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PHOENIX, ARIZONA MUNICIPAL COURT
CONSOLTIDATION FEASIBILITY STUDY
PROJECT ABSTRACT

PROJECT GOAL AND SCOPE

The goal of this study was to determine the feasibility of combining the
three physical plants in which the Phoenix Municipal Court currently operates
into a centralized structure, containing both courtrooms and space for admin-
istrative and clerical offices.

The scope of the investigation was limited to examining the feasibility of
moving the Court's clerical and administrative staff into the physically
adjoined facility comprised of 17 5. Second Avenue office space (owned by the
City of Phoenix) and 125 W. Washington Street courtroom and office space (owned
by Maricopa County and administered by the County Superior Court). The scope
was further limited by the requirement to meet current space needs and those
projected through June, 1985. Courtroom space requirements had already been met
through previous studies and resultant agreements for space in the 125 W. Wash-
ington Street facility.

STUBY METHODOLOGY

The following research methods were used to respond to the feasibility
question:

1. Determination of Court Gross Space Requirements -— Current needs
were determined through the use of space allocation standards
developed by the City of Phoenix Management and Budget Department.
Projections through June, 1985, were determined using a sum of
least squares regression analysis to determine staffing levels,
and then applying these same space allocation standards to those
projections.

2. Specific Space Requirements Restrictions and Allocations were
Determined — This step involved: (a) an analysis of the flow of
work through each clerical section; (b) the development of flow
charts documenting the movement of a work document from one stage
of action to the next; and (c¢) the identification of any con-
straints to a random assignment of space within the proposed facil-
ity. Examined during this step were the floor plans for the work
areas being considered, Also reviewed was the existing contract
between the City of Phoenix and Maricopa County for space currently
issued for Phoenix Municipal Court use. Finally, interviews were
held with key technicians to determine the existence of any physi-
cal, logistical, or communication limitations in the building pro-
pcsed for occupancy.

3. Cost Calculations were Developed and Qualitative Benefits were
ldentified — Using a present value of cash outflow accounting



technique, comparative costs were developed for the primary
consolidation proposal and for two alternative proposals.
Also, a qualitative list of benefits for each.alternative was
compiled.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The following conclusions have been reached regarding the feasibility of
consolidating the Phoenix Municipal Court's staff into one physical location:

1. Sufficient space is now or can be made available at the
adjoining 17 S. Second Avenue and 125 W. Washington phys—
ical plant to house the clerical and administrative staff
of the court.

2. With the exceptions of the length of the lease period and
the lack of a contract stipulation to provide judicial and
staff parking, the requirements of the current lease agree-
ment are reasonable, and a sound base from which to negotiate
a future lease for the additional space to be acquired from
Maricopa County. There are no lease requirements nor restric-
tions which preclude the feasibility of space consolidation.

3. Review of the space avallable for occupancy reveals no
major problems with the existing structure nor with the
requirements of the proposed remodeling which would cause
the consolidation to be unrealistic.

4. Review of the functional relationships among the clerical
components of the workflow system of the Court reveals no
problems that could not be satisfactorily resolved prior
to a consolidation.

5. Determination of the budgetary impact of the consolidation
demonstrated that the plan could be accomplished with
resources currently available to the City of Phoenix.

6. Examination of two alternatives to the consolidation pro-
posal showed that neither alternative was qualitatively
as effective as the primary proposal. However, the pur-
chase, remodeling and expansion of an existing vacant
structure was financially a more attractive alternative than
the primary proposal.

It is recommended that the City of Phoenix and the Phoenix Municipal Court
proceed to plan a move by the Court into City-cwned space at 17 S. Second Avenue,
and to lease Maricopa County-owned space at 125 W. Washington. The purpose of
these acquisitions would be to move the Court clerical and administrative staff
currently housed at another City-owned building to the 17 5. Second Avenue/

125 W. Washington adjoining facility, thereby consolidating all the Court's
personnel and activities into one physical piant.
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SECTION I — PROJECT GOALS AND SCOPE

Introduction and Background

For the purpose of introduction, it is necessary to explain how the City
of Phoeqix Municipal Court relates to the structure of the Arizona Judicial
System. To quote the Arizona Constitution, Article VI, Section 1, "The judi-
cial power shall be vested in an integrated judicial department consisting
of a supreme court, such intermediate appellate courts as may be provided
by law, a superior court, such courts inferior to the superior court as may
be provided by law, and justice courts.,"

The system developed from this constitutional authority is described

succinetly in the Supreme Court 1979 Annual Judicial Report on the Arizona

Courts, page 35:
THE SUPREME COURT

The Arizona Supreme Court consists of five justices. The
regular term of office is six years. The Supreme Court has
administrative supervision over all the courts of the state
and the Chief Justice has the authority to exercise that
supervision. The jurisdiction of the Court is provided in
Article VI, Section 5 of the Arizona Constitution and includes
appellate jurisdiction, the issuvance of extraordinary writs
and the power to make rules relative to all procedural mat-
ters in any court. Decisions of the Court of Appeals may
be reviewed at the discretion of the Supreme Court when a
litigant files a Petition for Review.

In addition to law clerks and secretarial and clerical
staff, the Court appoints the Administrative Director of
the Courts, the Clerk of the Supreme Court and a central

staff of attorneys. All employees serve at the pleasure
of the Court.

COURT OF APPEALS
The Court of Appeals consists of two divisions. Divi~
sion 1, with nine judges, is located in Phoenix; and Divi-
sion 2, with three judges, presides in Tucson. The Court



has appellate jurisdiction to determine all matters properly
appealed from the Superior Court. In criminal cases, however,
where the sentence of death or life imprisonment has actually
been imposed, the appeal is directly to the Arizona Supreme
Court.

SUPERIOR COURT

At the close of 1979, the Superior Court consisted of 78
judges sitting in 14 counties. The Superior Court is a
trial court of general jurisdiction and is empowered to hear
cases of equity and law which involve title to or possession
of real property; civil cases where the claim for relief
amounts to $1,000 or more; felony prosecutions and misde-
meanors not otherwise provided for by law; probate matters
and cases involving dissolution or annulment of marriage.
The Superior Court has concurrent jurisdiction with the Jus-
tice of the Peace Court over civil claims between $500 and
$1,000.

Court commissioners may be appointed by the presiding
judge of the Superior Court in counties with three or more
judges to perform such duties as may be provided by law or
Supreme Court rules, Commissioners usually determine mat-
ters where a default has been entered against a party and
may also preside at the initial appearance of a defendant
charged with a crime. :

Each county has a Superior Court Clerk who is elected
at the general election. The responsibilities of the
Clerk's office are diversified and include the maintenance
of official court case files, certification of documents,
collection of fees and issuance of summonses, subpoenas
and marriage licenses.

Probation departments are also operated under the super-
vision of the Superior Court.

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE AND MUNICIPAL COURTS

Statewide there are 84 Justices of the Peace sitting
in the same number of precincts. These judges are elected
at the general election by the voters in the precinct and
the regular term of office is four years.

* Municipal Courts are mandated by state law in each
incorporated city or town. There are 74 such courts and
94 municipal judges. Municipal judges are appointed by
city or town councils.

These courts have jurisdiction to hear class 1, 2
and 3 misdemeanor cases. The Justice of the Peace may
also conduct preliminary examinations on felony com-
plaints. Municipal Courts are empowered to hear matters
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arising out of violations of city or town ordinances. Vir-
tually all traffic violation cases are filed in the Justice
of the Peace or Municipal Courts.

The Justice of the Peace Courts also have civil juris-
diction over lawsuits involving less than $1,000.

The Phoenix Municipal Gourt is a court of limited jurisdiction. The
jurisdictional limits established by state constitution and by Phoenix
City Charter are for criminal class 1-3 misdemeanors and petty offenses,
traffic violations, parking violations, and violations of City zoning and
sign ordinances. The Court has no civil jurisdiction.

In September, 1961, the Phoenix Municipal Court moved from an old
Salvation Army building located at 251 W. Washington St. to a renovated
Studebaker-Packard garage two blocks west at 12 N. 4th Avenue. At that time
Court staff was composed of two judges and 34 clerical staff. The popula-
tion of the City of Phoenix was 453,000 individuals within a jurisdictional
boundary encompassing 192 square miles, and was patrolled by 650 police
officers. The move to the garage was to be a temporary arrangement until
bond funds approved by the voters in the 1960 bond election could be sold to
finance construction of a police/courts building. The renovated facility
at 4th Avenue also housed the Phoenix City Prosecutor's staff.

As the City entered a rapid decadevof growth during the 1970's, the
Court grew along with the size of the community. The bond money appro-
priated for the police/court building was diverted by a citizens bond com-
mittee for use in construction of other City facilities. The Court was
told to make do with the existing structure. In 1975, the City Prosecutor's
offices moved to the newly constructed Police and Public Safety Building.
Bond money in a 1972 bond election had been approved for this new building.
The Court was not included in the bond request due to a position by the

City Council that unification of the lower court system in Arizona was
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forthcoming. N§ Phoenix funds were to be allocated to what was hoped to
be a State and County-financed operation. However, the anticipated
unification did not become a reality.

So the Court remodeled and grew, adding new staff and assuming new
functions. A particularly significant addition was the creation of a
rehabilitation services division of the Court in 1975. This division was
responsible for administering Court probation services, and tﬁe Courts'
portion of the Prosecutor's Alietnative to Court Trial (PACT) diversion pro-
gram for motorists cited under the driving while intéxicated statute. This
consolidated unit moved onto the third floor of the old City Hall building
at 17 S. Second Avenue, which had>been used by the Police Department as
thelr physical facility until their move in 1975 to the new building.

By the end of 1978, the estimated population of the City of Phoenix had
grown to 725,000, and the geographical boundary encompassed 304 square miles.
As the City grew, the Court's growth and.remodeling cycle continued. In
1978, the 25,000 square foot facility located at 12 N. 4th Avenue held 13
court divisions and 87 clerical staff; which processed some 181,000 traffic
citations, 13,000 criminal complaints, and 167,000 parking tickets annually.
Space was cramped, employee morale deteriorated, public complaints grew, and
the press became keenly interested in the problem. A result of the publicity
was the creation of a City Council subcommittee, which held hearings to deter-
mine the scope and magnitude of the problems being publicized. As a result
of their investigations, ;he Mayor of the City of Phoenix made a request in
February, 1979, to the Arizona Supreme Court for assistance in resolution of
the problems identified. The Arizona Supreme Court established a panel of
judges and lawyers to investigate. One of tﬁe members of the committee was
the Honorable Robert C. Broomfield, the Presiding Judge of the Maricopa
County Superior Court. Early in 1978, Judge Broomfield had recognized the
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crowded conditions in the Court as being one of its major problems. He
suggested that room could be made available in the old Maricopa County
Superior Court building at 125 W. Washington. This building was located
three blocks east of the Municipal Court's 12 N. 4th Avenue facility.

The old building had been vacated due to construction of a new Maricopa
County Superior Court facility. The Phoenix Chief Presiding Judge pre-
sented the proposal to the City Council, which quickly apbroved funds to
lease five courtrooms from the Maricopa County Superior Court. Five Muni-
cipal Court divisions were moved to that facility in May, 1978.

In September, 1979, the Supreme Court committee presented their
findings. The committee observed that the 4th Avenue facility was not suit-
able as a Court facility. A strong reéommendacion was made that all divi-
sions of the Phoenix Municipal Court be moved into the old Maricopa County
Superior Court building. In addition, it was recommended that space be
provided in the old City Hall at 17 S. Second Avenue to house the Courts'
clefical and administrative offices. The City Council philosophically
agreed with these recommendations.

In October, 1979, four more divisions, some clerical staff, and the
office of the Chief Presiding Judge were moved to the 125 W. Washington
Court building. Since that time, remodeling and clerical staff growth have
filled in the space left vacant at 4th Avenue. During the 1979-1980 and
1980-81 budget cycles, one division and 21 clerical staff were added.

It became apparent shortly after the move oﬁvthe first five divisions in
1978, that separation of ;he Court into two physical facilities created a
number of logistical problems, and was an irritant to public'relations.

During the spring and summer of 1980, the Presiding Judge of the County

Superior Court and the Chief Presiding Judge of the Municipal Court met
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"several times to discuss the feasibility of lower court consolidation as it
pertained to the downtown County Justice Courts and the Phoenix Court. The
principal concept involved locating the Justice Court precincts and their
support staff on one floor of the old County courthouse and placing the
Municipal Court divisions on three of the remaining four floors of the same -
building. The Superior Court Administrator was assigned to work out the
assignment of courtrooms in the space proQided. The Municipal Cou;t Admin-
istrator was assigned to determine the feasibility of moving the Municipal
Courts administrative_andrclerical staff into the adjoining 17 S. Second
Avenue building and the one floor remaining potentially available at the
old County courthouse.

It was interesting as a preface to this study to review two reports that
had been previously written on closely related topics. The first was a study
completed in 1971 by SUA, a firm from Beverly Hills, Gélifornia, specializing
in long-range facilities planning. That study's summary sheet indicates that
the Phoenix Municipal Court would require 65,831 square feet of space by
June, 1985. That figure is 12,063 square feet, or 22%, over the amount cal-
culafed to be required by the current study. However, the Court envisioned
by SUA as existing in 1985, and the Court that now exlsts in 1981, are so
significantly different as to render the SUA projection quite useless.

Hindsight is a useful process if used constructively. Fortunately,
the space projection requirements of this study are for only 4 and one-half
years in advance, not 14 years; so the projections may not be as fragile.

It should be noted, however, that‘the environment and structure of the Muni-
cipal Court are continually changing.. The person who in 1985, looks back on
this consolidation study way be just as amazed as this author is of the 1971

study regarding dissimilarities between what was planned to exist and what
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actually came to be.

In May, 1978, the ériminal Court's Technical Assistance Project of the
American University Law Institute published a report outlining phase one of
what was ultimately to be a three-phased study; it analyzed the pdssible
uses of the space occupied by the Justice Courts housed at 125 W. Washipg—
ton. The second and third phases of the study were respectively to: (a)
analyze the feasibility of combining Municipal and Justice Court support
services; and (b) determine the best use of further technical assistance
resources. Unfortunately, the individuals who participated in generating
interest for the study group to be formed and Federal LEAA funds to be spent
on an introductory report (labeled Phase I), and part one of the study
referred to above (actually labeled Phase II), lost interest in carrying the
use of these resources any further. Study concepts (a) and (b) identified
above were never begun. The Phase I and II study reports were filed and
ostensibly forgotten.

The author of this consolidation study anticipates that the same fate
does not await this report. First, the Phoenix City Council remains inter-
ested and checks periodically on the progress of these efforts. Second,
and probably more important, the two principal actors who must support this
work, the Chief Judges of the Superior and Municipal Courts, are doing that.
Also, the State Bar Association has appointed a committee to propose a
method for lower court unification and the State Legislature has funded a
consultant study for the same purpose. The recommendation of the following
study reporﬁ seems to fall within the scope of the philosophical direction
of these concurrent efforts.

Project Goals and Scope

The generalized goal of the project was to determine the feasibility
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of combining the occupants of the three physical plants (12 N. 4th Ave-
nue, 17 S. Second Avenue, 125 W. Washington) in which the Municipal Court
currently operates into one centralized facility. A map of the downtown
Phoenix area invelved isbincluded as Figure I-A to aid the reader in
visualizing the physical locations to be described in the following
narrative.

The project scope was limitéd to an examination of the feasibility of
moving the Courts' clerical staff into the adjoining physical facility of
17 S. Second Avenue and 125 W. Washington. It had been determined by the
Superior Court Administrator that the five Maricopa County Justice Courts
operating in the downtown area could be housed on the ground floor and part
of the first floor of the old Maricopa County Superior Court at 125 W. Wash-
ington. It was also decided that.the Municipal Court would continue to
house nine of its thirteen judicial divisions on floors two and three of
the old Maricopa County  Superior Court building.

Four divisions of the Municipal Court were left to be moved. Four
empty courtrooms were located onithe first floor and the ground floor of
the old Maricopa County Superior Court building. It was therefore apparent
that all space needed for courtroom activity was already potentially avail-
able. The question remaining to be answered was whether the Court's clerical
staff, administrative staff, rehabilitation services staff, and police liai-
son staff could be housed in the space remaining available at the old Mari-
copa County Court building, and the four floors available in the old City
Hall located at 17 S. Second Avenue, which physically adjoins the old Mari-
copa County Superior Court building at 125 W. Washington.

The study was further limited by the instruction that projections on
space needs should only be identified through fiscal year 1984-1985. The

rationale for that limit being that subsequent to 1985 a system of satellite
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courts would be required due to the outfilling of vacant space away from
the ;entral core of the City. In essence then, the feasibility study was
being done on a central. lower court building for the City of Phoenix-Muni-
cipal Court and Maricopa County Justice Court systems from which satellite
courts would be created subsequent to 19853.

The Phoenix Chief‘Presiding Judge also requested a limited review of
the cost of constructing a new Phoenix Municipal Court building to be located
in the central Phoenix governmental mall area, or acquiring a large vacant
facility, such as an elementary school if one were available. These latter
two evaluations were to be provided to give gross cost comparisons to the
cost of leasing additional space from Maricopa County over a long-term
basis as opposed to either buying an existing facility or building a new
facility for the same purpose.

vMost of the research effort for this study, therefore, was to be
devoted to determine if the clerical staff required by the PHoenix Municipal
Court through fiscal year 1984-1985 would be able to fit in the space avail-

able at the 125 W. Washington and 17 §. Second Avenue adjoining facility.
SECTION II — METHODOLOGY

In order to determine the feasibility of comsolidating the Court's phys-
ical facilities into one centralized location, a number of questions needed
to be answered. Specifically, the purposes of this project were to determine:
1) What are the Court's space requirements, bo;h currently and through June,
19855 2) How much space is currently available at the 125 W. Washiﬁgton/17 S.
Second Avenue facility that can be used; 3) Do specific lease requirements

exist that would tend to inhibit contractual arrangements between the City of
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Phoenix and Maricopa County for utilization of available court space;
4) Do any major remodeling and/or construction requirements exist that would
need to be met in order to alleviate impediments to work space design; 5)
Does the current system of paperflow/people processing/materials need to be
altered if a consolidation of space were implemented, and are there any
system changes that éould not be made, thereby affecting the feasibility of
a consolidation; 6) What is the budgetary impact of making the required
changes to effect a consolidation, and are there any alternatives to obtain
the same purpose that are equally attractive and equally or less expensive?
In order to answer the above questions it was necessary to peréorm the
following tasks (please see figure II-A for a summary depiction of these
steps):

1. A prbjection needed to be made of the anticipated increase in court

caseload through the vear 1985

The method used to calculate that workload increase was a sum of least
squares statistical projection. In a simple regression analysis, the least
squares method of estimation statistically minimizes the error associated
with predicting Y from X. This method was preferred due to ease of computa-
tion and a lack of available computer resources. Computationally, the method
involves simple averaging of the data and is no different from the problem of
predicting Y from X by means of a straight line (linear bivariate regression).

2, Concomitant to a projection of court caseload increase was the need

to project the number of employees required to process that increase

A least squares regression analysis was also used to project employee
requirements. Future personnel needs were estimated on the basis of the
ratio of court employees to caseload, the assumptions being that: (a)

current staffing patterns are adequate to handle the existing volume of
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cases; and (b) no new efficiencies would be discovered and implemented that
would significantly impact the linear projection.

3. Current space requirements needed identification, and a tool was

found that could correlate space requirements to existing and projected

employee needs

The guideline used for these calculations was City of Phoenix Manage-
ment and Budget Department Report #79-40, which sets forth standards to be
followed for the allocation of office space in all Municipal office buildings
(Appendix 1).

The data collection instruments used were City of Phoenix: (a) Per-
sonnel Space Requirements and (b) Special Area Requirements charts. Fig-
ures [I-B and II-C are exambles of these documents. The Personnel Require-
ments chart compiles information regarding space for individual employee
work stations and court equipment. The Special Area Requirements chart com—
piles space information on support areas such as law libraries, records
rooms, and storage and supply areas that are used in addition to employee
work stations. |

The space standards report provided guidance as to the number of
square feet to be assigned as work space to each individﬁal based on building
module, position prestige, general job function and office conference require-
ments.

After completion of an instructional seminar, the supervisor of each of
the Municipal Court's clerical sections was required to apply the analysis
factors of the office space standards report to each subordinate position
and to each special area located in their work section. After their com-
pletion of this research, the information was forwarded to the court admin-~

istrator. The court administrator then compiied a summary analysis describing
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FIGURE II-B
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FIGURE 1I-C
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the total amount of space required according to the supervisors requests.
This information was given to the Phoenix Management and Budget Depart-
ment's space utilization analysis section. A space utilization anglyst
then personally audited each of the areas and compared the information pro-
vided by the supervisor against the office space standards document. The
audit by the analyst discovered some variances between the needs idéntified
by the supervisor and the needs identified by the analyst. A meeting with
the analyst and the court administrator was held with each supervisor where
variances existed, and the variances were negotiated.

After the current needs review was completed, the 1985 space needs
review began. The 1985 space needs projection was derived by calculating the
personnel to be added to the Courg between December, 1980, and June, 1985,
and then calculating the space neéds of these added staff (1985 staff level —
1980 staff level x space standérdé = 1985 additional space required).

4. An analysis was made of the workflow

This methodology involved first, an analysis of the flow of work through
each clerical section of the court. Second, the development of flow charts
to depict the flow of a work document from one stage of action to the next.
Third, a review of the work procedures of each section to correlate the
flow of the work document to the work performed by each clerical section on
that document. Finally, an identification of any comnstraints to a random
assignment of space to occupants of the proposed consclidated Municipal Court
facility.

These steps were performed by the Municipal Court's systems and proce-
dures analyst. A written summary of identified constraints was presented by
the analyst to the court administrator (Appendix VII). Together they deter-
mined if any alternatives existed to the work area relationship requirements
identified. -
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5. Floor plans were reviewed

A review of existing floor plans, both for the 17 S. Second Avenue old
City Hall, and the 125 W. Washington old County courthouse was required.
First of all, the square footages were determined for each floor level.
Secondly, the total square footage remaining available was compared to
the total square footage needs as identified during the process described
in task number 3 above.

It was determined at this point that the total square footage available
exceeded the total square footage required. If this had not been true, then
the study would have ended at this point in the process.

The next step was to apply the findings of the workflow analysis com-
pleted in task number &4 to the space available on each floor of the 17 S.
Second Avenue/125 W, Washington facility to determine if work areas that
needed to be physically close to each other could be. |

Finally a plan was drawn up which fit the necessary clerical section
floor space arrangements together with the available square footage. This
analysis was then given to the Management and Budget space utilization
analyst to verify square footage placement and determine if the allocations
were made appropriately by the court administrator. Being advised that the
placements were adequate pursuant to the floor plans and space available,
and having determined thatithe necessary logistical arrangements could be
made, the court administrator proceeded to the next step.

6. Proposed space allocations were reviewed by supervisory staff

A meeting was held on January 8, 1981, with all 22 members of the Court's
supervisory staff to review the space allocations that had been'designed by
the court administrator. Pursuant to lengthy discussions regarding space

allocations and workflow relationships, several changes were made in the
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allocation of space. After allocations had been reassigned, the plan was
resubmitted to the supervisory staff in a meeting on February 12, 1981. They
approved the allocations presented at that time, In addition, the super-
visor of the Police Services Detail also reviewed the plan and gave verbal
approval,

7. 1Interviews were held

Subsequent to a written request to and an oral interview with the Assis-
tant City Manéger, permission was given by that person to interview various
individuals in the City of Phoenix administration. These people were con-
tacted to conduct brief reviews of the physical facilities in which the
Court proposed to move in order to determine the existence of any special
problems that would require .an inordinate expenditure of éunds to resolve.
Interviews were held pursuant to this approval with the Real Estate ﬁivision
of the City's Finance Department, the Management Information Services Depart-
ment, the Public Works Department, the Building Safety Department, the Fire
Department, and the Engineering Department.

The interview with the Real ﬁstate Department was to determine lease
requirements and to advise them of Court concerns regarding negotiations for
additional space to lease from Maricopa County. This department was also
questioned regarding the availability of any downtown vacant space, such as
vacant elementary schools, that ;ould be used as a suitable location to house
the Court, and the estimated cost of buying any such facility. The latter
question was posed to determine if acquisition of a vacant facility in prox-
imity to the downtown area could be supported as a feasible alternative to
the space lease proposal.

The MIS Department was questioned fegarding the planning necessary to

move computerized communication instruments from one location to another, the
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necessity for additional communication line hookups, and the adequacy of
existing communication line hookups. The Public Works Department was
questioned regafding the adequacy of the phone COmmunic;tion outlets. The
Building Safety Department was consulted regarding their cpinion of the
structural integrity of the 17 S. Second Avenue/125 W. Washington facility,
and any special problems regarding access to or egress from the building.

The Fire Department reviewed the fire code requirements of the Phoenix Fire
Code as they applied to the facility. The Engineering Department was consulted
regarding proposed remodeling costs and to provide an estimate of comstruction
costs if a new building, similar in size to the adjoining facilities at 125 W.
Washington and 17 S. Second Avenue, were constructed in a downtown location.

In addition to the interviews with the City of Phoenix Departments, inter-
views were also held with the administrator of the Maricopa County Superior
Court who administers the property which the Municipal Court was contemplating
leasing at 125 W. Washington. The Superior Court Administrator and the Justice
Court Coordinator were questioned regarding the amount of space that would be
available for lease, and exactly where that space was located. Questions were
also asked as to what future plans were being thought of from a Superior Court
perspective for the location of the remaining downtown Justice Courts and
their accompanying clerical staff, as related to the location of the Phoenix
Municipal Court and its related clerical staff in available space at the
125 W. Washington location.,

All of these interviews were open-ended. No interview form or question-—
naire was Qsed. Work notes were kept on each interview conducted.

Using the input derived from the above-described methodology, a compre-—

hensive plan was developed which is described in Section III.
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SECTION III — FINDINGS AND DATA PRESENTATION

A. Summary of Findings

The following list summarizes the major findings of this Municipal
Court consolidation feasibility study.

1. Space Needs

The total amount of space required to house the Phoenix Municipal Court
through June, 1985, is projected‘to be 33,768 square feet. Of that amodnt,
24,325 square feet is currently being leased as courtroom and courtrocom—
related space on floors two and three of the ﬁld Maricopa County courthouse
at 125 W, Washington. About 5,060 square feet are currently used by the
Courts' Rehabilitation-Probation Center at 17 S. Second Avenue. Another
6,000 square feet will be leased to the MunicipalICourt in July, 1981. This
6,000 square feet is to be used to house the remaining four judicial divi-
sions and support staff currently located at 12 N. 4th Avenue.

For the consolidation to be feasible, an additional 13,969 square feet
must be made available in the City of Phoenix-owned facility located at
17 S. Second Avenue; which location adjoins -the 125 W. Washington courthouse,
and 4,474 additional square feet must be leased by the Couhty to the City in
the 125 W. Washington courthouse.

2. Space Available

The space which will be available after July 1, 1981, in the 17 S. Second
Avenue facility is 14,404 square feet. The spacé which can be made available
by‘the County after vacancy by the Public Fidu;iary, whose office currently
occupies 4,964 square feet on the fourth floor and 1,600 square feet on the
ground floor of 125 W. Washington, is 6,564 square feet. The total 20,968

square feet available from anticipated vacancies at 17 S. Second Avenue, and
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125 W. Washington additional leased space exceeds the square footage
required by the consolidation by 2,525 square feet.

From the viewpoint of gross square footage needs versus gross square
footage available, the consolidation project is feasible.

3. Lease Requirements and Restrictions

A review of the current agreement with Maricopa County for the lease
of floors two and three of the 125 W. Washington courthouse revealed two
areas of concern:

a. The current agreement calls for a four-year expiration

period and a cancellation clause with 90 days written
notice.

b. No provision has been made for judges or staff parking

in the large parking lot to the south of the courthouse.

The County Superior Court Administrator has verbally supported a pro-
longation of the lease agreement until, ‘'such time as a consolidatgd lower
court system 1s created in Maricopa County."

The County's property management administrator had indicated a willing-
ness to negotiate for parking spaces in the south parking lot as part of the
agreement to lease the additional 6,000 square feet on July 1, 1981, previously
described.

Discussions with the County regarding lease costs, special conditions
and remodeling requests have uncovered no special problems that would affect
the feasibility of the counsolidation project.

4., Determination of Remodeling Requirements and Space Available for

Additional Construction

Discussed later on in this section of the study is the problem
encountered attempting to determine remodeling requirements. Phoenix City

Engineering Department policy requires the hiring of an architect for projects
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of this size, especially in a building of an historic interest as is the old
City Hall/County courthouse which was constructed in 1928. Engineers
assured the Court, however, that no major problems were anticipated based on
the floor plans that had been submitted.

Pursuant to instruction from the Presiding Judges of the County and
Municipal Courts, no new construction would be necessary as long as sufficient
space were available in the existing structures. Since sufficient space is
available, the new construction question was not addressed.

5. Systems Analysis to Identify Constraints Imposed by Logistics,

Information and Paperflow, and Personnél Utilization

This workflow analysis, performed by the Municipal Court's systems and
procedures analyst, recommended that a number of clerical work activities
were required to be clustered around the operational focal point, the Court's
public services counter.

Specifically, the following ;ctivities were required to be adjacent to
the public sefvices counter: 4

a. Document intake section .

b. Warrant tray

c¢. Lateral files on long-form complaints pending arraignment

d. Tub files on short-form complaints pending arraignment

e. Teller terminal operators who process front counter payments

f. Information window clerk

g. Correspondence file clerk (result of negotiatiohs)

‘h, Dumb waiter access to Warrant section (result of negotiations)

The following activities were required to Sé located on the same floor
as the public services counter:

a. Arraignment courts (2)

b. Court support clerical section
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c; Prosecutors pre~arraignment screening project

Two other constraints identified were: (a) the requirement to have a
separate elevator system for clerical staff in the 17 §., Second Avenue facil-
ity so cash and court documents could be carried between floors without public
contact; and (b) to locate the Parking Section in a place with both ease of
public access, and in a secured area due to the amount of money handled daily.

The systems analysis revealed no other constraints that needed to be
addressed as part of this consolidation feasibility study.

6. Developing a Gross Cost Budget to Accomplish the Consolidation,

Together with Proposed Funding Sources

The cost of leasing the additional space needed, including the 6,000
square feet to be leased 7/1/81 from the County, is estimated at $49,666 in
FY 1981-82, and $81,766 aé a full-year cost in FY 1982-83. These funds will
have to come from .the Court's general purpose funds budget. A request has
been submitted to the City Council for the FY 1981-82 supplemental lease
costs identified. The request has passed all initial reviews, and requires
one more review before final approval. It is the Court's number one priority
request.

The cost of moving furniture and equipment in April, 1982, is estimated
at $10,760. These costs are a part of the supplemental budget request just
discussed.

The costs of moving phone lines and installing new computer cable is
estimated to be $10,000.

No othef one~time costs have been identified. Therefore, the total
estimated FY 1981-82 cost, excluding presently incalculable remodeling
expenses and architectural fees, is $70,426.

7. Alternative Solutions and Caosts
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At this point two alternatives have been considered:

a., Construction of a new Phoenix Municipal Court building;

b. Purchase of an existing vacant structure of suitable

size to house the Phoenix Municipal Court.

The first alternative is estimated by the author, using costs provided by
the City Engineer, to cost $3,763,760 in 1981 construction dollars plus 10%
for an architectural fee. No land acquisition costs would be involved since
the City owns several downtown property parcels of sufficient size to accom-
modate a Court building.

The second alternative cost is estimated by the authdr, using figures
provided by the City Engineer and the City Real Estate Division, at $766,000
for purchase of the vacant Grace Court Elementary School or similar struc-
"ture, plus $403,403 to expand the school to fit 1985 Court space needs.

For qualitative reasons, the 17 S. Second Avenue/lZS W. Washington
location is the best alternative:

a. It is located adjacent to the City of Phoenix central

administration building.

b. 1t is located directly across the street from the Mari-

copa County Superior Court and County Law Library complex.

c. It would provide a cenfralized location for public access

to both the Phoenix Municipal Court and the dowﬁtown

County Justice of the Peace Courts, and with it, a first

step towards the concept of lower court consolidation in

Maricopa County. This consolidation concept is espoused

by the Phoenix City Council, the Municipal Court's Chief
" Presiding Judge and the County's Presiding Judge. The

concept is also aligned philosophically with unification
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proposals being studied by the State Legislature and the

State Bar.
The alternatives are discounted in favor of the original facilities con-
solidation plan in deference to the benefits described.

B. Presentation and Discussion of Data

The purpose of this section of the report is to integrate the findings
summarized above with the supporting data and data analyses.

1. Space Requirements

The methodology used to accumulate the data required involved using an
office space standards guideline report and its accompanying forms which had
been developed by the Operations Analysis Division of the Phoenix Management
and Budget Department (Appendix 1).. These instructions and forms were used
to dertermine current space needs. The forms were completed by each clerical
section supervisor. The responses were audited, discrepancies were negotia-
ted and a summary was cowpleted (Appendix III1). The summary indicated that
16,883 square feet were currently needed to house the Courts clerical staff
and the Police Court Services Detail. No space determinations were made for
judges mor their trial divisions. These divisions were already housed (9) or
would be housed (4) immediately after July 1, 1981, in the old County Court
building at 125 W. Washington. The support staff normally housed with each
division (bailiff and clerk) were also not included in the study since they
were already in place or space had been provided for them in the 7/1/81 move.
Also not included was the space alreédy assigned to the Rehabilitation-
Probation Center at 17 S. Second Avenue. All other Court clerical and
administrative staff space requirements were included in the sfudy. These
square foot space requirements were prepared so as to facilitate the place-

ment of sections by floor areas once it was determined how much space would
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be'ayailable at 17 S. Second Avenue and 125 W. Washington, and the loca-
tion of the space as divided among the floor levels of the two buildings.

The next step was to identify future (through June, 1983) personnel
needs and relate that calculation to the square foot areas necessary to
house the expected new employees. Using a sum of least squares linear
regression projection method, it was determined that 33 new employees were
needed, and they would require 1,560 additional square feet (Appendix 1I).
The square footage calculation was made utilizing the Management and Bud-
get Department space standards report guidelines.

2. Space Availability

Space availability was determined through the following steps:
a. Interviews with:

1. The Phoenix Assistant‘City Manager to determine
willingness to assign future vacant City office
space at 17 S. Second Avenue to the Court.

2. The Space Utilizaﬁion Section, Operations Anal-
ysis Division of the Phoenix Management and
Budget Department to determine existing vacancy
schedules and the date for complete vacancy of
non-Court staff from 17 S. Second Avenue.

3. The Superior Court Administrator and the Jus-
tice Court Coordinator to determine existing
and future vacéncy of the 125 W. Washington
courthouse.

4. The Public Fiduciary housed on the ground and
fourth floors of the 125 W. Washington court-
house to determine willingness to relocate

offices to another County office space location.
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The result of each of these interviews was positive as related to
consolidation feasibility.

The next step involved obtaining and reviewing existing floor plans for
the following areas (see Appendix 1V): |

1. Floors 1-4 of 17 S. Second Avenue City office building.

2. TFloors ground-4 of the 125 W. Washington courthouse.
At this point total square footages were calculated. Subtracted from this
amount were those areas housing the four downtown Justice Courts and the
nine Phoenix Municipal Court divisions. Also subtracted was the space pro-~
posed to house the four remaining Municipal Court divisions aftgr 7/1/81, and
the space inhabired by the Rehabilitation-Probation Center. The space
remaining was compared against the space needs identified in step one above.
The space available exceeded the space needed by 2,525 square feet. It was
at this point that a decision was made to continue the study to determine
if the space available could be made to conform to the spatial relationship
requirements verified by the workflow analysis discussed in more detail
below.

3. Lease Requirements and Restrictions

The current lease #22698 with Maricapa County was reviewed by the court
administrator and the Court's staff attorney to determine if any language
in the contract would negatively impact consolidation feasibility (Appen-
dix V). Two problems were identified; one with severe implications if new
language could not be developed to lessen its influence.

The current lease contract has a 4-year termination clause, causing the
contract to expire on December 31, 1983. However, a contract renewal clause
is present. 1In addition, the contract has an emergency termination clause,

without cause, of 90 days. The City of Phoenix would be unlikely to make a
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large commitment of money and space use if the County would not reciprocate
with termination clauses more favorable to the City's interests.

To resolve this issue, the PHoenix Chief Presiding Judge and court
administrator met with the County Presiding Judge and court administrator,
who are assigned responsibility by Maricopa County for administefing the
lease of all County Court buildings. In the meeting, the County Presiding
Judge and court administrator indicated a willingness to recommend a long-
term leasé agreement and a less strenuous emergency termination clause. They
also stated tﬁat they anticipated no future philosophical redirection that
would req@ire fhe Municipal Courg to vacate any space leased in the old
County courthouse.

Of lesser importance, but still of concern to the Municipal Court, was
the lack of parking space ailocation in the lot to the south of the old County
courthouse. All of the judges and some of the administrative staff are cur-
rently provided parking spaces by the City in lots adjacent to their work
sites. Moving all Court staff to 125 W. Washington/17 S. Second Avenue would
requiré these people to relinquish their parking space entitlement. A
meeting between the Municipal Court Administrator, the Phoenix Real Estate
Administrator (who negotiates the leaselon behalf of the City) and the County's

property management staff produced a commitment to negotiate the number of

parking spaces. the County would provide to the City in this south parking lot.

Discussion regarding anticipated remodeling for the Cit& on leased
County property resulted in the determination that the remodeling could
either be done by the County and billed to the City or that‘City staff could
do it upon County approval of the remodeling plans.

No other language or conditions existed in the current lease, or was
anticipated for the future lease contract, that would preclude continuance

of the feasibility study.
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4. Determination of Remodeling/Construction Requirements

This portion of the study involved interviewing several individuals
in Phoenix City government about the condition of the space available and
potential problems to be encountered in remodeling or adding to the
existing facilities at 17 S. Second Avenue/125 W. Washington.

The following individuals were interviewed regarding topics in which
they possessed expertise:

a. Phoenix Supervisor of Building Inspéctions — He

was interviewed regarding building structural
integrity. He indicated that the building was as
physically sound as any in the City of Phoenix.
b. Phoenix Fire Inspector — He found no outstanding
problems. He indicated however, that extensive
remodeling and inhabitation of the structure by
large numbers of people may cause it to fall
subject to the Phoenix high-rise structure fire
code. This code requires a sprinkler system in
structures beyond three stories.
¢. Phoenix Phone System Coordinator -~ She stated
that sufficient phone cable was already rum into
the building to handle all phone hookups required.
This conclusion was reached because of previous
occupancy of 17 S. Second Avenue by the Police
Department, and of 125 W. Washington by the
Superior Court.

d. Phoenix Management Information System Operations
Analyst — He indicated that room was available

in existing cable conduits to ruu the cable
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necessary to hookup all Court computer instruments.

e. Phoenix Personnel Safety Administrator — He stated
that no OSHA guidelines affected occupancy of the
structure.,

f. Phoenix EEO Officer — He stated that Federal,
State, and City requirements for handicapped
employees and public access to work and public
areas, restrooms, elevators, etc., had been met.

g. Phoenix Facilities Construction Engineer — He
stated that he could give no comment regarding
‘remodeling, construction, plumbing electrical,
mechanical or other conditions. This respon-
sibility had to be assigped to an architect due
to the size of the project. However, he indi-
cated that, based on submission of the floor:
plans for proposed work areas and his knowledge
of the building's history, no major problems were
anticipated.

The court administrator was instructed by the Phoenix Chief Presiding
Judge and the Superior Court Presiding Judge that no new construction should
be investigated if space were sufficient within the existing structure for
the consolidation. - The new construction question was therefore not addressed.

5. Workflow Analysis to Identify Logistical and Spatial Constraints

This subsection contains the most lengthy narrative. A great amount of
time was spent by the author analyzing the problems surfacing from the work- -~
flow analysis, and developing alternative solutions by meeting with the
personnel involved in the identified.workflow probiem areas.

The first step in the analysis involved charting the flow of the four
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types of documents the court processes: minor traffic cases (including
parking); major traffic cases (excluding.DWI cases); DWI cases, and criminal
cases (see Appendix VI). This flow chart task was assigned to the Court's
systems and procedures analyst. After completion of the flow charts, the
analyst reviewed then with each clerical section supervisor. The purpose of
the review was to verify the accuracy of the diagrams as related to what
portion of the flow each section processed.

The next step, also completed by the analyst, was to define spatial
relationships between clerical sections. For the purpose of laying out the
locations ot the clerical sections on the floor plans, it was necessary to
know which sections had to he located next to each other due to such reasons
as common file access, cash security, arraignment court access, etc. Also
examined were paperflow relationships Ehat, if disrupted, would degenerate
staff efficiency. Once that examination was completed, the analyst sub~
mitted her recommendations to the court administrator (Appendix VYII). The
court administrator then began to match the workflow analysis with the space
available floor plans, much as a person would begin to assemble a 500 piece
jigsaw puzzle (see figure III-A).

The 17 S. Second Avenue Facility

The first problem identified was the analyst's recommendation that the
Correspondence Section, Document Intake Section, short-form and long-form
arraignment files, Warrant Section and warrant tray, teller terminal (cash
register) operators, arraignment courts, Court Support Section, and the Pro-
secutors' pre-arraignment screening project all be located on the same floor,
and immediately adjacent to the Public Services Counter. The combined neces-
sary square footage of these activities is 7,016. The available square
footage on the largest floor at 17 S. Second Avenue {first floor with base-

ment) is about 5,900. It appeared initially that the study must stop at
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Building

17 S. 2nd Ave.

125 W. Washington

Figure III-A

SPACE ALLOCATION CHART

Total Square Feet Assigned

Assigned
Work Section Floor Square Footage
Division R 1 954
Records 1 2,437
Warrants 1 1,000
Parking 1 588
" Police Court Services Office 1 920
Front Counter 2 1,040
Document Intake 2 672
Public Waiting Area 2 677
Arraignment Courts (2) 2 2,150
Prosecutor's Project 2 285
Finance 4 2,250
Correspondence 4 1,160
Police Court Services Lockup 4 271
Court Support . Ground 840
Fines Collection Ground 760
Court Administration 4 4,964

20,968



this point.

However, the problem was taken to the supervisors in a January 8,
1981, staff meeting and solutions were brainstormed. First, it was deter-
mined that the use of a dumb-waiter device to communicate between the
Warrant Section and the Public Services Counter would be acceptable with
minimum efficiency loss. A dumb-waiter shaft existed between the first and
second floors, so Warrants Section could go on one floor and the Public Ser-
vices Counter on the other. Second, the Correspondence Section supervisor
said she could house her section on a floor separated from the Public Ser-~
vices Counter if a secured access could be made between the two areas. It
was determined that an elevator shaft ran between the first floor and the
old jail on the 5th and 6th floors of 17 S. Second Avenue that was used to
transport Police prisoners to the jail. The elevator could be used as a
secured staff elevator. Access doors would need to be installed on the 2nd,
3rd, and 4th floors for this plan to work, but the facilities construction
engineer foresaw nco problem with that proposal.

It had been determined in 1979 that the old City jail on the 5th and
6th floors of 17 S. Second Avenue was no longer usable for any purpose.
Removal of the bars and remodeling for office space was very expensive.
Using it to store papers and other records would violate the fire code.

The Court Support Section supervisor said that it was more important
to be in the same geographical area of the building as the Court's judicial
divisions than to be adjacent to the Public Services Counter. It was
determined that space could be provided on the ground floor on the 125 W.
Washington side of the building.

Access between the two adjacent buildings already existed on the
second level.

These initial problems were, therefore, resolved through a spirit of
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cooperative brainstorming among the proposed users.

The next step involved completion of the floor plan puzzle by the
court administrator. It was decided that the most appropriate place for
the Public Services Counter was at 17 S. Second Avenue on the 2nd floor,
and that the Document Intake Section, the long-form arraignment files,
short~form arraignment tub files, warrant tray, terminal operators, infor-
mation window and Prosecutors’' pre-arraignment staff could all be located
adjacent to the counter area. The arraignment courts would fit nicely
across the hall from the counter area.

Floor one would house the existing Division R which handles DWI cases,
the Recﬁrds, Warrants, and Parking Sections, aﬁd the Police bffice lounge
and section administrative offices of the Poliée Court Services Detail.
Since the Parking Section was to be placed in a location with easy public
access, it was decided, with concurrence of the Court Services Detail Ser-
geant, to split the police detail between the first floor, to provide
security for the funds received by the Parking Section, aﬁd the fourth floor
to house prisoners awaiting judicial appearance.

Floor three was to be left essentially as it now exists, housing the
Rehabilitation Services Division, which contains the Probation Services and
DWI Rehabilitation Services sections. The fourth floor was reserved for
the Courts' Finance and Correspondence Sections, the prisoner holding area
and the guards from the Police Court Services Detail. (Space allocations
are shown on Figure III-A and Appendix II).

125 W. Washington

Mentioned earlier was the need to acquire portions of the ground and
1st floors and the 4th floor of 125 W. Washington in order for the consoli-

dation to be feasible. The compietion of the puzzle for this portion of the

-29~




facility required the placement of'Municipal éourt administrative offices
on-one floor, and clerical offices on the other four floors of this building.
The Fines Collection Section can be placed on the ground floor in the office
now used by the County Public Fiduciary Administration. The ground floor
office could also house the Court Support Section. Two court divisions are
scheduled to move onto the ground floor on 7/1/8t. The first floor will
house two more court divisions also scheduled to move there on 7/1/81. The
second floor can contain an area for out-of-court payments and five court
divisions, as it does now. The third floor can continue to house four court
divisions, and the appeals, and court reporting coordinator offices. Also,
the Chief Bailiff's offices can move into the Presiding Judge's current
administrative offices on the third floor.

The fourth floor, currently occupied by the Cbunty Public Fiduciary's
clerical and professional staff can become the Municipal Court's administra-
tive office suite. The fourth floor can house the following personnel:

Chief Presiding Judge
Assistant Chief Presiding Judge .‘
Staff Attorney
Administrative Assistant
Court Administrator
Court Administrative Officers (2)
MIS/Court Coordinator
Systems and Procedures Analyst
Administrative Secretary
Secretary IIT (2)
Secretary II

Also to be located on this floor is the judges' and attorneys' reference

law library. It could be possible to reassemble the ane Superior courtroem
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that was located on this floor for use as the Chief Presiding Judge's
courtroom in lieu of moving the reference library to this location from
the third floor. Even witﬁ that addition, same 1,100 square feet will still
remain for expansion purposes if required (see Appendices II and IV).
Summary

.The above discussion, including floor plans with the proposed locations
of every section and office shown, was presented to the Municipal Court's
supervisory staff in a meeting held February 12, 1981. The plan was approved
as presented. The plan had previously been approved by the Court's adminis-
trative staff.

6. Developing a Gross Cost Budget of the Consolidation, Together

with Proposed Funding Sources

The next most significant questiom to 'will it f{t?" is "how much is it
going to cost?" The major problem in this area is the cost calculation for
remodeling requirements. Due to the requirement for afchitecc involvement,
_ mo one in the Phoenix Engineering Depargment was willing to give even rough
estimates of the cost of the project. The most definitive statement was
that the 17 §. Second Avenue building had been studied by the Engineering
Depa;tment in 1978 at the requést of the Citizens Bond Committee. It had |
been concluded that, even with the expense of remodeling the 5th and 6th
floor jails, $700,000.wou1d have been adequate to cover the cost of remodel-
ing the building into court office space. It was therefore concluded by |
the Engineering Department that, without remodeling the 5th and 6th floor
jails, more than a sufficient amount of money was available to complete the
remodeling.

Obviously, the architect hired for this project will develop estimated
costs for all phases of the projebt, but not in time for inclusion in this

report.
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Estimates could be made, however, for the following expenditures:
a. FY 1981-82 office lease costs

($6.50/sq. ft./yr. for 6,564 ft.2 x 3 mo.) ’ $10,666
b. FY 1981-82 courtroom lease costs

($6.50/ft.2/yr. for 6,000 ft.2 x 12 mo.)

39,000
Subtotal $49,666
c. Moving costs (April, 1982)
1. Furniture and Equipment 10,760
2. Phone lines and computer cable 10,000
Subtotal $20,760
Total cost FY 1981-82 (excluding remodeling) $70,426
d. FY 1982-83 office and courtroom lease costs
July 1, 1982 - June 30, 1933
1. Floor - Ground (4,600 ftr.2) $29,900
2. Floor -1 (3,000 ft.z) 19,500
3. Floor - 2 (11,409 ft.°) 74,158
4. Floor - 3 (12,916 fr.?) 83,954
5. Floor - & (4,964 ft.z) 32,366
Subtotal $239,878
Total cost FY 1982-83 $239,878

These funds must come from Phoenix General Purpose Funds appropriated

by the City Council for Municipal Court expenditure. A supplemental budget
request for these funds has been submitted as priority one of the Court's
FY 1981-82 budget request (Appendix VIII)., This request has passed the first
phase of a two-phased review process, and it is very likely that funds will
be appropriated for these 1981-82 expenditures. FY 1982-83 expenditures will

become a part of the Court's base budget, if the supplemental 1981-82 budget
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request receives approval.

As noted, the funds required for remodeling expenses will come from
bond funds approved by the voters in a 1978 election for the purpose of Muni-
cipal Court renovation (Appendix’IX). The total amount available is
$700,000. |

No other one-time costs have been identified.

7. Alternative Solutions and Costs (see Figure II1-B)

Due to the common goal of Municipal Court/Justice Court consolidation
espoused by the Chief Judges of the City of Phoenix and Maricopa County
Superior Gourts, it is unlikely that either of the two alternatives to be
discussed will be considered viable. The utilization of the old City hall/
old County courthouse complex as a central Maricopa County lower court
building is very attractive; Consider that this building:

a. 1is located just across the street to the north of

the County Superior Court and County Law Library
complex; |

b. is located one block from the County administration
building and across a small parking lot from the
City administration building;

c. is located within a 5-block radius of a consid-
erable number of downtown high-rise buildings,
all of which house a number of law firms;

d. would provide a single location for the public
to conduct court business, the majority of which
is processed by the lower courts.

Two alternatives are worth mentioning. A third, purchase of the Céunty
portion of the complex by the City was not seriously investigated due to the
current Maricopa County lower court consolidation philosophical interest.
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Figure III-B

ALTERNATIVES COST AND BENEFITS CHART

ALTERNATIVES

A - Construct a new court building
B - Purchase and remcdel an existing building
C - Lease an existing building

ALTERNATIVES cost'V)

BENEFITS

A $2,970,396 | 1.
2.

B $ 866,050 1.

C $1,685,085 1.

Longest useful life

Use of latest court construction
architectural concepts

Most adaptable to current and future
needs

Most esthetically pleasant

Least expensive alternative
Greatest area for public parking
Closest to main Police building

Location is directly north across
street from County Superior Court com-
plex and Law Library

Building would have both Phoenix
Municipal Court and County Justice
Courts, increasing public ease of access
Location is one block from both County
and City Administration complexes

Most centrally located to downtown law
offices

Already houses most judicial compomnents
of the Phoenix Municipal Court

Most closely located to Phoenix main
frame computer which houses the Muni-
cipal Court's huge computerized data
base.

Most in line philosophically with cur-~
rent lower court unification proposals.

(1) Using analysis of present value of cash outflow
accounting technique



The first alternmative would be to build a new Phoenix lower court
building to house the Municipal Court. The current cost to comstruct
2 5
such a facility is estimated at $70.00/ft.” by the Phoenix Engineering

Department. The construction costs would be:

a. Construction ($70.00/ft.2 x 53,768 ft.z) $3,763,760
b. Architect fee (10% of comstruction cost) 376,376
Total $4,140,136

No land acquisition would be required due to space the City currently
owns for emplovyee pafking. The City would lose revenue from parking fees if
the parking area were not replaced with another City-owned property.

Alternative two would require acquisition of a vacant structure in the
downtown area with space §uitable for courtrooms and other supporting use.
The only structure possessing those characteristics, with suitable parking
for public and staff is an elementary school. The only vacant elementary
school in the downtown Phoenix area not already claimed for other use is
Grace Court School at 800 W. Adams Street. This location is approximately
1.1 miles from the proposed consolidation site.

The Phoenix Real Estate Division provided an appraisal of this school
property. The Real Estate staff indicated that a reasonable price to pay
for school acquisition is $766,000. Since the school contains 48,529 square
feet of usable space, an additionél 5,239 square feet would have to be added

to meet the Court's space needs. So the total cost of this alternative is:

a. Acquisition ‘ $ 766,000
b. Coastruction (5,239 x $7O/ft.2) 366,730
¢. Architectural fee (10% x 366,730) 36,673

$1,169,403

Comparing the cost of these alternmatives against the ‘current square
footage cost of leasing space on the ground - fourth floors of the old

County courthouse by using an analysis of present value of cash outflow,
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reveals interesting financial information. Three options are proposed:

1. Build a new building for $4,140,136.

2. Purchase, remodel and expand an existing building

(Grace Court Schoal) for_$1,169,403.
3. Lease an existing building (125 W. Washington) for
an annual rent of $239,878.

The new building, or the purchase and remodeling of an existing
building, would be financed by the issuance of general obligation bonds
with an interest rate of nine percent (9%) for twenty years. The lease would
be paid from City General Fund revenues. The new building would have a life
of 50 years, the remodeled building would have a life of 20 years.

Using 13% as the current value of money based on the current interest
rate on U.S. Government Bonds, the present value of the cash outflow over a
twenty year periad is as follows:

1. Th; new byilding would cost $3,185,970

2. The remodeled building would cost $866,050

3. The lease would cost $1,685,083

In options 1 and 2 there exists a salvage value of the building.
Depreciating the new building over 50 years, the value at the end of twenty
years is $2,484,081. Depreciating the remodeled building over twenty years,.
there is no value at the end of the twenty year period. Deducting the pre-
sent value of the value of the neﬁ building from the present value of the
cash outflow, the cost of the three options are now as follows:

1. The new building would cost $2,970,396 (3$3,185,970-$215,574)

2. The remodeled building would cost $866,050 ($866,050-50)

3. The lease would cost $1,685,085 ($1,685,085-$0)

The conclusion derived from the financial analysis is that option 2 is
the least expensive alternative.
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Qualitative considerations, as displayed in Figure 1I1I-B, were also
compared in order to derive a recommended alternative from the three pro-

posed.

Problems that were encountered in data collection

Highlighted in this study report is a lack of information on budgetary
impact that is a severe limitétion to the credibility of the conclusions of
that section. Tﬁe limitation is fhe lack of a valid estimate for the cost
of remodeling the old City Hall at 17 S. Second Avenue. Also noted is the
limitation of no evaluation of the building itself; the unknown electrical,
mechanical, plumbing, heating and cooling problems which may or may not
exist. The e#istence of a major problem in any one of these areas may be
so debilitating as to destroy the credibility of the conclusions that have
been drawn.

Another factor limiting the conclusions reached is the scarcity of dollar
resources available to the City Council. According to the latest revenue
forecast, it may be necessary to cut back all existing City department base
budgets by a minimum of 5 percent. If that actually happens, the Municipal
Court will be required to determine if the consolidation is more important
than an existing Court program. The consolidation is the Court's current
number one suppleﬁental budgetary priority. Butrhow would the consolidation
proposal stackup against a current base budget-funded program?

Finally,,the conclusion regarding the favorable aspects of the consoli-
dation at the 17 5. Second Avenue/125 W. Washington building is subject to
review by several political actors, all of whom are supported by stronger
power bases than the author. Who says that the proposed site is a better
alternative, for example, than the vacant elementary school? From a purely
budgetary viewpoint, the school alternative is most attractive of the three

proposed solutions. Even another alternative would be for the City to buy
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the 125 W.’Washington facility from the County and sell it back when lower
court unification occurs.

The reaction of these interested individuals will not be known until
they have read and digested the contents of this report. Until that pro-

cess is concluded, consolidation feasibility canmot be guaranteed.
SECTION 1V — CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions
The following conclusions have been reached'regarding thebfeasibility
of consolidating the Phoenix Municipal Gourt's staff into one physical
location:
1. Sufficient space is now or can be made available at the
adjoining 17 S. Second Avenue and 125 W. Washington
physical plant to house the judicial, clerical and
administrative staff of the court.
2. With the exceptions of the length of the lease per-
iod and the lack of a contract stipulation to pro-
vide judicial and staff parking, the requirements
of the current lease agreement are reasonable, and
a sound base from which to negotiate a future lease
for the additional space to be acquired from Mari-
copa County. There are no lease requirements or
restrictions which preclude the feasibility ﬁf
space consolidation.
3. Review of the space available for occupancy
reveals no major problems with the existing
structure nor with the requirements of the proposed
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remodeling which would cause the consolidation
to be unrealistic.

4., Review of the functional relationships among
the clerical components of the workf;ow system
of the Court reveals no problems that could not
be satisfactorily resolved.

5. Determination of the budgetary impact of the
consolidation demonstrated, with one inconclu-
sive area noted, that the consolidation could
be accomplished with resources curréntly avail-
able to the City of Phoenix.

6. Examination of two alternatives to the consol-
idation proposal showed fhat, given the objec-
tives established by the judicial leaders
involved, neither alternative was qualitatively
as effectivé as the primary proposal. However,
the purchase, remodeling and expansion of an
existing vaéant structure was finaﬁcially the
most attractive alternative.

Recommendations

It is recommended that the City of Phoenix and the Phoeni* Municipal
Court proceed to plan a move by the Court into City-owned space at 17 S.
Second Avenue, and to leaée Maricopa County-owned space at 125 W. Washing-
ton. The purpose of these acquisitions would be to move the Court staff
currently housed at the City-owned facility at 12 N. 4th Avenue to the
17 S. Second Avenue/125 W. Washington adjoining facility, thereby consoli-

dating the Court's personnel and activities into one building.
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It is further recommended that an architect be hired with existing

Phoenix bond funds to design the remodeling of the 17 §. Second Avenue

building for use by the Court.

Finally, it is recommended that the following tentative agenda be

used to schedule the events necessary to accomplish the consolidation

in a timely manner:

Date
May, 1981

July, 1981

October, 1981

December, 1981

February, 1982

April, 1982

Action
Hire architect to design remodeling.
Move remaining judicial divisions from
12 N. 4th Avenue to 125 -W. Washington.
Architect submits final remodeling plans.
Contractor selected to perform remodeling
of 17 S. Second Avenue. Remodeling also
begins.
Negotiations completed and lease signed
by City of Phoenix and Maricopa County for
lease of additional County space, begin~
ning April, 1982, at 125 W. Washington.
Remodeling and cleanup completed at 17 S.
Second Avenue. Move of all remaining Court
staff from 12 N. 4th Avenue to 17 5. Second

Avenue and 125 W, Washington accomplished.
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APPENDIX I

Management Report
MB 79-40 — Office Space Standards

(Only those space diagrams used are included)
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A series of standards are included for positioms requiring private offices. Regard-
less of the design concept used, private offices should be limited to supervisory
level positioms. Suggested sizes for private offices in municipal office buildings
include:

Plaza
Police & Public Municipal
Safety Building Municipal Building Building
Department Head 208 =q. ft. 225 sq. ft. 221 sq. ft.
Assistant Director or v :
Division Head 156 sq. ft. 150 sq. ft. 156 sq. ft.
Section Head i 104 sq. ft. 100 sq. ft. Open Office

Recommended standards for private offices are equated with the area required to ful-
£111 the duties of the position. The major function that usually dictates the need
for additional space within an office 13 greater office conference capapbility. The
above standards provide for minimum office conference needs; additional conference
requirements can be provided with separate meeting rooums.

Space requirements for equipment not directly associated with, or included in, a work
station must be determined om an individual basis. The physical area occupied by the
equipment must be combined with adequate work area required to utilize the equipment.

To obtain the total space requirements ¢f an area a 25Z access and circulaticn figure
must be added to the net space allocation. This figure provides for major aisles,
communication paths, fire exits, and general space for layout flexibility.

These proposed standards for the allocation of space will become part of a total
standards package to be submitted by the Technical Standards Committee.

RECOMMENDATION

Acceptance of the attached standards to be used as guidelines for future decisioas
involving space allocation in all municipal office buildings.

Prepared By:

Operatidons Analyst

Reviewed Byw Z. 4&4

Fraok M. Ales
Operations Analyst

Attachments

cc: Mr. Wood
Mr. Hawkdins
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SUPPLEMENTARY EQULPMENT STANDARDS

/~  DESCRIPTION DIMENSIONS . CIRC. APROX. AREA
K ITEM WDTH X DTH 5Q. FT. SQ. FT.
Files (Vertical) 15" x 3Q" -3 6.25
" " 18" x 30" 3.75 7.50
Files (Lateral) 18" x 30" 3 _ 6.25
" " 18!' x 36|| a'SO 9
" " 18" x 42" 5.25 10.5
Files (Flat Plan) 34" x 27" 6 12.25
" " 40" x 28" 7.75 ~15.75
" " 46" x 34" 11 22
\ " " 53" x 40" 14.6 29.25
Storage Cabinet 18" x 36" 4.50 9
" " 24" x 386" 4.50 10.5
Open Shelf Stg. 12" % 38" 4.50 7.5
" M " 15" = 36" 4.50 §.25
" ' ' 18" x 38" 4.50 9
[A) 1 1x] 241' x 36.‘ !&_SO 10.5
- Vert. Plan Stg. 25" % 33" 3 8.5
1 " " 36" x Az‘l 4.5 1.5
1 [R) " 36!' x 48” A's 16.5
(Cooy Equipment)
Xerox 43000 67" x 27%" 16.50 23.8
" 9200 138" x 58" 109.5 167
Y 7000 67" x 33" 16.50 31.6
Tables 24" x 24¢ *6 10
Co 30" x 30" 7.50 13.75
" 36" x 36” 9 18
" 48" x 30" .12 22
" 60" x 30" 15 27.5
. 60" x 36" 15 30
72" x 30" 18 33
" 72" x 36" 18 35
‘ .
\— | y,

*Double Circ. for Work Space @ 2nd Side
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APPENDIX 1T

Court Personnel Requirements Projected Thru 6/30/85

Additional

Positions Currently Total Square Feet

Section Authorized 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 Additional Required
Division R 2 — —_ 1 —_ 1 71
Records 8 —_ 1 2 1 4 100
Warrants 7 — 1 1 1 3 105
Parking* 6 —_ — - — — —
Police Court Services 4 —_ 1 — —_ 1 80
Front Counter 11 1 1 1 1 4 160
Document Intake 5 —_ 1 1 1 3 229
Prosecutors Project 3 —_ —_ —_ 1 60
Finance 13 2 2 1 2 7 316
~~rrespondence 8 1 1 1 4 160
Court Support 9 = 1 — 1 2 104
Fines Collection 2 1 —_ 1 _ 2 104

Court Administration 11 1 L — — 1 71

TOTALS 89 6 10 9 8 33 1,560

* The Parking Section, except for those employees required by the Court to
process Parking trial documents, will be transferred to the City Manager's
Office, Division of Treasury, sometime in FY 1981-82., Therefore, no
increase in staff is projected. .
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APPENDIX II1

Square Foot Space Requirements — ExistingAand 1985
Square Footage,
Additional Buildings and
Section » Current Need 1985 Need Total Need Floor Assignment
Division R 876 71 947 954/17 S./one
Records 2326 100 2426 2437/17 S./one
Warrants 885 105 990 1000/17 S./omne
Parking 588 —_ 588 588/17 S./one
Police GCourt Services 802 80 882 920/17 S./one
Front Counter 852 160 1012 1040/17 5./two
Document Intake 422 229 651 672/17 S./two
Public Area 500 _— 500 677/17 S./two
"Arraignment Courts 2150 —_ 2150 2150/17 S./two
Prosecutors Project 225 60 285 285/17 S./two
“~.Finance 1863 316 2179 2250/17 S./four
Correspondence 928 160 1088 1160/17 S./four
Police Court Services 271 —_— 271 271/17 S./four
Court Support 736 104 840 840/125 W./ground
Fines Collection 596 104 700 760/125 W./ground
Court Administration 2863 71 2934 4964/125 W./fourth
TOTALS 16,883 1,560 18,443 ‘ 20,968 (+ 2,525)
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DATE:
TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

CITY OF PHOENIX ARIZONA
FINANCE DEPARTMENT
REAL ESTATE DIVISION

Hovember 29, 1979
City Clerk

Real Estate Division

—— Lease Agreement No. 22698

Altached for your files is the original _ lease agreement 22698

" with a copy to be forwarded to the City Auditor on property at _125 W. Washington

’2nd f1. 11,409 sq. ft. and 3rd f1, 12,916 sq. ft.)

LeSSOR IS:

LESSEE IS:

TERM:

OPTIONS :

CANCELLATION CLAUSE:

INTENDED USE:
NOTE:

PMswsn

cet Jily Auditor

Chief Tresiding

ltr. Cordova
1T. Havemann
lir. Terks
lr. O'Leary
Yr. Powers

County of Maricopa
City of Thoenix
January 1, 1980 through December 31, 1983

Annual renewvals by mutual consent by both parties

By either party upon 90 days written notice

Phoenix City Court facility

This lease combines the 2nd and 3rd floor space.
Orig. lease 21146 and lease 22698,

FRED L, PARKS
Real Estate Administrator

' ZS;Z_ - \j_’ ' 4 -
ff;f \12;c§9féﬁyéat-//

Rudy Fingerhut
Properly Management Supervisor
v ,

-

Judre 1 Im-mnond\

46-17D
Rev. 2«79
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te o Recarded et Request of
Qoard of Supervors,

VIHEN RECONDED RTIURN TO:

Maricupn -Coimly Higlway Deple

Real Estoate Division LEASE ACREE!ENT ‘;EASE m. c-4218 . o
. 22698 C . 428929
THIS AGREEMENT made and entered into this (?:/,/':“n _ day of

7&5{ v Atn)’ , 1979 i:y and between the COUNTY OF MARICOPA, a

politfcal subdivision of the Stite of Arizona, hereinafter veferred to as "LANDLORD"
and the CITY OF PHOENIX, a municipal corporation organized and existing under the

laws of Arizona, herelnafter referred to as “TENANT."

WITNESSETEH
RECITALS: .

1. The "LANDLORD" is the owner of Eihe f;uovlng described real property
situated in Maricopa County, Arizona, cormonly referred to as 125 West Washington
s:no:', l’hoe-nix, Arizona, more speclﬂcallfy dc'scri.bedr as:

. Block 76, except the west 100 feect, Original
Townsite of Phoenix, Sectionm Eight (8), Towmship
One (1) Horth, Range Three (3) East, and recorded
in Book 2 of Maps, Page 51, M.C.R. - )

2. The "TENANI" is desirous of leasing a certain portion of the structure
located on the aforementioncd premises from the "LANDLORD" for the purpose of
ulocattﬁ;the Phoenix City Court facility, said. portion of the ebove~described

" property being described as: _ )
The 2nd Floor, containing 11,409 sq. ft. and the
3rd Floor, containing 12,916 s5q. ft. of the interior
floor ares of the existing building.

3. The partics desire to enter 1n:o. and execute a written Lease
Agreement icvolving said real property and :ovagrc upon the terms thercto.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing Recitals and of the
Covenants and Agreements by the parties herein wade to be kept apd perforumed, the
aforcs{ald parties do agrec each wvith the ;)t:ho: as follows:

I. Leased Property - The “LANDLORD" does by these presents lecase and lcr..unto the
"IENRANI" the above-described premises upon the terms and condition.;a hereinafter
sat forth, '

II.‘ Jemms - The "TENART" {s to have and to hold the above described premises for

& tera of four (4) years begluning on the lst day of Jonuary 1980, with annual

rencwals by sutual comscnt of both parties hereto provided that either party may

terminate this agreement by giving a 90-day notice of termination in the manner
hereinafter provided. |

ITI. Rent - The "TENANT" agrees to pay to the "LANDLORD" the ammval rent of $158,112.50,

Paid seai-anoually in advance (January and July) beginning Januacy 1, 1980.

45-B
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I!. wnmg - The partics agree that all impsovements and
furniture (per attached inventory) situated on the leased premiscs ave part of
_the real property and shall be surremdered by the CTENANT" upon the termination
of the lease. Provided further that the,. "LANDLORD" shall maintain the structure
of the leased pte.ml.ses {n good tepair and shall correct all hazardous conditions
existing as a result of any structural defect or umsoundness in the }eased preuises.
Provided further that the VLANDLORD" shall perform all maintenance of the leased
preaises such as electrical, plumbing repairs, paiunting of the interior walls and
will also provide janitorial services and utilities. The "TENANT" will pay for
telephone service,

V. Lisb{lity - The "TENANT" covenants and agrges'to indeonify and save harmless
the "LANDLORD" againat any and all claims for any loss or damage to the person or
property of others arising from the cm:xduct or mansgement of any work ar thing
whatsoever done in or about the said premises or bullding during the term of this
lease by the "IENANT," or by the cuoployeas, agents, aub;.le.sees,- assigns or guest
of the “IERAWT;" and from the against all costs, counsel fees, expenses and

1fabili{ties incurred in or about any such claim or any action or proceeding brought

thereon; and in case any action or proceeding shall be brought agsinst the “LANDLORD"

by reason of any such claim, bascd upon the conduct of the “IENANT" or by the

" conduct of sub-lenees; employees, ageats, assigns or guests of the “TENANT,” the

«®

e m———— s e

YTENANT" oa notice from the “LANDLORD" shall resist or defend such actiom or
proceeding by counsel. The "TEMANT" shall obtain and provide llabtlity. insurance
covering the ownership, maintcnance and use c;f the premises leased hersunder durtng.
the lease term in amounts not less than THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($300,000.00),
and the, “LANDLORD" shall be named therein as an additional insured as its interest
may appear, and the “TENANT" shall dell.ve_r satisfactory evidence of».uld policies

to the "LANDLORD." Nothing herein contained shall be construed to relieve the

- "LAND];ORD" from liabilities arisinmg out of their own conduet or the conduct of

others normally attributable to them.

VI. Assignment and Sublease - The "TENANT® shall not assign, sublet or delegate
any of their rights or obligations under this lease without the prior writtem
eonsc.nt of the "LANDLORD" first had and obtaincd. Provided, any such consent of
the "LANDLORD" shall not by itself be construed to relicve the “TENANT™ of their
liabilitfes hercunder. The "LANDLORD" may voluntarily assign, transfer or encumber

the deferred rentals due under this lease without the prior consent of the "TENANT,"

45-~C
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?" YII.* Insurance - The "LANOLORD" shall tasure and keep insured the aforementioned
The “IENANT" shall

R : structure on the leascd property against loss by fire, ete.
bpe named in the safd insurance policics as an additional insured as {ts interest

V pay appear, and the "LANDLORD" shall deliver satisfactory evidence of ssid policies

to the "TENANT," . ‘ .
VIII, Dastruction of Premises -« "TENANT” shall, in case of fire, give fmmediate

notice to the "LANDLORD," who shall thereupon cause the damage to be repaired

. - forthwith; but if the premises be by the "LANDLORD" deemed so damaged as to be

unfit for occupancy, the lease shall cease, and the remt be paid to the time of

j ' . the fire,
IX. Rotice - All notices to be given under the terms of this lease shall be

x : ) ' malled or delivered to the "LANDLORD" at the Office of the County Manager, 111

j \‘ Co South Third Street, Phoenix, Arizona; and all such notices to be given the “TENANT',
: | shall be mailed or dclivc;.red to the City Manager, City of Phoenix, Phoenix, Arizonma.
’ : X. ¥aiver - Any waiver by the "LANDLORD" of any breach or breachecs by the "TEMANMI™

of any onc or more of the covenants, agreements, conditioms, or obligations harein

4 . contained or the zcecptance of any delinquent payments shall not bar the "LANDLORD'S"

4 ,-" ' right to declare s forfeiture or to erplc® any other rights or remedies of the said’

JI\{ B

“LANDLORD" Ln the event ot any subsequent breach of amy such or vilier covenaats,

. v i » agreements, conditions or obligations.
:, XI, Inspection - The "IANDLDRD" shall have the right to enter upon ths lnucd
vt R preniscs at all reasonable tines for the purpose of making repairs or of

- .. ' ascertaining whether the “TENANT" {s complying with the terms pf .this lease or
for any other necessary or proper purposes whatsoever.,
o o - XII, 'Time of }:s;e':{ce = Time is considered to be of the essence in this agrecement.

) ,.. Iﬂ \»IITNESS WHEREOQF tha parties have signed this lease agreement as

st he:ehafter het Ior:h.

- b ¢ LA '.“ z - * . . )
. 1 armEsT: Y ~ ’ CITY OF PHOENIX (Tcmant)
’ HWDR:HS City lan
: B yf/z M@&véﬁw.aw- e s /»/,/ ,/,/,
’ ' . ACTING (City Clerk) REAL Es‘j'ATE ﬂDM'M_SIRQ,T.OB
. : o APFROVED AS T(? ‘ ' T
) N X : /J/:/ i Yy
¢ (Cjty Attorney)
: 4 ATTEST:

o . By: - ot //’.S’/fvf/(

| (Clerk of the Board)

\ : %riovsn A8 TO roRt: )
| C 7\ " 4‘..((.&—‘

b ‘ . ) "(beputy County Attorncy)
-




APPENDIX VI

Flow Charts of Caseflow
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MINOR TRAFFIC CASE PROCESSING

MINOR TRAFFIC
CITATION ISSUED

4
DATA ENTRY

v

DOCUMENT INTAKE

. Citations and dockets
received

. Sorted and routed

. Filed

y

COURT
ARRALGNMENT

FTA = Warrant Issued

FTA = Warrant lIssued

MAIL-IN
ARRAIGNMENT

.. d/ ,
NOT GUILTY PLEA GUILTY FLEA
. Sentence imposed
PROSECﬂTbR‘S ) :::: giidosition
DIVERSION ’ P
PROGRAM

DEAL REFUSED

. Trial date set

\l
/ .

CHANGE PLEA
TO GUILTY

NON-JURY TRIAL HELD

—
NOT GUILTY PLEA

. Bail posted
. Trial date set

« FTA = Bench Warrant

g

NOT GUILTY

. Case disposi

AV

tion

GUILTY

. Sentence imposed
» Fine paid
« Case disposition
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CASE DISMISSED

. Fine suspended




MAJOR TRAFFIC CASE PRQCESSING (EXCLUDING DWI)

MAJOR TRAFFIC
CITATION ISSUED

DATA ENTRY

DOCUMENT INTAKE

Citations and dockets
received

Sorted. and routed
Filed

ARRAIGNMENT

At Municipal Court
(within 10 days)

At Jail Court
(within 24 hours)
FTA = Warrant Issued

\

\

NOT GUILTY PLEA GUILTY PLEA
\ « Sentence imposed
PRE-TRIAL DISPOSITION : gi“!eapalid cible
CONFERENCE (PDC) *
. Trial scheduled or
case concluded
2
TRIAL HELD
L Jury or non-jury
Ll FTA = Bench warran
\/
vV WV
NOT GUILTY GUILTY CASE DISMISSED
. Case disposition « Sentence imposed . Fine suspended
' . Fine paid
. Probation possible
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DWI ARREST

. Citation(s) issued
. BAC test administere
. Prior records checke

d
d

PLEA AGREEMENT
BY PROSECUTOR.

CASE FILE TO
PACT ORIENTATION

COURT ARRAIGRMENT

. At Municipal Court
(within ten days)

. At Jail Court
(within 24 hours)

\’

NOT GUILTY PLEA

. Court division assigned

. PACT appearance set

GUILTY

. Sentence imposed
. Probation possible

PLEA

PACT ORIENTATION

Approximately two weeks after
arraignment

Alcohol screening test
Slide show orientation
Case coordinator interview
Rehabilitation referral decision
PACT agreement determination
Court disposition date set

orl

agr

PACT COURT SESSION (PCS)
Immediately following PACT

entation

Judge reviews PACT

eement

FTA = Bench warrant

»

. Plea agreement accepted
. Rehabilitation assigned

PACT PARTICIPATION

NO PACT PARTICIPATION

. -Plea agreement not offered
or not accepted

]

PRE-TRIAL DISPOSITION
CONFERENCE (PDC)

. Trial scheduled or

cluded |
s
REHABILITATION TRIAL HELD
ATTENDANGE - . Within 120 days
of arraignment
ACREEMENT ACREENMENT - Jury or non-jury
| FULFILL BROKEN \[7 Vi
NOT GUILTY DISMISSAL
PACT DISPOSITION AN QUILTY s . d
COURT APPEARANCE \ + Sentence Impose
- . . Probation possible
Within 120 days of
arraxgnme?t si\-DECISION
. Sentence imposed POINT
- Probation possible \r
A ~
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CRIMINAL CASE PROCESS;NG

CITATION ISSUED

DATA ENTRY

V2

DOCUMENT INTAKE

Citations and dockets
received
Sorted and routed

Vi

COURT SUPPORT

File folders proposed
Filed

ARRAIGNMENT

At Municipal Court
(within 10 days)

At Jail Court
(within 24 hours)
FTA = Warrant issued

AV
NOT GUILTY PLEA

Y

PRE-TRIAL DISPOSITION
CONFERENCE (PDC)

. Trial scheduled or
case concluded

—TRIAL HELD )

L Jury or non-jury
L, FTA = Bench warrand

EUIE%é PLEA ‘

. Sentence imposed
. Fine paid
. Probation possible

w—— ) / ——
NOT GUILTY GUILTY CASE DISMISSED
» Case disposition . Sentence imposed . Fipe suspended
. Fine paid
. Probation possible
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APPENDIX VII

Workflow Analysis and Space Utilization
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TO Mike Havemann DATE 12/8/80

Court Administrator
7

FROM Karrie Lawlorﬁ% yoppes Tt
Systems and P ures Anaiys

SUBJECT Recommendations on Space Utilization

CITY OF PHOENIX

This report analyzes spatial relationships in Phoenix Municipal Court
based on the number of people and documents moving between clerical opera-
tions, the frequency of such movements, and the importance of those move-
ments; the overall goal being to recommend spatial relatienships which
are operationally efficient. While the above criteria are the major deter-
minants of these recommendations, they are to some degree influenced by the
known limitations of the layout of the proposed facility.

SPATIAL RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON WORKFLOW ANALYSIS

1. The Front Counter area which receives the public must become the
operational focal point for all clerical activities, and should determine
the physical location of several clerical sections. Large numbers of the

public appear in person at this area to take care of court business, and
expect efficient service.

2. The Correspondence Section should be located on the same floor
as the Front Counter, ideally adjacent because they have common functions
which require the same procedures for locating original documents for
processing. The tub file, currently located in the Front Counter area
contains citations awaiting arraignment, and is the appropriate and neces-—
sary location for the tub file in order for the rapid processing of the
public at the Front Counter. However, because staff from the Correspon-
dence Section also needs to check the status of citations and pull them
when bail money and fines are received through the mail, the Correspon~-
dence Section also needs to be in close proximity to the tub file.
Additionally, thg Front Counter and Correspondence Section both need
frequent access to the warrant tray. The warrant tray should be located
either between the Front Counter and Correspondence Sectiomn, or in the
Front Counter area for operational efficiency.

3. The Document Intake Section must be near the Front Counter sec—
tion, because Front Counter clerks frequently need to retrieve documents
on which Document Intake clerks are making corrections.

4. The Warrant Section should be conveniently accessed by Front
Counter personnel when they are required to search for the location and
status of citations not in the tub file. If space is limited, it may be
possible to locate the Warrant Section on a floor above or below the

47-A




Space Utilization
December 8, 1980
Page Two

" Front Counter, however a dumb-waiter type arrangement would be necessary

to transport documents back and forth between the two sections. This
arrangement would allow a search for a warrant to be carried om without
the Front Counter clerk having to physically abandon the work station for
retrieval of a warrant.

5. The Arraignment Courts and pending arraignment files (long-form
folders) must be located near the Front Counter. This location will pro-
vide ease of operation and facilitate convenient public traffic patterns.

6. The Parking Section can be physically located away from the
other operations of the court. The current location of the Parking Sec-
tion has resulted in frequent phone calls between Parking and the Front
Counter. However an overwhelming advantage of the physical separation
of the Parking Section and the Front Counter has been the reduction of
congested traffic patterns between the two areas.

7. The Teller terminal operators, which are part of Finance, should
be located near the Front Counter. The presence of a terminal operator
in the Correspondence Section could be continued, however the terminal
operator should remain under the supervision of the Finance Section. If
at some point in time, the Finance Section becomes responsible for opening
mail and ringing out bail payment and fines, then it would not be neces-
sary to have a terminal operator located in or near the Correspondence
Section.

8. The Fines Collection Section should be located closer to Finance.
However, another alternative might be to designate an area for Fines Col-
lection, refund clerks, and a few terminal operators, near a main exit, so
the public coming out of court could be diverted away from the Front Coun-
ter area, thereby reducing the amount of time the incoming public must
wait for processing.

9. The Court Support Section does not process incoming public nor
does it usually interact with other clerical sections. However, due to
the backlog of work in Court Support, there currently is some movement
between sections because Front Counter clerks and Correspondence clerks
frequently have to check the dockets in Court Support. As soon as the
backlog is cleared up, unnecessary movement between these areas will be
alleviated.

In order to attain operationally effective spatial relatiomships,
Court Support, which includes»Fast Track and Motions, should be located
adjacent to or accessible to as many courtrooms as possible.

10. The PACT and Probation Sections should continue to be located
contiguously and on a separate floor, away from the flow of Front Counter
processing and courtrcom activities in order to avoid unnecessary con-
gestion in the hallways and in the public space around the Front Counter.
A large amount of public waiting space should be provided in the PACT and
Probation Sections for people waiting for processing.

47-B



Space Utilization
December 8, 1980
Page Three

11. The Records Section is functionally isclated from the interdepen-
dent flow of people processing and should continue to be spatially segre-
gated from the other functional areas of the court.

Final Review Suggested

These recommendations resulted from a series of independent inter-
views with the supervisors of each Court clerical section. While they
appear to be conclusive, they can yet be subjected to further scrutinizing
and discussion, and possibly can be negotiated. It is suggested that you
present these findings at a future staff meeting to determine if they are
a satisfactory representation of the views of all concerned parties.
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APPENDIX VITI

Court Supplemental Budget Request to Lease Space

TooehE . af w l& AL . . T . Y Y
Space Old Ccunty Courthouse Trfr sk F o3tie2e | T acm
DECISIDN BACKAGE NAMR o D [rusvel b as | RO8 | " NETCOST | CRPARTMENT RANK | RATING
DNISIONRANK ACTVITY -
Operations 1/23 Operations
: Mig use
DESCRIFTON ] ] COST DATA
Lease of approximately 6000 sq. ft. to move additional courtrooms from PERSONAL SERVICES |
the 4th Avenue Court Building has been conceptually approved and is
included in the Base Budget Request. This decision unit would add 6,564 “?Twzggﬂmwxﬁ
sq. ft. of 0ld Courthouse space in the last quarter of 1981-82 to coincide [gomcomess
with the total occupancy of the Old City Hall by the Court.
3 CAPITAL QUTLAY
PROGRAM IMPACT BENEATS.OF RINDING AND CONSEQUENCES OF NOT FUNDING
Benefits of Funding: Leasing additional space would bring physical con~- “;ﬁ“f;g“ ®]
solidation of the Court one step closer to completion. Costs {n 1981-82
include the estimated non-recurring cost to move. ) '
. [6¢ REVENAE GREDRS 77
Consequences of Not Funding: ' The amount of time wasted by Court Personnel | Erradeey -~
in transit between the 2 facilities will continue; supervisors will have 31,426
to divide their time trying to supervise employees split between the two “azgmzzg"W“°““
b?ildings, an? public confusion over the location of courtrooms will con- PO&TunlDAtA
tinue Lo persist. FULL-TINE pﬁue
HIRING OATE —

CITY OF PHOENIX, ARIZONA
MANAGEMENT AND S8UCGET DEPARTMENT

ZERQ BASE BUDGET DECISION PACKAGE
1981-82 FISCAL YEAR

—48—~
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APPENDIX IX

City of Phoenix
Capital lamprovement Plan — Remodeling of 17 S. 2nd Ave.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

F~1

., MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATION BUILDINGS

The proposed capital improvement program for Municipal Administration
Buildings totals $1.6 million for renovation of the Plaza Municipal Building

and the old City Hall building. The program will be financed entirely by 1979
Existing Office Building Renovation Bonds.

The old City-County complex is a combination of two attached buildings.
'Court now leagses part of the larger County Court Complex for courtrooms.

Plaza Municipal Building

This project will complete the remodeling of the Plaza Municipal Building
providing office space for all Development Services departments, and meeting
anticipated City office space needs through 1990. This final phase of
remodeling will complete the interior finishing of the lower, main and second

levels.

0ld Cicy Hall

Cicy

Remodeling of the old City Hall portion of the complex will provide additiomal
administrative and/or courtroom space for City Court, Design work will begin
in 1981-82 to develop precise plans for the remodeling effort with actual

construction scheduled in 1982-83.

CITY OF PHOENIX, ARIZONA
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CAPITAL IMPROYEMEMT PROGRAM

F-2
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" {MAJOR PROGRAM

WAFIIAL IMPFAVIGMEN ¢ Fitwunam

MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATION BUILDINGS F-3
Project Title and Description v
Plaza Municipal Building - Phase II Remodeling
Provide interior finishing for lower, main, and second levels to cowplete the
remodeling of the Plaza Municipal Building.
PROJECT COSTS 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-34 1984-35 TOTAL
Land
Engineering
Construction
Other 866,000 366,000
TOTAL COSTS 866,000 860,000
SOURCE OF FUNDS
City Funds
Federal Aid
Other
Totat Operating
1979 Bonds 866,000 866,000
Bands
Federal Aid
Other
Total Bond and Relaled 866 .000 866 000
TOTAL FUNDS 866,000 866,000
Operating Costs 315,000| 315,000] 315,000 ] 315,000 NN
Operating Revenues ‘ k\\\w

Project Title and Description

0ld City Hall ~ Remodeling

Remodel 0}d City Hall to provide administrative and/or courtroom space for City Court.

PROJECT COSTS 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 TOTAL
Land
Engineenng 42,000 42.000
Construction £58,000 £H38.000
Other
TOTAL COSTS 42,000 658,000 700,000
SQURCE OF FUNDS
City Funds
Federal Aid
Cther
Total Qparating
1979 Bonds 42,000 658,000 200,000
Bonds :
Federal Aid
Qther
. Yotal Bond and Related 42,000 658,000 700,000
i TOTAL FUNDS 42.000 658.000 700.000
QOperating Costs ' \\\\\\\T‘J '
\. QOperating Revenues \\\\W
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