p. 14, Document SJPD 001 in the Appendix, plus

interviews with Lt. David Keneller, SJPD,~9 Source: CFS (Calls for service) log for one typical week in 2001, Document SJPD 010 in the Appendix.
~o The four outliers were removed from the dataset after investigation revealed them to be anomalies. These calls

were all recorded as Priority 1 calls with dispatch/queue times in excess of 20 minutes. Three calls were situations
which were originally classified as less urgent Priority 2 calls, and hence allowed to pend in the queue for a longer
time. When a change in the situation occurred, the call was upgraded to a more urgent Priority 1 call. One call
involved a family who called police from a local business after driving by their home and seeia~g unfriendly
juveniles on the front lawn. Since the family was safe at the local business, the call was Classified as low priority.
When the father decided to go confront the juveniles, the situation became violent and was upgraded to a Priority 1
call.. The second call involved a suspicious person under the influence of dn~gs; when the person produced a knife
and began acting in a suicidal manner, the call was upgraded. The third call involved a verbal discussion between a
brother-in-law and a husband, which was upgraded once the two men began to fight and a weapon was reported.
Once identified as a Priority 1 call, all tturee of these calls were dispatched almost immediately. Th~ fourth call
involved a suspicious person on the perimeter of a local business which sold safes. The police dispatcher heard the
word "safe" in the call, misclassified it as an attempted break-in to the business’ safe deposit box, and logged it as a
Priority 1 call in the computer system. However, the officers in the field only knew that it was a suspicious person,
which classified it as a lower-priority call, and so the officers treated this call as a Priority 2 call. The decision was
made to remove these anomalies from the data set because the intent was to analyze normal Priori~ 1 calls and
Priority 2 calls, not to analyze calls which changed status, The four outliers formed tess than 1/10 of 1% of the
sample.
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for this analysis. The data began at midnight on Sunday, 9/2/01, and ran for 7 .days through
midnight on Saturday, 918/012~. it contained dispatch time and travel time for Priority l, Priority
2, Priority 3, and Priority 4 calls. There is enough data here for statistical analysis. It is a
slightly heavier week for calls for service than the Year 2000 averages given in the
Neighborhood Policing Operations Plan; however, it is believed, that this dataset is reasonably
representative of normal call for service data in San Jose. Figure 6 shows the number of calls.

Figure 6: Number of Priority I and Priority 2 Calls in Data Set

180 9,386

Priority 2 Calls 2786 145,270

Figure 7: Summary Statistics of Call for Service Data Set
Statistics reflect total response time (Call Processing + Dispatch/Queue + Travel)

Number of calls 180 2786

Average vaiii~ (mean) ’ 00:06:08 00:i1:50

~0-percent point (median)
.....

00:05:05 oo:o8:46

Fastest point ................. 00:01:30 00:01:30

Slowest point 00:22:18 02:04:22

How.many meet performance 112 (62.2%) 1229 (44.1%~ ....
standard? (standard is 6 min)(standard is 8 min)

~ This data set was taken before the terrorist attacks of September 11, so it is believed that these data points do not
reflect abnormal calls for service.
~ Times are given in HH:MM:SS. For example, 00:11:50 is 0 hours, 11 minutes, and 50 seconds,
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Detailed Findings ¯

Finding 1: For Priority 1 and Priority 2 calls, most calls are completed (call processing +
dispatch/queue + travel) within a relatively quick time period. Over half (62%) of the Priority !
calls are serviced within the 6 minute goal, and nearly half (44%) of the Priority 2 calls are
serviced within the 8 minute goal, These findings are calculated using the one-week data set
described above.

Finding 2: In line with its stated mission, the San Jose Police Department is currently seLn, ing
Priority ! calls first. While the travel times for Priority 1 calls are slightly faster than for Priority
2 calls, there is a significantly faster service for the average dispatch/queue time for a Priority 1
call. This is shown in Figure 8. These findings are calculated using the one-week data set
described above.

Figure 8: Response Time for "Average" Priority 1 and Priority 2 Calls for
Service

Pdodty 1

Pdodty 2

[! Call Processing timei
;

!!~ Dispatch/queue time’,
I

ira Travel time       j

0:00 5:00 10:00 15:00

Time (MM:SS)

Finding 3: This data does not have a symmetric bell-shaped curve. It is not normally
distributed. Instead, it has a long, "heavy" tail 90% of the Priority 1 calls are responded to~-3

23 Response time is fl~e call processing time, the dispatclffqueue time, and the travel time for the first officer. Hence,

if6 minutes elapse between when the citizen first dials 911 and when the first police officer arrives at the location, it
is said that the call is "responded to" in 6 minutes,
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within 11 minutes, and 95% of Priority 1 calls are responded to within 13 minutes. Similarly,
90% of Priority 2 calls are responded to within 23 minutes, and 95% ofPriorit~ 2 calls are
responded to within 32 minutes. It is the slowest 5% which slows down the averages and clouds
the performance. These findings are calculated using, the one-week data set described above,
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Figure 9: Distribution of Response Time
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Finding 4: This data can be broken into the following categories for easier ana!ysis:
" Meets Standard (6 minutes for Priority 1, 8 minutes for Priority 2)’
¯ Slow Response
¯ Slower Response
,, Slowest 5% of calls

In the slowest 5% of calls, for both Priority I and Priority 2, the extreme delay resides in the
dispatch!queue portion of the process and may be caused by a lack of officer availability. Over
this week, there were 9 Priority 1 calls and 136 Priority 2 calls which fell into this category. It
should be noted that by definitio’n, 95% of all calls for service will not experience such a delay,
This is shown in Figure 10 for Priority 1 calls and in Figure 11 for Priority 2 calls. These
findings are calculated using the one-week data set described above.
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Figure 10: Priority l Calls for Service by Catego~:y

Priority 1 Calls for Service

Meets Standard

Slow Response

Slower Response

Slowest 5%

i Call Processing time
[] Dispatch/queue time

’~ Trawl time

00:00 05:00 10:00 15:00 20:00
Time (MM:SS)

Meets Less than 6
Standard minutes 112 62.2% 04:03
Stow response 6-9 minutes 36 20.0% 07:’16
Slower
response 9-13 minutes 23 12.8% 10:22
Slowest 5% 13-23 minutes 9 5.0% !6:31
TOTAL 1,5 -23 minutes 180 100.0% 06:08

z-~ Times are given in MM:SS. For example, 04:03 is 4 minutes and 3 seconds.
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Figure 11: Priority 2 Calls for Service by Catego~’y

Priority 2 Calls for Service

Meets Standard

Slow Response

.Slower Response

Slowest 5%

0(

:

[] Call Processingtime
~ Dispatch/queue time

:00 10:00 20:00 30:00 40:00 50:00
Time (MM:SS)

Meets Less than 8
Standard minutes 1229 44.1% 05:15
Slow response 8-14 minutes 857 30.8% 10:27
Slower
response I4-32 minutes 564 20.2% 19:49

32 minutes-
Slowest 5% 2 hours 136 4.9% 47:02

1.5 minutes -
TOTAL 2 hours 2786 ! 00% 11:50

zs Times are given inMM:SS, For example, 05:15 is 5 minutes and 15 seconds,
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Finding 5: If one looks at the distribution of slow and extremely slow respons.es, they are
disproportionately in the Foothill and Southern divisions for both Priority 1 anti Priority 2 calls,
as shown in Figure 12 and Figure 13, These findings are calculated using the one-week data set
described above.

Figure 12: Speed of Priority 1 Response by Division

1oo%
90%
80%
70%
6o%
50%
40°’4
30%

Priority 1 Speed by Division

1

Westem         Central          Foothill         Southern

El Slowest 5%

I D Slower
in Slow

[~1Meets Standard

Figure 13: Speed of Priority 2 Response by Division
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too%

8(P/o
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0%
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Finding 6: There is a marked difference in t!~e response times, both in dispatch, and travel,
between the watches.26 Specifically, the day shift is slowest for both Priority 1’ and Priority 2
response times, and the night shift is fastest. This is shown in Figure 14 and Figure 1.5.27 These
findings are calculated using the one-week data set described above.

Figure 14: Speed of Priority 1 Response by Watch

Average speed of Priority I response by watch

Day

’~. Swing

Night

I
0:00:00 0:02:00 0:04:00

Call Processing
Dispatchiqueue

0:06:00 0:08:00

Response time (M:SS)

26 As of June 2002, the San Jose Police Department has the following three-watch system: Day (6 am - 4 pm);
Swing (3 pm - I am), and Night (9 pm- 7 am).
~-7 The day shift can be extremely busy because it includes morning and afternoon rush hour traffic accidents and

traffic tickets, and after-school break-ins and vandalism. The night shift, while it does-have some extremely violent
crime, often does not have the sheer volume of the day shift.
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Figure 15: Speed of Priority 2 Response by Watch

Average speed of Priority 2 response by watch

Day

Swing

Nlght

0:00:00 0:05:00

Call Processing i
Dispatch/queue ::

Travel
I°

0:15:00

Response time (M:SS)
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3.2.3 Current business transactions and citizen usage transactions

A small study, a partnership between LRt and Sergeant Guy Bernardo of the SJPD, was
conducted in February 2002 indicates that approximately one-third of the citizens visiting the
Police A:dministration Building, nearly 10,000 people annually, would be better served if they
could visit a substation on the southern end of San Jose instead.          ’ "

Citizens visit the Police Administration Building for several reasons, listed in Figure 16.

Registration -- for sex, narcotics, or arson offenses. These people are
required to have fingerprints and photos on file with the San Jose Police
Department.
Warrants -- self surrender or payment of warrants
Reports of Identity Theft. These require photographs .and fingerprints as
well
Generai Records Functions

Crime and Accident reporting
Requesting copies of reports
INS clearances

Auto Desk
Vehicle releases, tow problems, etc.
Vehicle Inspections and Citation Sign off

Meg.art’s Law Computer, which provides review of registered sex
offenders
Permits
Reporting to Detective Units for interviews and follow up investigations
General Questions, most commonly regarding arrested persons

In order to determine citizen usage patterns, a small study was conducted over the week of
2/19/02- 2/25/02 in which the ZIP .code of every citizen entering the Police Administration
Building lobby was collected. Once a substation is operational, citizens from its proposed
service area could visit the substation instead of the downtown Police Administration Building to
conduct their business. The proposed service area includes zip codes 95111, 95118, 95119,
95120, 95121, 95123, 95124, 95125, 95135, 93136, 95138, 95139, and 95148. The results of the
survey can be seen below in Figure 17 and Figure 18:

From Civilian Visits to PAB: data provided by Sgt. Guy Bernardo, Document SJPD 013 in the Appendix.
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Figure 17: Home ZIP Code of Citizens visiting Police Administration Building
in February 2002

From

Outs ide San
Jose
t3%

Within HQ
Service Area

53%

Within
Substation

Service Area
34%

Figure 18: ZIP Codes of Citizens visiting Police Administration Building

.... Within Propelled Police
Administration Building /
Headquarters service area 288 53%

........
15,017

Within Proposed subsJ~htion service
area 186 9,699 34%

,,

Outside San ,]’ose29 72 3,754 13%
Total 546 28,470 100%

......

:~9 The visitors from outside of San Jose were mainly from the Greater Bay Area, most popularly Santa Clara, San
Leandro, Salinas, Greenwood, Milpitas, San Francisco, and Sunnyvale, with visitors from as far away as Hat Creek
and Duncans Mills.
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3.2.4 Current employee commuting patterns

Currently, Police Department patrol officers report for their shift at the Police Administration
Building, at 201 W. Mission Street in downtown San Jose. They walk to the locker rooms and
change into uniform, all on their own time. Onceon salaried time, the officers attend briefing,
review rfiessages and bulletins, obtain safety equipment, and locate theirassigned vehicles, and
then drive their patrol cars from the Police Administration Building to their respective beats.
During the watch, they may have occasion to return to the Police Administration Building with
an arrestee, with evidence, to make a report, for repairs to equipment or vehicles, or for other
reasons. This is called a midshi~ return. At the end of their watch, the patrol officers drive from
their beats back to the Police Administration Building, return their vehicles and equipment,
submit reports, change into their civilian clothes, and return to their homes. When the employee
commute is analyzed, only that commute from the Police Administration Building to the beat,
any midshift returns, and the return from the beat to the Police Administration Building is
analyzed. Travel time to andfrom the employees’ homes is not counted as a police employee
commute, because that time is done on the employees’ own time, not on Police Department time.

There are two costs measured here:
¯ Mileage cost, which reflects gasoline, vehicle maintenance, and depreciation
,, Salary cost, which reflects the cost of the officer’s time for the commute.

The total cost of the commute measured here is the mileage cost plus the salary cost.

This analysis relies upon background data provided by the San Jose Police Department and some
assumptions about officer behavior. The assumptions are detailed in the Appendix and
summarized here:

An officer will make a midshi~ return approximately once every 4.3 shifts.

There are, on average, approximately 276 officers out on any given day, each in
32,33his/her own patrol car. "

Commute time and mileage provided by SJPD are representative.

The vehicle mileage cost is $0.82/mile.3t

3o Source: Midshift Return data from Sergeant Guy Bernardo of the San Jose Police Department, Document SJPD
026 ha the Appendix.
3~ Source: Vehicle per-mile cost and Salvage value of police car data from Susan Cox, Documents SJPD 009 and
SJPD 016 in the Appendix.
32 Source: Patrol Staffing BFO Team Allocation from David Keneller, Document SJPD 019 in the Appendix.
33 According to Susan Cox of the SJPD, the assumption of one officer per car is approximately correct.
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As they were commuting to and from their beats, San Jose Police Department patrol officers
clocked their time and trip mileage. This dataset contained 150 observations df time and trip
mileage as actually measured by officers. The data was taken in February 2002.3’~

Figure 19: Cost of Average Daily Commute

Mileage and Salary

Total cost of average daily commute for all patrol cars
(hle|udes mileage and salary)

$3,000.00

$2,000.00

$1,0o0.00

$-
Central    Western    Foothill Southern

District

i reTiree
] [] Mileage

Finding l:On an average day, over all 3watches, San Jose Police Department patrol officers
spend over $10,000 in mileage and salary time commuting to all beats. The Southern and
Foothill Districts are the most costly of these. This is shown in Figure 19.

Central
Foothill
Southern
Western

(dollars
per day)
$ 6.13
$ 17.11
$ 18.82
$ 11.20

(dollars per
day)

$ 419.77
$ !,215,14
$1,223,43
$ 806.54

(dollars
per day)
$ 18.01
$ 27.06
$ 30.73
$ 22.56

(dotlars per
day)

$1,233.86
$1,921.40
$1,997.55
$1,624.35

(dollars per
day)
$ 24.14
$ 44.18
$ 49.55
$ 33.76

(dollars per
day)

$ 1,653.63
$ 3,136,54
$ 3,220.98
$ 2,430.89

34 Source: Time and Trip Data for Patrol Officer Commute from Susan Cox, Document SJPD 017 in the Appendix,
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Detail of Mileage Cost: On an average day, over all 3 watches, San Jose Police Department
patrol officers drive nearly 4500 miles, at an average cost of over $3600. This is shown in
Figure 20. Again, the Southern and Foothill Divisions are the most costly of these.

Figure 20: Mileage Cost of Daily Commute for all patrol cars~s

Mleage Cost of Daily Corrrnute for all patrol cars

1,600
1,400
1,200
1,000

800
~oo
400
200

0
Central

$1,400.00
$1,200.00
$1 ,o00.00
$8oo.oo
$600.00
$400.00
$200.00

Western    Foothill Southern

Central
Foothill
Southern
Western

(all
watches)

68.5
71
65
72

(dollars)

$ 0.816
$ 0,816
$ 0.816
$ 0.816

(miles)

7.51
20.97
23.07
13.73

(dollars
per day)
....$ 6.~~

$ 17.1!
$ 18,82
$ 11,20

(miles per
day)

514.42
1489.14
1499.30
988.41

(dollars per
day)

$ 419.77
$ t,215.14
$1,223.43
$ 806.54

35 Reflects mileage costs only; does not include salary costs.
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Detail of Salary Costs: On an average day, over all 3 watches, San Jose Polic~ Department
patrol officers spend over 7800 minutes (130 hours) commuting and doing midshift returns at an
average salary cost of over $6700. Again, the Southern and Foothill Divisions are the most
costly of these. This is shown in Figure 21.

Figure 21: Salary Cost of Daily Commute for all Patrol Cars~6

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

0

Salary Cost ofdaity commute for all patrol cars

Central Western Foothill Southern.

Division

S2,150,00

SI,720;00

$1,290.00

$860.00

$430.00

$-

Central
Foothill
Southern
Western

(all .(dollars) !(minutes) (dollars
watches) per day)

68.5 $ 0.860 20.95 $ 18.01
71 $ 0.860 31.47 $ 27.06
65 $ 0.860 35.74 $ 30.73
72 $ 0.860 26.24 $ 22.56

(minutes per
day)

1434.99
2234.61
2323.17
1889.14

(dollars per
day)

$1,233.86
$1,921.40
$1,997.55
$1,624.35

~6 Reflects salary costs only; does not include mileage costs.
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4 ¯ Phase i Appendix

4.1 Listing of contact people

Company Name Phone Email Title
San Jose Police Lt. David Keneller (408) 277-5250 david.keneller@ci.sj.ca. Lieutenant
Department us
201 W Mission St Susan Cox (408) 277-5234 susan.cox@ci.sj,ca,us Capital Program
San Jose, CA Manager
95110

Kim Guzman (408) 277-4!98 kim.guzman@ci.sj.ca.u Manager, OSSD
s

Jan Alford (408) 277-5200 jan.alford@ci.sj.ca.us Crime Analysis Unit
Gaetano Bernardo (408) 277-5200 gaetano:bernardo@ci.s Crime Analysis Unit

j.ca.us "
Bernice dela Rosa (408) 277-4!06 , bernice.delarosa@ci.sj. Crime Analysis Unit

ca.us
Steven Di Noto (408) 277-4t06 Crime Analysis Unit
Patricia Fay (408) 277-4106 patricia.fay@ci.sj.ca.us Crime Analysis Unit
Kristine Lee (408) 277-4t06 kristine.lee@ci.sj.ca,us . Crime Analysis Unit

Marcy LI Wong Marcy Wong (510) 843-09t6 mlwarch@mlwarch.co Principal
Architects m
816 Bancroft Way Kent Royle (510) 843-0916 mlwarch@mlwarch.co Architect
Berkeley, CA m
94710

John Hunter (415) 543-0707 jahunter@ekona.com Senior Associate

Rahman Batin (415) 543-0707 rbatin@ekona.com Project Manager

EKONA
Architecture and
Planning
121 Second Street
Studio Suite 333
San Francisco, CA
941O5

Leading
Resources, Inc.
1812 J Street
Suite 2
Sacramento, CA
95814

Eric Douglas (916) 325-1190 efdouglas@leadingreso Project Manager
uroes.com

Carrie Beam (925) 256-0475 cmbeam@leadingresou Consultant
rces.com
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4.2 Listing of data sources

Marcy.Wong Architects ’
MLW 001 KR Draft meeting notes from November 14, 2001

meeting.
MLW 002 KR Notes from conversation with Sucet
MLW 003 KR Fax regarding Measure ~

San Jose Police
Department

SJPD 001 DK NPOP- Neighborhood Policing Operations Plan
(large binder)

SJPD 002 DK Cost saqings; substation location in emai!
SJPD 003 JA Personnel salary; vehicle cost; customer visits to

OSSD
SJPD 004 DK Substation staffing scenario, dated 1-11-02
SJPD 005 DK Substation staffing scenario, dated 1-28-02
SJPD 006 KL Civilian jobs in PAB: number, type, and salary
SJPD 007 KL Civilian jobs in PAB: number, type, and salary
SJPD 008 KL Civilian jobs in PAB: number, type, and salary
SJPD 009 SC Vehicle per-mile cost

¯ SJPD 010 BD CFS (Calls for service)log for one typical week
in 2001

SJPD 011 SC Midshift responses (returns to PAB)
SJPD 012 SC Department budget costs
SJPD 013 GB Civilian visits to PAB
SJPD 0!4 SJPD Patrol Beats- (Word document map)

¯

SJPD 015 SJPD Patrol Divisions (Word document map)
SJPD 016 SC .Salvage value of police car
SJPD 017 SC Time and Trip Data for Patrol Officer Commute
SJPD 018 DK Patrol Staffing November 2001 (Confidential;

hard copy)
SJPD 019 DK Patrol Staffing BFO Team Allocation (hard copy)
SJPD 020 SC Police Department Budget Summary
SJPD 021. SC Police Department Budget Details
SJPD 022 SC Confirmation of patrol car price
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SJPD 023 SC Additional Time and Trip Data
(addendu’m to SJPD 017)

SJPD 024 SC Validation of Data Requests 2
SJPD 025 SC Staffing Scenario C Salary Information
SJPD 026 GB Midshift Return Analysis
SJPD 027 SC Community Services Lease Costs

San Jose City Council
SJCC 001            Focus on the Future: San Jose 2020 General

Plan (large document with maps)

Other
HHA 001 Analysis of the. Feasibility of Establishing Police

Substations, report by Hughes, Heiss, and
Associates and David J. Powers and

Associates, 1982. From SJPD R&D Library,
Reference 11A.012REF.

HHA 002 Analysis of Police Substation Feasibility Through
the Year 2000, report by Hughes, Heiss, and

Associates and David J. Powers and
Associates, 1987. From SJPD R&D Library,

Reference A11.013.dREF.
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4.3 Staffing Scenario Details                       "

SUBSTATION STAFFING SCENARIOS A, B & C

BUREAU/ POSITION PLAN
DIVISION/UNIT A B C, ,

~.h_,!ef of police , . (!) Deputy Chief . 0 1 1

Bureau of Administration (1) Facility Mgr. (5) Property Clerks 7 7
(1) Supply Clerk

Bureau of Technical
Services

Bureau of Investigations

Bureau of Field Operations
Community
Services

Bureau of Field
Operations Administration

Front Lobby/
Pre-Processing

Metro

Violent Crime

Traffic Enforcement Unit

(1) Network Engineer (1) Network Technician
(23) Police Data Specialist for A
(25) Police Da!,,a,,Spe.ci_a.!ist for B & C

(1) Captain
(20) Sergeants
(1) Secretary

(4) Lieutenants
(80) Officers
(3) Office Specialist

(78) personnel are a combination of sworn and
civilian

(1) Sergeant
(1) Secretary

(4) Sergeants
(I8) Officers

(1) Sergeant
(5) Officers

(1) Sergeant
(5) Officers

(3) Sergeants
(21) Officers

25 27

109

Southern Division
Redeployment

5 Year Plan
Beat Staffing

(t) Captain
(6) Lieutenants

(11) Officers

(1) Officer
(2) Office Specialists

(24) Sergeants
(136) Officers

22

24

167

1!
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5 Year Plan
Response Time

Reduction

Beat Officer
Positions Dist L &

Department of Parks and
Recreation
Department of Planning,
Building and Code
Enforcement

General Services
Administration

Volunteers

Victim Witness, Next
Door, Rape Crisis

(21) Officers

(36) Officers

(4) Janitors
(1) Motorcycle
Mechanic
(1) Clerical
(1) Supervising
Mechanic

Non-CSJ Payroll

(5) Mechanics
(2) Parts. Specialists

(!) Senior. Mechanic

Non-CSJ Payroll

Totals

2! 21 21

36    36     36

0 10 10

0     10     10

0 4 4

0 3 3

454 484 562............................

3~, District L surrounds the intersection of Senter and Tully Roads in central San Jose; District P surrounds the

intersection of Abom and San Felipe, in southeastern San Jose.

Page 33 of 36

Draft: Phase I Report
1013/2002



MLWA/EKONA/LRI San Jose Police Department Organizational Analysis
Phase I

4.4 Vehicle mileage calculations

Depreciation:
Initial Cost of Car: $49,000.00

Salvage value: $ 1,900.00
Cost: $47,100.00

Mileage:

Depreciation cost per mile:

100,000

$ 0.47

Source: SJPD 022 SC (SJPD 003 JA had as
$47,000)
Source: SJPD 016 SC (range $1000-$2800)

Source: SJPD 016 SC

Maintenance Cost:
Annual Maintenance Cost $4,900
Years in Service: 5

Total Maintenance: $24,500

. Maintenance per mile: $0.25

Source: SJPD 003 JA
Source:, SJPD 024 SC

Operating Cost:
Miles per gallon 14
Cost per gallon of fuel $1.40

Fuel ~ost per mile: $0.10

Source: SJPD 024 SC
Source: SJPD 024 SC

Total Operating Cost Per Mile:
Depreciation Cost ’ $0.47
Maintenance Cost $0.25
Operating Cost $0.10

Total Cost per Mile $0.82
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4.5 Employee Commute Data
Following is the number of patrol cars given by the SJPD.38’39

....................................... ..........
K

i ...............................
R 5 7.0 7.5 5.5
V

Central Total
Foothill C

M
P

...........
W

,, ,, ,,,,,,,

Foothill Total
Southern A

T
X
Y

Southern
Total
Western F

L
N

...........
S

Western Total
, , ,,, , ,,, ,

Grand Total

’ 4 5.0 5,5 ........ 5.0"
6 6.O 7.0 6.5

4’ " 4,0" 5.0 ............
19
6

22.0 25,0
6.5

20 20,5

5 5.5
6 6.0
4 5.0

23.0
6.0
4,5
5.0

5 5.0

5.0
7.0
6.0
6.0

24.0
83 89.5

21

21.5
9.0 5.5

28.5
.......................

6.5
6.0
7.0
7.0

26.5

6.0
7.5
7.5
7.0

28.0
108.0

4.5
4.5
5.0

19.5
4.0
4.5
5.0
4.5

18.0

5

15.5
19.5
20.O
13.5
68.5
2!.0
16.5
18.0
15.5

........

71.0
16.5
15.0
17.0
I6.5
65.0

5.0
6.0
4.5
4.5

20.0
79.0

16.0
20.5
1816
i~.5
72.0

276.5

38 Source: Patrol Staffing November 200 I: watch and beat staff’nag spreadsheet from David Keneller, Document

SJPD 018 in the Appendix.39 Where the number of patrol cars is not a round number (for example, 6.5 patrol cars), it reflects the SJPD’s split

week scheduling. This would mean for half the week there were 6 cars in that district, and for the other half the
week, there were 7 cars in that district.

Page 35 of 36

Draft: Phase I Report
t0/3/2002



MLWA/EKONAJLRI San Jose Police Department Organizational Analysis
Phase I

Following is the time and trip data given by the San Jose Police Department.4°’

Central E 4
Central K 7 5.2 11.3
Central R 14 7.3 18.3
Central v 4 1.0 3.5 4.3
Central 29 total 3.55 Average 5,77 Average 13136"’Average
Subtotal ¯

Foothill
,,,, ,,,,, ,,,

10 .7.1 8,4 12.2
Foothill M 7 7.5 6.7 11.4
Foothill P 8 12.8 14.7 2! .3
Foothill 6.5 16.5
Foothill 45 total 7.91 Average , 9.79 Average 15,6’0 Average
Subtotal.....................

Southern A 10,4 12.9 19.2
Southern T 20 9.7 15.8
Southern x 11 8.5 17,0
Southern Y 10 11.2 12.9 18.2
Southern 52 total 9.03 Average 10.74 Average 17.23 Average
Subtotal
Western F 5 3.6 7.1 10,8
Western L 6.6 I4;4
Western N 6 7.2 10.8 13.5,

Western S 13 4.5 6.! 11.0
weS{ern 30 total 5.3t Average 7.85 Average 12,15 Average
Subtotal

......

40 Source: Time and Trip Data for Patrol Officer Commute from Susan Cox, Document SJPD 017 in the Appendix.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

With the passage in March 2(102 ol’ Measure O, a $159 million public safety bond benefiting
police and fire, the San Jose Police Department obtained f’unding to build a southern policing
substation.

This report is the second in a three-part series o!’reports prepared by Marcy Li Wong Architects,
EKONA Architecture and Planning, and Leading Resources, Inc. (LRI), which were retained by
the San Jose Police Department to perform the needs analysis, architectural programming and
design concept for a southern police substation.

In this report, a total of" ten different scenarios are investigated.: three substation locations, three
staffing scenarios for each location, and.a "headquarters only, no substation" option for
comparison purposes only.

This report COlltains the results of a detailed cost benefit analysis. Calculations were done on the
vehicle mileage costs, the amount of officer time spent traveling to and fl’om beats with and
without a substation at the different locations, and the total salary cost of the commute. Expected
Priority 1 and Priority 2 response times for the Sottthem division of San Jose, with and without
st~bstation, were also calculated.
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Figure 1 shows a m.ap of the pro.posed substation locations.

Figure I: Map of Proposed Substation Locations

Proposed
S~J b.~tation Locations

Figure 2 below summarizes the results of the location analysis and provides a basic ranking.
This ran.king is for the cost/benefit criteria in this study only; it does not include land costs and
availability, geotechnical, environmental, or other factors which are beyond the scope of this
study, bu.t should be considered in selection of" potential substation locations.
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Figure 2: Cost/benefit RanMng of Substation Locations for Year 2007

Headquarters
only, no
substation (
comparison)
Santa Teresa and
Cottle Roads

......~South San Jose.)
Almaden and
Cherry (South
San Jose)
Aborn and San
Felipe (Southeast
San Jose)

7:56

7:18
Rank: 1.

7’36
Rank: 2

7’52
Rank: 3

42%

53%
Rank: 1

49%
Rank’ 2

46%
Rank’ 3

-0-

10,080
Rank: i

4,752
Rank’ 2

3,600
Rank’ 3

$t .48

$1,14
Rank’ 2

$! ,14
Rank: 2

1.25
(Best)

1.75
(Second)"

2,75
(Third)

The rankings for 2.027 are the same as for 2007 for the st~bstation locations; the location at Santa
"l.’eresa and Cottle Roads remains the best location overall for the combination of fastest average
emergency response time plus lower mileage costs.

This study shows that the City of San Jose will derive the greatest benefit fi:om building a
southern substation at or near Santa Teresa and Cott’le Roads. This location provides the most
substantial benefits in terms of the commute mileage and time, and the nu.mber of officer hours
saved, If other factors make this site undesirable or inFeasible, the second-best location is
Almaden and Chen’y in South San Jose. The third-choice location, Aborn and San Felipe in
southeast San ,lose, does provide some measurable benefits over the "headquarters only, no
substation" scenario.

~ The average emergency response time includes a projected travel time of 4:59, or nearly 5 minutes, due to Ira ffic
congestion.2 The emergency calls here ave the Priority 1 calls, "imminen! danger to life aM property." More details on less

urgent Priority 2 calls can be found later in the report.3 Dollar costs are given in constant 2002 dollars througlmut this report for ease of COlllparisola.
4 Cumulative Score is an average of.the ranks tbr the thelors considered, A l is the best cumulative score; a 3 is the
least.s The Almaden and Cherry location is a close second to the best alternative. There is more distance between the

second and third a Iternatives.
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Figure 3 below shows the cost ranking for the three different staffing scenarios.
This ranking encompasses tile cost criteria in this study ortly; it does llOt include capital or
operating costs of a substation, or other hctors which are beyond the scope of" this study.6

The rnajor qualitative benefits of a substation are redundancy of police l"acilities in case of
emergency, and easier citizen access and better citizen service. Scenai’io C, tile full-service
substation, also provides the additional benefits of’ in-house Community Services Division and
more Crime Prevention Officers deployed to the southern part of the city.

Figure 3: Cost ranMng.for Small, Medium, and Full-service substations in
2007

lteadquarters only,
no substah~, n (for
comparison) ¯

Scenario A:
a small, 454 person
substation
Scenario B:
a medium, 484
person substation
Scenario C:
a l’ult-service, 562
person substation

$175.343

$183.966

$185.587

$185.734

$0.665

$0.665

$0.665

$0

$176.008

84.631

$186.252

$I 85.734

In 2007, Scenario C, the fidt-serviee substation, xvill provide greater qualitative benefits fi~r the
money spent than either Scenario A or Scenario B. By 2027, tlae projected costs of Scenario C,
the ridl-service substation, become very slightly greater7 than the costs for Scenario B, making
the ful!-service and medium substations equivalent options. Scenario A, the smaller substation,
costs ahnost as much as the full-service one in Scenario C, but Scenario A provides Jess
functionality and will have less room to accommodate population growth.

This study also finds that the City of San Jose will derive the greatest benefit fl’om building the
full-service substation, Staffing Scenario C. This substation, tbra very small increase in cost
above the other p, vo options, will provide a f\dl range of benefits to the city, including vehicle
maintenance and the Community Services Division of the San Jose Police Department. The

The capital and operating costs will be covered in Phase 111 of this report.
The cost difference is less than one-third of one percent, a statistically insignificant amount.
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other txvo staffing options, the small and medium-sized substations, provide some of the same
f:unctionality; however, the City of San :lose can obtain the best value per dollar spent using ttae
fifllcservice substation approach..

The Appendix .o’f th is report :contains detailed in formation on calculations, p:r~j ections, and
assumptions.
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2 INTRODUCTION

2.1 Summary of Phase ! Report

The Phase I report analyzed current police operations, measuring current and proposed staffing
configurations, currm~t response time to various parts of t:he city, current business transactions,
and current employee commuting patterns. That report t’ottlld that the San Jose Police
Department cm’rently spends large amounts of money and time traveling between the Police
Administ~:ation Building and its beats, partimi.tarly those in the southern region. During peak
hour:s, it can take an or’ricer significantly longer to. reach a beat in t;he southern region, and a
longer comnmte memos that there am correspor~dillgly t~wer t:iours available for the off’leer to
perl-’orm police dub’.

The Phase [ report also tbund that citywide, currently the Police Department serves most of its
Priority ! calls within the 6 minute goal, and over hall’o~" its Priority 2 calls within the 8 minute
goal. However, the Southern Division lags significantly behind the rest of the city in both
dispatch time and travel time for Priority I and Priority 2 calls. This lag is partly due to Ioxver
officer availability because of the long comnmtes, and partly due to the long travel time because
ot" the greater distances in the Southern division.

Finally, the Phase [ report li’ound that, annually, nearly l 0,000 citizenss of San Jose who live in
the Southern district must make the trip north, to the Police Administration Building located at
201 West Mission Street in dmvntown San .lose, to do business with the police. These citizens
would be better served by a police substation in their own neighborhood.

This report continues where the Phase I report finished. In this report, population growth, traffic
congestion, and a variety of other l:~qctors, and project costs and benefits for a Southern substation
to the year 2027 are taken into account. This data is compared to the existing "headquarters
only, no substation" scenario to more clearly demonstrate costs and benefits.

2.2 Population and Traffic Congestion

The current Police Administration Building is in downtown San Jose and currently serves the
entire city. A substation would be in the sour:hem or southeastern region, and would serve
roughly the southern 1/3 of the city, leaving the Police Administration Building to serve the
northern 2/3 og the city. For the ptu:poses ol! this study, the substation service area is considered
to be the entire current Southern Division, plus two beatson the border, Beats L and P. This

s Tl.fis data came from a survey ot’citize~as in the lobby of the Police Administ:ration Building taken in February
2002. The interested reader can find more detail on this in the Phase I Report, under "Current Business Transaeti.ons
and Citizen Usage Patterns."
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t!’anslates to a dividing line which begins approximately on State Route 8.5 in southwesternSan
Jose, n’avels no!’th on Highxvay 87, and then east on Tully Road out to the foothills.~

The population of Sa!l Jose is both increasing and the city is expanding more to the Soutl:~.1°
Over tile next 20 years, this is anticipated to substantially increase tile number of citizens, and
hence the number of calls I!or police service, in the substation service area. This can be seen in
Figure 4 and Figure .5.

Figure 4: Po ~ulation Projection for San Jose

20O0
2005
2010
2015 ,,,

2020
2025
2030

551,917
568,618
583,171
592,243
598,966
606,256
6201710

343,026 894,943
388,182 956,800
427,529 t ,010!700

, 452,05:7 t ,044,300
470,234 1,069,200
489,944, 1,096,200
529,022 t,t49,732

’) This report models the substation service area as the entire Southern Division (Beats A, T, X. and Y) and Beats L
and P. In reatity, ttlere is some of Beat [,, which is notch or" the dividing line described on Tully Road, and a small
portion of Beat P wlfich is also north of the dividing line on Tully Road. It is expected that the future five years will
contain some re-dislricting by tl~e Police. possibly in tandem with the substation, so these service areas are
approximate.
10TMs population prt~ection for the City ot" San .lose is based upon infom~ation provided by the Association of Bay
Area Governments CABAG)and the City of San Jose General Plan l’or the year 2020. This population estimate is
not intended to be a detailed demographic one, which v,,ould take into account differing age groups, l"ertility rates,
immigration patterns, and employment. Rather, this estimate is a broad prediction of the City’s population growth
and location as it relates to a new police substation.

~ Population of Headquarters Service area is calculated tiom total population. Total population is fi’om United
States Census t-’or 2000.
~2 Population ot" Substation Service area is calculated From total population. Total population is fl’om United States

Census for 2000
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Figure 5: Projected Population Distribution in San Jose, 1970-2030
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Moreover, traffic congestion is projected to increase as well, making an ah:eady slo\v commute
even slower, and t~n’ther draining lhe resources of the Police Depamnent. As the San Jose Police
Department adds more o.fficers to the Southern division to keep pace with the population growth
in that region, the !onger commute will become even more expensive in terms of time and
money. This is shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Predicted Congestion in San Jose Between 2002 and 2027~3

Predicted Congestion in San Jose, 2002-2027
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Congestion figures fi’om Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority.
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2.3

2.3.1

Qualitative Benefits of a Substation

Improvements in community safety

A southerta substation would improve community safety.

In these days o-f heightened security awareness, maW public sat:ely agencies are putting into
place disaster backup plans. Currently, due to facilities limitations, the San Jose Police
Departmen.t &~es not have a second.ary location that could serve as a backup headquarters ir
something should happen to the current headquarters. In addition to terrorist attack, this building
ts in a seisnaically~qactive zone and is susceptible to earthquake damage, fire, flood, and other
natural disasters. ’ The southern substation would provide an emergency backup i-’acility il"
something were to halapen to the downtown headquarters. In an emergency, it would allow the
San .lose Police Department to seamlessly maintain communications, coordinate policing, and
continue to serve the citizens of San ,lose at a time wllen tl~ey would need it the most.

Existing t"acilities are often cramped and require expensive renovation. For example, the police
have planned a $2.9 million Emergency Operations Center (EOC) Communications project,
whicl~ will renovate the entire fourth ~oor of the Police and Communications Building (PAC), It
will recontigttre all interior walls, expand the dispatch area and increase the size of the
E~nergency Operations Center (EOC). However, such projects are not a long-term solution to
the problem orcity growthand increased need t’or police t’acilities.

Additionally, the substation woul’d improve the lobby sa[’ety and security at the curren! Police
AdnTinistration Building in downtow~-I San ,lose. Current [Ecilities limitations require the police
to spend excessive time and energy to maintain safety. For example, tl~e current lobby is sman
and crowded, and often citizens must wait t’ora long period of time. During this time, some
citizens need to use the restroom, but there is no restroom in the lobby. The officer must let the
citizen into the secured area of the Police Administration Building in order to use the restroom.
This means that the officer must either escort the citizen to the restroom, wait, and escort the
citizen back ~o the lobby, using valuable ol:Ticer time for this task, or the officer must allow the
citizen fi’ee, unescorted access to the secured area of the Police Administration Building.
Citizens come to the Police Administration Building for several reasons. Many come to obtain
copies of police reports or to check police databases; others come to obtain information, to assist
police with detective work and infommtion, or to release vehicles fl’om impound. A relatively
small number of citizens are required to register as sex offenders or come to sell’-surrender on an
arrest warrant. A substation would have restrooms directly off ot" the lobby, allowing the police
to maintain security and safe .ty with less effort. Officers could spend their time addressing
citizen requests for service, rather than escorting them to restrooms,

~’~ The Police Administration Building at 20i W. Mission is currently (2002) undergohag a $2,5 million seismic
retrofit project which will build four new shear walls, reinforce lhe building t’oundation, and bolt the second and
tt:d~rd floors together. However, at best, ~my earthquake upgrade will only help, but not eliminate, the risk. There is
the ever-present possibility ot’a large seismic event, or "the big one," which few buildi.ngs will survive intact
regardless of seismic upgrade measures.

Page 11 of 60 8/1512002
Draft: Please II Report



MLWA / EKONA / LRI San Jose Police Department Organizational Analysis
Phase I1

The substation would also provide confidential interview rooms tbr rape crisis, f’amily violence,
and other confidential cases. Currently, due to space limitations, police headquarters does not
always have physica! facilities to provide the victims of these crimes with a confidential
interviewing envn’onment.

Additionally, the southern substation will enable improved Priority 1 and Priority 2 response
time to emergency calls, xvhen compared with the no substation option. The southern division
currently has the slowest average dispatch time for these calls, and tile longest average travel
time to these calls, yielding citywide the slowest overall average .response time. While some of
the delay in serving these calls is due to traffic congestion and travel time which would not be
affected by the substation, it is anticipated that tile southern substation will. provide improved
dispatch time due to greater officer availability to the citizens in the southern division. Because
the population growth in San Jose is anticipated to be primm:ily in the South, this will provide a
greater service to an increasing number of citizens over the ne×t 20 years.

Finally, the police have completely and thoroughly outgrown their current headquarters. The
entire Community Services Division is currently leasing oft:site office space at a cost or" over
,$665,000 per year. In addition to being a drain on the finances, this split of police personnel
makes it more difficult to coordinate public service. InIkmnation is more difficult to share;
meetings are more difficult to convene; and parts of the department end up wo~’king in "islands
ot knoxstedge. The substation ~vould provide the means to bring the Community Services
Department back under the same roof.~ s

2.3.2 Improvements in patrol time availability

Proactive patrol time is the time an ofi"icer spends actively patrolling his or her beat, on
prevention, intervention, ~tad enforcement. This does not include time spent on meals, meetings,
or other non-patrol activities. A southern substation will increase proactive patrol time in the
South.

Currently, officers: can spend large amounts of time traveling fi~om fl~e headquarters in downtown
San Jose to their beats in the Southern division. This is time which is not spent performing the
duties ol’a police officer: proactive patrol, responding to emergency calls, providing information,
writing reports, appearing in court, and a variety of other activities. Less time spent commuting
will increase the number of hours in a shift each officer can spend performing actual police
duties; moreover, a shorter commute will improve officer morale and provide a fi,esher oI’t’icer to
the community,

The benefits of the shorter travel time will be particularly evident when an officer needs to make
a midshift return. A midshift return is a trip tile officer makes fi:om the beat back to headquarters
or the substation in the middle of his or her shill, most commonly with an arrestce, evidence, or

~s One of the options considered, the "fidl-service substation," would build a substation large enough to bring
Community Services Division. of the Police Department: back under the same roof, allowing them to integrate their
services more easily with the rest of the Police Department. Currently, the Community Services Division is not
housed in the Police Administration Building, but instead is renting oft-site space in downtovm San Jose.
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for repair on a vehicle or equipment. Currently, on any given day, approximately 20% of" the
officers on the streets o[" San Jose will make a midshil) return to the building. Reducing the
commute time for a midshift return will fi’ee up additional police officer hours tk~r better
community policing,

Analysis shows that in 2007, a southern substation could fi’ee up over I 0,000 hours per year of
~6police time which would otherwise be spent on the commute and midshif’t returns.

2.3.3 Improvements in community service

The southern substation will also improve community service in the southern divisions. In 2002,
nearly 10,000 citizens who live in the Southern division must make tile trip north each year to do
business with the San Jose Police Department. This number is expected to approach 15,000
citizens by the year 2027.t~ Citizens do business with the police for variety of" reasons, including
to use police databases, to obtain copies of’various rep.or~s, to obtain infommtion, to pay fines, to
release a vehicle from impound, or to help an investigation by ofTferil!g information. A
substation will allow these citizens easy access to the police in their own neighborhood. The
number of people living in South San Jose is expected to increase substantially over the next 20
years, so a Southern substation will improve conmmnity service to a growing tiumber ol-’citizens.

Additionally, some of the staf’fing scenarios investigated here co-locate other closely related City
of San Jose services with the police at the substation. The services are the Depal’tment of Parks
and Recreation, and the Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement. If these
services are located in a southern substation, citizens living in the southern areas who wish to do
business with the city in person will be able to make reservations for city parks, obtain permits,
and do other business without making the trip north to the downtown headquarters o1" these
departments. ~,s

2.3.4 Benefits to the GSA Fleet of Vehicles

The soutllem substation would include vehicle maintenance facilities. In addition to providing
maintenance t-br San Jose Police Department vehicles, this means that any vehicle in the GSA
fleet, including fire and city maintenance vehicles, could also go-to the nexv location tBr both
refueling and maintenance. This would be particularly important for Fire Truck Number l,
which is too large to ret\~el at nomaal service stations.

~’ More detail can be t’ou nd in the "Details of Commute Costs" Section.
~ More detail can be ~’ound in the "Overview oF Benefits" Section.ts The City of San ,lose is moving into Internet-based e-government as well, so it may be possible to do much

business over the Internet ha the t"uture as well. However, some transactions, such as those which require a signature
or a thumbprint, and se.tf--surrenders will always need to be done i.n person.
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PHASE I1: COST/BENEFiT ANALYSIS OF
DECENTRALIZATION

3.1 Tasks 4 and 5: Analyze Transportation and Service Impacts of
Current versus Decentralized Approach

3.1.1 Options for a Southern Substation

Three staffing scenarios and three different locations For the southern substation were
investigated. Combining these together gives a total of nine different options tot’ the southern
substation. More details of each option will be given later in this report, but briefly, the options
are shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7: Nine Different Options for a Southern Substation were
Investigatedl9

Location I

Location 2

Location 3

Santa Teresa and
Cottle Roads, in
South San Jose
Almaden and Cherry,
in Sou:th San ,lose
Aborn and San
Felipe, in Southeast
San Jose

1A

2A

3A

IB

2B

Ft,~!l~service

IC

3C

3.1.2 Overview of costs and benefits

This section will provide an overview of all ten options considered here: three substation
locations times three staffing scenarios for each location, plus tile "headquarters only, no
substation" option investigated fbr compm:ison purposes.

Tl~e projected total annual cost, in constant 2002 dollars, £or all options is shown in Figure 8 tbr
the year 2007 and in Figure 9 fbr the year 2027. There is less than a 6% difference in cost
between operating the most expensive substation option in 2007 and running a "headquarters
only" operation; by 2027, this difference shrinks to less than 3%.

~’) A tenth option, the "Headquarters Only, No Substation" option, was also investigated. It is used for comparison
purposes throughout the report and pr@ects performance tltrough the next 20 years if no substation is built.
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Figure 8: Projected Annual Operating Costs for 20072°’2~

Head-
quarters

Only, No
Substation $ 175,342,997

............. IA $. 183,966,321
IB $ 185,~86,768
lC $ 185,733,564
2A $ 183,966,32l
2B $ 185,586,768
2C $ ’ "185,733,564
3A $ , c183,.:)66,32 !
3B
3C

$ 1,476,526
$ 1,I 35,967
$ 1,135,9(:~7
$ 1,135,967
$ 1,047~033
$ .1,047,033,
$ 1,047,033 ..
$ 1,140,730

185,586,768 $ 1,140,730
185,733,564 $ 1,140,730

$665,200
$665,200
$665,200

$665,200
$665,200

$ -

$177,484,723
$ 185,767~488
$187,387,935

¯ . ~ (.     ¯
$186,86.:),531
$1.85,678,555
$187,299,001 .......
$186,780,597

$665,200 $185:,772,2~ I.
$665,200 $187,392,698

$ $!.86,874,293

-0-
4.7%
5.6%
5.3%

5.2°,4
4.7%
5.6%
5.3%

Costs are in 2002 dollars,
The operating and capital costs will be accounted for in Part I11.
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Figure 9: Projected Annual Costs for 2027
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$665,20:0
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-0-
! .8%
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3.l%
1.8% ,

2.8%
3.0%
1.9%
2.8%,
3.l%

These cost summaries show that the salary costs of the personnel are the driving tbrce behind the
cost figures. Moreover, they show that Option C, the full-service substation, is projected to cost
less than Option B, the medium-sized substation, largely due to the savings on the Community
Services Division lease. They also show that Location 2, at Almaden and Cherry in South San
Jose, provides the shortest commute mileage to the beats.

The quantitative benefits ot: the substation are summarized below in Figure 10 and l 1.22

quantitative benefits of a substation reflect the force o[!congestion in the San Jose Metropolitan
area.

As congestion is predicted to increase, the travel time to emergency calls will go up, through no
fault of the Police Department’s. Currently, officers comnmte to their beats and, [’or the most
part, remain in their beats [br the course of their shift. When an emergency call is dispatched to
the officer, the otTicer travels fi’om his!her initial position within the beat to the location o1" the
emergency. 111 the Soutlaern Division, the long distances and heavy commuter traffic can make
this a relatively long trip, even when the officer is driving in haste with lights and sirens. This
intra-beat travel time has nothing to do with police dispatch time, but does significantly affect
total response time.

-’-’ The interested reader can refer to the section on "Details of" Priority I and Priority 2 Response Time Performance"
for more information.
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Currently, in the Southern Division, Priority 1 calls have an average dispatch time of 2:35 and an
average travel time of 4:51, giving a total average response time ot" 7:26, of which 58% meet the
6-minute goal. In 2027, it is anticipated that congestion will increase the travel time to 5:32,
which would require an extremely demanding dispatch time o1-" 28 seconds in order ~o meet the 6-
minute goal. 11’ dispatch remains the same, at 2:35, but the travel time increases to 5:32, the
average response time is ah’eady 8:07, or significantly over the 6-minute goal, again through no
fault of the police department’s, These numbers show that, just like. everybody else in San Jose;
the Police Department can expect to fight a losing battle against traffic congestion.

Figure 10: Projected Annual Benefits for All Options, 2007

I-,leadquarters
Only, No
Substation,

IA ,-

IB
1c
2A
2B
2C
3A ,

3B
3C

42%
53%
53%
53%
49%
49%
49%
46%
46%
46%

23%......

31%
31%
31%
27%
27%
27%,
25%
25%
25%

11,421
Nolle
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
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Figure 11’ Projected Annual Benefits for All Options, 20.27

- ¯ 2027 A~nual Benefits ¯

" ~--ercent ot Prior:b/~ Percent. of Priority 2 N-umbe~ of
CaiUs :tom Southern Ca~Js fl’om Southern L:v~n~ ~n South

" D:v:sion Served Divis:on Served . Required ~o
w~t~-~i~~ 6,~lJm~tos I within 8 Minutes Trip North Annuall~

Headquarters
Only, No
Substation 4%
1,~\ ~0% 0%
IB 10% 0%
IC 10% 0%
2A 7% 0%
2B 7% 0%
2C 7% 0%
3A 7% 0%
3 B 7% 0%
3C 7% O%

¸o% 14,295
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

This data shows that Location 1 provides the best response time performance, even better tllan
Location 2, which was shown above to have provided/tae least expensive commute,

Based upon this smnmary data, it is found that building a southern substation will be beneficial.
The difference in annual operating cost is projected to begin at 6% over the current police costs
for these fimctions, and to diminish to 3% tbr these tkmctions.

In exchange for this modest additional cost outlay, the police will be able to stow the slide in
Priority I and Priority 2 response times in the Southern division this is a losing battle against
congestion, travel times, and lollg distances, and a southern substation will help the police make
the best use of their current and ITuture resources.

Addition.ally, there will be nunmrous other benefits, such as the existence of a redundant backup
facility in case of emergency, improved community service and presence in the Southern area,
and better" ser~ ,ice~ facilities."

The analysis results in the conclusion that the most advantageous strategy is Option 1C, building
a substation at Location I, Sartta Teresa and Cottle RoadS, in South San ,lose, and stalling it with
562 people in a "ful!-service substation," This staffing arrangement will provide the highest
community service and the most value for the dollars spent in the construction and operation of
the substation.
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3.t.3 Details of Commute Costs

This section provides more detail on tile calculation ofcornnmte costs.

To briefly recap some information fi:om Phase l, police officers drive fi’om their homes to the
police station in street clothing, using their oven vehicles, and on their own time. Once at the
police station, the officers change into unifonn, and drive to their beats in San Jose Police
Department patrol cars. During their on duty time, officers may need to make a return to the
police station with evidence, an arrestee, to write a report, or for repairs to equipment. A return
to rile police station during the middle of the shift is called a "midshit’t return." At the end of the
shift, the officers drive from their assigned beats back to the police station, where they change
into civilian clothing and then rettu’tt home il’~ their own cars.

The commute costs in this report are only the costs incurred by the San Jose Police Department
to get: the officers fi’om the police station to their beats and back, plus any necessary midshift
returns. The commute costs in this report do not include any time or expense traveling between
the police station and the officers’ homes,x3

q’l.ae comm~tte costs in this report are t’urfl.aer broken down into the fbllowing two categories:
,, Mileage costs: gasoline, oil, depreciation, and other costs directly related to driving a

marked .police vehicle.
Salary costs: the dollar cost of the time that officers spend commuting to and fi’om their
beats. This is time that tile San .lose Police Department is paying for, but which is not
spent perfc~rming police duties.

3.1.3.1 Methodology

Tile costs of the commute were calculated in the following manner.

1. The."time and trip" data was gatllered fl’om San Jose Police Department in February 2002.
This initial data measured the actual mileage driven by ot’ficers on their commute fl’om the Police
Administration Building to various beats, It also measured the number of minutes required tot’
each commute, and noted whether the commute was during peak or off-peak traffic hours.

[] To obtain the 2002 mileage cost, all the miles driven on a daily basis by the San Jose
Police Department were summed and multiplied by the per-mile vehicle cost ($0.82 per
mile).24

[] To obtain the 2002 salary cost ofcomnmte, all the minutes driven on a daily basis by the
San Jose Police Department were summed and multiplied by the per-minute cost of a
patrol officer ($0,86 per minute),25

zx Due to the high cost of housing inSan Jose, it isnot uncommon for new police officers to live in "[’racy or

Stockton, with thecorresponding commute of an hour or more to get to the San Jose police station. This commute,
as with all San Jose Police Department employee commutes, is undertaken on the officers’ own time, and at the
officers’ o\vll expense.
24 See the Appendix of the Phase I report for more details on how the $0,82 per mite cost was calculated.
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From tllis data the "peak traffic t~-mtor" experienced by the police was calculated. This
data tells us that a commute that takes 10 minutes during oft-peak hours will take 16.7
minutes during peak traffic hours.
To obtain the 2002 number of midshit~ returns, a study of patrol logs was conducted and
the weekly average was calculated to be one midshit"t return every 4.3 shifts.26

2. "Time and trip" data was then measured between the three proposed su.bstation locations and
the proposed substation service area.2v These measuren~ents were taken using a civilian driver
during eli’-peak hours, and xvere multiplied by the "peak traffic factor" to obtain an estimate of
the peak hour driving time.2s

3. Several Factors were used to project the cost of the daily commute f’orward to 2027. In
particular,

Congestion: expected to increase; the effect of congestion is to increase the number of
minutes it takes the same otTicer to drive the same distance.
Population: expected to increase; the effect of population increase is to increase the
number of police otTicers who \viii be making the commute.

" Per-mile cost: expected to remain constant with inflation.
" Midshift returns: expected to remain constantat one midshift return for every 4.3 shifts.>)

The resulting mileage and salary costs were projected over 20 years l-’or the proposed
headquarters service area and the proposed substation service area, as shown in Figures 12
t|wou.gti 17 below.

3.1~3.2 Results
Fi~ld|itg : A substation at Santa Teresa and Cottle Roads (Location I) in South San ,lose will
reduce the total annual cost or’ commute-in 2007 fi’om approximately $4.3 million per year to
approximately $3.6 million per year, a net savings of" almost $800,000 per year. By 2027, the
expected annual net savings reaches $1.06 million per year. The other two substation locations
still produce cost savings, but they are not as substantial.. This can be seen in Figures 12 and 13.

_,.s The cost era patrol officer is $0.86 per minute, or $51.60 per hour. This reflects a weighted average of the cost of
tile patrol officer ($50.28 per liour) aiid the cost.era patrol sergem~t ($58.23 per hour). These reflect t’ully "loaded"
salaries, including vacation and benefits. Currently, the Police.Department has 163 sergeants and 826 o f’ficm:s; these
numbers were used to come up with a weighted average cost of patrol personnel.2r, This figure was calculated by Sergeant Guy Bernardo of the San Jose Police Department. Source: SJPD 026 GB,
"Midshift Return Analysis.’"
27 The proposed substation service area is the entire existing Soulhern Division, plus districts L and P.
~’~ Because the San Jose police drive their cotmnute obeying all trat"I’ic speed limits and signals, it is believed that the
ci’,dlian driver is a good approximation of the expected police commute. A "Code Red" response, in which an
officer drives using lights and sirens, is only h~ response to an emergency call, and not appropriate for daily
commuting. Source: telephone conversation with Susan Cox of the San Jose Police Department.
29 Naturally, with moreofficers on the police force, the total number ofmidshiR returns will increase; however, a
radical change in crime patterns or police standard operating procedures that would mean each individual officer
wouM be more or less likely to requixe a return to the police station during an hadividual shit’t is not anticipated.
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Figure 12: A Substation at Santa Teresa and Cottle Roads will save over $1
million in annual commute costs by 2027
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Finding: The vehicle mileage makes up approximately one-third old’the total commute cost. The
officers’ salary cost makes up approximately two-thirds of the total commute cost. See Figures
14 and 1~ to~ details.

Figure 14: Total Commute Costs by Vehicle Mileage and Salary Cost
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Finding: In 2007, without a substation, it is pro, letted the San Jose Police Department will spend
over 38 fifll-time equivalents ol-’police ofl"icers on the comnattte.3° The best location [’or a
substation, Santa Teresa and Cottle Roads (Location !), will save 7 full-time officer equivalents
In other words, with the southern substation at this location, the Police Department could provide
the same service with 7 fewer officers. In 2027, the full-time officer equivalent savings
approaches i0 officers. The savings are similar, but not as dramatic, for the other two locations
investigated. This can be seen in Figure 16 and 17..

Figure 16: Full-time Equivalent Officer Hours Spent Commuting

Ammal Time Spent Commuting tn Full Time Equivalents
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San Jose)

Year

-~:~ This is calculated using a 1440 hour service year. Out of the 2080 hours available in the work year, the average
police officer receives 80 hours of vacation and another 80 hours of"comp" time, in lieu of pay [’or overtime \\,or:k.
The Police Department uses a factor of 0.75 to gauge availability, and to account for time an Officer is urmvailable
tot: patrol due to medical leave, physical therapy, report ’~\q’ifing, meelings, court appearances, and a variety of other
activities. This leaves 1440hours of active patrol tiine as the t’ull-time equivalent of one ofl’icer.
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Figure 1.7: Details of Full-time.Equivalent Officer Hour Savings

Headquarters
Only, No
Substation
Substa0on at
Santa Teresa
and Cottle
Roads

Substation at
Abom and San
Felipe

3.1.4 Details of Salary Costs

As the population or" San ,lose grows, it is anticipated that the Police Department will also need to
add staff to keep pace with the population growth. This portion of" the staffing needs is
completely independent ot’whether a substation is built or not.

As of July 200 !, the San Jose Police Department had 1887 sworn and civilian employees ofall
ranks on staff’. In 2002, the Police Department developed a Fi:ve-Year Sta[’fing Plan to
accommodate expected population growth through 2007. This Five-Year Plan calls t’or
additional 184 sworn and civilian personnel to be added to various departlnents and beats.
Hence, in 2007, the Police Department: expects m have .207! sworn and civilian employees of all
ranks on staff.

Once the substation is open, many of these employees will be redeployed to fl~e substation. In
addition, some new hires at the substation are anticipated. The new hires are mainly for lobby
staffing, facilities naanagement, and information technology and clerical support, and are
required by the new facility.

This section of" the report provides more details on the expected salapy costs of the San Jose
Police Department over the next 20 years with and without substation.
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Three different staffing scenarios have been considered tbr the police substation. More details
can be found, in the Phase ! report, but here in Figure t 8 there is a brief recap of the three
scenarios under consideration:

Figure 18: Overview of Substation Staffing Plans

Headquarters For comparison only
Only, No Assumes no substation is built and all service is provided
Substation fi’om downtown headquarters3~

207I sworn/civilian at headquarters32

Scenario A Small substation ot-’454 people
Mainly police personnel and vehicle maintenance
85 additional hires33

2 156 people tot, g,!, at substation and headquarters.......

Scenario 13 Medium substation of 484. people
Scenario A plus City of San ,lose employees (vehicle
maintenance) and volunteers
26 further hires in addition to Scenario A
2182 people total at substation and headquarters

’ ’~ CScenario Full service substation of 562 people
Scenario f3 plus full redeployment of the Community
Services Division of the S. PD
3 further hires in addition to Scenario B"~s
2185.people total at substation and headquarters

.It is important to ttote that these scenarios are cttrrent projections which may
be adjttsted accordittg to CtO oJ 5an ,Iose poptdatiott, crime, attd trt~[[ic
patterns in 200 7.

3t "Headquarters" refers to the downtown San Jose police operations Currently, most o£ these take place out of the

Police Administration Building (PAB), located at 20l West Mission Street. There is also the Police And
Communications Building (PAC), and other rental space downtown as well.
3z Per the Five-Year Plan.
3:.~ These 85 new hires are comprised of the tbllOwing: 24 new sworn, 29 new civilian, and 15 new hires tbr vehicle

maintenance. The sv,,0rn and civilian are on the Police Department payroll; the vehicle maintenance stall" is not.
34 These 26 filrther hires are comprised of’the following: 1 Deputy Chie f’and 2 civilians on the San Jose Police

Department payroll, and 23 civilians fi’om the Departments of Parks and Recreations, and the Department of
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcemetat.
xs These 3 furlher hires are comprised ol’the following: I officer and 2 civilians, all on the San Jose Police

Dcpa~l:ment payroll.
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3.1,4.1 Methodology

The costs of the staffing scenarios were calculated in the following manner,

!, The 2001 actual staffing and anticipated additions under the Five-Year Plan were gathered
~6fi’om the San Jose Police Department.-

, The Police Departnaent provided the annual cost o[’salm.y t’or each.job title. These
figures were ’"loaded" by a Pactor of approxinaately 28%, so that they included vacation

37and benefits,
Additional inl-’ormation regarding City of San Jose.job titles and pay plans was taken
the city’s web site.as

2, Several f’actors were used to project the cost of the staffing scenarios tbrward to 2027. [n
particular,

¯ Population: expected to increase; in order to maintain the overall citywide ratio of 1.5
sworn per 1000 population, there.is a projected increase in the number of police officers,

, Population growth areas: it is expected that 72% of the population increase in San Jose
will be in the substation service area)9 Growtla is projected in the number of officers
staffed out of headquarters in proportion with the smaller population increase anticipated
up north; the number of or’fleers staffed out of headquarters in the southern area to grow
in proportion with the larger population increase anticipated in the south is prqjected.

" Salary: expected to remain constant xvith inflation and cost of living adjustments.

3. Based t.ipon the population increase, the number of police required and the cost of the salaries
over the next 20 years were projected~ All. costs were calculated in 2002 dotlars.40 This
informatim~ was computed l~k~r each of tl~e.three proposed staffing scenarios, as well as for the
"headquarters only, no substation": option for comparison purposes.

3¢, The numbers are from Marianne Bourgeois, Chief Financial Officer of lhe San Jose Police Department, and the

Neighborhood Policing Operations Plan (NPOP) published in 2002 by Chief William Lansdowne,
.~7 Source: SJPD 003, SJ PD 006; SJ PD 007, SJPD 008, SJ PD 025, and telephone conversations wilh Marianne

Bouregois.
3, This information was gaihered fi’om the site at the direction of Susan Cox. As of July 2002, the information is

available at: http://www,ci,san-jose.ca.us/hum_res/payplan/l?ayplan.hm~
:~’~ See the Popu.lation portion ol-" the appendix tbr exact details of the 72% figure~ In brief, it reflects the alllOtllat of
available space zoned for residential building as laid out hi the San Jose General Plan.
4o An h~t’la~ion factor and projected the Salaries forward, adjusting them each year tot’ inflation, and then taking a net

present value calculation to determine the best option could have been added. However, net present value
calculations are most useful when comparing two di:fferent actions at two different times. For example, if one were
comparing a substation which opens in 2007 with a substation which opens in 20 I7, the net present value calculation
would be the only way to give a fair comparison of the two costs in current dollars. However, because the current
problem is one of location and staffing, not of the year in which the substation should be opened, the net present
value calculation will add needless Complexity without, giving additional insight.
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3.1.4.2 Results

The smallest ol:" the substations, Scenario A, \vould cost appl~oximately $9 million per year in
additional payroll costs in the year 2007, above and beyond the approximately $175 million
payroll for the "headquarters only, no substation" option. This reflects an increase ot’
appro×imatefy 5%. The largest of the substations, Scenario C, would cost approximately $10
million per year in additional payroll costs, or an increase of 6%. Details oftMs can be seen in
Figure 19 and Figure 20.

Figure 19" Projected Ann.ual Salary Costs with and without a Substation

Projected Annual Salary Costs for Su bstation Staffing Scenarios and "No Substat|on"

$210,000,000

$205,000,000

~$200,000,.000

~ $195,000,000

$190,000,000

.~$185,000,000
$180,000,000
$!75,000,000

$170,000.000

...................................................................~~..,,z~" " ¯ ~. ........... ....: "~

..J .................................................~’ ¯ ,~ ..................................,.~.~:::: .........._ ...........................
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Full-Service
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Figure 20: Details-of Projected Salary Costs With and Without a Substation

Headquarters
Only, No
Substation
l-[QI-Scenario
A: Small
Substation
HQ+Scenario
B: Medium
Substation
HQ+Scenario
C: Full-
service
Substation

$175,300

$184,000

$18. ,600

$185,700

-- 0 -- $200,100

$8,700 $204,300
(4.9%)

$10,300 $206,300
(5.9%)

$10,400 $207,500
(5.9%)

$4,200
(2.1%)

$6,200
(:~.~%)

$7,400

The majority of" tim increase m police staffing is patrol officer.jobs, driven by population
increases. This reduces the relative cost of the substation’s "overhead" jobs, such as l’rom lobby
staff and facilities management, and accounts tot" tile decrease in relative cost fl’om 5.9% to 3.7%
over tile 20 years, In each scenario, the staff growtla tracks the increase in population in that area.
Because Scenario C has the largest initial staffat the substation, and the substation service area
has the largest population growth factor, Scenario C is proportionately larger than the other two
scenarios by the year 2027,

Finding: The salary costs at the substation are prqjected to be al)proximately 30 percent of the
total salary costs. This can be seen in Figure 21.
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Figure 2I: Comparison of Salary Costs at Headquarters and Substation

Salary Costs at Headquarters and Substation
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3.1.5 Details of Priority 1 and Priority 2 Response Time Performance

3.1.5.1 Overview of response time performance
One of the prinmry benefits of the southern substation is the anticipated improvements in Priorit),
1 and Priority 2 response time calls. Currently, in 2002, the Southern Division has the slmvest
average response time and lowest percentage of calls meeting performance standards.

This section begins with a briel’review the emergency call servicing process.4~ The Call for
Service process analyzed here begins when an incident occurs. The citizen calls 91 I. The call is
answered and processed, and, if appropriate, is passed on to a police dispatcher, If possible, the
police dispatcher will immediately dispatch personnel; otherwise, there may be a delay at the
police dispatcher if police are not available to respond right away. Priority 1 calls always take
precedence over Priority 2 calls, no matter how tong the Priority 2 caller has been waiting. After
the call has been dispatched to the officer(s), there is a travel time while the officer(s) travel fl’om
their original locations to the scene of the call. The process ends when the officer arrives at the
scene.

Data is presented tbr two of the above measures: dispatch time, and travel time. Dispatch. time
is measured fl’om the time the police dispatcher receives the call until the call is passed on to an
officer; travel time is measured fi’om the time the call is passed on to an officer until the officer
arrives at the scene,

.

Tim interested reader can See the Phase [ report for more detail tlpon current call tbr service dat.a and aualysis.
Source: Neighborlmod Policing Operations Plata, Chapter 2, p. 14, Document S,f PD 00f ha the Appendix.
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The purpose of this section is to begin with actual 2002 call fi-~r service data as provided by the
San ,lose Police Department, and then to project that forward using background assumptions and
rules about congestion, population growth, and other factors. The beginning point of this data ~s
given in Figure 22~ It is important to note that f’or the Southern division, the travel time m
particular is substantially longer than for the rest of the city.4:~

4.~ This makes sense, especially considering tliat the Southern Division hacludes several large, sparsely l;)Opulated

residential t~reaswhictl can take several minutes to traverse even ira off-peak t~aft"ic hours and much longer during
heavy congestion. In contrast, many ol’the downtown areas are geographically small and heavily populated, which
makes travel time shorter in part because the distance is shorter,
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Figure 22: Comparison of 2002 Average Response Time for Priority 1 And
Priority 2 Calls for Service in the Southern Division and the Rest of the City

Priority 1
Calls in
Sotlthern
Division
Priority 1
Calls in Rest
of City4~ ,,,

Priority 2
Calls
Southern
Division
Priority 2
Calls in Rest
of City

Priority I
Calls
Citywide
(Southern
and Rest of
C~ty)
Priority 2
Calls
Citywide
(Southern
and Rest of
tit:y)

gX, ,a f*~.c
¯

Di.spatch

2:35

1:00

4:07

1:27

4:2.3

T ~"a v e !

4:5l

3:32

6:55

5:38

3’55

5:57

7:26 58%

4:32 79%

12:06 48%

9:45 58%

5:21 73%.

.....

10:20 56%

3.1.5.2 Methodology
The model constructed here projects and predicts expected dispatch tithe, expected travel time,
and expected response time for Priority 1 and Priority 2 calls for service. The projections are

4~ The city is divided into five divisions: Southern, Central, Western, Foothill, and Airport. The Priority 1 Calls in

the rest of the city are from the Central, Western, Foothill, and Aiqmrt divisions.
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ancl~ored in actual 2002 .police data and predicted behavior between 2007 and 2027. A model is
only as good as its data and its assumptions, and projecting out 20 years is always difficult at
best. Tim.reader should .look at ttaes.e projections as possibilities rather than certainties.

In layman’s temps, the expected dispatch and travel times were predicted as fi)llows:

l. Began with the current dispatch and travel data t"or two regions of the city: the Southern
Division, and the rest of the city.45

2. Created a priority queue model for the behavior of the Southern Division. A queue is a
mathematical model which uses three parameters: the anrival rate ot-’calts, the length of time it
takes to service one call, and the number of servers which are available. The queue model gives
inibrmation about the expected length of a wait in line - in this case, the expected length a caller
will have to wait until the dispatch is complete.4<~7

3. Over time, the parameters were adjusted as follows:
[] Arrival I:ate of calls: increased with population4s
" Length of time it takes to service one call: remained steady
[] Number of officers which are available: increased with new staffing hires49; further

increased by savings in officer commute
[] Travel time: increased with traffic congestion

4. The resulting infornaation was the expected dispatch length, the expected travel length, and
the expected total response time, projected over 20 years, for:

, The Southern Division, if no substation is built
¯ Tim Southern Division, if the substation is built at Santa Teresa and Celtic Roads

(Location 1, in South San Jose)
" Tlle Southern Division, if’the substation is built at Almaden and Cherry (Location 2, in

South San Jose)
The Southern Division, if the substation is built at Abom and San Felipe (Location 3, in
Southeastern San Jose)

" - For the purposes of comparison, data fi’om headquarters service area is also included.-s°

4s The substation service area xvill slightly different fi’om these two divisions: the substation service area will be the

existing Southern Division, plus Beat L fi’om the Western division and Beat P fiom the Voothill Division. For the
purposes of this pr~.ziection, however, just the Southern Division and the rest of the city were used.
.u; In technical terminology, a M/M/s queue was used, where an assumption is made that calls tbr service arrive

according to a Poisson process, and the length of’time it rakes to service any one call is exponentially distributed.
47 This queuing model is set up to approximate the same discipline the police currently observe: all Priority 1 calls

will be served before any Priority 2 calls are served. The parameters of the priority queue were adjusted so that the
queue matched existing data.
as The increase in population expected in the substation service area was used, not the overall increase in population

expected in San Jose.
’~ Tim San Jose Police Deparmaent currently has the ratio of 1.5 officers per 1000 population° As the city popuh~tion
grows, tlie Police Depamnent will need to hire officers to keep pace with the population growth, regardless of"
whether a substation is built or not.
~) As explained earlier, the headquarters service area is roughly the nordaern two-thirds of San Jose, and
encompasses all areas which will not be served by the substation.
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3.1.5.3 Findings regarding Priority 1 and Priority 2 response time for the
Southern Divison

The average Priority 1 response time fbr the Southern Division is projected to increase over the
next 20 years, and is projected to remain significantly slower than the response time in the
headquarters service area over the same time fi’am.e. All of" the substation options improve time
over the."Headquarters Only, No Substation" option for the same time period. The best option
t:~r minimizing average Priority 1 response times is to build one substation at Location I, Santa
Teresa and Cottle Roads. The slowest expected Priorib, 1 times in all cases were seen when no
su.bstation was built, This can be seen in Figures 23.,. 24 and 25.

Figure 23: Projection of Average Priority 1 Response Time for Southern
division

Projection of Average Priority 1 Response Time
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Figu.re 24: Closeup ofProjection of Average Priority I Response Time for
Sou thern division

Closeup of Projection of Average Priority 1 Response Time
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Figure 25: Percentage of Priority 1 calls expected to meet 6-minute
performance standard for Southern Division

HQ Service 79% 78% 78% 78% 78% 78%
Area5~

Location 53% 45% 37% 24% ¯ 10%
Location 2 49% 39% 31% 19% 7%

,

Location 3 46% 38% 29% 18% 7%
No 52% 42% 35% 23% 12% 4%
Substation52

, ,

Finding : The average Priority 2 response time for the Southern Division is projected to increase
over the next 20 years, and is projected re remain significantly slower than the current
headquarters service area. The best option fbr minimizing average Priority 2 response times is to
build one substation at Location 1, Santa Teresa and Cottle Roads. The slowest expected
Priority 2 times in all cases were seen when no substation was built, where expected response
times exceed 15 minutes by the year 2017. This can be seen in Figure 26 and Figure 27.

s~ The per/brmance of the Headquarters Service Area should not be affected by the substation one way or another;

these figures assume the Headquarters Service ka’ea ,,,,,ill be aft’ected by traffic congestion.
s~ The "No Substation" option forecasts per[brmance of the Southern Division if" no substation is built.
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Figure 26: Projection of Average Priority 2 Response Time for Southern
division
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’ 1Flg~ re 27: Percentage of Priority 2 calls expected to meet 8-minute
performance standard

HQ Service
Area
Location 1
Location 2
Location 3
No
Substation~3

58%

32%

57%

3!%
27%
25%
23%

56%

22%
18%
16%
13%

55% 54%

11% 2%
8~ ......" ~%
7% 1%
5% 1%

,,,

53%

0%
0%
0%
0%

Finding: For Priority 1 calls, the Southern Division expected response times I:’or the next 20
years are so slow mainly due to traffic congestion. The additional ofl’icer laours gained by using
a substation can be reinvested and used to hold average dispatch time to a reasonably stable level
over the time horizon. However, the expected travel time in the Southern Division lbr a Priority
1 call in 2027 is 5:32, which requires the dispatch time to be 28 seconds or l~ster in order to meet
the 6 minute performance standard. This can be seen in Figure 28.

The "No Substation" option forecasts perfomaance of the Southern Division if" no substation is built.
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Figure 28: Projected Dispatch and Travel Times for Priority 1 Calls in the
Southern Division

Projected dispatch and travel time for Priority "1 calls in Southern Division
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Finding: For Priority 2 calls, the Southern Division expected response times tot" the next 20
years are so slow due to a combination of dispatch time and traffic congestion. The additional
officer hours gained by using a substation, especially t’or substation Location 1 at Santa Teresa
and Cottle Roads, can be reinvested and used to hold average dispatch time to a reasonably
stable level over the time horizon. However, the expected travel time in the Southern Division
for a Priority 2 call in 2027 is 7:54, wtiich requires the dispatch time to be 8 seconds or faster in
order to meet the 8 minute pertbrmance standard. This can be seen in Figure 29.
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Figure 29: Projected Dispatch and Travel Times for Priority 2 Calls in the
Southern Division
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4 Phase II Appendix

4.’1 Background Data from the SJPD
Following are the assumptions and background data for the model of a South San .lose
sttbstation.

4,1.1 Vehicle Costs
The vehicle costs are $,82 a mile for. each mile driven by a patrol car, marked or unmarked. This
vehicle cost includes depreciation, maintenance, and operating costs. This figure applies to all
mileage driven commuting to an.d from beats and on midshift returns.

4.1.2 Distance, Time and Congestion Measurements

The distance measurements fi’om current headquarters at the Police A&ninistration Building, 201
Wesl Mission, ban .ose, to each of tile Police Department’s 16 districts, were taken by San Jose
Pot ice .Department patrol ca rs during their regular daily eonm-mte.

The time.measuren~ents from current headquarters to eacl.~ of the Police Department’s 16 districts
were taken by San Jose Police Depamnent patrol cars during I~he regular daily commute. During
this commute, the officers drove in accordance with all speed limits and other posted signs. (A
"Code Red," in which an officer uses lights and sirens, is only in response to an emergency call.)

The distance and time measurements, fl’om each of the proposed substation locations to each ot-"
the Police Department’s southern districts,~4 were taken by civilian vehicles during off-peak
hours. These off-peak figures xvere then a~jus.ted upward by the measured congestion t-’igure,
observed by police vehicles, to obtain an estimate of time l-kn’ peak hours.

For 2002 baseline congestion figures, use is made or" the time and trip data as actually ineasured
by the San Jose Police Department patrol officers as they commuted to and fi’om their beats.
This data tells us that on average, a trip which will take 10 minutes during off-peak traffic hours
will take approximately 16.7 minutes during peak hours.

For 2025 traffic congestion t"igures, use is made or" the estimates given by Chris Augenstein,
Traffic Engineer, of the Valley Transportation Authority, Santa Clara County, This data tells us
that on average, a trip which will take 10 minutes during peak morning traffic hours in 2002 is
estimated to take approximately 13.2 minutes during peak morning traffic hours in
2025.[CMB20] An off-peak trip, by definition in fi’ee-flowing traffic, will take the same amount
of time in 2025 as it does currently.

Since only the southern service areas would be assigned to a substation, distance was on.ly measured fl’om the
sot~t|lel-tl serx, ice areas,
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4.1.3 Population Measures and Projections

This estimate is nol intended to be a detailed demographic one, which would take into account
differing age groups, fertility rates, immigration patterns, and employment. Rather, this estimate
is a broad prediction of the City’s population growth and location as it relates to a nexv police
substation.

[CMB2 l]The population data for Sail .lose for the years 1970, 1980, 1990 were provialed by the
San Jose Planning Department, as quoted by the Sail Jose Police Department, and the population
data tbr San Jose for the year 2000 was provided by the United States Census. Population
projections until the year 2025 were given bs’ the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG). This gave a population el’approximately 895,000 people in the year 2000, growing to
approximately 1,150,000 in tile yea’ 2030.

Approximately 213 of San Jose’s curreni Calls for Service and population currently f’all iri the
northern PAB service area; the remaining 1/3 ot’ San Jose’s current Calls lbr Service and
population currently f’all in the southet’n Substation service area, per information provided by the
Police Department.ss This translates to a dividing line which begins approximately on State
Route 85 in southwestern San Jose, travels north on Highway 87, and then east on Tully Road
out to the tbothills.

Sall Jose is projected to have a population of 1,010,700 people in 2010. Tile majority (73%) of
the new housing tu.~its and population growth will occtlr ill tile southern districts, in the service
area of a new Substation. Both these assumptions come directly fi’om information D:om the San
Jose 2020 General Plan.56

4.1.4 Staffing Scenarios

There are three staffing scenarios f7or the substation:
Scenario A: a small substation oF454 people, nlainly police personnel and vehicle
maintenance.

. Scenario B: a medium substation of’484 people, adding City or" San Jose employees and
volunteers to Scena!’io A.
Scenario C: a f’ull-service substation of 562 people, increasing redeployment el’police
personnel fi’om Scenario [7.

All of the scenarios are for th.e year 2007. The study assumes that all of the personnel studied
here - sworrl and civilian police department employees, City ot’ San Jose employees, and
vohinteers will grow with the population. For example, if" the population wel’e to increase by
10 percent, the study assumes that all the persoinnel will increase by 10 percent as well.

Source of data is NPOP, Ctmrt 3-21, Beat Patrol Staffing Chart (SJPD 00l),
Source: San Jose 2020 General Plato p, 21.
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Currently, with only one centralized police headquarters, the City of San Jose has been able to
maintain a ratio of 1.5 sworn officers per 1000 citizens citywide. The current staffing plans t-Br
the substation split the city into two distinct service areas: a northenl service area which will be
served fl’om the headquarters, and a southern service area which will be served from the new
substation. The current staffing plans call For a ratio of approximately 2.0 sworn officers per
thousand citizens in the northern service area, and approximately 1.0 sworn officers per thousand
citizens in the southern service area. (Overall, the city still comes in with a ratio of 1.5,) This
difference can be explained by the Fact that the headquarters house top brass and other non-patrol
ftmctions; moreover, the southern substation service area is more suburban and more affluent,
and will likely have a lower crime rate than the north. The assumption here, which has been
verified witti the San Jose Police Department, is that it is okay to have two different officer
ratios, so long as the overall city ratio remains approximately 1.5.
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4.1.5 Detailed calculation ofvehicle costs

Calculation of cost of driving one mile in marked SJPD car

Depreciation:
.[ni:tial Cost of Car: $49,000,00

Salvage value: $ 1,900.00
Cost: $ 47, 100:00

Mileage: 100,000

Depreciation cost per mile: $ 0.47

Som,ce: SJPD 022 SC
~Source: SJPD 016 SC (range $1000-
$2800)

Source: SJPD 016 SC

Maintenance Cost:
Annual Maintenance Cost: $4,900
Years in Service: 5

Source: SJPD 003 JA
Source: SJPD 024 SC

Total Maintenance: $24,500

Maintenance per mile: $0.25

Operating Cost:
Miles pro gallon: 14
Cost per gallon of fuel: $1.40

Source: SJPD 024 SC
Source: SJPD 024 SC

Fuel cost per mile: $0.10

Total Operating Cost Per Mile:
Depreciation Cost:
Maintenance Cost-:
Operating Cost:

$0.47
$0.25
$0. I0

Total Cost per Mile:
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4.1.6 Detailed Calculation of Mileage, Time, and Trip Data

The actual data taken by the San Jose Police Department during 2002 commutes is as follows:

Off Peak Peak
commute commute

N u m be r o-~ ~im e
.........................................................................................................: ..... . .............:: .......(. .: ...........
Central      E 4 1,8 3.7 8,7
Central K 7 3.9 5.2 11.3..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Central     R 14 4.6 7.3 18.3
Central V 4 1,0 3.5 4.3................................................................................... .................................

Foothill C 10 7,1 8,4 12,2............................................................................................................ ..............................................................................................................................................

FootNll M                     7 7.5 6.7 11,4............................................................................... ..........................................................................................................................................................

Foothill P 8 12.8 14,7 21,3............................................................................................................................ ................................................................................................................................

FootNII W 20 6.5 9.6 16.5........................................ ................................................................................................................................................................

Southern A 11 t0.4 12,9 19.2............................

Southern T 20 7.8 9,7 15.8
Southern X 11 7.9 8,5 17.0.....................

Southern Y 10 11.2 12.9 t8.2............................................................................................. ......................................................................

Western- F 5 3.6 7.1 10,8................................................................................................................................................ ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Western    L                      6     6, 6 9.3 14.4
Western N 6 7.2 10,8 13.5......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .....................................................................................

Western     S                     13     4.5            6.1           11.0..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

The measurements to and fi’om Substation I , at the intersection ot" Santa T~’~’’e~.esa and Cottle Roads
in South San ,lose, are as lblloxvs. The measurements are only l’or the existing Southern division
and l’or districts L and P, which represent the proposed service area of the substation.

Foothill P 7.1 16.3 27.2
Southern A 5.3 11.7 19.5
Southern T 6.9 11.8 19.7
Southern X 2.5 2.1 3.5
Southern Y 1,8 1,7 2.8
Western L 8.5 10,3 17,2
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The measurements to and fi’om Substation 2, at the intersection of Almaden and Cherry in South
San Jose, are as follows:

Peak

" ~ ...................................

Southern A             2.6          3.8           6.3............................................................................

Southern T 2,2 7.1 11.9
..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Southern X 3.5 10.0 16.7.............................................................................................................................................................................................

Southern Y             7,1          t 1.5          19.2..............................................................................................................................................................................................................

Western L 4.6 11,1 18,5

The measurements to and from Substation 3, at the intersection o1" San Felipe and. White roads in
Southeastern San Jose, are as RAlows:

4.2 Sensitivity Analysis
Since many ot-" the parameters here were estimates, rather tlaan exact rmmbers, a sensitivity
analysis was also run. The projected costs t-br "low" and "high" values of m~\ior parameters were
computed, and the results are presented below. All figures in the body of the Phase I1 report are
the "medium" numbers, because they represent tim most likely scenarios. These can be seen in
Figure 3 0.
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Figure 30" Low, Medium, and High Values of Parameters

Vehicle cost
per m~le-
Congestion
factor: a22-
minute trip in
2002 will take
tl~is long in
2025
MidshiPt
returns/hctor
for the average
officer.
Population
estimate for
San Jose in
2027
Number o f
S’WOI’II O fficers
per 1000
population

$0.65

22.0 Ininutes

$0.8260

29,0 minutes6t

One midshift i .......One midshift
return every
5.26 shifts

1,005,852
people

t’etUt+ll eVel’y
4,35 shifts62

1,1 17,613
people63

1.25 sworn per ’ 1.54 sworn per
1000 1000
population populatiol164

$0.98

36.0 minutes

One midshifl
return every
3.57 shifts

1,229,374
people

1.85 sworn per
1000
population

20% higher or
lower
25% higher or
lower

20% higher or
lower

10% higher or
lower

20% higher or
lower65

The "medium" scenario, in which the "medium" values of all pm:ameters were used, was run
the body of the Phase I1 report. The results o f"high" and "low" scenartos are now reported.

Low values of’parameters - this scenario reflects tlae low value of’all of tlae listed
parameters. It assumes inexpensive vehicle cost per mile, low congestion, infi:equent

57 The "low" value of the parameter is that which will make the cost the smallest. For some parameters, such as cost

per mile, the lower the parameter, the smaller the cost. For other parameters, such as number of midshitl returns, the
higher the parameter, the smaller the cost.
ss The "high" value of the parameter is that which will make the cost the largest. For some parameters, such as cost
per mile, the higher the parameter, the higher the cost. For other parameters, such as number ofmidshift returns, the
lower tim parameter, the higher the cost.
59 In constant 2002 dollars.
~,o Source of"medium" data is San Jose Police Department; see Vehicle Mileage calculations ha Appendix.
at Source of"mediuna" data is Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority; see Congestion calculations in Appendix.
aa Source of"medium" data is San Jose Police Department, time and trip data taken by Sgt. Guy Bernardo. See
Midshift Rerums calculations in Appendix.
a3 Source of"medium" data is Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) population estimates and San Jose
2020 General Plan. See Population calculations in Appendix for more details.(,a Source of"medium" data is San Jose Police Depamnent, actual sworn per I000 population number.
~s Several t’actot°s could affect the number of sworn per 1000 populatioi~; a fi~ctor which would likely have a large
effecl would be a clmnge in the crime rate in San .lose.
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midshifi, returns, low population growth, and a lower ratio of s\vom ot:ficers per 1000
population.
High values of.parameters - this scenm’io reflects tl~e high value of all of the listed
parameters. It assumes expensive vehicle cost per mile, high congestion, frequent
midshift returns, high population growth, and a higher ratio of sworn officers per 1000
population..

Figure 31: Total Projected Costs in 2027 for Low, Medium, and High
Parmneter Values~6

Headquarters
only, no
substation
Headquarters +
1A
Headquarters +
1B
Headc...    tuarters. +
1c
~eadquartecs +
2A
Headquarters +
2.B
Headquarters +
2C
Headquarters +
3A
Headquarters +
3B
Headquarters +
3C

$16 ! ,954,857

$165,057s639

$166,679,997

$1. 66,98:,680

$165,002,246

$166,624,605

$166,928,287

$165,067,572

$ 166,689,930

$ 166,993,6t 3

$202,503,870

$206,249,694
,,

$208,230,678

$208,776,581

$206,149,755
,,

$208,130,739

$208,676,642
,

$206,267,615
,,,

$208,248,599

$208,794,503

’ 3$24. ,391,192

$247,694,533

$250,034,143

$250,822,267

$247,530,256

$249,869,866
,

$250,657,990

$247,723,992

$250,063,601

$250,851,726

,,

betWeer-~
medium

+/- 20%

+1- 20%

+/- 20%

+/- 20%

+/- 20%

+/- 20%

+/- 20%

+/- 20%

+1- 20%

+/-20%

6~, Total costs include salary costs for all personnel at both locations, the vehicle mileage cost of the corn.mute

to/from beat:s, and the Community Services DMsion lease.
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4.3 Details of Population Calculations

This section contains a population projection for the City of San Jose based upon information
provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the City of San Jose
General Plan t’or the year 2020. This population estimate is not intended to be a detailed
demographic one, which wotfld take into account differing age groups, fertility rates,
immigration patterns, and employment. Rather, this estimate is a broad prediction of the City’s
population growth and location as it relates to a new police substation.

The population projection is summarized below:

Figure 32: Population Projection for San dose67

1970
1980
1990
2000
2005
2010
2015
2020
2025
2030

297,333 148,667 446,000
420,000 210,000 630,000
52! ,483 260,741 782,224
551,917 343,026 894,943
568,6t8 . 388,182 . 956,800
583,!71 427,529 1,010,700
592,243 , 452,057 1,044,300
598,966 . 470.,234 ...... 1,069,200 .
606,256 .489,944 .. 1,096,200
620,710 529,022 1,149,732

Figure 33: Projected Population Distribution in San Jose, 1970-2030

Projected Population in Seiwice Area of Headquarters and
Substation

t,400,000 ..........................................................: .......................................................................................I

i,ooo,ooo
800,000

600,000

400;000

200,000

0
1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 203(i)

[] Headquarters Sen ice Area [] Substation Ser~,ice Area

~,7 From Census Projection.
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This estimate contains the l’ollowing components:
1. Background Data and Assuml}tions about current population and population growth trends
fl’om various sources are assembled. The most important of these are:

o San Jose will have a population of 1,010,700 people in 2010, per Association of Bay
Area Governments figures.

¯ The m~\iority (73%) ot’the new housing units and population growth wilt occur in the
southern districts, in the service area of" a new Substation, per int-’onnation in the San Jose
General Plan t’or 2020.

2. Caletdations and Predictions based upon these assumptions to predict the growth and
distribution olTSan Jose’s population, Most importantly,

73% of San Jose’s population growth is predicted to be in the southern districts:

.Background Data and Assumptions

Background Data 1:
The population of San ,!ose in the pasl has been:

Year Popt~.ttation
¯ 1970 -- 446,000~’~
I980 630,000
1990 782,000
2000 . 894,94369 .

Background Data 2:
Approximately 2/3 of San Jose’s curren.t Calls for Service and population currently fall in the
northern Headquarters service area; the remaining 113 of San Jose’s current Calls :for Service and
population currently fall in the southern Substation service area. Figure 34 shows how the Call
tbr Service Data [’rom 2000 supports this assumption,w°

~s Source of 1970, 1980, and 1990 data is the NPOP, Chapter 4, Chart 4-I, "San Jose Population Growth." Original

source of this data is the San Jose Planning Depa~tt-~leI~l (SJPD 00 I),a9 Source of 2000 data is United Slates Census 2000 data for City of San Jose.
w~ Source of data is NPOP, Chart 3-2I, Beat Patrol Staffing Chart (SJPD 001).
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Figure 34: Distribution of San Jose’s current Calls for Service and
Population, 2000

Priority 1 Calls
Priority i Percent

4,890
68%

2,273
32%

7,1(53
00%

,,

Priority 2 Calls 92,568 44,884 13 7,451
.....

Priority 2 Percent                      67%                 33%         t 00%

Assumption 1:
There is a dividing line which wil! split the City of San Jose into ~vo police service areas: a
northern area, to be served by the Headquarters, and a soutllern area, to be served by the new
substation, This translates to a dividing line which begins approximately on State Route 85 in
southwestern San .lose, travels north on Highway 87, and then east on Tully Road out to the
t’oothills.7~

Assumption 2:
The population of San Jose in 2010 will be most likely approximately 1,000,000 people.72

Assumption 3:
San Jose looks to the south t2~r the m~ority of its fi~ture population growth. There is a light rail
line which serves the Almaden Valley; moreover, the City Plan Pref~rred Alternative for future
urban growth is to develop the South Ahnaden Urban Reserve area into residential housing.
Finally, the planned industrial campus development is located to the south in Coyote Valley.7-~

Assumption 4:
Between 1990 and 2010, the city expects 52,900 new housing units.7’*

Assumption 5:
The city’s plan for managing this population growth contains the following two elements:

¯ Open up the South Ahnaden Urban Reserve area to 2000 new housing units.7s
¯ Fill in vacant residential land within the 1993 Urban Service Area. 82% of the vacant

residential land within the 1993 boundary lies in the southern Substation Service Area, as
shown in Figure 35.76

7t The exact dividing line may vary from this scenario depending on, among other things, crime patterns and any

districting done by the SJPD between now and then.
~2 Source: San Jose 2020 General Plan, p. 21.
v_~ Source is San Jose 2020 General Plan (SJCC 001, p. 32 and others).
74SJCC 001, p. 32, Figure 12, "Preferred Alternative."
7sSJCC 001, p. 32, Figure 12 and p. 33, Figure 14.
~aSource: SJCC 001, p. 13, Figure 3. See Figure 38 at the end ol’this section t)ar more details.
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Figure 35: Distribution of vacant land

IHeadquarterst1 1173
I 18%~station5272 82%

[ ~’:’and Total 16445 100%

Calculations

Calculation 1,
73% of the new population growth between 1990 and 2010 will take place in the Substation
Service Area. This assumes new population growth will follow the distribution of new housing.

Actual data is marked with an "*; calculations based on actual da|a are marked with a (:’, and
Pprojections are mat’ked with a .

.Flgu ~e 36: Distribution of Ne~v Housing, San Jose 1990-201,,77

Vacant
residential
land,,

South
Almaden

.Valley

Other
Totals
Percentage

6,300 c

7,950
14,250

27%

28,700 c

2,000

Using 18% vacancy

35,000:~

assumption in
Headquarters
Service Area

All, in Almaden
Assume split
evenly between
Headquarters and
Substation Service
Areas7,950 c 15,900

38,650c 52,900,,.

73% c 100%
.

Calculation 2:
Using the above assumptions, and assuming that the population growth will be approximately
73% in the Substation Service Area, the projected population is as follows. More details
regarding .the calculations can be found in Figure 37.

Source: SJCC 00l, p, 33, Figure 14.
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Figure 37: Summary of Population Projection in Headquarters and
Substation Service Areas, 1990-2020

Actual
PopuIation in
!990
Actual ’
Population in
2000
Prqjected
Population in
2010.........

Projected
Population in
2020
Projected
Population in
2O30

521,483 c

(33%) .....

. 55-t,917 C

583,17l

598,966

620,710 P

260,741 c
(66%)

343 ;026 c

427,529

470,234

529,022

782,224
(~oo%)

894,943 a ,

1,010,700

1,069,200

1,149,733 P

Population fi’om
U.S, Census;
distributed 2/3 to
Headquarters
Service Area;
1/3 to Substation
Service Area;

Pop ulati o n fro m
U.S. Census

ABAG Population
estimate

A BAG Population
estimate.......

Popula!ion
estimate7’~

7s Population estimate calculated by using a straight-line projection (linear regression) of the previous population

figures. ABAG figures only extend until 2025, so the population in 20:.30 had to be projected.
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Figure 38: Vacant Land in San JOSe79

Headquarters . Ahim Rock 278.97 77.11 ‘% 356,08

Headquarters AlviSo 24.25 756 a 31.81 ’\,

Headquarters Berryessa 388.74"% 87.59 ’\ 476,33 ‘(

80.9 a
....... He, adqtiarters Central I2.72a )3.62,,

Headquarters North San Jose 5.46 a 139.4 a 144.86

Headquartecs West Valle,y 4.32a 32.18a 36,50 a ....

Headquarte Willov,’ Glen 16,94 a !6.98‘% 33.92 ....

Headquartel~s 11.73.12
Total 18% c,

Substat:ion Almaden 455.5,1 ‘% 18,38 ’t ’4.73.92 "~"
....

Substation Cam brian/Pioneer 57.57 I 01.08 a 8.65

Substatioi~ Coyote 0 A 0 ‘% 0 A

Substation Edenvale 563.02 ‘% 310.20 a 873.22’;t

Substation Evergreell 3440.93 i 7,87 <% 34.8,80 ,,,

Substation South Sarl Jose 91.45 ’\ 216,22 307.67 ’%,

Substation 5272,26
A

To If a I 82% c

6445.38"
Grand Total 100% c

7,) Source: SJCC 001, p. 13, Figure 3.
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Figure 39: Detailed Calculations of Projected Population in Headquarters
and Substation Service Areas, 1990-2020

Actual
Population in
1990

+ Actual
Increase 1990-
2000

Actual
Poptdation
2000

+ Projected
Increase 2000-
2010

Prqiectcd
Population in
2010 .

+ Projected
Increase 20 l 0-
2020,,

PrNected
Population in
2020
+ Projected
Increase
2020-2030
Projected
Population in
2030

52 !,483 c
(33%)

+30,434 ~:
(27%)

551,917c

+31,254 p

(27°,4)

583,171e

+.!. 5,795 v
(27%)

598,966P

21,744p

620,710v

2/3 to
Headquarters
Service Area;

260,741c 782,224 ’~ l/3 to Substation
(66%) .......(100%) Service Area

27% of increase
to Headquarters;

- 82,28.’~ +I 12,719"t 73% of increase
(73%) (100%) to Substation. .

343,026c̄

+84,50"3 e
(7~%)

427,529v

+42,705 p
(73%)

470,234

58,789v

529,022 p

894,943a

+115,757 v
(1oo%)

1,010,700e

+58,500P
(~00%),,

i.,069,200P

80,533

1,149,733 v

Population fl’om
U.S. Censu.s
27% or" increase
to Headquarters;
73% of increase
to Substation

ABAG
Population
esti mat esr~
27% of increase
to Headquarters;
73% of increase

...!0. Substation
ABAG
Population
estimate

Population
81est lllaate

s. Population estimate taken from the Association of Bay zM’ea Governments (A.BAG) l)opulation figures.

’~ Population estimate calculated by using a straight-line projection (linear regression) of the previous population
figures, ABAG figuresonly extend until 2025, so the population in 2030 had to be projected.
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4.4
SUBSTA’]

BUREAU/
DIVISION/UNIT
Chief of Police
Bureau of Administration

Staffing Scenario Details

"ION STAFFING SCENARIOS A, B & C
POSITION

Bureau of Technical
Services

Bureau of Investigations

Bureau of Field Operations
Community
Services

Bureau of Field
Operations Administration

Front Lobby/
Pre-Processing

Metro

Violent Crime

Traffic Enforcement Unit

Southern Division
Redeployment

5 Year Plan
Beat Staffing

5 Year Plan
Response Time .
Reduction

Beat Officer
Positions Dist L & p82

(1) Deputy Ct)ief
(1) Facility Mgr. (5) Property Clerks

.(1) Supply Clerk
(1) Network Engineer (1) Network Technician
(23) Police Data Specialist for A
(25) Police Data Specialist for B & C
(1) Captain (4) Lieutenants
(20) Sergeants (80) Officers
(1) Secretary (7) Office Specialist
(78) personnel are a combination of sworn and
ciVilian

(1) Sergeant (1) Officer
(1) Secretary (2) Office Specialists

(4) Sergeants
(18) Officers

(!) Sergeant
(5) Officers

(1) Sergeant
(5) Officers

(3) Sergeants
(21) Officers

(1) Captain (24) Sergeants
(6) Lieutenants (136) Officers

(11) Officers

(21 ) Officers

(36) Officers

PLAN
A B C
0 1 1
7 7 7

25 27 27

109 109 109

0 0 78

5 5 5

22 22 22

6 6 6

6 6 6

24 24 24

i67 167 167

11 11 11

21 21 21

36 36 36

s2 DistriCt L surrounds the intersection of Senter and Tully Roads in central San Jose; District P surrounds the

intersection of Aborn and San Felipe, in southeastern San Jose,
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Department of Parks and
Recreation

Department of Planning,
Building and Code
Enforcement....................

General Services
Administration

Volunteers

Victim Witness, ~Next
Door, Rape Crisis .......................

(4) Janitors
(t) Motorcycle
MecIlanic
(1) Clerical
(1) Supervising
Mechanic

NomOSJ

Non-CSJ Payroll

(5) Mechanics
(2) Parts Specialists

(1) Senior Mechanic

PLAN
A B

0 10

C

0 10 10

!5 15 15

0 4

Totals

0 3 3

454 484 562
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4.5 Details of Staffing Scenarios A, B, and C

Staffing Plan
Adopted
Headquarters
Only, No
Substation

Location Job Title

Headquarters

Substation

Top Brass
Captains
Lieutenants
Sergeants
Officers
Civilian
Other (CSJ,
GSA,
Volunteers)

Total
Top Brass
Captains
Lieutenants
Se~:geants
Officers
Civilian
Other (CSJ~
GSA.
Volunteers)

Total

6 $ 1o192,564:00
12 $ 1:92:41277.08
57 $ 8,008,728~36

266 $ 32,260;28~..54
1,1:45 $119,768;689.82

5-48 $: 11;560;477.28 -

:6 $ t.’,! 92;.5~ ,00
1.4:$ . , 98165138
65 $ 9,1#8i’635.40

304 $ 36;85~i993:89
1,308 $ 1.36,8151737.29
626 $ t3,205,91:5.7!

13 $ 627;:972,80 l’5
2,047 $i 75,342,996~88 2,338

o
0 $      -
0 $.- -

0 $
O’ $
0 $
0:$
0 $

o $
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Small
Substation,
Scenario A Headquarters

Substation

Top Brass
Captains
Lieutenants
Sergeants
Officers
Civilian
Other (CSJ,
GSA.
Volunteers)

Total
Top Brass
Captains
Lieutenants
Sergeants
Officers
Civilian
Other (CSJ,
GSA,
Volunteers)

Total

6 : $1,192,564.00
:.

1:10 $ !, 622,310~00
~3: $ 6,025,805100

203 $24,588,172.00
897 $93:8t 4,53:9;00
52:6. $! i,100,862:42

i75 627~972:80
1.,702 .$/138i972.,225.22

6 $ 1 ~,192,564:.00:

46 $ 6~,420,214158 :
2i6 $ 26,197,552:07
956 $ 99,9551021.89
560 $. 1:1.,827.451.89

18 $.
t~8t3 $ 14:7,990,375:.94, ,

0 $ -
$ 406,t 1:8/71

$
49: $ 1,030,207.58
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I
Medium
Substation,
Scenario B

MLWA I EKONA 1 LR! San Jose Police Department Organizational Analysis
Phase li

Headquarters

Substation

Top Brass
Captains
Lieutenants
Sergeants
Officers
Civilian
Other (CSJ,
GSA,
Volunteers)

Total

6 $ 1,i82,564.00
10 $. 1,622:3:i0.00
43 $ 6;025,805;00

897
5’26 ¯ $t i~ 00,862:~2

216
956
560 $

13: $ 627,972L80 14

Top Brass 1 $ 187,856.00 1 $ .1:87;.856.00.
Captains 2 $
Lieutenants 10 ’ $
Sergeants 54 $ 6,540:696.00 68 $
O~cers 334 $34;932,058~00 4t8 $ 43,723,340.02:
Civilian 41 $ 865,27&35 ’51 $ 1:,083:,038 74
Other (CSJ, ’
GSA,
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Large
Substation,
Scenario C

MLWA t EKONA / LRI San Jose Police Department Organizational Analysis
Phase ~

Headquarters

Substation

Top Brass
Captains
Lieutenants
Sergeants
Officers
Civilian
Other (CSJ,
GSA.
Volunteers)

Total
Top Brass
Captains
Lieutenants
Sergeants
Officers
Civilian
Other (CSJ,
GSA,
vot unteers)

Total

1,,623
1:3: :$627.,!972.80:

$133,455 ,127:88
669.075.77

1,7’29 $ 142~112~165~69

52 $ 2 957,496.78
703 $ ,65:;387;968.96
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4.6 Listing of Data Sources

Ma~’cy Wong/:\rchi~ects
MLW 001 KR Draft meeting notes from November 14, 2001

MLW 002 KR Notes from conversation with Sucet
MLW 003 KR Fax regarding Measure O

¯

~::~an ,Jose Police
Dep ~ tme~.~

...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
SJPD 002     DK     Cost savings; substation location in email

.............................................................................................................................

SJPD 003 JA Personnel salary; vehicle cost; customer
visits to OSSD

............................................................................................. SJPU 004DK Substatio~
,..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

SJPD 005     DK Substalion staffing scenario, dated 1-28-02
................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ...........................................................................................................................................................................

SJPD 006 KL Civilian jobs in PAB: number, type, and
........................................................................................................................................................................... sa!.a..~......................................................

SJPD 007      KL      Civilian jobs in PAB: number, type, and
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. s.at.a~

SJPD 008 KL Civilian jobs in PAB: number, type, and
.................. s.a!a~ .............................................................................................................

SJPD 009     SC                     Vehicle per-mile cost
.................................................

SJPD 010 BD CFS (Calls for se~ice)log for one typical
week in 2001

.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................

SJPD 011 SC Midshift responses (returns to PAB)
SJPD 012 SC Depa~ment budget costs

...........................................................................................................

SJPD 013 GB Civilian visits to PAB
.....................................................................................

SJPD 014 SJPD Patrol Beats (Word document map)
SdPU 015.       SJ PD...~.~.t:01 Divisions

SJPD 016 SC Salvage value of police car
SJPD 017 SC Time and Trip Data for Patrol Officer

Commute
SJPD 018 DK Patrol Staffing November 2001 (Confidential;

.......................................................................................................................................................................... h.ard, copy)....

SJPD 019     DK    Patrol Staffing BFO Team Allocation (hard
Page 59 of 60 8/15/2002
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copy)
..................................................SJPD 020 SC Police Department Budget summary--~

SJPD 02I sc Police Department Budget Details
SJPD 022 SC Confirmation of patrol car price
SJPD 023 SC Additional Time and Trip Data

(addend.u.m .to SJPD 017)_
SJPD 024 SC Validation of Data Requests 2
SJPD 025 SC Staffing Scenario C Salary Information
SJPD 026 GB Midshift Return Analysis
SJPD 027 SC Community Services Lease Costs

Sa~~ ,Jo~;e.£.,,tty Co~lcil
SJCC 00I Focus on the Future: San Jose 2020

.......................................................................................... General Plan (large doc.urne~t, with...~.aps).

Othe~"
HHA 001 Analysis of the Feasibility of Establishing

Police Substations, report by Hughes, Heiss,
and Associates and David J. Powers and

Associates, 1982. From SJPD R&D Library,
Reference 11A.012REF.

HHA 002 Analysis of Police Substation Feasibility
Through the Year 2000, report by Hughes,

Heiss, and Associates and David J. Powers
and Associates, 1987. From SJPD R&D

Library, Reference A11.013.dREF.
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