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PHOENIX, ARIZONA MUNICIPAL COURT 
CONSOLIDATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 

PROJECT ABSTRACT 

PROJECT GOAL AND SCOPE 

The g o a l  of t h i s  s t u d y  w a s  t o  de te rmine  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of combining t h e  
t h r e e  p h y s i c a l  p l a n t s  i n  which t h e  Phoenix Municipal  Courr c u r r e n t l y  o p e r a t e s  
i n t o  a c e n t r a l i z e d  s t r u c t u r e ,  c o n t a i n i n g  both  courtrooms and space  f o r  admin- 
i s t r a t i v e  and  c l e r i c a l  o f f i c e s .  

The scope  o f  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was l i m i t e d  t o  examining t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  
moving t h e  C o u r t ' s  c l e r i ca l  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f  i n t o  t h e  p h y s i c a l l y  
a d j o i n e d  f a c i l i t y  comprised of  1 7  S. Second Avenue o f f i c e  space  (owned by t h e  
C i ty  of Phoenix)  and 125 W. Washington S t r e e t  courtroom and o f f i c e  space  (owned 
by Maricopa County and admin i s t e red  by t h e  County S u p e r i o r  C o u r t ) .  The scope 
was f u r t h e r  l i m i t e d  by t h e  requi rement  t o  meet c u r r e n t  space  needs and t h o s e  
p r o j e c t e d  th rough  June ,  1985. 
through p r e v i o u s  s t u d i e s  and r e s u l t a n t  agreements  f o r  s p a c e  i n  t h e  125 W. Wash- 
ing ton  S t r ee t  f a c i l i t y .  

Courtroom space  r equ i r emen t s  had a l r e a d y  been m e t  

STUDY METHOD0 LOGY 

The f o l l o w i n g  r e s e a r c h  methods were used t o  respond t o  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  
ques t  i o n  : 

1. De te rmina t ion  of C o u r t  Gross Space Requi rements ' -  Cur ren t  needs 
were de termined  through t h e  use  o f  space  a l l o c a t i o n  s t a n d a r d s  
deve loped  by t h e  C i t y  of Phoenix Management and Budget Department.  
P r o j e c t i o n s  through June ,  1985, were de termined  u s i n g  a sum of  
least  squa res  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  t o  de t e rmine  s t a f f i n g  l e v e l s ,  
and t h e n  a p p l y i n g  t h e s e  same space  a l l o c a t i o n  s t a n d a r d s  t o  t h o s e  
p r o j e c t i o n s .  

I 

2 .  S p e c i f i c  Space Requirements R e s t r i c t i o n s  and A l l o c a t i o n s  were 
Determined - This  s t e p  invo lved :  ( a )  a n  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  flow of 
work through each  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n ;  ( b )  t h e  development of flow 
c h a r t s  documenting t h e  movement of  a work document from one s t a g e  
o f  a c t i o n  t o  t h e  n e x t ;  and ( c )  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  any con- 
s t r a i n t s  t o  a random assignment  o f  space  w i t h i n  t h e  proposed f a c i l -  
i t y .  Examined du r ing  t h i s  s t e p  were t h e  f l o o r  p l a n s  f o r  t h e  work 
a r e a s  be ing  c o n s i d e r e d .  Also reviewed was t h e  e x i s t i n g  c o n t r a c t  
between the  C i t y  of Phoenix and Maricopa County f o r  space  c u r r e n t l y  
i s s u e d  f o r  Phoenix Municipal  Court  u se .  F i n a l l y ,  i n t e r v i e w s  were 
h e l d  w i t h  key t e c h n i c i a n s  t o  de te rmine  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of any phys i -  
c a l ,  l o g i s t i c a l ,  o r  communication l i m i t a t i o n s  i n  the  b u i l d i n g  pro- 
posed f o r  occupancy. 

3 .  Cost  C a l c u l a t i o n s  were Developed and Q u a l i t a t i v e  B e n e f i t s  were 
I d e n t i f i e d  - U s i n g  a p r e s e n t  v a l u e  o f  c a s h  o u t f l o w  a c c o u n t i n g  



_- I I technique, comparative costs were developed f o r  the primary 
I consolidation proposal and for two alternative proposals. 

Also, a qualitative list of benefits for each alternative was 
I 
I compiled- 
I 

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 s t a f f  
of the c o u r t .  

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 available 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 n o t  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 t w o  alternatives to the consolidation pro-  
posal showed that neither alternative was qualitatively 
as  effective a s  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. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

It is recommended that the City of Phoenix and the Phoenix Municipal Court 
proceed to plan a move by the C o u r t  into City-owned space at 1 7  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 S. Second Avenue/ 
125 W. Washington adjoining facility, thereby consolidating all the Court's 
personnel and activities into one physical plant. 

-i i- 
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SECTION I - PROJECT GOALS AND SCOPE 

I n t r o d u c t i o n  and Background 

For  t h e  purpose of  i n t r o d u c t i o n ,  it is necessa ry  t o  e x p l a i n  how t h e  C i t y  

of Phoenix Municipal  Court  r e l a t e s  t o  the  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  Arizona J u d i c i a l  

System. To quote  t h e  Arizona C o n s t i t u t i o n ,  A r t i c l e  V I ,  S e c t i o n  1, "The j u d i -  

c i a l  power s h a l l  be v e s t e d  i n  an  i n t e g r a t e d  j u d i c i a l  department  c o n s i s t i n g  

of a supreme cour t ,  such i n t e r m e d i a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  as may b e  provided  

by law,  a s u p e r i o r  c o u r t ,  such c o u r t s  i n f e r i o r  t o  t h e  s u p e r i o r  c o u r t  a s  may 

be prov ided  by law, and j u s t i c e  c o u r t s . "  

The system developed f rom t h i s  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t y  i s  d e s c r i b e d  

s u c c i n c t l y  i n  t h e  Supreme Court  1979 Annual J u d i c i a l  Report  on t h e  Ar izona  

Courts page  5 :  -' 
THE SUPREME caum 

The Arizona Supreme Cour t  consists of f i v e  j u s t i ce s .  The 
r e g u l a r  term of o f f i c e  is six y e a r s .  The Supreme Court  has  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  supervision over a l l  t h e  c o u r t s  of  t h e  s t a t e  
and t h e  Chief  J u s t i c e  h a s  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  e x e r c i s e  t h a t  
s u p e r v i s i o n .  The j u r i s d i c t i o n  of t h e  Court i s  provided  i n  
A r t i c l e  V I ,  S e c t i o n  5 of t h e  Arizona C o n s t i t u t i o n  and i n c l u d e s  
a p p e l l a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  the  i s s u a n c e  of e x t r a o r d i n a r y  writs 
and t h e  power t o  make r u l e s  r e l a t i v e  t o  a l l  p rocedura l  mat- 
ters i n  any c o u r t .  Dec i s ions  of t h e  Court  o f  Appeals may 
be reviewed a t  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n  of t h e  Supreme Court  when a 
l i t i g a n t  f i l e s  a P e t i t i o n  f o r  Review. 

In a d d i t i o n  t o  law c l e r k s  and s e c r e t a r i a l  and c l e r i c a l  
s t a f f ,  t h e  Court  a p p o i n t s  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  D i r e c t o r  o f  
t h e  Cour t s ,  t h e  C l e r k  o f  t h e  Supreme Court  and a c e n t r a l  
s t a f f  o f  a t t o r n e y s .  A l l  employees serve a t  t h e  p l e a s u r e  
o f  t h e  Cour t .  

COURT OF APPEALS 

The C o u r t  of  Appeals c o n s i s t s  o f  two d i v i s i o n s .  Divi-  
s i o n  1, wi th  n i n e  judges ,  i s  l o c a t e d  i n  P h o e n i x ;  and Div i -  
s i o n  2 ,  w i t h  t h r e e  j u d g e s ,  p r e s i d e s  i n  Tucson. 'The Cour t  



has  a p p e l l a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  de t e rmine  a l l  m a t t e r s  p r o p e r l y  
a p p e a l e d  from t h e  S u p e r i o r  Cour t .  I-n c r i m i n a l  c a s e s ,  however,  
where t h e  sen tence  of  dea th  o r  l i f e  imprisonment h a s  a c t u a l l y  
been imposed, t h e  appea l  i s  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  Arizona Supreme 
Cour t  

SUPERIOR COURT 

A t  t h e  c l o s e  of 1979, t h e  S u p e r i o r  Cour t  c o n s i s t e d  of 78 
j udges  s i t t i n g  i n  14 c o u n t i e s .  The S u p e r i o r  C o u r t  is a 
t r i a l  c o u r t  of g e n e r a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and is empowered t o  h e a r  
c a s e s  of  e q u i t y  and law which involve t i t l e  t o  OT p o s s e s s i o n  
of real  p r o p e r t y ;  c i v i l  c a s e s  where the c l a i m  f o r  r e l i e f  
amounts t o  $1,000 o r  more; f e lony  p r o s e c u t i o n s  and misde- 
meanors n o t  o t h e r w i s e  provided  f o r  by l a w ;  p r o b a t e  matters 
and c a s e s  i n v o l v i n g  d i s s o l u t i o n  o r  annulment  of mar r i age .  
The Superior Cour t  h a s  c o n c u r r e n t  j u r i s d i c t i o n  w i t h  the Jus- 
t i c e  of  t h e  Peace Court  over  c i v i l  claims between $500 and  
$1,000. 

Cour t  commissioners  may b e  a p p o i n t e d  by t h e  p r e s i d i n g  
judge of t h e  S u p e r i o r  Court  i n  c o u n t i e s  w i t h  t h r e e  or m o r e  
judges t o  perform such d u t i e s  a s  may be  provided  by law o r  
Supreme Cour t  r u l e s ,  Commissioners u s u a l l y  de t e rmine  m a t -  
ters where a d e f a u l t  h a s  been e n t e r e d  a g a i n s t  a p a r t y  and 
may a l s o  p r e s i d e  a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  appea rance  of a de fendan t  
charged  w i t h  a crime. 

Each county h a s  a Superior Cour t  C l e r k  who is e l e c t e d  
a t  t h e  g e n e r a l  e l e c t i o n .  The r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of t h e  
Clerk’s o f f i c e  a r e  d i v e r s i f i e d  and i n c l u d e  the maintenance  
o f  o f f i c i a l  court:  c a s e  f i l e s ,  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of  documents,  
c o l l e c t i o n  of  fees and i s suance  of summonses, subpoenas 
and mar r i age  l i c e n s e s .  

P r o b a t i o n  depar tments  a r e  a l s o  o p e r a t e d  under  t h e  super -  
vision of  t h e  S u p e r i o r  Court .  

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE AND MUNICIPAL COURTS 

S t a t e w i d e  t h e r e  a r e  84 J u s t i c e s  o f  t h e  Peace s i t t i n g  
i n  t h e  same number o f  p r e c i n c t s .  These judges  a r e  e l e c t e d  
a t  t h e  g e n e r a l  e l e c t i o n  by t h e  v o t e r s  i n  t h e  p r e c i n c t  and 
t h e  r e g u l a r  term o f  o f f i c e  i s  f o u r  y e a r s .  

Munic ipa l  Cour t s  a r e  mandated by s t a t e  law i n  each  
i n c o r p o r a t e d  c i t y  o r  town .  There a r e  74 such courts and 
94 munic ipa l  judges .  Munic ipa l  j udges  a r e  a p p o i n t e d  by 
c i t y  o r  town c o u n c i l s .  

These  c o u r t s  have j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  h e a r  class 1, 2 
a n d  3 misdemeanor c a s e s .  The J u s t i c e  of t h e  Peace may 
also conduct  p r e l i m i n a r y  examinat ions  on f e lony  com- 
p l a i n t s .  Munic ipa l  Cour t s  a r e  ernpowered t o  h e a r  matters 
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a r i s i n g  o u t  o f  v i o l a t i o n s  of  c i t y  o r  town ord inances .  V i r -  
t u a l l y  a l l  t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n  cases a r e  f i l e d  i n  the  Jus t i ce  
of t h e  Peace o r  Munic ipa l  Cour t s .  

The J u s t i c e  of t h e  Peace Cour t s  a l s o  have c i v i l  j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n  over l a w s u i t s  i n v o l v i n g  less t han  $1,000. 

The Phoenix Municipal  Cour t  i s  a c o u r t  of  limited j u r i s d i c t i o n .  The 

j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  l imi t s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  and by Phoenix 

C i t y  C h a r t e r  a re  f o r  c r i m i n a l  c l a s s  1-3 misdemeanors and p e t t y  o f f e n s e s ,  

t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n s ,  p a r k i n g  v i o l a t i o n s ,  and  v i o l a c i o n s  of C i t y  zoning  and 

s i g n  o rd inances .  The Court h a s  no c i v i l  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

I n  September ,  1961, t h e  Phoenix Municipal  Court moved f r o m  an o l d  

S a l v a t i o n  Army b u i l d i n g  l o c a t e d  a t  251 W. Washington S t .  t o  a r enova ted  

Studebaker-Packard ga rage  two b locks  west a t  1 2  N. 4 t h  Avenue. A t  t h a t  t i m e  

Court s t a f f  was composed of two judges  and 34 c l e r i c a l  s t a f f .  

t i o n  of t h e  C i t y  of Phoenix was 453,000 i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h i n  a j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  

boundary encompassing 192 squa re  m i l e s ,  and was p a t r o l l e d  by 650 p o l i c e  

o f f i c e r s .  The move t o  t h e  ga rage  w a s  t o  b e  a temporary arrangement  u n t i l  

bond funds  approved by the  voters i n  t h e  1960 bond e l e c t i o n  could be s o l d  to 

f i n a n c e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of  a p o l i c e / c o u r t s  b u i l d i n g .  The renovated  f a c i l i t y  

a t  4 t h  Avenue a l s o  housed t h e  Phoenix C i t y  P rosecu to r  s s t a f f .  

The popula-  

As t h e  C i t y  e n t e r e d  a r a p i d  decade of growth dur ng the  1970's, t h e  

Cour t  grew a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  size of t h e  community. 

p r i a t e d  f o r  t h e  p o l i c e / c o u r t  b u i l d i n g  w a s  d i v e r t e d  by a c i t i z e n s  bond com- 

m i t t e e  f o r  u se  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  o t h e r  C i t y  f a c i l i t i e s .  The Court  was 

t o l d  t o  make do  wi th  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e .  I n  1975, t h e  C i t y  P r o s e c u t o r ' s  

o f f i c e s  moved t o  t h e  newly c o n s t r u c t e d  P o l i c e  and P u b l i c  S a f e t y  B u i l d i n g .  

Bond money i n  a 1972 bond e l e c t i o n  had been approved f o r  t h i s  new b u i l d i n g .  

The Cour t  was no t  inc luded  i n  t h e  bond request due t o  a p o s i t i o n  by t h e  

C i t y  Counci l  t h a t  u n i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  lower c o u r t  system in Arizona was 

The bond money appro-  

-3 - 



for thcoming.  No Phoenix funds were t o  be a l l o c a t e d  t o  what was hoped to 

be a S t a t e  and County-financed o p e r a t i o n .  However, t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  

u n i f i c a t i o n  d i d  n o t  become a r e a l i t y .  

So t h e  Cour t  remodeled and grew, adding  new s t a f f  and assuming new 

I 

f u n c t i o n s .  A p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a d d i t i o n  was t h e  c r e a t i o n  of  a 

r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  d i v i s i o n  of t h e  Court  i n  1975. This  d i v i s i o n  w a s  

r e s p o n s i b l e  for a d m i n i s t e r i n g  Court p r o b a t i o n  s e r v i c e s ,  and t h e  C o u r t s '  

p o r t i o n  of t h e  P r o s e c u t o r ' s  A l t e r n a t i v e  t o  Court  T r i a l  (PACT) d i v e r s i o n  pto- 

gram for m o t o r i s t s  c i t e d  under the  d r i v i n g  wh i l e  i n t o x i c a t e d  s t a t u t e .  This  

c o n s o l i d a t e d  u n i t  moved o n t o  t h e  t h i r d  f l o o r  of the o l d  C i t y  H a l l  b u i l d i n g  

a t  17 S. Second Avenue, which had been used  by t h e  P o l i c e  Department as 

t h e i r  p h y s i c a l  f a c i l i t y  u n t i l  t h e i r  move i n  1975 to t h e  new b u i l d i n g .  

By t h e  end o f  1978,  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  C i t y  of  Elhoenix had 

grown t o  725,000, and t h e  geograph ica l  boundary encompassed 304 s q u a r e  m i l e s .  

As t h e  C i t y  grew, t h e  C o u r t ' s  growth and remodel ing c y c l e  c o n t i n u e d .  I n  

1978,  t h e  25,000 square f o o t  f a c i l i t y  l o c a t e d  a t  1 2  N .  4th Avenue h e l d  13 

c o u r t  d i v i s i o n s  and  8 7  c l e r i c a l  s t a f f ;  which p r o c e s s e d  some 181,000 t r a f f i c  

c i t a t i o n s ,  13,000 c r i m i n a l  compla in t s ,  and 1 6 7 , 0 0 0  p a r k i n g  t i c k e t s  a n n u a l l y .  

Space was cramped, employee morale  d e t e r i o r a t e d ,  p u b l i c  c o m p l a i n t s  grew,  and 

t h e  press became k e e n l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  problem. A r e s u l t  o f  t h e  p u b l i c i t y  

was t h e  c r e a t i o n  of  a C i t y  Counci l  subcommit tee ,  which h e l d  h e a r i n g s  t o  d e t e r -  

mine t h e  scope  and magnitude o f  t h e  problems be ing  p u b l i c i z e d .  As a r e s u l t  

o f  their i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  t h e  Mayor of  t h e  C i ty  o f  Phoenix made a request i n  

Februa ry ,  1979, t o  t h e  Arizona Supreme Court  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  r e s o l u t i o n  o f  

t h e  problems i d e n t i f i e d .  

judges  and lawyers  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e .  One of t h e  members o f  t h e  commit tee  w a s  

t h e  Honorable  Rober t  C. Broomfie ld ,  t h e  P r e s i d i n g  Judge  of t he  Maricopa 

County Superior Cour t .  Ea r ly  i n  1 9 7 8 ,  Judge Broomfield had r e c o g n i z e d  t h e  

The Arizona Supreme Cour t  e s t a b l i s h e d  a p a n e l  of  
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crowded c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  Court as  be ing  one of i t s  major problems. He 

sugges t ed  t h a t  room cou ld  be made a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  o l d  Maricopa County 

S u p e r i o r  Cour t  b u i l d i n g  a t  125 W. Washington. Th i s  b u i l d i n g  was l o c a t e d  

t h r e e  b l o c k s  e a s t  of t h e  Municipal  C o u r t ' s  1 2  N .  4th Avenue f a c i l i t y .  

The o l d  b u i l d i n g  had been vaca ted  due t o  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a new Maricopa 

County S u p e r i o r  Court  f a c i l i t y .  The Phoenix Chief P r e s i d i n g  Judge pre-  

s e n t e d  t h e  p r o p o s a l  t o  t h e  C i t y  Counc i l ,  which qu ick ly  approved funds t o  

l e a s e  f i v e  courtrooms from t h e  Maricopa County S u p e r i o r  Cour t .  F i v e  Muni- 

c i p a l  Cour t  d i v i s i o n s  were moved t o  that f a c i l i t y  i n  May, 1978. 

In September ,  1979, t h e  Supreme Court committee p r e s e n t e d  t h e i r  

f i n d i n g s .  The commit tee  observed t h a t  t h e  4 t h  Avenue f a c i l i t y  was n o t  s u i t -  

a b l e  as a Cour t  f a c i l i t y .  A s t r o n g  recommendation was made t h a t  a l l  d i v i -  

s i o n s  of t h e  Phoenix Municipal  Court  be moved i n t o  t h e  o l d  Maricopa County 

S u p e r i o r  Cour t  b u i l d i n g .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i t  was recommended, that  space be  

p rov ided  i n  t h e  o l d  C i t y  Hall a t  17 S. Second Avenue t o  house t h e  C o u r t s '  

c l e r i c a l  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o f f i c e s .  The C i t y  Counci l  p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y  

ag reed  with t h e s e  recommendations.  

I n  Oc tobe r ,  1979,  f o u r  more d i v i s i o n s ,  some c l e r i c a l  s t a f f ,  and t h e  

o f f i c e  of  t h e  Chief  P r e s i d i n g  Judge were moved t o  t h e  125 W .  Washington 

Court  b u i l d i n g .  S i n c e  that t i m e ,  remodel ing  and c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  growth have 

f i l l e d  i n  t h e  space  l e f t  vacan t  a t  4 t h  Avenue. 

1980-81 budget  cycles, one d i v i s i o n  and 21 c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  were added. 

During the  1979-1980 and 

I t  became a p p a r e n t  s h o r t l y  a f t e r  t h e  move of t h e  f i r s t  f i v e  d i v i s i o n s  i n  

1978, t h a t  s e p a r a t i o n  of t h e  Court  i n t o  two p h y s i c a l  f a c i l i t i e s  created a 

number of  l o g i s t i c a l  problems, and was a n  i r r i t a n t  t o  p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s .  

Dur ing  t h e  s p r i n g  and summer of 1980,  t h e  P r e s i d i n g  Judge of t h e  County 

Superior Cour t  and t h e  Chief P r e s i d i n g  Judge of t h e  Municipal  Cour t  met 
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s e v e r a l  t i m e s  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of lower c o u r t  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  as it  

p e r t a i n e d  t o  t h e  downtown County J u s t i c e  Cour ts  and t h e  Phoenix Court .  The 

p r i n c i p a l  concep t  i nvo lved  Locat ing  t h e  J u s t i c e  Cour t  p r e c i n c t s  and t h e i r  

suppor t  s t a f f  on one f l o o r  of  t h e  o l d  County cour thouse  and p l a c i n g  t h e  

Municipal  Cour t  d i v i s i o n s  on t h r e e  o f  t h e  r ema in ing  f o u r  floors o f  t h e  same . 

b u i l d i n g .  

ass ignment  of courtrooms i n  t h e  space  provided .  The Munic ipa l  Court  Admin- 

i s t r a t o r  was a s s i g n e d  t o  de termine  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of moving t h e  Munic ipa l  

Cour t s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  i n t o  t h e  a d j o i n i n g  17 S. Second 

Avenue b u i l d i n g  and t h e  one f l o o r  remain ing  p o t e n t i a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h e  

old County cour thouse .  

The S u p e r i o r  Court  Admin i s t r a to r  was a s s i g n e d  t o  work ou t  t h e  

It was i n t e r e s t i n g  a s  a p r e f a c e  t o  t h i s  s t u d y  t o  rev iew two r e p o r t s  t h a t  

had been p r e v i o u s l y  w r i t t e n  on closely r e l a t e d  t o p i c s .  The f i r s t  was a study 

completed i n  1971 by SUA, a f i r m  from Bever ly  Kills, C a l i f o r n i a ,  s p e c i a l i z i n g  

i n  long-range f a c i l i t i e s  p l ann ing .  That  s t u d y ' s  summary s h e e t  i n d i c a t e s  that  

t h e  Phoenix Municipal  Cour t  would r e q u i r e  65,831 s q u a r e  f e e t  o f  space  by 

J u n e ,  1985. That  f i g u r e  is 12,063 s q u a r e  f e e t ,  o r  22%, over  t h e  amount c a l -  

c u l a t e d  t o  be  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  c u r r e n t  s tudy .  

by SUA as e x i s t i n g  in 1985, and t h e  Cour t  t h a t  now e x i s t s  i n  1981, a r e  so 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  a s  t o  r e n d e r  t h e  SUA p r o j e c t i o n  q u i t e  u s e l e s s .  

However, t h e  Cour t  e n v i s i o n e d  

H i n d s i g h t  i s  a u s e f u l  p r o c e s s  i f  used  c o n s t r u c t i v e l y .  F o r t u n a t e l y ,  

t h e  space p r o j e c t i o n  r equ i r emen t s  of t h i s  s t u d y  a r e  f o r  only 4 and one-half  

years i n  advance ,  not 1 4  years; so t h e  p r o j e c t i o n s  may n o t  b e  a s  f r a g i l e .  

I t  should  be  no ted ,  however, t h a t  t h e  environment  and s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  Muni- 

c i p a l  Court  are c o n t i n u a l l y  changing.  The p e r s o n  who i n  1985, Looks back on 

t h i s  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  s tudy  may be just a s  amazed as t h i s  a u t h o r  is of t h e  1971 

s t u d y  r e g a r d i n g  d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s  between what was p lanned  t o  e x i s t  and  what 
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a c t u a l l y  came t o  be .  

I n  May, 1978, the Cr imina l  C o u r t ' s  T e c h n i c a l  A s s i s t a n c e  P r o j e c t  

American U n i v e r s i t y  Law I n s t i t u t e  p u b l i s h e d  a r e p o r t  o u t l i n i n g  phase  

of t h e  

one o f  

what was u l t i m a t e l y  t o  b e  a three-phased s t u d y ;  i t  ana lyzed  t h e  p o s s i b l e  

uses of the space occupied  by t h e  J u s t i c e  Courts housed a t  125 W. Washing- 

t o n .  The second and t h i r d  phases  o f  t h e  s t u d y  were r e s p e c t i v e l y  t o :  ( a )  

a n a l y z e  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of combining Munic ipa l  and J u s t i c e  Court  suppor t  

s e r v i c e s ;  and ( b )  de te rmine  t h e  b e s t  u s e  of further t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  

r e s o u r c e s .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  who p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  g e n e r a t i n g  

i n t e r e s t  f o r  t h e  s tudy  group t o  be  formed and Fede ra l  L E U  funds  t o  be spen t  

on a n  i n t r o d u c t o r y  r e p o r t  ( l a b e l e d  Phase I ) ,  and p a r t  one  of  t h e  s t u d y  

r e f e r r e d  to above ( a c t u a l l y  l a b e l e d  Phase 11), Lost i n t e r e s t  i n  c a r r y i n g  t h e  

u s e  of  t h e s e  r e s o u r c e s  any f u r t h e r .  Study c o n c e p t s  ( a )  and ( b )  i d e n t i f i e d  

above  were neve r  begun. The Phase I and 11 s t u d y  r e p o r t s  were f i l e d  and 

o s t e n s i b l y  f o r g o t t e n .  

The a u t h o r  of t h i s  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  s t u d y  a n t i c i p a t e s  t h a t  t h e  same f a t e  

does  no t  a w a i t  t h i s  r e p o r t .  F i r s t ,  the Phoenix C i t y  Counci l  remains inter- 

e s t e d  and checks  p e r i o d i c a l l y  on t h e  p r o g r e s s  of t h e s e  e f f o r t s .  

and  p robab ly  more impor t an t ,  t he  two p r i n c i p a l  actors who must suppor t  t h i s  

work, the Chief  Judges  of the Superior and Munic ipa l  C o u r t s ,  a r e  doing  t h a t .  

Also, t h e  S t a t e  Bar A s s o c i a t i o n  has appo in ted  a commit tee  t o  propose  a 

method f o r  lower c o u r t  u n i f i c a t i o n  and t h e  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  has funded a 

c o n s u l t a n t  s t u d y  f o r  t h e  same purpose .  

s tudy  r e p o r t  seems t o  f a l l  w i t h i n  t h e  scope  of t h e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  d i r e c t i o n  

of t h e s e  c o n c u r r e n t  e f f o r t s .  

P ro - j ec t  Goals  and Scope 

Second,  

The recommendation of t h e  fo l lowing  

The g e n e r a l i z e d  goa l  of t h e  p r o j e c t  was t o  de t e rmine  the f e a s i b i l i t y  
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o f  combining the occupants  of t h e  t h r e e  p h y s i c a l  p l a n t s  (12 N. 4 t h  Ave- 

nue ,  1 7  S. Second Avenue, 125 W. Washington)  i n  which t h e  Munic ipa l  Cour t  

c u r r e n t l y  o p e r a t e s  i n t o  one c e n t r a l i z e d  f a c i l i t y .  A map of t h e  downtown 

Phoenix area involved  is i nc luded  as F i g u r e  I-A t o  a i d  t h e  r e a d e r  i n  

v i s u a l i z i n g  t h e  p h y s i c a l  l o c a t i o n s  to be d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  

n a r r a t i v e .  

The p r o j e c t  scope  w a s  Limited t o  an examinat ion  of t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of 

moving t h e  C o u r t s '  c l e r i c a l  staff i n t o  t h e  a d j o i n i n g  p h y s i c a l  f a c i l i t y  o f  

17 S .  Second Avenue and 125 W.  Washington. I t  had been de termined  by t h e  

S u p e r i o r  Cour t  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  t h a t  t h e  f i v e  Maricopa County J u s t i c e  C o u r t s  

o p e r a t i n g  i n  t h e  downtown a r e a  could be housed on t h e  ground f l o o r  and p a r t  

of t h e  f i r s t  f l o o r  of  the oLd Maricopa County S u p e r i o r  Court  a t  125 W. Wash- 

i n g t o n .  I t  was a l s o  dec ided  t h a t 1  t h e  Municipal  Court  would c o n t i n u e  t o  

house n i n e  of i t s  t h i r t e e n  j u d i c i a l  d i v i s i o n s  on f l o o r s  two and t h r e e  of 

the old Maricopa County S u p e r i o r  Cour t  b u i l d i n g .  

Four  d i v i s i o n s  of t h e  Munic ipa l  Cour t  w e r e  l e f t  t o  be moved. Four 

empty cour t rooms were l o c a t e d  on the f i r s t  f l o o r  and t h e  ground f l o o r  of  

t h e  o l d  Maricopa County S u p e r i o r  Cour t  b u i l d i n g .  I t  was t h e r e f o r e  a p p a r e n t  

t h a t  a l l  space needed f o r  cour t room a c t i v i t y  was a l r e a d y  p o t e n t i a l l y  a v a i l -  

a b l e .  The q u e s t i o n  remain ing  t o  be  answered was whether  t h e  C o u r t ' s  c l e r i c a l  

s t a f f ,  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f ,  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  s t a f f ,  and p o l i c e  l i a i -  

son s t a f f  could  be housed i n  t h e  s p a c e  remaining a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h e  o l d  Mari- 

copa County Court  building, and the four f l o o r s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  o l d  City 

Hall l o c a t e d  a t  17 S. Second Avenue, which p h y s i c a l l y  a d j o i n s  t h e  o l d  Mari-  

copa County S u p e r i o r  Court  b u i l d i n g  at 125 W. Washington. 

The s t u d y  was f u r t h e r  l i m i t e d  by t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  p r o j e c t i o n s  on 

The s p a c e  needs  should only  be i d e n t i E i e d  through f i s c a l  yea r  1984-1985. 

r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h a t  l i m i t  be ing  t h a t  subsequent  t o  1985 a system o f  s a t e l l i t e  
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c o u r t s  would b e  r e q u i r e d  due t o  t h e  o u t f i l l i n g  of vacan t  s p a c e  away from 

t h e  c e n t r a l  c o r e  o f  t h e  C i t y .  I n  e s s e n c e  t h e n ,  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy  was 

be ing  done on a c e n t r a l  lower c o u r t  b u i l d i n g  f o r  t h e  C i t y  of Phoenix-Muni- 

c i p a l  Cour t  and Maricopa County J u s t i c e  Cour t  sys tems from which s a t e l l i t e  

c o u r t s  would be c r e a t e d  subsequent  t o  1985. 

The Phoenix  Chief  P r e s i d i n g  Judge  a l s o  r e q u e s t e d  a l i m i t e d  rev iew of 

the c o s t  of c o n s t r u c t i n g  a new Phoenix  Munic ipa l  Court b u i l d i n g  t o  be l o c a t e d  

i n  the c e n t r a l  Phoenix governmental  m a l l  a r e a ,  o r  a c q u i r i n g  a l a r g e  v a c a n t  

f a c i l i t y ,  such  a s  a n  e lementary  s c h o o l  if one were a v a i l a b l e .  These L a t t e r  

two e v a l u a t i o n s  were t o  be  p rov ided  t o  g i v e  gross c o s t  comparisons t o  t h e  

c o s t  of  l e a s i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  space from Maricopa County ove r  a long-term 

basis a s  opposed t o  e i t h e r  buying a n  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t y  o r  b u i l d i n g  a new 

f a c i l i t y  f o r  t h e  same purpose .  

Most of t h e  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  was t o  be 

devoted  t o  de t e rmine  i f  t h e  c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  Phoenix Munic ipa l  

Court t h rough  fiscal y e a r  1984-1985 would be  a b l e  t o  f i t  i n  t h e  space  a v a i l -  

a b l e  a t  t h e  125 W .  Washington and 1 7  s .  Second Avenue a d j o i n i n g  f a c i l i t y .  

SECTION 11 - METHODOLOGY 

I n  o r d e r  t o  de te rmine  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of c o n s o l i d a t i n g  t h e  Court's phys- 

i c a l  f a c i l i t i e s  into one c e n t r a l i z e d  Loca t ion ,  a number of questions needed 

t o  be answered .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  pu rposes  o f  t h i s  p r o j e c t  were t o  de t e rmine :  

1) What a r e  t h e  C o u r t ' s  space  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  both c u r r e n t l y  and through J u n e ,  

1985; 2 )  How much space  i s  c u r r e n t l y  available at t h e  125 W. Washington/ l7  S .  

Second Avenue f a c i l i t y  t h a t  can  be u s e d ;  3 )  Do s p e c i f i c  lease requ i r emen t s  

exist t h a t  would t end  t o  i n h i b i t  c o n t r a c t u a l  a r rangements  between t h e  C i t y  of 
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. .- Phoenix and Maricopa County f o r  u t i l i z a t i o n  of  a v a i l a b l e  c o u r t  s p a c e ;  

4 )  Do any major  remodel ing a n d / o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  requi rements  e x i s t  t h a t  would 

need t o  be met i n  o rde r  to  a l l e v i a t e  impediments t o  work space  d e s i g n ;  5 )  

Does t h e  c u r r e n t  system o f  pape r f  low/people  p r o c e s s i n g / m a t e r i a l s  need t o  be 

a l t e r e d  i f  a c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of s p a c e  were implemented, and a r e  t h e r e  any 

system changes t h a t  could  n o t  b e  made, t h e r e b y  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of 

a c o n s o l i d a t i o n ;  6 )  What is t h e  budge ta ry  impact  of making t h e  r e q u i r e d  

changes t o  e f f e c t  a c o n s o l i d a t i o n ,  and a r e  t h e r e  any a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  o b t a i n  

t h e  same purpose  t h a t  a re  equally a t t r a c t i v e  and e q u a l l y  o r  less  expens ive?  

I n  o r d e r  t o  answer the above questions it was necessa ry  t o  perform t h e  

following t a s k s  ( p l e a s e  see f i g u r e  11-A f o r  a summary d e p i c t i o n  of t h e s e  

s t e p s )  : 

1. A p r o j e c t i o n  needed t o  be made of t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  i n c r e a s e  i n  c o u r t  

ca se load  through t h e  y e a r  1985 

The method used t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h a t  workload increase was a s u m  o f  l e a s t  

squa res  s t a t i s t i c a l  p r o j e c t i o n .  I n  a s imple  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  l e a s t  

squa res  method of e s t i m a t i o n  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  minimizes  t h e  e r r o r  a s s o c i a t e d  

with p r e d i c t i n g  Y from X. 

t i o n  and a lack of  a v a i l a b l e  computer  r e s o u r c e s .  Computa t iona l ly ,  the method 

invo lves  s imple  ave rag ing  o f  t h e  d a t a  and  i s  no d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  probLem of 

p r e d i c t i n g  Y f rom X by means of  a s t r a i g h t  l i n e  ( l i n e a r  b i v a r i a t e  r e g r e s s i o n ) .  

T h i s  method was p r e f e r r e d  due t o  ease of  computa- 

2 .  Concomitant t o  a p r o i e c t i o n  of c o u r t  ca se load  i n c r e a s e  was t h e  need 

t o  p r o j e c t  t h e  number o f  employees r e q u i r e d  t o  p rocess  t h a t  i n c r e a s e  

A l e a s t  squa res  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was also used t o  p r o j e c t  employee 

r equ i r emen t s .  F u t u r e  pe r sonne l  needs were e s t i m a t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  

r a t i o  of c o u r t  employees t o  c a s e l o a d ,  t h e  assumpt ions  be ing  t h a t :  

c u r r e n t  s t a f f i n g  p a t t e r n s  a r e  a d e q u a t e  t o  hand le  t h e  e x i s t i n g  volume of  

( a )  
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c a s e s ;  and ( b )  no new e f f i c i e n c i e s  would be d i s c o v e r e d  and implemented t h a t  

would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  impact  t h e  l i n e a r  p r o j e c t i o n .  

3 .  Curren t  space  r equ i r emen t s  needed i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  and a t o o l  was 

found t h a t  cou ld  c o r r e l a t e  space  r equ i r emen t s  t o  e x i s t i n g  and p r o j e c t e d  

employee needs  

The g u i d e l i n e  used  f o r  these c a l c u l a t i o n s  was City of Phoenix Manage- 

ment and Budget Department Report  #79-40, which s e t s  f o r t h  s t a n d a r d s  t o  be 

fo l lowed f o r  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of  o f f i c e  space i n  a l l  Municipal  o f f i c e  b u i l d i n g s  

(Appendix I). 

The d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  i n s t r u m e n t s  used were C i t y  of Phoenix: ( a )  Per- 

sonnel Space Requirements  and (b) S p e c i a l  Area Requirements c h a r t s .  Fig- 

ures 11-B and 11-C a re  examples of t h e s e  documents.  The Personnel  Require-  

ments c h a r t  compi les  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  s p a c e  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  employee 

work s t a t i o n s  and c o u r t  equipment. The S p e c i a l  Area Requirements c h a r t  com- 

piles space i n fo rma t ion  on suppor t  a r e a s  such a s  law l i b r a r i e s ,  r e c o r d s  

rooms, and s t o r a g e  and supp ly  a r e a s  t h a t  are used  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  employee 

work s t a t i o n s .  

The s p a c e  s t a n d a r d s  r e p o r t  p rov ided  gu idance  a s  t o  the number of 

square feet  t o  be a s s i g n e d  a s  work s p a c e  t o  each  i n d i v i d u a l  based on b u i l d i n g  

module, p o s i t i o n  p r e s t i g e ,  g e n e r a l  job f u n c t i o n  and o f f i c e  confe rence  r e q u i r e -  

ments. 

A f t e r  comple t ion  of a n  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s emina r ,  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  o f  each  o f  

t h e  Municipal  C o u r t ' s  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n s  was r e q u i r e d  t o  app ly  t h e  a n a l y s i s  

f a c t o r s  of the o f f i c e  space  s t a n d a r d s  r e p o r t  t o  each  s u b o r d i n a t e  p o s i t i o n  

and t o  each s p e c i a l  a r e a  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e i r  work s e c t i o n .  A f t e r  t h e i r  corn- 

p l e t i o n  of this r e s e a r c h ,  t h e  in fo rma t ion  was forwarded t o  t h e  c o u r t  admin- 

i s t r a t o r .  The c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  t hen  compiled a summary a n a l y s i s  d e s c r i b i n g  
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t h e  t o t a l  amount of  space  r e q u i r e d  acco rd ing  t o  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s  r e q u e s t s .  

T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  was g iven  t o  t h e  Phoenix Management and  Budget Depar t -  

m e n t ' s  space  u t i l i z a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  s e c t i o n .  A space  u t i l i z a t i o n  a n a l y s t  

t hen  p e r s o n a l l y  a u d i t e d  each  of t h e  a r e a s  and  compared t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  pro- 

v ided  by t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  a g a i n s t  t h e  o f f i c e  space  s t a n d a r d s  document. The 

a u d i t  by t h e  a n a l y s t  d i scove red  some v a r i a n c e s  between t h e  needs  i d e n t i f i e d  

by t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  and t h e  needs  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  a n a l y s t .  A meet ing  w i t h  

t h e  a n a l y s t  and t h e  c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  was h e l d  w i t h  each  s u p e r v i s o r  where 

v a r i a n c e s  e x i s t e d ,  and the v a r i a n c e s  were n e g o t i a t e d .  

A f t e r  t h e  c u r r e n t  needs r ev iew was comple ted ,  t h e  1985 s p a c e  needs  

review began.  The 1985 space  needs  p r o j e c t i o n  was d e r i v e d  by c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  

pe r sonne l  t o  be  added t o  t h e  Cour t  between December, 1980, and June ,  1985, 

and t h e n  c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  space  needs of  t h e s e  added s t a f f  (1985 s t a f f  Level - 
1980 s t a f f  level  x space  s t a n d a r d s  = 1985 a d d i t i o n a l  space  r e q u i r e d ) .  

4. An a n a l y s i s  was made of the workflow 

T h i s  methodology invo lved  f i r s t ,  a n  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  flow of  work through 

each c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n  of  t h e  c o u r t .  Second,  the development of f low c h a r t s  

t o  d e p i c t  t h e  f low of a work document from one s t a g e  of a c t i o n  t o  t h e  n e x t .  

T h i r d ,  a r ev iew of t h e  work p r o c e d u r e s  of  each  s e c t i o n  to c o r r e l a t e  t h e  

flow of t h e  work document t o  t h e  work per formed by each  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n  on 

t h a t  document. F i n a l l y ,  an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of any c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  a random 

ass ignment  of s p a c e  t o  occupan t s  of t h e  proposed  c o n s o l i d a t e d  Munic ipa l  Court 

f a c i l i t y  . 
These s t e p s  were performed by t h e  Munic ipa l  C o u r t ' s  sys tems and proce-  

du res  a n a l y s t .  A w r i t t e n  summary of i d e n t i f i e d  c o n s t r a i n t s  was p r e s e n t e d  by 

the a n a l y s t  t o  the c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  (Appendix VII). Toge the r  t h e y  d e t e r -  

mined i f  any  alternatives e x i s t e d  to t h e  work a r e a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  r equ i r emen t s  

i d e n t i f i e d .  
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5. F l o o r  p l a n s  were reviewed 

A r ev iew of e x i s t i n g  floor p l a n s ,  bo th  f o r  t h e  17 S. Second Avenue old 

C i t y  H a l l ,  and t h e  125 W. Washington o l d  County cour thouse  was r e q u i r e d .  

F i r s t  of a l l ,  t h e  squa re  foo tages  were de termined  for each  f l o o r  l e v e l .  

Secondly ,  the  t o t a l  squa re  foo tage  remain ing  a v a i l a b l e  was compared t o  

t h e  t o t a l  squa re  f o o t a g e  needs a s  i d e n t i f i e d  d u r i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s  d e s c r i b e d  

i n  t a s k  number 3 above. 

It w a s  determined a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  t o t a l  s q u a r e  f o o t a g e  a v a i l a b l e  

exceeded t h e  t o t a l  square f o o t a g e  required. If t h i s  had not  been t r u e ,  t hen  

t h e  s tudy  would have ended a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i n  t h e  p rocess .  

The n e x t  step was t o  app ly  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of the workflow a n a l y s i s  com- 

p l e t e d  i n  t a s k  number 4 t o  t h e  space  a v a i l a b l e  on each  floor of t h e  17 S. 

Second Avenue/125 W .  Washington f a c i l i t y  t o  de t e rmine  i f  work a r e a s  t h a t  

needed t o  be p h y s i c a l l y  close t o  each o t h e r  c o u l d  be .  

F i n a l l y  a p l a n  was drawn u p  which fit t h e  n e c e s s a r y  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n  

f l o o r  space  a r rangements  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  square  foo tage .  This 

a n a l y s i s  was t hen  g iven  t o  the Management and Budget space u t i l i z a t i o n  

a n a l y s t  to v e r i f y  square f o o t a g e  placement  and  de termine  if t h e  a l l o c a t i o n s  

were  made a p p r o p r i a t e l y  by t h e  c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r .  Being advLsed t h a t  t h e  

p lacements  were adequa te  pu r suan t  t o  t h e  f l oo r  p l a n s  and s p a c e  a v a i l a b l e ,  

and having  determined t h a t  t h e  necessa ry  logistical ar rangements  cou ld  b e  

made, t h e  court a d m i n i s t r a t o r  proceeded t o  t h e  n e x t  step. 

6 .  Proposed space  a l l o c a t i o n s  were rev iewed by s u p e r v i s o r y  s t a f f  

A meet ing  was h e l d  on January  8, 1981, w i t h  a l l  22 members o f  t h e  Colir t ' s  

s u p e r v i s o r y  s t a f f  t o  rev iew t h e  space a l l o c a t i o n s  t h a t  had been des igned  by 

t h e  c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r .  Pursuant t o  lengthy d i s c u s s i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  space 

a l l o c a t i o n s  and workflow r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  s e v e r a l  changes were made i n  t h e  

-13- 



a l l o c a t i o n  o f  space .  

r e submi t t ed  t o  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r y  s t a f f  i n  a mee t ing  on February  12, 1981. 

approved t h e  a l l o c a t i o n s  p r e s e n t e d  a t  t h a t  t ime. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  super -  

v i s o r  of t h e  P o J i c e  S e r v i c e s  D e t a i l  also rev iewed t h e  p l a n  and gave  v e r b a l  

approva 1. 

A f t e r  a l l o c a t i o n s  had been r e a s s i g n e d ,  t h e  p l a n  w a s  

They 

7. I n t e r v i e w s  were h e l d  

Subsequent  t o  a w r i t t e n  request t o  and a n  o r a l  i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  t h e  Assis- 

t a n t  C i t y  Manager, pe rmis s ion  was g iven  by t h a t  pe r son  t o  i n t e r v i e w  v a r i o u s  

i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  t h e  C i t y  of Phoenix a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  These people  were con- 

t a c t e d  t o  conduct  b r i e f  reviews of t h e  p h y s i c a l  f a c i J i t i e s  i n  which t h e  

Court  proposed t o  move i n  o r d e r  t o  de t e rmine  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of any s p e c i a l  

probLems t h a t  would r e q u i r e  an  i n o r d i n a t e  e x p e n d i t u r e  of funds  t o  r e s o l v e .  

I n t e r v i e w s  were h e l d  p u r s u a n t  t o  t h i s  a p p r o v a l  w i t h  t h e  Real Estate  D i v i s i o n  

of t h e  C i t y ' s  F inance  Department ,  t h e  Management I n f o r m a t i o n  S e r v i c e s  Depar t -  

ment,  t h e  P u b l i c  Works Department ,  t h e  B u i l d i n g  S a f e t y  Department,  t h e  F i r e  

Department ,  and t h e  Eng inee r ing  Department.  

The i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  t h e  Real  Estate  Department was t o  de te rmine  l e a s e  

r equ i r emen t s  and t o  a d v i s e  them of  Cour t  conce rns  r e g a r d i n g  n e g o t i a t i o n s  f o r  

a d d i t i o n a l  space  t o  l e a s e  from Maricopa County.  T h i s  department  was a l s o  

ques t ioned  r e g a r d i n g  the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of any  downtown vacan t  s p a c e ,  such as 

vacan t  e lementary  s c h o o l s ,  t h a t  could  be  used as  a s u i t a b l e  l o c a t i o n  t o  house 

t h e  Cour t ,  and t h e  e s t i m a t e d  c o s t  o f  buying any such f a c i l i t y .  The l a t t e r  

q u e s t i o n  was posed t o  de t e rmine  i f  a c q u i s i t i o n  of a vaca.nt f a c i l i t y  i n  prox-  

i m i t y  t o  t h e  downtown a r e a  cou ld  be  s u p p o r t e d  as a f e a s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  

t h e  space  l e a s e  p r o p o s a l .  

The MIS Department was q u e s t i o n e d  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p l ann ing  n e c e s s a r y  t o  

move computer ized communication i n s t r u m e n t s  from one l o c a t i o n  t o  a n o t h e r ,  t h e  

-14- 
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necessity f o r  additional communication line hookups, and the adequacy of 

existing communication line hookups. The Public Works Department was 

questioned regarding the adequacy of the phone communication outlets. The 

Building Safety Department was consulted regarding their opinion of the 

structural integrity o f  the 17 S. Second Avenue1125 W. Washington facility, 

and any special problems regarding access to or egress from the b u i l d i n g .  

The Fire Department reviewed the fire code requirements of the Phoenix Fire 

Code a s  they applied t o  the facility. The Engineering Department was consulted 

regarding proposed remodeling c o s t s  and to provide an estimate of construction 

costs if a new building, similar in size t o  the adjoining facilities a t  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 a t  125 W. Washington. The Superior C o u r t  Administrator and the Justice 

Court C o o r d i n a t o r  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 

theFr accompanying clerical s t a f f ,  a s  related to the location of the Phoenix 

Municipal Court and its related clerical staff in available space a t  the 

125 W. Washington location. 

A l l  of these interviews were open-ended. No interview form or question- 

naire was used. Work notes were kept on each i n t e r v i e w  conducted. 

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

hensive plan was developed which is described in Section 111. 

-15- 
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I SECTION I11 - FINDINGS AND DATA PRESENTATION 
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A. Summary of F ind ings  

The fo l lowing  l is t  summarizes t h e  major  f i n d i n g s  of t h i s  Munic ipa l  

C o u r t  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  f e a s  i b i  l i t y  s tudy .  

1. Space Needs 

The t o t a l  amount of s p a c e  r e q u i r e d  t o  house  t h e  Phoenix Municipal  Cour t  

th rough June ,  1985, i s  p r o j e c t e d  t o  be  53,768 s q u a r e  f e e t .  O f  t h a t  amount,  

24,325 s q u a r e  f e e t  i s  c u r r e n t l y  be ing  l e a s e d  a s  cour t room and courtroom- 

r e l a t e d  space  on floors two and  three of t h e  o l d  Maricopa County cour thouse  

a t  125 W.  Washington. About 5,000 s q u a r e  f e e t  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  used  by t h e  

C o u r t s '  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n - P r o b a t i o n  Cen te r  a t  17 S. Second Avenue. Another  

6,000 s q u a r e  f e e t  w i l l  be l e a s e d  t o  t h e  Munic ipa l  Cour t  i n  July, 1981. This 

6,000 s q u a r e  f e e t  i s  t o  be used t o  house t h e  r ema in ing  f o u r  j u d i c i a l  d i v i -  

s i o n s  and suppor t  s t a f f  c u r r e n t l y  l o c a t e d  at 12  N. 4th Avenue. 

For  t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  t o  be f e a s i b l e ,  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  13,969 squa re  f e e t  

must be made a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  C i t y  of Phoenix-owned f a c i l i t y  l o c a t e d  a t  

17 S .  Second Avenue; which l o c a t i o n  a d j o i n s . t h e  125 W. Washington c o u r t h o u s e ,  

and 4,474 a d d i t i o n a l  squa re  f e e t  m u s t  be l e a s e d  by t h e  County t o  t h e  C i t y  i n  

t h e  125 W .  Washington cour thouse .  

2 .  Space A v a i l a b l e  

The space  which w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  a f t e r  J u l y  1, 1981,  i n  t h e  17 S. Second 

Avenue f a c i l i t y  is 14,404 s q u a r e  f e e t .  The s p a c e  which c a n  be made a v a i l a b l e  

by t h e  County a f t e r  vacancy by t h e  P u b l i c  F i d u c i a r y ,  whose o f f i c e  c u r r e n t l y  

occup ies  4 ,964  square  f e e t  on t h e  f o u r t h  f l o o r  and 1,600 s q u a r e  f e e t  on t h e  

ground f l o o r  of  125 W .  Washington, i s  6,564 s q u a r e  f e e t .  The t o t a l  20,968 

s q u a r e  f e e t  a v a i l a b l e  from a n t i c i p a t e d  v a c a n c i e s  a t  1 7  S .  Second Avenue, and 
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125 W. Washington a d d i t i o n a l  l e a s e d  space exceeds t h e  s q u a r e  footage 

r e q u i r e d  by t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  by 2,525 square  f e e t .  

From t h e  v iewpoin t  o f  gross s q u a r e  foo tage  needs versus gross s q u a r e  

foo tage  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  p r o j e c t  i s  f e a s i b l e  

3. Lease Requirements  and R e s t r i c t i o n s  

A review of the current agreement  wi th  Maricopa County for t h e  l e a s e  

o f  floors two and t h r e e  of t h e  125 W. Washington cour thouse  revealed t w o  

a r e a s  o f  concern :  

a .  The c u r r e n t  agreement  c a l l s  f o r  a four -year  e x p i r a t i o n  

p e r i o d  and a c a n c e l l a t i o n  c l a u s e  wi th  90 days w r i t t e n  

n o t i c e .  

No p r o v i s i o n  has been made f o r  judges  o r  staff p a r k i n g  

i n  the l a r g e  p a r k i n g  lot t o  t h e  sou th  o f  t h e  cour thouse .  

b. 

The County Superior Court Admin i s t r a to r  has  v e r b a l l y  supported a pro- 

l o n g a t i o n  o f  t h e  lease agreement u n t i l ,  "such time a s  a c o n s o l i d a t e d  lower 

c o u r t  sys tem i s  c r e a t e d  i n  Maricopa County . I '  

The County ' s  p r o p e r t y  management administrator had i n d i c a t e d  a w i l l i n g -  

n e s s  t o  n e g o t i a t e  for p a r k i n g  spaces  i n  t h e  south park ing  l o t  a s  p a r t  of  t h e  

agreement t o  lease t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  6,000 squa re  f e e t  on J u l y  1, 1981, p r e v i o u s l y  

d e s c r i b e d .  

Discussions wi th  t h e  County r ega rd ing  l e a s e  c o s t s ,  s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  

a n d  remodel ing r e q u e s t s  have uncovered no s p e c i a l  problems t h a t  would affect 

t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  p r o j e c t .  

4. Determina t ion  of  Remodeling Requirements  and Space A v a i l a b l e  f o r  

A d d i t i o n a l  Cons t ruc t ion  

Discussed later on i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of  the s tudy  i s  the problem 

encountered  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  de te rmine  remodel ing requirements. 

Enginee r ing  Department p o l i c y  r e q u i r e s  the h i r i n g  o f  a n  a r c h i t e c t  f o r  projects 

Phoenix C i t y  
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o f  t h i s  s i z e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  a b u i l d i n g  of an  h i s t o r i c  i n t e r e s t  a s  i s  t h e  o l d  

C i t y  Hal l /County cour thouse  which was c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  1928.  

a s s u r e d  the  Cour t ,  however, t h a t  no major problems were a n t i c i p a t e d  based on 

E n g i n e e r s  

t h e  floor p l a n s  t h a t  had been submi t t ed .  

Pu r suan t  t o  i n s t r u c t i o n  from t h e  P r e s i d i n g  Judges o f  t h e  County and 

Municipal Cour t s ,  no new construction would be n e c e s s a r y  a s  l ong  as s u f f l c i e n t  

s p a c e  were a v a i l a b l e  i n  the  e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e s .  

a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  new c o n s t r u c t i o n  q u e s t i o n  was n o t  a d d r e s s e d .  

S i n c e  s u f f i c i e n t  space  is 

5. Systems A n a l y s i s  t o  Identify C o n s t r a i n t s  Imposed by Logistics, 

I n f o r m a t i o n  and Paper f low,  and Pe r sonne l  U t i l i z a t i o n  

Th i s  workf Low a n a l y s i s ,  performed by t h e  Munic ipa l  C o u r t ' s  sys tems and 

p r o c e d u r e s  a n a l y s t ,  recommended t h a t  a number of c l e r i c a l  work a c t i v i t i e s  

were r e q u i r e d  to be c l u s t e r e d  around t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  f o c a l  p o i n t ,  the C o u r t ' s  

p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  c o u n t e r .  

S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  fo l lowing  a c t i v i t i e s  were r e q u i r e d  t o  be a d j a c e n t  t o  

t h e  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  c o u n t e r :  

a .  Document i n t a k e  s e c t i o n  

b. Warrant t r a y  

c .  L a t e r a l  f i l e s  on long-form compla in t s  pending  a r r a i g n m e n t  

d .  Tub f i l e s  on shor t - form compla in t s  pending  a r r a ignmen t  

e. T e l l e r  t e r m i n a l  o p e r a t o r s  who p r o c e s s  f r o n t  counter payments 

f .  Information window c l e r k  

g.  Correspondence f i l e  c l e r k  ( resu l t  of  n e g o t i a t i o n s )  

h .  Dumb w a i t e r  a c c e s s  t o  Warrant s e c t i o n  ( r e s u l t  o f  n e g o t i a t i o n s )  

The fo l lowing  a c t i v i t i e s  were r e q u i r e d  t o  be l o c a t e d  O R  t h e  same f l o o r  

a s  t h e  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  c o u n t e r :  

a .  Arraignment courts ( 2 )  

b .  Court  suppor t  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n  
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- c. P r o s e c u t o r s  pre-arraignment screening p r o j e c t  

Two other c o n s t r a i n t s  i d e n t i f i e d  were: ( a )  t h e  requi rement  t o  have  a 

s e p a r a t e  e l e v a t o r  system for c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  in t he  17 S. Second Avenue f a c i l -  

i t y  so c a s h  and c o u r t  documents cou ld  be c a r r i e d  between flOOKS w i t h o u t  p u b l i c  

c o n t a c t ;  and (b) t o  locate t h e  P a r k i n g  Section i n  a p l a c e  w i t h  both ease of 

p u b l i c  a c c e s s ,  and i n  a secu red  a r e a  due to t h e  amount of  money hand led  daily. 

The sys tems a n a l y s i s  r e v e a l e d  no other c o n s t r a i n t s  t h a t  needed t o  be 

a d d r e s s e d  a s  p a r t  o f  this c o n s o l i d a t i o n  f e a s i b i l i t y  study. 

6. Developing a Gross Cost Budget t o  Accomplish t h e  C o n s o l i d a t i o n ,  

Together  with Proposed Funding Sources  

The cost of l e a s i n g  the a d d i t i o n a l  space  needed, i n c l u d i n g  t h e  6,000 

s q u a r e  f e e t  t o  b e  leased 7/1/81 from the County,  is es t ima ted  a t  $49,666 i n  

FY 1981-82, and $81,766 as  a f u l l - y e a r  c o s t  i n  FY 1982-83. These funds  will 

have t o  come from t h e  C o u r t ' s  g e n e r a l  purpose funds budget .  

been s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  City Counci l  f o r  t h e  FY 1981-82 supplementa l  lease 

A r e q u e s t  has 

c o s t s  i d e n t i f i e d .  The r e q u e s t  has p a s s e d  a l l  i n i t i a l  reviews, and r e q u i r e s  

one  more rev iew b e f o r e  f i n a l  a p p r o v a l .  I t  is the C o u r t ' s  number one p r i o r i t y  

r e q u e s t .  

The c o s t  of moving f u r n i t u r e  and equipment in A p r i l ,  1982, is estimated 

a t  $10,760. These costs are a p a r t  of t h e  supplemental  budget  r e q u e s t  j u s t  

d i s c u s s e d .  

The c o s t s  of moving phone l i n e s  and i n s t a l l i n g  new computer c a b l e  is 

e s t i m a t e d  to be $10,000. 

No o t h e r  one-time c o s t s  have been i d e n t i f i e d ,  The re fo re ,  the t o t a l  

e s t i m a t e d  FY 1981-82 c o s t ,  exc lud ing  p r e s e n t l y  i n c a l c u l a b l e  remodel ing 

expenses  a n d  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  fees, is $70,426. 

7 .  A l t e r n a t i v e  S o l u t i o n s  and Costs  
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.--- At this point two alternatives have been considered: 

a. 

b. Purchase of  an exi.sting vacant structure of suitable 

Construction of a new Phoenix Municipal Court building; 

size to house the Phoenix Municipal Court. 

The f i r s t  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 author, using figures 

provided by the City Engineer and the City Real Estate Division, at $766,000 

€or 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 Avenue1125 W. Washington 

location is the best alternative: 

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

administration building . 
b. It is located directly across the street from the Mari- 

copa County Superior Court and County Law Library complex. 

c .  It would provide a centralized location for public access 

t o  both the  Phoenix Municipal Court and the downtown 

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 a l s o  aligned philosophically with unification 
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p r o p o s a l s  be ing  s t u d i e d  by t h e  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  and t h e  

S t a t e  Bar. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  d i scoun ted  i n  f a v o r  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  con- 

s o l i d a t i o n  p l a n  i n  d e f e r e n c e  t o  the b e n e f i t s  desc r ibed .  

B. P r e s e n t a t i o n  and Di scuss ion  o f  Data 

The purpose  of this s e c t i o n  of t h e  r e p o r t  i s  t o  i n t e g r a t e  t h e  f i n d i n g s  

summarized above w i t h  t h e  s u p p o r t i n g  data and data analyses. 

1. Space Requirements  

The methodology used t o  accumula te  t h e  d a t a  r e q u i r e d  invo lved  u s i n g  a n  

o f f i c e  s p a c e  s t a n d a r d s  g u i d e l i n e  r e p o r t  and i t s  accompanying forms which had 

been developed  by t h e  Opera t ions  A n a l y s i s  D i v i s i o n  of t h e  Phoenix Management 

and Budget Department (Appendix I)., These i n s t r u c t i o n s  and forms were used  

t o  de t e rmine  c u r r e n t  space needs.  The forms were completed by each c l e r i ca l  

s e c t i o n  s u p e r v i s o r .  The r e sponses  were a u d i t e d ,  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  were nego t i a -  

t e d  and a summary was completed (Appendix 111). The summary i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  

16,883 square feet were c u r r e n t l y  needed t o  house t h e  Cour t s  c l e r i c a l  staff 

and the P o l i c e  Court  Services Detail. 

j udges  n o r  t h e i r  t r i a l  d i v i s i o n s .  

would be housed ( 4 )  immediately a f t e r  July 1 ,  1981, in the old County Cour t  

b u i l d i n g  a t  125 W. Washington. The s u p p o r t  s taff  normally housed wi th  each 

d i v i s i o n  ( b a i l i f f  and c l e r k )  were a l s o  no t  i nc luded  i n  t h e  s t u d y  s i n c e  they  

were a l r e a d y  i n  place o r  space  had been provided  for them i n  t h e  7 / 1 / 8 1  move. 

Also not i n c l u d e d  was t h e  space  a l r e a d y  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n -  

No space  d e t e r m i n a t i o n s  were made f o r  

These d i v i s i o n s  were a l r e a d y  housed (9)  o r  

P r o b a t i o n  C e n t e r  a t  17 S .  Second Avenue. A l l  o t h e r  Court  c l e r i c a l  and 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f  space  r equ i r emen t s  were i nc luded  i n  t h e  s tudy .  These 

square f o o t  space  r equ i r emen t s  were p repa red  so a s  to facilitate t h e  p l ace -  

ment of s e c t i o n s  by f l o o r  a r e a s  once i t  w a s  determined how much s p a c e  would 
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be a v a i l a b l e  a t  17 S. Second Avenue and 125 W. Washington,  and t h e  loca-  

t i o n  of t h e  space  as d i v i d e d  among t h e  f l o o r  l e v e l s  o f  t h e  two b u i l d i n g s .  

The nex t  s t e p  was t o  i d e n t i f y  f u t u r e  ( through J u n e ,  1985) p e r s o n n e l  

needs  and r e l a t e  t h a t  c a l c u l a t i o n  t o  the squa re  foot a r e a s  necessa ry  t o  

house t h e  expec ted  new employees.  

r e g r e s s i o n  p r o j e c t i o n  method, i t  was determined t h a t  33 new employees were 

needed,  and they would r e q u i r e  1,560 a d d i t i o n a l  s q u a r e  f e e t  (Appendix 11). 

The s q u a r e  f o o t a g e  c a l c u l a t i o n  was made u t i l i z i n g  t h e  Management and  Bud- 

g e t  Department space  s t a n d a r d s  r e p o r t  g u i d e l i n e s .  

Using a sum of l ea s t  s q u a r e s  l i n e a r  

2. Space A v a i l a b i l i t y  

Space a v a i l a b i l i t y  was de te rmined  through t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t e p s :  

a .  I n t e r v i e w s  w i t h :  

1. The Phoenix A s s i s t a n t  C i t y  Manager t o  d e t e r m i n e  

w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  a s s i g n  f u t u r e  vacan t  C i t y  office 

space  a t  1 7  S .  Second Avenue t o  t h e  C o u r t .  

2 .  The Space U t i l i z a t i o n  S e c t i o n ,  O p e r a t i o n s  Anal- 

y s i s  D i v i s i o n  of t h e  Phoenix Management and  

Budget Department t o  de te rmine  e x i s t i n g  vacancy 

schedu les  and t h e  d a t e  f o r  complete  vacancy  of 

non-Court s t a f f  from 17 S.  Second Avenue. 

3. The S u p e r i o r  Court  Administrator and t h e  Jus-  

t i c e  Court  Coord ina to r  t o  de t e rmine  e x i s t i n g  

and f u t u r e  vacancy of  t h e  125 W .  Washington 

cour thouse .  

4. The P u b l i c  F i d u c i a r y  housed on t h e  ground and 

f o u r t h  f l o o r s  of t h e  125 14. Washington c o u r t -  

house t o  de te rmine  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  r e l o c a t e  

o f f i c e s  t o  a n o t h e r  County o f f i c e  space  l o c a t i o n .  

-22- 



,. 

! 

The r e s u l t  of each of t h e s e  i n t e r v i e w s  was p o s i t i v e  a s  r e l a t e d  t o  

conso I Ldat i o n  f easi b i  li t y  . 
The n e x t  s t e p  invo lved  o b t a i n i n g  and rev iewing  e x i s t i n g  f l o o r  p l a n s  f o r  

the following a r e a s  (see Appendix IV): 

1. F l o o r s  1-4 of 1 7  S. Second Avenue C i ty  o f f i c e  b u i l d i n g .  

2 .  Floors ground-4 of  t h e  125 W .  Washington cour thouse .  

A t  t h i s  p o i n t  t o t a l  s q u a r e  foo tages  were c a l c u l a t e d .  

amount w e r e  t h o s e  a r e a s  hous ing  t h e  f o u r  downtown J u s t i c e  Cour ts  and t h e  

n i n e  Phoenix Municipal  Court  d i v i s i o n s .  Also s u b t r a c t e d  was t h e  space  pro- 

posed t o  house  t h e  f o u r  remaining Municipal  Court  d i v i s i o n s  a f t e r  7 /1 /81 ,  and 

t h e  space  i n h a b i t e d  by t h e  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n - P r o b a t i o n  Cen te r .  The space  

r ema in ing  was compared a g a i n s t  t h e  space  needs i d e n t i f i e d  i n  s t e p  one above. 

The space  a v a i l a b l e  exceeded t h e  space  needed by 2,525 squa re  f e e t .  

a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  a d e c i s i o n  was made t o  c o n t i n u e  t h e  s tudy  t o  de te rmine  

i f  t h e  space a v a i l a b l e  cou ld  b e  made t o  conform t o  t h e  s p a t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

r e q u i r e m e n t s  v e r i f i e d  by t h e  workflow ana l y s i s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  more d e t a i  1 

below. 

S u b t r a c t e d  from t h i s  

It was 

3. Lease Requirements  and R e s t r i c t i o n s  

The c u r r e n t  lease #22698 with  Maricopa County was reviewed by t h e  court 

a d m i n i s t r a t o r  and t h e  C o u r t ' s  s t a f f  a t t o r n e y  t o  de te rmine  i f  any language 

i n  t h e  c o n t r a c t  would n e g a t i v e l y  impact  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  f e a s i b i l i t y  (Appen- 

dix V). TWO problems were i d e n t i f i e d ;  one w i t h  s e v e r e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  if new 

language could  n o t  be developed t o  l e s s e n  its i n f l u e n c e .  

The c u r r e n t  l e a s e  c o n t r a c t  has a 4-year t e r m i n a t i o n  c l a u s e ,  causing the 

c o n t r a c t  to e x p i r e  December 31, 1983. However, a c o n t r a c t  renewal  c l a u s e  

i s  p r e s e n t .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  c o n t r a c t  h a s  an  emergency t e r m i n a t i o n  c l a u s e ,  

w i t h o u t  cause ,  of  90 days. The C i ty  of  Phoenix would be u n l i k e l y  t o  make a 
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Large commitment of money and  space  u s e  i f  t h e  County would n o t  r e c i p r o c a t e  

w i t h  t e r m i n a t i o n  c l a u s e s  more f a v o r a b l e  t o  t h e  C i t y ' s  i n t e r e s t s .  

To r e s o l v e  t h i s  i s s u e ,  t h e  PHoenix Chief P r e s i d i n g  Judge and c o u r t  

a d m i n i s t r a t o r  met w i t h  t h e  County P r e s i d i n g  Judge and c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  

who a r e  a s s i g n e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  by Maricopa County f o r  a d m i n i s t e r i n g  t h e  

l e a s e  of a l l  County Cour t  b u i l d i n g s .  I n  t h e  meet ing ,  t h e  County P r e s i d i n g  

Judge and c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  i n d i c a t e d  a w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  recommend a long- 

te rm l e a s e  agreement  and a less s t r e n u o u s  emergency t e r m i n a t i o n  c l a u s e .  They 

a l s o  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  a n t i c i p a t e d  no f u t u r e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  

would r e q u i r e  t h e  Munic ipa l  Cour t  t o  v a c a t e  any  space  l e a s e d  i n  t h e  o l d  

Cdunty cour thouse .  

Of lesser impor tance ,  b u t  s t i l l  of concern  t o  t h e  Munic ipa l  C o u r t ,  was 

t h e  l a c k  of p a r k i n g  space  a l l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  l o t  t o  t h e  south  of  t h e  o l d  County 

cour thouse .  

r e n t l y  p rov ided  p a r k i n g  s p a c e s  by t h e  C i t y  i n  l o t s  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e i r  work 

s i tes .  Moving a l l  Cour t  s t a f f  t o  125 W. Washington/ l7  S .  Second Avenue would 

r e q u i r e  t h e s e  peop le  t o  r e l i n q u i s h  t h e i r  p a r k i n g  space e n t i t l e m e n t .  A 

meet ing  between t h e  Munic ipa l  Cour t  A d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  t h e  Phoenix Real  E s t a t e  

A l l  of the  judges  and some of t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f  are  cu r -  

A d m i n i s t r a t o r  (who n e g o t i a t e s  t h e  lease on beha l f  o f  t h e  C i t y )  and t h e  County ' ;  

p r o p e r t y  management s t a f f  produced a commitment t o  n e g o t i a t e  t h e  number of 

p a r k i n g  spaces  t h e  County would p rov ide  t o  t h e  C i t y  i n  t h i s  s o u t h  p a r k i n g  l o t .  

D i scuss ion  r e g a r d i n g  a n t i c i p a t e d  remodel ing for t h e  C i t y  on l e a s e d  

County p r o p e r t y  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  remodel ing  could 

e i t h e r  be done by t h e  County and b i l l e d  t o  t h e  C i t y  o r  t h a t  C i t y  s t a f f  c o u l d  

do i t  upon County a p p r o v a l  of t h e  remodel ing p l a n s .  

No o t h e r  Language or  c o n d i t i o n s  e x i s t e d  i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  l e a s e ,  o r  was 

a n t i c i p a t e d  for t h e  f u t u r e  l e a s e  c o n t r a c t ,  t h a t  would p r e c l u d e  con t inuance  

o f  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y .  

-24- 



! 

I ’  

... 

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/l25 W. Washington. 

The following individuals were interviewed regarding topics in which 

they possessed expertise: 

a. Phoenix Supervisor of Building Insphctions - 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 f a l l  

subject to the Phoenix high-rise structure fire 

code. This code requires a sprinkler system in 

structures beyond three stories. 

c .  Phoenix Phone System Coordinator - She stated 
that sufficient phone cable was already run 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 C o u r t .  

d. Phoenix Management Information System Operations 

Analyst - He indicated that room was available 
in existing cable conduits to run t h e  cable 
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e .  

f. 

g *  

n e c e s s a r y  t o  hookup a l l  Court  computer i n s t rumen t s .  

Phoenix Personnel  S a f e t y  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  - He s t a t e d  

t h a t  no OSHA g u i d e l i n e s  a f f e c t e d  occupancy of t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  . 
Phoenix  EEO O f f i c e r  - He s t a t e d  t h a t  F e d e r a l ,  

S t a t e ,  and City r equ i r emen t s  for handicapped  

employees and p u b l i c  a c c e s s  t o  work and p u b l i c  

a r e a s ,  r e s t rooms ,  e l e v a t o r s ,  e t c . ,  had been met. 

Phoenix  F a c i l i t i e s  C o n s t r u c t i o n  Eng inee r  - He 
s t a t e d  t h a t  he cou ld  g i v e  no comment r e g a r d i n g  

remodel ing ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  plumbing e l e c t r i c a l ,  

mechanica l  o r  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s .  Th i s  respon-  

s i b i l i t y  had t o  be a s s i g n e d  t o  an a r c h i t e c t  due 

t o  t h e  size of t h e  p r o j e c t .  However, h e  i n d i -  

c a t e d  t h a t ,  based on submiss ion  of t h e  f l o o r  

p l a n s  f o r  proposed work a r e a s  and h i s  knowledge 

of t h e  b u i l d i n g ’ s  h i s t o r y ,  no major  problems w e r e  

a n t i c i p a t e d  . 
The c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  was i n s t r u c t e d  by t h e  Phoenix Chief  P r e s i d i n g  

Judge  and  t h e  S u p e r i o r  Cour t  P r e s i d i n g  Judge t h a t  no new c o n s t r u c t i o n  should 

be  i n v e s t i g a t e d  i f  space  were s u f f i c i e n t  w i t h i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  

the c o n s o l i d a t i o n . .  The new c o n s t r u c t i o n  q u e s t i o n  was t h e r e f o r e  n o t  a d d r e s s e d .  

5. Workflow A n a l y s i s  t o  I d e n t i f y  L o g i s t i c a l  and S p a t i a l  C o n s t r a i n t s  

This s u b s e c t i o n  c o n t a i n s  t h e  most l eng thy  n a r r a t i v e .  A g r e a t  amount of 

t i m e  was s p e n t  by t h e  a u t h o r  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  problems s u r f a c i n g  from t h e  work- ’ 

flow a n a l y s i s ,  and deve lop ing  a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n s  by meet ing  wi th  t h e  

p e r s o n n e l  i nvo lved  in t h e  i d e n t i f i e d  workflow problem areas .  

The first step i n  the analysis i nvo lved  c h a r t i n g  t h e  f low of  t h e  four 
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t y p e s  of documents t h e  c o u r t  p r o c e s s e s :  minor t r a f f i c  cases ( i n c l u d i n g  

p a r k i n g ) ;  major t r a f f i c  c a s e s  ( e x c l u d i n g  DWZ cases); D W I  cases, and c r i m i n a l  

c a s e s  (see Appendix V I ) .  T h i s  f l o w  c h a r t  t a s k  was a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  C o u r t ' s  

systems and  p rocedures  a n a l y s t .  A f t e r  comple t ion  of t h e  flow c h a r t s ,  t h e  

a n a l y s t  reviewed then  with each  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n  s u p e r v i s o r .  The purpose  of 

t h e  r ev iew was t o  v e r i f y  t h e  accu racy  of t h e  diagrams a s  r e l a t e d  t o  what 

p o r t i o n  of  t h e  f low each  s e c t i o n  p rocessed .  

The n e x t  s t e p ,  a l s o  completed by t h e  a n a l y s t ,  was t o  d e f i n e  s p a t i a l  

r e l a t i a n s h i p s  between c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n s .  Fo r  t h e  purpose o f  l a y i n g  out t h e  

l o c a t i o n s  of the c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n s  on the f l o o r  p lans ,  i t  was n e c e s s a r y  t o  

know which s e c t i o n s  had t o  b e  l o c a t e d  n e x t  t o  each o t h e r  due t o  such r e a s o n s  

a s  COIMIOR f i l e  a c c e s s ,  ca sh  s e c u r i t y ,  a r r a ignmen t  c o u r t  a c c e s s ,  e t c .  Also 

examined were paper f low r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h a t ,  i f  d i s r u p t e d ,  would d e g e n e r a t e  

s t a f f  e f f i c i e n c y .  Once t h a t  examinat ion  w a s  completed,  t h e  a n a l y s t  sub- 

m i t t e d  her recommendations t o  t h e  c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  (Appendix V I I ) .  The 

c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  t h e n  began t o  march t h e  workflow a n a l y s i s  w i t h  t h e  space 

a v a i l a b l e  f l o o r  p l a n s ,  much a s  a p e r s o n  would begin  t o  assemble  a 500 p i e c e  

jigsaw p u z z l e  (see f i g u r e  111-A), 

The 17 S .  Second Avenue F a c i l i t y  

The first problem i d e n t i f i e d  w a s  t h e  a n a l y s t ' s  recommendation t h a t  the 

Correspondence S e c t i o n ,  Document I n t a k e  S e c t i o n ,  short-form and long-form 

ar ra ignment  f i l e s ,  Warrant S e c t i o n  and w a r r a n t  t r a y ,  teller t e r m i n a l  (cash 

r e g i s t e r )  o p e r a t o r s ,  a r r a ignmen t  c o u r t s ,  Court Support  S e c t i o n ,  and t h e  Pro-  

s e c u t o r s '  pre-arraignment  s c r e e n i n g  p r o j e c t  a l l  be l o c a t e d  on t h e  same f l o o r ,  

and  immedia te ly  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e  P u b l i c  S e r v i c e s  Counter .  The combined neces-  

sary square f o o t a g e  o f  these a c t i v i t i e s  is 7,016. 

f o o t a g e  an the l a r g e s t  f l o o r  a t  1 7  S.  Second Avenue (first floor with base-  

iiient) i s  a b o u t  5,900. 

The a v a i l a b l e  squa re  

It appea red  i n i t i a l l y  t h a t  t h e  s tudy  must s t o p  a t  
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Figure 111-A 
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t h i s  p o i n t .  

However, t h e  problem was t a k e n  to the s u p e r v i s o r s  i n  a Janua ry  8 ,  

1981, s t a f f  meet ing and  s o l u t i o n s  were b ra ins to rmed ,  F i r s t ,  i t  was d e t e r -  

mined t h a t  t h e  use  of a dumb-waiter d e v i c e  t o  communicate between t h e  

Warrant S e c t i o n  and t h e  P u b l i c  S e r v i c e s  Counter  would be a c c e p t a b l e  wi th  

minimum e f f i c i e n c y  l o s s .  A dumb-waiter s h a f t  e x i s t e d  between the f i r s t  and 

second f l o o r s ,  so Warrants  Section c o u l d  go o n  one floor and the P u b l i c  Ser-  

v i c e s  Counter  on t h e  o t h e r .  Second,  the Correspondence S e c t i o n  s u p e r v i s o r  

s a i d  she  couLd house h e r  s e c t i o n  on a f l o o r  s e p a r a t e d  from t h e  P u b l i c  Ser- 

v i c e s  Counter  i f  a secu red  a c c e s s  cou ld  be made between t h e  two areas. I t  

was determined t h a t  an  e l e v a t o r  s h a f t  r a n  between t h e  f i r s t  floor and the 

o l d  jail on t h e  5 t h  and 6 t h  floors of L7 S .  Second Avenue t h a t  was used  t o  

t r a n s p o r t  P o l i c e  prisoners t o  t h e  jail. The elevator could  be used  a s  a 

secu red  s t a f f  e l e v a t o r .  

3 r d ,  and 4 t h  f l o o r s  f o r  t h i s  p l a n  t o  work, bu t  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

eng inee r  foresaw no problem with t h a t  p r o p o s a l .  

Access doors  would need t o  be  i n s t a l l e d  on t h e  2nd, 

I t  had been de termined  i n  1979 t h a t  t h e  o l d  C i t y  jail on t h e  5 t h  and 

6th floors of 17 S .  Second Avenue was no longe r  usable for any purpose.  

Removal of  t h e  bars and remodel ing f o r  office space  was very  expens ive .  

Using i t  t o  s t o r e  p a p e r s  and o t h e r  r e c o r d s  would v i o l a t e  the fire code.  

The Court Suppor t  S e c t i o n  s u p e r v i s o r  s a i d  t h a t  i t  was more impor t an t  

t o  be i n  t h e  same g e o g r a p h i c a l  area of t h e  b u i l d i n g  as t h e  Court's j u d i c i a l  

d i v i s i o n s  than  t o  be a d j a c e n t  t o  the Public S e r v i c e s  Counter .  

determined t h a t  space  cou ld  be prov ided  on t h e  ground f l o o r  on t h e  125 W. 

Washington s i d e  of t h e  b u i l d i n g .  

I t  was 

Access between t h e  two a d j a c e n t  b u i l d i n g s  already e x i s t e d  on t h e  

second l e v e l .  

These i n i t i a l  problems were, therefore, r e s o l v e d  through a spirit of 
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c o o p e r a t i v e  b r a i n s t o r m i n g  among t h e  proposed u s e r s .  

The n e x t  s t e p  i n v o l v e d  comple t ion  o f  t h e  f l o o r  p l a n  p u z z l e  by t h e  

c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r .  I t  w a s  dec ided  t h a t  t h e  most a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e  for 

t h e  P u b l i c  S e r v i c e s  Coun te r  was a t  17 S. Second Avenue on t h e  2nd f l o o r ,  

and t h a t  t h e  Document I n t a k e  S e c t i o n ,  t h e  long-form a r ra ignmen t  f i l e s ,  

short-form a r r a i g n m e n t  t u b  f i l e s ,  war ran t  t r a y ,  t e r m i n a l  o p e r a t o r s ,  i n f o r -  

ma t ion  window and P r o s e c u t o r s  ' pre-arraignment  s t a f f  could  a l l  be l o c a t e d  

a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e  c o u n t e r  a r e a .  

a c r o s s  t h e  h a l l  from t h e  c o u n t e r  a r e a ,  

The a r r a i g n m e n t  c o u r t s  would f i t  n i c e l y  

F l o o r  one would house  t h e  e x i s t i n g  D i v i s i o n  R which h a n d l e s  D W I  c a s e s ,  

t h e  Records, W a r r a n t s ,  and P a r k i n g  S e c t i o n s ,  and the P o l i c e  O f f i c e  lounge 

and s e c t i o n  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o f f i c e s  of t h e  P o l i c e  Court  S e r v i c e s  D e t a i l .  

S i n c e  t h e  P a r k i n g  S e c t i o n  was t o  be p l a c e d  i n  a l o c a t i o n  w i t h  easy  p u b l i c  

access, i t  was d e c i d e d ,  w i t h  c o n c u r r e n c e  of  t h e  Cour t  S e r v i c e s  Detail  Ser- 

g e a n t ,  t o  s p l i t  t h e  p o l i c e  d e t a i l  between t h e  f i r s t  f l o o r ,  t o  p r o v i d e  

s e c u r i t y  f o r  t h e  funds  r e c e i v e d  by t h e  Park ing  S e c t i o n ,  and t h e  f o u r t h  f l o o r  

t o  house p r i s o n e r s  a w a i t i n g  j u d i c i a l  appearance.  

F l o o r  t h r e e  w a s  t o  be l e f t  e s s e n t i a l l y  as  i t  now e x i s t s ,  hous ing  t h e  

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  S e r v i c e s  D i v i s i o n ,  which c o n t a i n s  t h e  P r o b a t i o n  S e r v i c e s  and 

DWI R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  S e r v i c e s  s e c t i o n s .  The f o u r t h  f l o o r  was r e s e r v e d  f o r  

t h e  C o u r t s '  F inance  and Correspondence S e c t i o n s ,  t h e  p r i s o n e r  h o l d i n g  a r e a  

and t h e  g u a r d s  from t h e  P o l i c e  Court  S e r v i c e s  Deta i l .  (Space a l l o c a t i o n s  

are shown on F i g u r e  111-A and Appendix 11). 

125 W. Washington 

Mentioned e a r l i e r  was t h e  need t o  a c q u i r e  p o r t i o n s  of t h e  ground and 

1st f l o o r s  and t h e  4 t h  f l o o r  of 125 W. Washington i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  c o n s o l i -  

d a t i o n  t o  be f e a s i b l e .  The comple t ion  o f  t h e  p u z z l e  f o r  t h i s  p o r t i o n  of t h e  
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C-., facility required the placement of Municipal Court administrative offices 

on one f l o o r ,  and clerical offices on the other four floor$ of this building. 

The Fines Collection Section can be placed on the ground floor in the o f f i c e  

now used by the County Public Fiduciary Administration. 

office could a l s o  house the Court Support Section. Two court divisions are 

scheduled to move onto the ground floor on 7/1/81. The first f l o o r  will 

The ground floor 

house t w o  more court divisions a l s o  scheduled to move there on 7/1/81. The 

second floor can contain an area for out-of-court payments and five court 

divisions, a s  it does now. The t h i r d  floor can continue to house four court  

divisions, and the appeals, and court reporting coordinator offices. Also, 

the Chief Bailiff's oEfices can move into the Presiding Judge's current 

administrative offices on the third floor. 

--.. 
The fourth floor, currently occupied by the County Public Fiduciary's 

clerical and professional staff can become the hiuniciQal,Court's adrninistra- 

tive o f f i c e  suite. The fourth floor can house the following personnel: 

Chief Presiding Judge 

Assistant Chief Presiding Judge 

Staf f  Attorney 

Administrative Assistant 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrative Off icers  ( 2 )  

MIS/Court Coordinator 

Systems and Procedures Analyst 

Administrative Secretary 

Secretary 111 ( 2 )  

Secretary I1 

Also t o  be located on this f l o o r  is the judges' and attorneys' reference 

law library. It could be possible to reassemble the one Superior courtroom 
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t h a t  was loc  t e d  t h i s  f l  r f o r  u a t h e  Chief  P r e s i d i  Judge  ' s 

courtroom i n  l i e u  o f  moving t h e  r e f e r e n c e  library t o  t h i s  l o c a t i o n  from 

t h e  t h i r d  f l o o r .  Even wi th  t h a t  a d d i t i o n ,  some 1,100 squa re  f e e t  w i l l  s t i l l  

remain f o r  expans ion  pu rposes  i f  r e q u i r e d  ( s e e  Appendices I1 and I V ) .  

Summary 

The above d i s c u s s i o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  f l o o r  p l a n s  w i t h  t h e  proposed  l o c a t i o n s  

of eve ry  s e c t i o n  and o f f i c e  shown, was p r e s e n t e d  t o  t h e  Munic ipa l  C o u r t ' s  

s u p e r v i s o r y  s t a f f  i n  a meet ing  h e l d  February  1 2 ,  1981. The p l a n  was approved  

as p r e s e n t e d .  

t r a t i v e  s t a f f .  

The p l a n  had p r e v i o u s l y  been approved by  t h e  Court's adminis- 

6 .  Developing a Gross  Cost  Budget of t h e  C o n s o l i d a t i o n ,  Toge the r  

w i th  Proposed Funding Sources  

The next most s i g n i f i c a n t  q u e s t i o n  t o  I t w i l l  i t  f i t ? "  is "how much is it  

going  t o  c o s t ? "  The major  problem i n  t h i s  a r e a  is the c o s t  c a l c u l a t i o n  f o r  

remodel ing  r equ i r emen t s .  Due t o  t h e  r equ i r emen t  f o r  a r c h i t e c t  i nvo lvemen t ,  

no one i n  t h e  Phoenix  Eng inee r ing  Department was w i l l i n g  t o  g i v e  even  rough 

estimates of t h e  c o s t  of t h e  p r o j e c t .  The most d e f i n i t i v e  s t a t e m e n t  was 

t h a t  t h e  1 7  S .  Second Avenue b u i l d i n g  had been s t u d i e d  by t h e  E n g i n e e r i n g  

Department in 1978 a t  t h e  r e q u e s t  o f  t he  C i t i z e n s  Bond Committee. I t  had 

been concluded t h a t ,  even w i t h  t h e  expense  of remodel ing  t h e  5 t h  and 6 t h  

f l o o r  j a i l s ,  $700,000 would have been adequa te  t o  cove r  the c o s t  o f  remodel- 

i n g  t h e  b u i l d i n g  i n t o  c o u r t  o f f i c e  space .  

t h e  Eng inee r ing  Department  t h a t ,  w i t h o u t  remodel ing  t h e  5 t h  and 6 t h  f l o o r  

j a i l s ,  more than  a s u f f i c i e n t  amount of money w a s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  comple te  t h e  

I t  was t h e r e f o r e  concluded  by 

remodel ing.  

Obvious ly ,  t h e  a r c h i t e c t  h i r e d  f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  w i l l  deveLop e s t i m a t e d  

c o s t s  f o r  a l l  phases of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  b u t  not i n  t ime f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h i s  

r e p o r t .  
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Estimates could be made, however, f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e x p e n d i t u r e s :  

a .  FY 1981-82 o f f i c e  l e a s e  c o s t s  

$10,666 2 ($6.5O/sq. f t . / y r .  for 6,564 f t .  x 3 mo.) 

b. FY 1981-82 courtroom lease costs 

2 ($6.50/ft. / y r .  f o r  6,000 ft.* x 12 mo.) 

S u b t o t a l  

c .  Moving c o s t s  ( A p r i l ,  1982) 

1. F u r n i t u r e  and Equipment 

2. Phone lines and computer  c a b l e  

Sub t o  t a  1 

Total cost  FY 1981-82 ( e x c l u d i n g  remodel ing)  

d. FY 1982-83 o f f i c e  and cour t room lease c o s t s  

J u l y  1, 1982 - June 30, 1983 

1. Floor  - Ground (4,600 f t .  ) 

2. F loo r  - 1 (3,000 f t .  ) 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3. Floor - 2 (11 ,409  ft. ) 

4. F loor  - 3 (12,916 ft. 

39,000 

$49,666 

10,760 

10,000 

$20,760 

$70,426 

$29,900 

19,500 

74,158 

83,954 

32,366 

Sub t o t a  1 $239,878 

T o t a l  c o s t  FY 1982-83 $239,878 

2 5 .  Floor  - 4 (4,964 f t ,  ) 

These funds must come from Phoenix General  Purpose Funds a p p r o p r i a t e d  

by t h e  C i t y  Counci l  f o r  Munic ipa l  Court expend i tu re .  A supplementa l  budget 

r e q u e s t  f o r  t h e s e  funds has  been submi t t ed  a s  p r i o r i t y  one of  t h e  Court's 

FY 1981-82 budget  r e q u e s t  (Appendix VIII). 

phase of a two-phased r ev iew p r o c e s s ,  and i t  i s  v e r y  likely t h a t  funds  will 

be  appropriated for these 1981-82 expenditures. 

become a part of t h e  Court's base  budge t ,  if t h e  supplementa l  1981-82 budget 

This  r e q u e s t  has passed  t h e  f i rs t  

FY 1982-83 e x p e n d i t u r e s  will 
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r e q u e s t  r e c e i v e s  a p p r o v a l .  

As no ted ,  t h e  funds  r e q u i r e d  f o r  remodel ing expenses  will come from 

bond funds  approved by t h e  v o t e r s  i n  a 1978 e l e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  purpose of  Muni- 

c i p a l  Court  r e n o v a t i o n  (Appendix I X ) .  

$700,000. 

The t o t a l  amount a v a i l a b l e  i s  
* 

No o t h e r  one-time c o s t s  have been i d e n t i f i e d .  

7 .  Al ternat ive S o l u t i o n s  and Cos t s  (see F i g u r e  111-B) 

Due t o  the cammon g o a l  of Municipal  C o u r t / J u s t i c e  Court c o n s o l i d a t i o n  

espoused  by t h e  Chief  Judges  of  t h e  C i t y  of Phoenix and Maricopa County 

S u p e r i o r  C o u r t s ,  i t  i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  either of t h e  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  be  

d i s c u s s e d  w i l l  be  c o n s i d e r e d  v i a b l e .  

o l d  County c o u r t h o u s e  complex a s  a c e n t r a l  Maricopa County lower c o u r t  

b u i l d i n g  i s  very a t t r a c t i v e .  Cons ider  that t h i s  building: 

a .  i s  l o c a t e d  j u s t  across t h e  s t r e e t  t o  t h e  n o r t h  of 

The u t i l i z a t i o n  of t h e  o l d  C i t y  h a l l /  

t h e  County Superior Court  and County Law Library 

complex ; 

b.  is l o c a t e d  one b l o c k  from t h e  County a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

b u i l d i n g  and a c r o s s  a sma l l  p a r k i n g  l o t  from t h e  

C i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  b u i l d i n g ;  

c. i s  l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  a 5-block r a d i u s  of  a cons id-  

e r a b l e  number of  downtown h i g h - r i s e  b u i l d i n g s ,  

a l l  of which house a number o f  law f i r m s ;  

d. would p r o v i d e  a s i n g l e  l o c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  p u b l i c  

to  conduct  c o u r t  b u s i n e s s ,  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of  which 

i s  p r o c e s s e d  by the  lower courts. 

Two a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  wor th  ment ioning .  A t h i r d ,  purchase  of  t h e  County 

p o r t i o n  of t h e  complex by t h e  C i ty  was not  s e r i o u s l y  i n v e s t i g a t e d  due t o  t h e  

c u r r e n t  Maricopa County lower court c o n s o l i d a t i o n  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  i n t e r e s t .  
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Figure 111-B 

ALTERNATIVES COST AND BENEFITS CHART 

ALTERNATIVES 

A - Construct a new court building 
B - Purchase and remodel an existing b u i l d i n g  
C - Lease an existing building 

ALTERNATIVES COST(1) 

A $ 2 , 9 7 0 , 3 9 6  

$ 866,050 

$1,685,085 

PENEFI TS 

1. 
2. 

3 .  

4. 

1. 
2 .  
3 .  

1. 

2.  

3 .  

4 .  

5. 

6 .  

7.  

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 t o  main Police building 

Location i s  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 t o  downtown law 
offices 
Already houses most  judicial components 
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 
account ing  technique 

/-. 
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The f i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  would b e  t o  b u i l d  a new Phoenix lower c o u r t  

b u i l d i n g  t o  house t h e  Municipal  Cour t .  The c u r r e n t  cost  t o  c o n s t r u c t  

such a f a c i l i t y  is  e s t i m a t e d  a t  $70 .00 / f t . 2  by t h e  Phoenix Engineer ing  

Department .  The c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o s t s  would, be :  

$3,763,760 a .  

b .  A r c h i t e c t  f e e  (10% of c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o s t )  376,376 

T o t a l  $4,140,13 6 

2 
C o n s t r u c t i o n  ($70.OO/ft.* x 53,768 f t .  

No l and  a c q u i s i t i o n  would be r e q u i r e d  due t o  space t h e  C i ty  c u r r e n t l y  

owns f o r  employee p a r k i n g .  The C i ty  would lose revenue  from pa rk ing  f e e s  if 

t h e  p a r k i n g  a r e a  were n o t  r e p l a c e d  w i t h  a n o t h e r  City-owned p r o p e r t y .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  two would r e q u i r e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of a vacan t  s t r u c t u r e  i n  the  

downtown a r e a  w i t h  s p a c e  s u i t a b l e  for cour t rooms and o t h e r  suppor t ing  use.  

The o n l y  s t r u c t u r e  p o s s e s s i n g  t h o s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  , w i t h  s u i t a b l e  pa rk ing  

f o r  p u b l i c  and staff i s  a n  e lementary  schoo l .  The o n l y  vacan t  e lementary 
.-- 

schoo l  i n  t h e  downtown Phoenix a r e a  not a l r e a d y  c l a imed  f o r  o t h e r  use is 

Grace Cour t  School  a t  800 W .  Adams S t r e e t .  T h i s  l o c a t i o n  i s  approximate ly  

1.1 m i l e s  from the proposed  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  s i t e .  

The Phoenix  Real E s t a t e  D iv i s ion  p rov ided  an a p p r a i s a l  of t h i s  s choo l  

p r o p e r t y .  The Real Estate staff i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a r easonab le  pr ice  t o  pay 

€ o r  s choo l  a c q u i s i t i o n  is $766,000. S i n c e  the s c h o o l  c o n t a i n s  48,529 s q u a r e  

f e e t  of u s a b l e  s p a c e ,  an a d d i t i o n a l  5 ,239  s q u a r e  f e e t  would have t o  be added 

t o  meet t h e  C o u r t ' s  space  needs.  So t h e  t o t a l  c o s t  of t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is: 

a .  A c q u i s i t i o n  $ 766,000 

366,730 b. C o n s t r u c t i o n  (5 ,239  x $ 7 0 / f t .  ) 
2 

c .  A r c h i t e c t u r a l  f e e  (10% x 366,730)  36,673 
$ I, 1'69 , 403 

Comparing t h e  c o s t  o f  t h e s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a g a i n s t  t h e ' c u r r e n t  squa re  

f o o t a g e  c o s t  of l e a s i n g  space  on t h e  ground - fourth f l o o r s  of t h e  o l d  

County c o u r t h o u s e  by using an  a n a l y s i s  of  p r e s e n t  v a l u e  of  cash  ou t f low,  
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r e v e a l s  i n t e r e s t i n g  f i n a n c i a l  i n fo rma t ion .  Three o p t i o n s  ,are  proposed:  

1. 

2 .  Purchase,  remodel and expand a n  e x i s t i n g  b u i l d i n g  

Bu i ld  a new buiLding f o r  $4,140,136. 

(Grace Court  Schoo l )  f o r  $1 ,169 ,403 .  . 

3. t e a s e  an e x i s t i n g  b u i l d i n g  (125 W. Washington) f o r  

an annual  r e n t  of $239,878. 

The new b u i l d i n g ,  or t h e  pu rchase  and remodel ing of an e x i s t i n g  

b u i l d i n g ,  would be f i n a n c e d  by the i s s u a n c e  of general o b l i g a t i o n  bonds 

wi th  a n  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  of n i n e  p e r c e n t  (9%) for twenty yea r s .  The lease would 

be pa id  from City Genera l  Fund r evenues ,  

o f  50 y e a r s ,  t h e  remodeled b u i l d i n g  would have  a life of 20 years. 

Using 13% as  t h e  c u r r e n t  v a l u e  of  money based on the c u r r e n t  i n t e r e s t  

The new b u i l d i n g  would have  a life 

rate on U . S .  Government Bonds, t h e  p r e s e n t  v a l u e  of t h e  cash  ou t f low o v e r  a 

twenty y e a r  p e r i o d  i s  a s  fo l lows :  

1. The new b u i l d i n g  would c o s t  $3,185,970 

2 .  The remodeled b u i l d i n g  would c o s t  $866,050 

3. The l e a s e  would c o s t  $1,685,083 

In options 1 and 2 t h e r e  e x i s t s  a s a l v a g e  v a l u e  of t h e  b u i l d i n g .  

D e p r e c i a t i n g  t h e  new b u i l d i n g  ove r  50 y e a r s ,  t h e  va lue  a t  the end o f  twenty 

years is $2,484,081. D e p r e c i a t i n g  the remodeled b u i l d i n g  over  twenty y e a r s , .  

t h e r e  is no v a l u e  a t  t h e  end  of t h e  twenty y e a r  p e r i o d .  Deducting t h e  pre- 

s e n t  v a l u e  of t h e  v a l u e  of t h e  new b u i l d i n g  from t h e  p r e s e n t  v a l u e  of t h e  

cash  ou t f low,  t he  c o s t  of t h e  t h r e e  options a r e  now a s  foLlows: 

I. The new b u i l d i n g  would c o s t  $2,970,396 ($3,185,970-$215,574) 

2. The remodeled b u i l d i n g  would c o s t  $866,050 ($866,050-$0) 

3 .  The l e a s e  would cost $1,685,085 ($1,685,085-$0) 

The conc lus ion  d e r i v e d  f rom t h e  f i n a n c i a l  analysis is t h a t  option 2 is 

t h e  l e a s t  expens ive  alternative. 
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Q u a l i t a t i v e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  a s  d i s p l a y e d  i n  F i g u r e  111-B, were a l s o  

compared i n  o r d e r  t o  d e r i v e  a recommended a l t e r n a t i v e  from t h e  three pro- 

posed .  

Problems t h a t  w e r e  e n c o u n t e r e d  i n  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  

H i g h l i g h t e d  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  r e p o r t  i s  a l a c k  of i n f o r m a t i o n  on b u d g e t a r y  

i m p a c t  t h a t  i s  a s e v e r e  l i m i t a t € o n  t o  t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  of t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  of 

t h a t  s e c t i o n .  The l i m i t a t i o n  i s  t h e  lack of a v a l i d  e s t i m a t e  f o r  t h e  c o s t  

of remodel ing t h e  o l d  C i t y  Hal l  a t  1 7  S. Second Avenue. Also noted  i s  t h e  

l i m i t a t i o n  of  , n o  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  building i t s e l f ;  t h e  unknown e lec t r ica l ,  

mechan ica l ,  plumbing, h e a t i n g  and c o o l i n g  problems which may or  may n o t  

e x i s t .  The e x i s t e n c e  of  a major  problem i n  any one of t h e s e  a r e a s  may be 

so d e b i l i t a t i n g  a s  t o  d e s t r o y  t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  of t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  t h a t  have 

been drawn. 

Another f a c t o r  l i m i t i n g  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  r eached  is t h e  s c a r c i t y  of d o l l a r  

r e s o u r c e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  C i t y  Counci l .  According t o  t h e  l a t e s t  revenue 

f o r e c a s b ,  it may be n e c e s s a r y  t o  c u t  back a l l  e x i s t i n g  C i t y  department  b a s e  

budgets  by a minimum of  5 p e r c e n t .  I f  t h a t  a c t u a l l y  happens ,  t h e  Municipal  

Court  w i l l  be r e q u i r e d  to d e t e r m i n e  i f  t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  is more impor tan t  

t h a n  a n  e x i s t i n g  Court  program. The c o n s o l i d a t i o n  is t h e  C o u r t ' s  c u r r e n t  

number one supp lemen ta l  budgetacy p r i o r i t y .  But how would t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  

p r o p o s a l  s t a c k u p  against a c u r r e n t  base budget-funded program? 

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  f a v o r a b l e  a s p e c t s  of t h e  c o n s o l i -  

d a t i o n  a t  t h e  17 S .  Second Avenue/ l25 W. Washington b u i l d i n g  is  s u b j e c t  t o  

r ev iew by s e v e r a l  p o l i t i c a l  a c t o r s ,  a l l  of whom a r e  s u p p o r t e d  by s t r o n g e r  

power b a s e s  t h a n  t h e  a u t h o r .  Who s a y s  t h a t  t h e  proposed s i t e  i s  a b e t t e r  

a l t e r n a t i v e ,  for example,  t h a n  t h e  vacant  e lementary  s c h o o l ?  From a p u r e l y  

budge ta ry  v i e w p o i n t ,  t h e  s c h o o l  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  most a t t r a c t i v e  of t h e  t h r e e  

proposed s o l u t i o n s .  Even a n o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  would be for t h e  C i t y  t o  buy 
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t h e  125 W, Washington f a c i l i t y  Erom the County and s e l l  it back when lower 

c o u r t  u n i f i c a t i o n  occur s .  

The r e a c t i o n  of t h e s e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i l l  not be known u n t i l  

U n t i l  t h a t  pro- they  have r e a d  and d i g e s t e d  t h e  c o n t e n t s  of  t h i s  r e p o r t .  

cess is concluded ,  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  f e a s i b i l i t y  canno t  b e  gua ran teed .  

SECTION IV - CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Con c.lu s i on s 

The fo l lowing  conc lus ions  have been r eached  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  

o f  c o n s o l i d a t i n g  t h e  Phoenix Munic ipa l  C o u r t ' s  s t a f f  i n t o  ,one p h y s i c a l  

l o c a t i o n :  

1. S u f f i c i e n t  s p a c e  is now o r  can be made a v a i l a b l e  a t  the 

a d j o i n i n g  17 S .  Second Avenue and 125 W. Washington 

p h y s i c a l  p l a n t  t o  house t h e  j u d i c i a l ,  c l e r i c a l  and 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  staff o f  t h e  c o u r t .  

2 .  With t h e  excep t ions  of t h e  l e n g t h  of  the Lease per -  

i o d  and t h e  lack of a c o n t r a c t  s t i p u l a t i o n  t o  pro- 

v i d e  j u d i c i a l  and staff p a r k i n g ,  t h e  r equ i r emen t s  

of the c u r r e n t  l e a s e  agreement a r e  r e a s o n a b l e ,  and 

a sound base  from which t o  n e g o t i a t e  a f u t u r e  lease 

f o r  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  space  t o  be a c q u i r e d  from Mari- 

copa County. There a re  no l e a s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o r  

r e s t r i c t i o n s  which p r e c l u d e  the f e a s i b i l i t y  of 

space  c o n s o l i d a t i o n .  

3 .  Review of t h e  space  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  occupancy 

r e v e a l s  no major  problems wi th  t h e  e x i s t i n g  

s t r u c t u r e  nor wi th  t h e  r equ i r emen t s  of t h e  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 workflow 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- 

s i v e  area noted, that the consolidation could 

be accomplished with resources currently avail- 

able to the City of Phoenix. 

6. Examination of t w o  alternatives to the consol- 

idation proposal showed that, given the objec- 

tives established by the judicial leaders 

involved, neither alternative w a s  qualitatively 

as effective as the primary proposal. However, 

the purchase, remodeling and expansion of an 

existing vacant structurle was financially the 

most attractive alternative. 

Recommenda tfons 

It is recommended that the City of Phoenix and the Phoenix Municipal 

Court proceed to plan a move by the Court into City-owned space at 17 S. 

Second Avenue, and t o  lease Maricopa County-owned space at 125 W. Washing- 

ton. The purpose of these acquisitions would be t o  move the Court s taf f  

currently housed at the City-owned facility at 12 N. 4th Avenue to the 

17 S. Second Avenue/l25 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 t o  design the remodeling of the 17 S. 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 Action - 
May, 1981 Hire architect to design remodeling. 

July, 1981 Move remaining judicial divisions from 

12 N. 4th Avenue to 125 W. Washington. 

October, 1981 Architect submits final remodeling plans. 

December, 1981 Contractor selected t o  perform remodeling 

of 17 S. Second Avenue. Remodeling also 

begins. 

Negotiations completed and lease s igned  

by C i t y  of Phoenix and Maricopa County for 

lease of additional County space, begin- 

ning April, 1982, a t  125 W. Washington. 

Remodeling and cleanup completed at 17 S. 

Second Avenue. Move of all remaining Court 

staff f rom 12 N. 4th Avenue t o  1 7  S. Second 

Avenue and 125 W. Washington accomplished. 

-. 

February, 1982 

April, 1982 
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A series of s t a n d a r d s  a r e  inc luded  f o r  positions r e q u i r i n g  private o f f i c e s .  
less of t h e  des ign  concept  used ,  p r i v a t e  o f f i c e s  should b e  limited to s u p e r v i s o r y  
level p o s i t i o n s .  
l n c l u d e  : 

Regard- 

Suggested sizes f o r  p r i v a t e  o f f i c e s  i n  municipal o f f i c e  buildings 

Plaza 
P o l i c e  & P u b l i c  Municipal  
S a f e t y  Building Municipal Bu i ld ing  Building 

Department Head 208 sq. f t .  225 sq. f t .  221 sq. ft. 

Assistant D i r e c t o r  o r  
D iv i s ion  Head 156 sq. f t .  150 sq. ft. 156 sq. f t .  

S e c t i o n  Head 104 sq .  f t .  100 s q .  f t .  Open Office 

The major f u n c t i o n  that usually d i c t a t e s  the need 
The 

Recommended s t anda rds  for p r i v a t e  o f f i c e s  a r e  equated wi th  the area required t o  ful-  
f i l l  t h e  d u t i e s  of t h e  p o s i t i o n .  
for a d d i t i o n a l  space w i t h i n  an o f f i c e  is g r e a t e r  o f f i c e  conference  c a p a b i l i t y .  
above s t a n d a r d s  provide  for minimum office conference needs;  a d d i t i o n a l  conference  
requirements can be provided w i t h  s e p a r a t e  meeting rooms. 

Space requi rements  f o r  equipment not d i r e c t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th ,  o r  i nc luded  in, a work 
s t a t i o n  m u s t  be  determined on an i n d i v i d u a l  basis. The p h y s i c a l  area occupied  by the 
equipment must be combined w i t h  adequate  work area r equ i r ed  t o  utilize t h e  equipment. 

To obtain the t o t a l  space requiremenes of an area a 25% access and circulation f i g u r e  
must be added to  t h e  n e t  space  a l l o c a t i o n .  
communication paths, fire exits, and general space  f o r  l ayou t  flexibility. 

This figure provides  for major aisles, 

These proposed s t a n d a r d s  for t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of space w i l l  become p a r t  of a t o r a l  
s t a n d a r d s  package t o  be submi t t ed  by t h e  Techaical Standards  Committee. 

Acceptance o f  t h e  a t t a c h e d  s t a n d a r d s  t o  be used a s  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  f u t u r e  d e c i s i o n s  
involving space allocation in a l l  munic ipa l  office bu i ld ings .  

Prepared By: 

7 

Frank X. Ales 
Reviewed Eiy-&dm & 

Opera t ions  Analys t  

Attachments 

cc: Kr. Woo. 
Nr. Hawkins 
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SUPPLEPENTARY EQG LP9fEMT STANDARES 

DESCRI?TION 

ITEE 
v 

Files (Vertical) 
I I  I I  

F i les  (Lateral) 
1 1  l l  

11 1 1  

Fi le s  (Flat Plan)  
t f  I 1  

I 1  I I  

I 1  I t  

Storage Cabinet 

Open Shelf Seg. 

1 1  I t  

1 1  I 1  I t  

II I f  11 

I 1  I 1  I t  

Vert. Plan S t g .  
I* 1 )  I t  

I t  I 1  I 1  

(Copy Equipment) 
Xerox 43000 

I '  9200 
'I 7000 

Tak les 
' I I  

I I  

II 

I 1  

I) 

I 1  

11  

*!<Double Circ. f o r  

- y. 

D INEN S I ONS CXRC, A?ROX, AREA\ 
i 

WDTH X DTH SQ. FT. SO. FT. 

15" x 3011 3 6 . 2 5  
18" x 30" 3.75 7.50 

18" x 30" 3 6 . 2 5  
18" x 36" 4.50 9 
18" x 42" 5 . 2 5  10.5 

34" x 27"  6 12.25 
40" x 28" 7 . 7 5  1 5 . 7 5  
46" x 34" 11 22 
53'' x 40" 1 4 . 6  2 9 . 2 5  

18" x 36" 4 .50  9 
24" x 36" 4.50 1 0 . 5  

12"  x 36" 4 . 5 0  7 . 5  
1 5 "  s 36" 4 . 5 0  8 . 2 5  
18" x 36" 4 .  SO 9 
24" x 36" &.SO 10.5 

25" ?c 33" 3 8.5 
36" x 42" 4.5 1 5  
36" x 45" 4.5 16.5 

67" x 27%" 16.50 2 8 . 8  I 1 0 9 . 5  1 6 7  
16.50 3 1 , 6  

138" x 58" 
67" x 33" 

24" x 24" +c 6 1 0  
30" x 30" 7 . 5 3  13.75 
36" x 36" 9 15 
48" x 30" . 1 2  22 
60" x 30" 1 5  2 7 . 5  
60" x 36" 15 50 

19 3 3  72" I( 30" 
72" x 36" 13 3 6  

Nork Space @ 2nd S i d e  

I 

.. 

41-R 



APPENDIX I1 

S e c t i o n  

D i v i s i o n  R 
Records 
War ran t s  
Park ing*  
P o l i c e  Court S e r v i c e s  

F ron t  Counter 
Document I n t a k e  
P r o s e c u t o r s  P r o j e c t  

F inance  
r - ' ~  r e s p on d e n c e 

Court  Suppor t  
Fines C o l l e c t i o n  
Court  Adminis t fa  t i o n  

TOTALS 

Court  Pe r sonne l  Requirements  P r o j e c t e d  Thru 6/30/85 

Add i t i ona 1 

1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 Addi t iona l  Requi red  
P o s i t i o n s  C u r r e n t l y  Total Square F e e t  

- Author ized  

2 

7 
6 
4 

11 
5 
3 

13 
8 

9 
2 

11 

89 

a 

- 

- 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
1 

1 

- 

- 
- 
10 

* The Park ing  S e c t i o n ,  e x c e p t  for t h o s e  employees 

1 I 4 
1 1 3 

1 - - 
1 2 7 
1 1 4 

- 1 2 
2 1 - 

9 8 33 

r e q u i r e d  by t h e  Court  to 

7 :1 
100 
105 

80 

160 
229 
6 0 

3 16 
160 

104 
104 
71 

1,560 

-- 

-- 

- -  
p r o c e s s  Pa rk ing  t r i a l  documents,  will be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  C i t y  Manager's 
O f f i c e ,  D i v i s i o n  of T reasu ry ,  sometime i n  FY 1981-82. T h e r e f o r e ,  no 
i n c r e a s e  i n  staff i s  p r o j e c t e d .  

-42- 
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APPENDIX 111 

Square Foot Space Requirements - Existing and 1985 

Square Footage, 
Buildings and 

Floor Assignment 
Additional 
1985 Need 

7 1  
100 
105 

80 

160 
229 

- 

- 
- 
60 

316 
160 - 
104 
104 

7 1  

1,560 

T o t a l  Need Current Need Section 

954117 S./one 
2437117 S./one 
1000/17 S./one 

588/17 S. /one 
920117 S ./one 

Division R 
Reconds 
Warrants 
Parking 
Police Court Services 

876 
2326 

885 
588 
80 2 

947 
2426 

990 

882 
588 

1040117 S./two 
672117 S./two 
677117 S./two 

2150117 S./two 
285/17 S./two 

85 2 
42 2 
500 

2150 
2 25 

1012 
65 1 
500 

2150 
285 

Front Counter 
Document Intake 
Public Area 
Arraignment Courts 
Prosecutors Project 

1863 
928 
271 

2179 
1088 
27 1 

22SOJ17 S./four 
1160117 S./€our 

271117 S./four 

“-..Finance 
Correspondence 
Police Court Services 

Court Support 
Fines ColLection 
Court Administration 

8401125 W./ground 
7601125 %!./ground 

49641125 W. / f o u r t h  

840 
7 00 

2934 

736 
5 96 

2863 

16,883 TOTALS 18,443 20,968 (+  2,525) 

i 

.- 
I %  

I 

-43- 
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C I T Y  OF PHOENIX ARIZONA 
FINANCE DDNI'IMENT 

R M L  ESTATX DIVISION 

DATE : llovembef 29, 1979 

To: City Clcrk 

Real &state Division 

- Lease ATeement No. 22698 

FROM : 

SUKIEC'I' : 

ALtached for your f i lcs  is the orieinrll lease ameenent 22698 
' with a copy to be Porwardcd to the City Auditor on property a t  

(2nd fl. 11,409 sq. ft. and 3rd fl. 12,916 sq. ft.) 

125 W. Washington 

. USSOR IS: County of rbricopa 

LESSEE IS: 

TERM: 

City of Phoenix 

January 1, 1980 through December 31, 1983 

-.. OPTIONS: A M W l  reneirels by mtual  consent by both parties . \  

c,uuxwrIoN CLAUSE: By either party upon 90 days written notice 

Phoenix City C o u r t  facility 

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

I;?zED L. PARKS 
Reel Estate Administrator 

\ c r  : City Auditor 
Cliier l'rer,idjny, Jitdce IIamon4 
Kr. Cordova 
1 Ir . Havenann 
1.k. rarks 

I>.  Rowers 
Kr. O'LeSry 

Property Management Supervisor 
a 

46-17D 
Rev. 2-79 
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,;a .. I *e ~1&!033?~ 752 , .. :. .. .* . 
R n o ~ d J  01 R e v t  

v/t{w .RECOT,DFD RClUTiN TO: 
r,Iariccrpii C ~ I I I ! ~  th~IlWy D W  
~ c j i  w l t t  G w s t O n  LEASE AGREEtlKNT w. C-4218 

I- Omrd of Sur*cfw;w& 

22698 4128929 
2ltfS AGiKELNP made and entered in to  t h i s  day of 

A T 
7 L & A  h?..8LC&,' 

p o l i t i c a l  rubdiviston of the S t a t e  of Arizona, hereinaf ter  referred t o  as  LANDL LO^" 

8nd the  CITY OF PiiOENIJL, a municipal corporation organized and cxirting under the 

laws o f  Arizona, hereinafter referred t o  PI 'TENNn." 

, lflg by and between the  COUNlT OF HARICOPA, a 

.. . 

w I T N E s s E . T  B 

RECITALS: 

1. The "LANDLORD" is the owner of the following described real property 

ai tuoted la Narfeops County, Arizona, commonly referred t o  as 125 West Washington 

S t r r o t ,  Phoenix, k i t o n a ,  more specif  i s a l i y  described asa 

Block 76, except the  vest LOO fee t ,  Original 
Tomsite of Phoenix, Section Eight (8), Township 
Ow (1) tlarth, itanee Three <3) East, and recorded 
in Book 2 o f  Maps, Page 51, H.C.R. 

2. Tlrr TENANT" i a  desirous of leasing a c e r t a i n  portion of the s t r u c t u r e  

located on the aforementionad premisos from the "LANDUINDUIRD" €or tha purpose of 

relocating the RIoenix City Court f a c i l i t y .  s i r idpor t ion  of the &we-dcecribrd 

'- property being dcseribed as: 

Tho 2nd Floor,  containing 11.609 6q. f t .  and the  
3rd Floor, containing 12,916 sq. f t .  o f  the i n t e r i o r  
f l o o r  areu of tho e x i s t i n g  building. 

* 
3, The p a r t i e s  desire t o  e n t e r  i n t o  and execute a u r i t t e a  Lease 

Agreemeat iwolving said real property and to  agree upon the  terma thercto.  

NOW, TtEREFCIRE, in coasiderat ion of t h e  foregoing Recitals and of the 

Cwenaute and Agraements by the p a r t i e s  here in  made to be kept  and performed, the 

aforesaid parties do egrec each with t h c  othor  as follows: 

'.- Z. 
I 
i 

Gesed  Prmcrty - The 'ZANDMkD" doe8 by these presents lease and let  unto t h e  

"TENILT" the above-described premiocs upon the  tcnw and conditions hereinafter 

mot forth.  . 

I f .  

a tam of four (4) years begtnning on the 1st day of January 1980, with annual 

rcnavala by mutual corrscnt of both p a r t i e s  hereto pravlded that e i t h e r  party may 

terminate t h i s  ugrecolent by gtvfw a 90-day notice of termination i n  the manner 

Terms - Thc 'TEMh'T" is t o  have and to hold tlic above described premisas for 

45-B 
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Iv., Repairs a d  Imprwcmcnts - The pa r t f c s  ogrea Chat a l l  improvcmnts and 

funicurc (per attached inventory) s i t ua t ed  no rho leased prcmfsas arc part of 

the  real propettq and sha l l  be surrendered by tho '?ENAm" upon ihc tsminatioa 

of tha lease. Prcwlded further tha t  tlla,"LANDLOKD" shall maintain the structure 

of the leased ptemlses in good repa i r  and s h a l l  cor rec t  all haaardour cond'ftions 

exxLtfng as a result of any s t ruc tura l  defec t  o r  unsoundness in the leased premise& 

R w i d c d  fur ther  tha t  the %lNDLORD" shall perform a l l  maintenance of the leased 

premises such as electrical, plumbing repa i rs ,  painting o f  the  in t e r io r  va l lo  and 

vi11 a lso  provide jaaitorial services and u t i l i t i e s .  

telephonic service. 

If. 

the "LANDLORD'' against  any and a l l  claims f o r  any loas or damage t o  the person or 

property of others arising from the  conduct o r  management of any wrk or thhg 

whatsoever done in or about the said premises o r  buildirrg during the term of t h i s  

lease by the "TENAHP," or by the cwplqceo, ogcnts, subA+eerO assigns or guest: 

of the I-;" u r d  from the against  a l l  COStB,  counsel fees, expenses mad 

The 'TENANT" w i l l  pay for 

Liability - Thc 'TENNIT'' covennnts a d  agrecs ' to  indemnify and save harmless 

liabilfties incurred 1n or about any such c l a i m  or any action or proceeding brought 

thereon; and i n  case any action or proceedtng s h a l l  be brought against t he  'zAEJDLoBu)'l 

by reason of any such clafo, bawd upon ths conduct of the '''ENMC" oc by the 

couduct of sub-leseees, employees, agcrrtr, acs igas  o t  guests of the 'VENAW," the  

'TEWWP OIL notkc from t h e  ' ' ~ L O R X ) "  s h a l l  r e s i s t  or defend such actloll or 

proceeding by counsel. The '%tUW' shall obta in  and provide l f a b i l i t y  insurance 

covering the  ownership, maintcnrnce and use of the  premises leased hereunder during 

the  le+se term ln amounts not less than THREE HUNDRED TNOUSANO DOUABS ($300,000.00), 

and the.'ZANDLORD" s h a l l  be named thareia as an edditionel insured as Lto i n t e r e s t  

may appear, and the  'TENANT" sha l l  de l ive r  satisfactory evidence of said poliaiee 

t o  the. I'LANDLORD.'' Nothing berein contained shall be construed to re l ieve  the  

#LAMILcOu)'' from liabilities arising out of their am conduct or the conduct of 

ochers normally a t t r i bu tab le  t o  them. I 

i 
1. 

V I .  Assfsniucnt and Sublease - "lie " T E N m "  shall not asoipn, sublet  or delegate 

any of thcft r igh t s  or obiigatfons undcr t h i s  looso without tho pr ior  writtaa 

consent of tho "IINYDLOBL)" f i r s t  had and obtaincd. Providad, any such consent of 

! 

the "UNDLORD" slmll not by i t s e l f  bo construed ,to rclicvo the "TENANP of t he i r  

l i a b i l i t i e s  hcrcundcr. T ~ Q  "LLIWI)LoKD" m y  voluntarily assign, transfer or encumber 
I 

the deferred rentals duo undcr this lease without the 'prior consent of the "ZENAW." 



US! i40&3:li 754 
1 . , a ( .  . * 

. :. , .* ,J * :  ; - - 3 .  ; ! I -  \ , . 8.1. ! . 
' 3" VII.' Insurance - The 'zANDL,oRD" sha l l  insure and kecp insured tho oforementioned 

rtructure on the  leosod property against loss by f i r e ,  C ~ C .  

be named in the said insurance pol ic ies  88 on additional fnsured 8s 1t8 i n t e r e s t  

m y  appear, rod tho '%ANDLORD" shall d d i v c r  s a t i s f ac to ry  evidence o t  s a i d  policier 

to the "TEWi." 

V I I I ,  

no t i c t  t o  the "LANDLORD," who sha l l  thereupon cause the damage t o  be repairad 

forthwfth; but if the premisas be by the 'zAM)ICRD" dcamed 80 damaged a8 t o  be 

un f i t  fo r  occupancy, the lease  sha l l  cease, and the ren t  be paid t o  the  time o f  

the f i r e .  

IX. Rotice - A I 1  notieor t o  be given under the rems of t h i r  lease s h a l l  be 

mailed or delivered t o  t he  "LAt4DLO~'a at the  Office of the  Cauoty Manaaer, 111 

South Third S t ree t ,  Phoenix, Arftana; and a l l  ouch noticos t o  be given t h e  'TRNAW'. 

sha l l  be mailed or delivered t o  the City Manager, C f t y  of Phoenix, & m i x ,  Arizona. 

X. Uaivor - Any vaiver by the ''iiDLORD" of any breech or  breachcs by tho "TEKQW' 

of ong one or  more of the covenants, agreements, conditions, or ob l iga t ions  herein 

contained o r  the  rcccptance o t  ony delinqucnt paywnts s h a l l  not bar the  qlLANDUIRD'Sga 

right t o  declare a fo r f e f tu ra  or t o  ccplc:b any other r i g h t s  or remedies of the  said'  

"LbLORD" la  the evcnt o t  any subriequenc, breath o f  any ruch o r  uLLac covenaots, 

agreements, conditfons or obligatfonr. 

XZ. 

pteaircs a t  a l l  reasonable times for  the purpose of rnakiog repa i rs  or of 

ascertaining uhother the 'TENAW' is complying with tha terms p,f .this lease or 

t o r  any other necesearp or proper purposes uheteocver. 

XZI. 'Time of .kssidcc - Timc is considered t o  be of t h e  ceaench i n  t h i s  agreement. 

The "TENAIX" s h a l l  

- 

Destruction of Premises - "TF3&WlU' sha l l ,  in case of f i r e ,  give immediate 

- -  

fnrpection - The ' W L O R D "  shall have the right t o  en te r  upon the  leasod 

. a .  

- -. 
, .1.*.. # 

, . ld7WIpSS WREOP. the  pa r t i e s  have signed t h i s  l ea se  agreement aa . . .  . i 
herc iaaf te i -8c t  Iprth.  ' _. 
m s p :  - - * e  . . ... 

. . * -  .- . .  . .  
, * . , . . * * I  I . . . .  . . .  . : 

n XXTY OF PHOENIX (Tcnant) 

. .. . 
/ 

< 

I .. r 

J 

d 

Y 
.- 

I . . b. , .  

- .  .. . 
1 '  . , 

J 

I 
I 

8 

I 

.- . 
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APPENDIX VI 

Flow Charts of Caseflow 

I 
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MINOR TRAFFIC CASE PROCESSING 

r 
NON-JURY TRIAL HELD 

> . FTA = Bench Warrant' 

MINOR TRAFFIC 
CITATION ISSUE I 

DATA ENTRY L-rl 
Y 

I DOCUMENT INTAKE 

. Citations and dockets 

. Sorted and routed  . Filed 
rece ived 

ARRAIGNMENT ARRAIGNMENT 

IFTA = Warrant Issuedl IFTA = Warrant Issuedl 

A 3 
NOT GUILTY PLEA 

. B a i l  pos ted  . Trial date set . Case disposition PROSECUTOR'S 
DIVERSION 

DEAL REFUSED CHANGE PLEA I \  1 . T r i a l  d a t e  set 1 To ": tLTY y 

GUILTY 

. S e n t e n c e  imposed . Fine paid . Case d i s p o s i t i o n  

46 -A 



MAJOR TRAFFIC CASE PROCESSING (EXCLUDING DWI) 

DOCUMENT INTAKE 
. Citations and dockets 

. Sorted.and routed 
received 

MAJOR T R A I T I C  
CITATION ISSUED 

I 

DATA ENTRY & 
ARRAIGNMENT 

. A t  Municipal Court 
( w i t h i n  10 days) . A t  J a i l  Court 
(within 24 hours) . FTA t Warrant Issued 

NOT GUILTY PLEA i-L3 
PRE-TRIAL DLSPOSITlON 

CONFERENCE (PDC ) 
. Trial scheduled or 

case concluded 

J u r y  or non-jury 
FTA = Bench warran 

?-----I NOT GUILTY 

GUILTY PLEA 

. Sentence imposed 

sible 

9 
GUILTY CASE DISMISSED 1 I 1 . Case disposition Sentence imposed . Fine suspended 

Fine p a i d  
Probation o s s i b  le  1 ' 

46-B 



Citation(s) issued 
BAC test administered 

BY PROSECUTOR. 

CASE FILE TO 

b 

i 

--. 

I i I 

* 
PACT ORIENTATION PACT COURT SESSION (PCS) 

. Immediately following PACT 

. Judge reviews PACT 
i. FTA = Bench warrant 

. Approximately two weeks after 

. Alcohol screening test . Slide show orientation agreement . Case coordinator interview . Rehabilitation referral decision . PACT agreement determination 

arraignment > orientation 

, . Court disposition date set 

+ 
NOT GUILTY FLEA 

. Court division assigned 
p .  PACT appearance set 

I 
4 

+ 
PACT PARTICIPATION 

. Plea agreeapent accepted 

GUILTY PLEA 
. Sentence imposed 

c NO PACT PARTICIPATION PRE-TRIAL DISPOSITION 
CONFERENCE (PDC) . Plea agreement not offered 

s 

/+, 
. Within 120 days 
of arraignment . Jury or non-jury 

AGREEMENT 
FULFILLED 

GUILTY DISMISSAL 

PACT DISPOSITION . Sentence imposed 
COURT APPEARANCE . Probation possible 
Within 120 days of 
arraignment 

* 

. Sentence imposed 
Probation p o s s i b l e  . 
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CRIMINAL CASE PROCESSING 

I 

ARRAIGNMENT 
. A t  Municipal Court 

(wi th in  10 days)  . A t  Jail Court 
(within 24 hours)  . FTA = Warrant i s sued  

i 

--. 

\ /  

C I T A T I O N  ISSUED - 
I 

PRE-TRIAL DISPOSITION 
CONFERENCE (PDC) 

. Trial scheduled or 
case concluded 

\L 

+ 
DATA ENTRY 

DOCUMENT XNTAKE 
. C i t a t i o n s  and d o c k e t s  

. Sorted and routed 
r e c e i v e d  

v , NOT GUILTY GUILTY 1 CASE DISMISSED 

. Case disposition . Sentence imposed . Fine suspended i 
I - 

+ COURT SUPPORT 

. FiLe folders propose . Filed 
I 

\ t l  
w 

J u r y  or non-jury r i  FTA = Bench warran 

. Sentence imposed . Fine paid 
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TO Mike Havernann DATE i2/8'/ao 

/ 
Court  Admin i s t r a to r  

FROM Kar r i e  Lawlor 
Systems and P 

SUBJECT Recommendations on Space U t i l i z a t i o n  

CITY OF PHOENIX 1 

This r e p o r t  ana lyzes  s p a t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  Phoenix Municipal  Court  
based on t h e  number of  people  and documents moving between c l e r i c a l  opera- 
tions, t h e  f requency  of such movements? and t h e  impor tance  of t h o s e  move- 
ments;  t h e  o v e r a l l  goa l  be ing  t o  recommend s p a t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  which 
a r e  o p e r a t i o n a l l y  e f f i c i e n t .  While t h e  above c r i t e r i a  a r e  t h e  major  d e t e r -  
minants  of t h e s e  recommendations, t hey  a r e  t o  some degree  i n f l u e n c e d  by t h e  
known l i m i t a t i o n s  of t h e  l ayou t  of  t h e  proposed f a c i l i t y .  

SPATIAL RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON WORKFLOW ANALYSIS 

1. The F r o n t  Counter  a r e a  which receives t h e  p u b l i c  must become t h e  
o p e r a t i o n a l  f o c a l  p o i n t  f o r  a l l  c l e r i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s ?  and  shou ld  de te rmine  
t h e  p h y s i c a l  l o c a t i o n  of s e v e r a l  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n s .  Large  numbers of t h e  
p u b l i c  appea r  i n  person  a t  t h i s  a r e a  t o  t a k e  care of  c o u r t  b u s i n e s s ,  and 
expec t  e f f i c i e n t  s e r v i c e .  

2. The Correspondence S e c t i o n  should  be  l o c a t e d  on t h e  same f l o o r  
as t h e  Front  Counter ,  i d e a l l y  a d j a c e n t  because  they  have common f u n c t i o n s  
which r e q u i r e  t h e  same procedures  f o r  l o c a t i n g  o r i g i n a l  documents f o r  
p r o c e s s i n g .  The tub  f i l e ,  c u r r e n t l y  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  F r o n t  Counter  a r e a  
c o n t a i n s  c i t a t i o n s  a w a i t i n g  a r r a ignmen t ,  and i s  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  and neces- 
s a r y  l o c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  t u b  f i l e  i n  o r d e r  for t h e  r a p i d  p r o c e s s i n g  of t h e  
p u b l i c  a t  t h e  Front  Counter .  
dence S e c t i o n  a l s o  needs t o  check t h e  s t a t u s  of c i t a t i o n s  and p u l l  them 
when b a i t  money and f i n e s  a r e  r e c e i v e d  through t h e  m a i l ,  t h e  Correspon- 
dence S e c t i o n  a l s o  needs t o  be i n  close prox imi ty  t o  t h e  t u b  f i l e .  
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  Front  Counter  and Correspondence S e c t i o n  bo th  need 
f r e q u e n t  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  war ran t  t r a y .  
e i t h e r  between t h e  Front  Counter  and Correspondence S e c t i o n ,  o r  i n  t h e  
F ron t  Counter a r e a  f o r  o p e r a t i o n a l  e f f i c i e n c y .  

However, because s t a f f  f rom t h e  Correspon- 

The war ran t  t r a y  should  be l o c a t e d  

3. The Document I n t a k e  S e c t i o n  must be n e a r  t h e  F r o n t  Counter  sec- 
t i o n ,  because F ron t  Counter clerks f r e q u e n t l y  need t o  r e t r i e v e  documents 
on which Document I n t a k e  c l e r k s  a r e  making c o r r e c t i o n s .  

4 .  The Warrant S e c t i o n  should  be c o n v e n i e n t l y  a c c e s s e d  by Front  
Counter  pe r sonne l  when they  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  search f o r  t h e  l o c a t i o n  and 
s t a t u s  o f  c i t a t i o n s  not in t h e  t u b  f i l e .  If space is  l i m i t e d ,  i t  may be 
p o s s i b l e  t o  l o c a t e  t h e  Warrant S e c t i o n  on a f l o o r  above o r  below t h e  
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Front  Coun te r ,  however a dumb-waiter t ype  a r rangement  would be n e c e s s a r y  
t o  t r a n s p o r t  documents back and f o r t h  between t h e  two s e c t i o n s .  T h i s  
arrangement  would a l l o w  a s e a r c h  f o r  a w a r r a n t  t o  be c a r r i e d  on w i t h o u t  
t h e  F ron t  Counter  c l e r k  hav ing  t o  p h y s i c a l l y  abandon t h e  work s t a t i o n  f o r  
r e t r i e v a l  of a w a r r a n t .  

5 .  The Arraignment  Cour t s  and pending a r r a ignmen t  f i l e s  (long-form 
f o l d e r s )  must be  l o c a t e d  n e a r  t h e  Front  Counter .  T h i s  l o c a t i o n  w i l l  pro- 
v ide  e a s e  of o p e r a t i o n  and f a c i l i t a t e  conven ien t  p u b l i c  t r a f f i c  p a t t e r n s .  

6. The P a r k i n g  S e c t i o n  c a n  be  p h y s i c a l l y  l o c a t e d  away from t h e  
o t h e r  o p e r a t i o n s  of t h e  c o u r t .  The c u r r e n t  l o c a t i o n  of  t h e  Pa rk ing  Sec- 
t i o n  h a s  r e s u l t e d  i n  f r e q u e n t  phone c a l l s  between P a r k i n g  and t h e  F r o n t  
Counter .  However a n  overwhelming advan tage  o f  t h e  p h y s i c a l  s e p a r a t i o n  
of t h e  P a r k i n g  S e c t i o n  and t h e  F r o n t  Counter  h a s  been t h e  r e d u c t i o n  of  
conges ted  t r a f f i c  p a t t e r n s  between t h e  two a r e a s .  

7 .  The T e l l e r  t e r m i n a l  o p e r a t o r s ,  which a re  p a r t  of F inance ,  s h o u l d  
be l o c a t e d  n e a r  t h e  F ron t  Counter .  
i n  t h e  Correspondence S e c t i o n  c o u l d  b e  c o n t i n u e d ,  however t h e  t e r m i n a l  
o p e r a t o r  shou ld  remain under  t h e  s u p e r v i s i o n  of  t h e  F inance  S e c t i o n .  I f  
a t  some p o i n t  i n  time, t h e  F inance  S e c t i o n  becomes r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  opening  
m a i l  and r i n g i n g  out b a i l  payment and  f i n e s ,  t hen  i t  would n o t  be  neces-  
s a r y  t o  have  a t e r m i n a l  o p e r a t o r  l o c a t e d  i n  o r  n e a r  t h e  Correspondence  
Sect i o n .  

The p r e s e n c e  of a t e r m i n a l  o p e r a t o r  

8. The F i n e s  C o l l e c t i o n  S e c t i o n  shou ld  be  l o c a t e d  c l o s e r  t o  F inance .  
However, a n o t h e r  a l t e r n a ' t i v e  might  be t o  d e s i g n a t e  an area f o r  F i n e s  Col- 
l e c t i o n ,  r e fund  c l e r k s ,  and  a few t e r m i n a l  o p e r a t o r s ,  n e a r  a main e x i t ,  so 
t h e  p u b l i c  coming o u t  of c o u r t  c o u l d  be  d i v e r t e d  away from t h e  F r o n t  Coun- 
t e r  a r e a ,  t he reby  r educ ing  t h e  amount of t i m e  t h e  incoming p u b l i c  m u s t  
w a i t  for pro c e s s i n g  . 

9 .  The Cour t  Suppor t  S e c t i o n  does n o t  p r o c e s s  incoming p u b l i c  n o r  
does i t  u s u a l l y  i n t e r a c t  w i t h  o t h e r  c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n s .  However, due t o  
t h e  backlog  of work i n  Cour t  S u p p o r t ,  t h e r e  c u r r e n t l y  is some movement 
between s e c t i o n s  because  F ron t  Counter  c l e r k s  and Correspondence c l e r k s  
f r e q u e n t l y  have  t o  check t h e  d o c k e t s  i n  Cour t  Suppor t .  As soon a s  t h e  
backlog  i s  c l e a r e d  u p ,  unnecessa ry  movement between t h e s e  a r e a s  w i l l  b e  
a 1 l e v i a  t e d  . 

I n  o r d e r  t o  a t t a i n  o p e r a t i o n a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  s p a t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  
Court  Suppor t ,  which i n c l u d e s  F a s t  Track and Mot ions ,  shou ld  be l o c a t e d  
a d j a c e n t  t o  o r  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  as  many cour t rooms a s  p o s s i b l e ,  

10. The PACT and P r o b a t i o n  S e c t i o n s  should  con t inue  t o  be l o c a t e d  
c o n t i g u o u s l y  and on a s e p a r a t e  f l o o r ,  away from the  f low of F ron t  Counter  
p r o c e s s i n g  and courtroom a c t i v i t i e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  avoid  unnecessa ry  con- 
g e s t i o n  i n  t h e  ha l lways  and i n  t h e  p u b l i c  space  around t h e  F ron t  Counter .  
A l a r g e  amount o f  p u b l i c  w a i t i n g  space  should  be p rov ided  i n  t h e  PACT and 
P r o b a t i o n  S e c t i o n s  f o r  p e o p l e  w a i t i n g  f o r  p r o c e s s i n g .  
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11. The Records S e c t i o n  is f u n c t i o n a l l y  i s o l a t e d  from t h e  i n t e r d e p e n -  
dent  flow of people  processing and should c o n t i n u e  t o  be s p a t i a l l y  s e g r e -  
g a t e d  from t h e  o t h e r  f u n c t i o n a l  a r e a s  of t h e  court. 

F i n a l  Review Suggested 

These recommendations r e s u l t e d  from a ser ies  of independent  i n t e r -  
views wi th  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s  of each Court c l e r i c a l  s e c t i o n .  
appea r  t o  b e  c o n c l u s i v e ,  they  can y e t  be s u b j e c t e d  t o  f u r t h e r  s c r u t i n i z i n g  
and discussion, and possibly can be n e g o t i a t e d .  I t  is  sugges t ed  t h a t  you 
p r e s e n t  t h e s e  findings a t  a f u t u r e  staff meet ing  t o  de t e rmine  i f  t hey  are 
a s a t i s f a c t o r y  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  views of a l l  concerned  p a r t i e s .  

While they 
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APPENDIX VI11 

Court Supplemental Budget Request t o  Lease Space 

included in t h e  Base Budget Request.  This decision u n i t  would add 6,564 
sq.  f t .  o f  Old Courthouse space i n  the l as t  q u a r t e r  of 1981-82 to  co inc ide  
with the t o t a l  occupancy of t h e  Old City Hall by t h e  Court .  .. 
~ROGCUY iwm eENERTs.oc FUNUW mu 
Benefits of Fundinq: Leasin 
s o l i d a t i o n  of the  Court one s t e p  c l o s e r  t o  complet ion.  C o s t s  i n  1981-82 
i n c l u d e  t h e  e s t ima ted  non-recurring c o s t  to move. 

MrrevearaIEars n- 
Consequences of Not Funding: ' The amount of time wasted by Court Personnel 
i n  t r a n s i t  between t h e  2 f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  c o n t i n u e ;  supervisors w i l l  have 
t o  div ide  t h e i r  t i m e  trying t o  s u p e r v i s e  employees s p l i t  between t h e  two 
b u i l d i n g s ,  and p u b l i c  confusion ove r  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of courtrooms w i l l  con- 
t i n u e  to  p e r s i s t .  

I 

CITY OF PHOENIX, ARIZONA 
MANAGENEI lTANOB~OCETO~PARTYENT 

ZERO BASE BUDGET DECISION PACKAGE 
1961-82 FISCAL YEAR 

44-20 Rev 1240 
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APPENDIX IX 

City of Phoenix 
C a p i t a l  Improvement Plan - Remodeling of 17 S. 2nd Ave. 
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MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATION BUILDINGS 

The proposed cap i ta l  improvement: program for Municipal Adminiattation 
Buildings t o t a l s  $1.6 million for renovation o f  t h e  Plaza Municipal Building 
and the  o l d  City Hall building. 
Exist ing Of f i ce  Building Renovation Bonds. 

Plaza Municipal Building 

miB project will complete the remodeling of  the Plaza  Municipal Building 
providing o f f i c e  space f o r  a l l  Development Services departments, and meeting 
anticipated City o f f i c e  space needs through 1990. 
remodeling w i l l  complete the inter ior  f in i sh ing  of the lower, amia and second 
levels, 

The program w i l l  b e  financed ent i re ly  by 1979 

This f i n a l  phase o f  

Old Ci ty  Hall  

The o l d  CitpCounty complex is a combination of  two  attached buildinge. 
’ Court now leases part o f  the larger County Court Complex for  courtrooms. 
Remodeling o f  the o l d  City Hall portion of  the complex will provide additional 
administrative and/or courtroom space for City Court. 
i n  1981-82 to develop precise plans f o r  t h e  remodeling e f f o r t  with actual 
construction scheduled i n  1982-83. 

C i t y  

Design work w i l l  begin 

. .  

CITY O f  PWOEXIX, ARIZONA I 
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Provide inter ior  finishing for lower, main, and second levels to complete the I remodeling of the  Plaza Municipal Building. 

Prop3 Title and DescnpSion 
Plaza Municipal Building - Phase 11 Remodeling I 

Pfolect Title and Descrrptlon 
Old City Hall - Remodeling 

I 

PROJECT COSTS 1980-81 

Land 
Engineering 
Construction 
Other 

1 I 

I I 
Total Opcbrallng 

1941-82 i m - a a  1983.64 198446 TOTAL 

42 .OOO 42,000 , 
658 e 000 h 5- I I 

I I 1 

42,000 658 000 ’ t I 7QaOOO 

I 
I I I I I 

I 42,000 I 658,000 I 700.000 j 
I TOTALFUNOS I I 1 . 9  I r c n  n n m  I I 

Operaling Revenues - I---, I CITY OF PHOENiX, ARIZONA 
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