If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.




Technical Asslstanc
strative/Researc







'IE‘T/A'Assignmentv# 377; 

PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO MARICOPA COUNTY
CAND THE CITY OF PHOENIX IN THE PHYSICAL AND
CLERICAL CONSOLIDATION OF COUNTY JUSTICE OF
THE PEACE COURTS AND THE
 PHOENIX MUNICIPAL COURT

(PHASE 1)
“ NCIRS
et
L ONS
QUISITOR.
October 1977 gagzﬁgg o
COnsulténts:“‘
Bruce D. Beaudin
John Petersen e ,
Lawrence‘$1ege]'; o | o Sy

Vr

CRIMINAL COURTS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECT
~ The American University Law Institute
~ 4900 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
. "Washington, D.C. 20016
-+ (202) 686-3803

LAY ENFORCEMENT ASSIsTANCE*ADMINISTRATION»CGNTRAQT,NUMBER:*‘JfLEAA+o13;76~,f'“““"’*"‘*



This report was prepared in conjunction with
The American University Law School Criminal
Courts Technical Assistance Project, under a
contract with the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration of the U.S. Department of
Justice.

Organizations undertak1ng such projects
under Federal Government sponsorship are
encouraged to express their own judgment
freely. Therefore, points of view or
opinions stated in this report do not
~necessarily represent the official position
of the Department of Justice. The American
University is solely responsible for the
o . factual accuracy of all mater1a1 presented
i in this pub11cat1on .

S e The Law Enforcement Asswstance Adm1n1strat1on reserves the
: ‘ . right to reproduce, publish, translate, or otherwise use,
and to authorize others to publish and use all or any part
“of the copyr1qhtcd material conta1ned in th1s pub]wcat1on

"COPY”ith_(:):1977 by The~AmQFiCah‘UhiVersity, washington,'D;C. V20016 1,],"



IT.
ITI.
Iv.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

g

: : - Page
INTRODUCTION ©.vvu'unn.. O A A e 1
ANALYSIS OF EXISTING SITUATION ...,;......:..;...;..- 3
RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTARY ......: '.;..;;L ...... 7
CONCLUSTON 4 v ens e e ettt e e eenne e e eeeees 17
APPENDICES tu v estnnnvenenesosesncnenssaessnans .. 18
Appendix A - List of Persons}Interviewéd .......... 19
Appendix B - List of Facilities Visited ............ 21

PN
s R




I. INTRODUCTION

1In the‘September‘1977 issue of thé American Bar Association's
~;Journa1 there appears at page 1226 an article entitled "Arizona's
:Experiment With Appellate Reform" authored by the Honorable Eino Jacobson
‘and the Honorable Mary Schroeder,‘Judges of the Arizona Court of Appeals.
- The article describes an experiment designed to provide’justice at
~reduced expense at the appellate level by elminiating such trdditionai
costs as transcripts, etc. ‘A segment of one sentence in pakticu]ar serves
best to introduce the "why" of this report. In a state with the "...most
rapidly grdwing popﬂ]ation in the country..." steps must be taken to
tnsure justtce for all while recognizing the need to conserve resources.
During the fitst quarter of 1978, county funded Superior Court Judges
and support staff, now housed in an older structure, will move into a
'new cburt féciTity. Space vacated by this transition will be available
for new’use. The six county fundeu,qustice_of the Peace Courts, present1y
" housed in different 1éased pfemises (some in afsubstandard'faci1ity), need
new faci]ities.‘ City funded and operated Mhnicipa]vCourt JUdges, presently
houSedtin an old Studebaker—Packard Dea1ership'bui1dihg called an "...
unsuitable facility in which to conduct court business..." by a recent

1 need new faci11ties

report |
In order to assess the “best use of the Tand" the city and county
through its representat1ves within their respective court systems sought
Aasswstance~from_the‘LEAA s Criminal Courts Techn1ca1 Assistance Project
at the Ameficah,Universtty Law Institute. In add1t1on to the shokt}range

‘space needs, the Court Administrator for the Maricopa Countyvshperior» :

Court'identified the;pOSStbility of Tonger range protedura] changes

ST T. TCaseflow Management Report" by Coopers and Lybrand.
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which might be feasibTe. As a result, a consultant team was formednthat,“
included Mr. Larry Siegel, court facility planner in New York City,nwho hae:"
~ had much experience in court facility management and design, Mr. Jonn. i
Peters, the former Clerk of the Superior Court of San Diego Codnty;}5"
California, who has a wide range of experience 1in adapting diverse e1er1ce]“
functions to a single "support" system and’Bruce Beaudin, of washington, D.C;;
an attorney with wide experience in the prob]ems Of'court administrétidn |
associated with jurisdictional transfer. al
The clearly stated purpose of the team's site visit during late

September was threefold: ' , | ‘ |

1) 'ana1yze the best possible uses that might be made of the o
space availalble; E L

2) analyze tne possibi]ity‘of combﬁniné whatever suppert
services (1.e. clerical) were feasible; and, | | d |

3) determine whether there was a need and des1 e for i“‘onal
ass1stance to the City of Phoenix, County of Mar1copa, and State officials
by the,Amer1can Un1vers1ty s Cr1m1na1 Courts Technical Ass1stance Progect;v‘ ’-e o

Thefteam‘s approach included interviewing Various City; County;i‘ ’

‘and State officials (see Appendix A); examinfng varidds sites (See
‘:wAppend1x B) delivering a pre11m1nary report of 1ts f1nd1ngs to. those :
officials at a Jo1nt meet1ng near the end of the s1te v1s1t determ1n1ng
whether there was any real need for cont1nued part1c1pat1on by Amer1can
Un1vers1ty s Criminal Courts Techn1ca1 Ass1stance Proaect and subm1ss1on ;}

 of a "pre]1m1nary"~wr1tten ana]ysjs of 1ts~f1nd1ngs The report herewtth

S
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i

submitted constitutes the comp1etion'df‘the task.d '-ﬂ
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2 Marioopaycounty, 1977;~ Factsrand'Figures (a pamph1et).

I, ANALYSIS OF’EXISTING SITUATION

“The conSu1tant team.approached its task with the idea of determining
how space about to be vacated by Maricopa County's SUperior Court Judges

might best be used Ancillary to that obJect1ve the team ant1c1pated

B conducting a "quick" ana]ys1s of support functions: to determ1ne the

feasibility of stream11n1ng some of them. The task qu1ek1y emerged‘as'a

very complex one, that involved city/county re]ationships, city/oounty
judicial prerogatives, county/state 1egis]ative'changes,‘ete. In order

to put recommendations 1nto an understandable perspect1ve it might be

: worthwh11e to consider some h1story

For the purposes here the following descr1pt1on of Nar1copa
County will suffice.

"Most of what is now MaricopakCounty was 1nc1uded in the territory
of New Mexico until 1863, at which time the Arizona Territory oame“into B
being. The Qrowth of Phoenix and other settlements along the Salt River,

which supp1ied‘irrigation water, resulted in the creation of Maricopa County,

adopting its name from the Maricopa Indians., on February 14, 1871. During

the next ten (10) years the boundaries changed frequently but were
stabalized in 1881 and remain so tok‘this‘ day, |

"Today, Maricopa County covers a total area of 9, 226 square miles, with

an popu]at1on of 1 260 500 - or 55% of the state's tota] popu]atlon Phoen1x,

the county seat and state capitol, is a thriving bus1ness, f1nanc1a1, and

- cultural center nz.

The County has a Super1or Court composed of a Pres1d1ng Judge and

th1rty four add1t1ona1 judges. The Super1or Court is a court of genera]

L Jur1sd1ct1on hear1ng 3uven1|e probate, c1v11, dnd cr1m1na1 cases.
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- presently Tocated in the Old Court House w111 move into a new]y f1n1shed 4”‘

~ings, occupy the1r present prem1ses in conJunct1on w1th var1OUS c1ty/cocnty

;1ocated in'a former Studebaker~Packard dea1ersh1p bu11d1ng remode]ed to

V"meet the "needs“ of a court A recent study succ1nct1y stated that "th

,,C" [ RN

In addition, there are eighteen Just1ces of the Peace $ix of whom are~f

situated in the C1ty of Phoen1x These courts, not of record an? ofj
Timited Jur1sd1ct1on handle traff1c violations, fe1ony pre11m1nary hear1ngs, pPG‘ '
cr1m1na1 m1sdemeanors (up to $300 or 6 months in Ja11), civil cases up to
$1,000, paternity suits and child support matters 3 WU s T ffaikfﬁfi
The C1ty of Phoenix, seat of Maricopa County and the Ar1zona State o :
Cap1to], supports a Municipal Court that has Jurisdiction over some : |
misdemeanors and. most.traffic violations. Its,Judges‘have concurrentyg; f‘ 1“»D: et
jurisdiction with the County Justice Courts in traffic cases'and,mis;*“ﬁ
demeanors. At present it is Composed of‘a Chaef Judge; tWere‘additiona]‘;
judges,‘and~an average of two part— time Judges ‘A request has beenymade ﬁd'ﬁ‘ 11}!55e1
the c1ty for an add1t1ona1 d1v1s1on | | |

During the first quarter of 1978 the'entire Superior Court bench

building known as the West Court Bu1]d1ng (her eafter WCB) Th1s move W111 o f'*-fjd
"tree up" space which has been modified for court use ' Other un1ts of . ' k
the Court will remain in the1r present quarters in the’ East Court Bu11d1ng

The Six Jusc1ce Courts, present]y 1ocated in severai d1fferent bu11d—f

lease arrangements

Sy TR

Flnally, noted the C1ty of Phoen1x Mun1c1pa1 Court is present]y

ﬁ
Court needs more su1tab1e fac111t1es 1n wh1ch to conduct bus1ness “4"

An ana]ys1s of the above s1tuat1on wou d seem to 1ead to a s1mp1e

D

0

4, -"Casef]ow Management Report“ Coopers and LyBrand p 33,

3. Facts taken “from pamph]et referred to: in footnote 2
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eonclusion;vaVe the Municipal Court Judges into the space being vacated

by the Superior Court Judge§ and move the Justice Courtsainto the same
space. (There are ]9:useabTe courtrooms that will be avai]ab]e'and 19

(6 Justices + 13 City Court Judges)‘judgeskwho need space;) Also, combine
“ some of the clerical functions common to the Justice and"Municipa1 Cdurts.
The stution'ié, however, not so simple. Z5ome p011t16a1 realities standing
in the way require anaTysfs - |
~The City is respons1b1e for 1ts courts, the County for 1ts courts.

, Just1ces of the Peace and their Constables are elected by their constituents
to four—year terms. These Justices appoint their own respect1ve,staffs.
Judges of the County Superior Court are appointed by the Governor under a4
~merit selection plan. The Clerk of the-Super%or_Cuurt isﬂe]ected. The
Judges of the City Municipal Court are appointed‘by City officials. To
vcompiicate mabters just a bit further, some of the County Justices of the-
’Peabe,are in space leased by the City to the County; and the City and County
jointly own the building known as the 01d Court Huuse (OCH). Thus, any
analysis of spatial needs must contemplate City/County po]ftics and hard
-questions such as'"who wiT] renovate?" and "at what cost?" or "who will

bdy from whom?" or "lease frombwhom?”'

| Fina]]y,'any/analysis must take into consideration past, present, and
potential future efforts to conso]idate‘or~sbream]iaeathe justice’bperations
' ain’Phoenix and’Maricopa'County. ‘After all, it~fs of Tittle conseqdence to

-~ the residenbs‘of Phoenix; who pay city,yeounty, and state taxes, to know
that the judge who hand1es his case does it in a building 2/3 owned by'thef
bCounty, refurb1shed by the C1ty, 1eased back to the C1ty, and about to be
so]d to the C1ty

| In fact efforts ‘have a]ready been made to create a un1f1ed cdnrt system ,'_A

in the state of Arizona.” In 1974 (HB,ZO]?) and again in 1976»(58 1331)

Sy



attempts were made to combine the County Justice Courts énd the City's

Municipal Court. Although nothing seems likely to happen in the present

Legislature the need for some remedia1'1egislation prior to October 1978 =
may be’the catalyst for another bi11. At any raté, the unique City/County '
combinations that exist in Phoenix and Maricopa County argue for a conterted
approach to the problems of justice. e

The team believes that despité the history recited above, it wbu]d
bg feasible for the Justice Courts and the City Municipa] Courts to occupy
~the OCH. Based on our preliminary study, the available facilities can bé' o
converted to the uses suggested above under the conditions set forth‘in |

\

the following Recommendation Section.




III. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTARY

A.  RECOMMENDATION
| 'A, Task Forceecomposed‘o% city and county officials should be
Jestab]ished to oversee the Tong and short range planning, monitoring,
and imp]ementation hecessary to achieve effective use of City and County
- Court resources and facilities;_ | | |
COMMENTARY |
The creation of a Task Force or Facility Advisory Group is
epprepriate'for a number of reasons. City and county planners, fiscal
overseers, Jjudges, administrative heads, and judicial personnel from
the C1ty, County, and State systems must work 1n concert to achieve any
result that w111 benef1t all interests. It is ax1omat1c that those who
aren'f a “part‘of the so1utjon," will cont1nue to be a "part of the
~problem."  The Task Force must be balanced and composed of those who are
'.empowered by state and local governments to make the ultimate decisions
involved here.‘ Its purpose should be fourfold:
0 Develop a fiscal and po]icy approach to authorize and guide
the’progress‘of the project outlined in RéCommendation B;
-8 ’Develop a comprehensive and Tong range fiseal'p1an;
] Select a facility program from among those tendered as a
~result of the project proposed 1in Recemmendation B; and |
0 Review, approve, and oversee impTemenﬁationfof the facility
~ plan, program and design.
It should be the overall objective of this group to move the project
- to rap1d fru1t10n |
| As has been po1nted out, the OCH is Jo1nt1y owned by the C1ty and
Cbuhty The Just1ce Courts and Superior Courts are the County S respons1b111ty

The C1ty Courts and the City S respons1b111ty ‘The "justice"

..”7.. 8




dispensed in all of these courts is u?timate]y the reéponsibi]ity of the
Supreme Court of the State of Arizona. A1l too often the members of this 
team havé seen the unfortunate results of planning space uti}izatfoh:with~ i
out thofoUgh preparation. In this situation, for example, consider the S
following hypotetical that would prove most unfortunate. E |
- Suppose the County fiscal authority decided to keep its
sﬁare of the OCH and convert it to uses other than court
use. It might remodel the space, cuf up usable courtrooms,
and house other county agencies in altogether inapprbpriate‘
places. It might, for examp]e, uproot the Public Defender
‘and relocate him from é "safe" séparate facility into a
facility where other agencies and éourtyfqnctionsfat odds
with defendant interests are housed. The City might then -
héve to construct new city faci11ties’or Tet its judgeé and
citizens continue~td experience a "secénd rate" system df
justice. The probability is that no new facility would be'
consfructed and the cftizehs who pay the taxés’wou]dvbecome
unfortunate victims of "poor planning." |
Clearly, the most sensible abproach to achievihg the best sdlution hére"-t
is one which brings together all the important actors and decisionlmakers‘
from_the'beginning:' Our recommendation is ‘that at é“minimum the Taski
Force “include the fo]]dwing: A | |
L Preéiding Judge df'Supérior Courf
~ Presiding Judge of Municipal Cdurt ; r;;gy
Court Administrator of Superior CoUrf!7/
‘Cqurt;AdmfnistratorVOf Municjpé1iCourt )

‘_Representative of County Board of Supervisors

® O o ® @ @

Representative of City Counci] ‘“.‘:

-8 -
- 8
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Representative of Justice Courts

Representative of Constables
City Architect

Couﬁty Architect

City Budget Officer

County Budget Officer
Sheriff |

State Court Administrator

An appropriate "chair" for the Task Force might be the Chief Justice

of the Arizona Supreme Court. Since the group should be as divorced from

- politics as 1is possible under the circumstances the most neutral role

would seem to be that of the judiciary.

B. RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force should order the institution of a three phase facility,

and operational planning and design project with -the following objectiyes:

0

Prepare and evaluate alternate plans fbr the use of the
facilities with recommendations for feasible and cost
effective programs; |

Prepare, evaluate, and recommend a suitable operatioha]

plan with such options as a centralized Justice Court C]erica}
0ffice and a combined City Court - Juétice Court Clerical
0ffice; - | |
Prepare facility programs and schematic éketcheS‘of the

sejected p]ah for each use of each facility; And

Prepare any architectural designs and documents necessary for

carrying out the programs.

COMMENTARY

While it appears that space is available to accommodate,present
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and:foreseeab1e court needs of the City and County Courts,(See Recom-
mendation C) any operational or functional modifications to the proCeduresv“
of each court, nneeded to adapt them to the best’potenfia1 of the faci]ity;y
should be feas1b1e within the scope of app]1cab1e current and proaected
rules and statutes. The Justice Courts and Municipal Courts have been thevv
subject of study and bills that attempted to unify them. Thus spat1a1 |
functions shou]d be adaptab]e to current and proaected uses.

In many, but not all, of their current operations, the Municipal and
Justice Courts are simi]an and have similar faci]ity’needs,‘hCompared‘
simply by courtroom and net.space needs, the parity between,current court
needs and OCH capabity implies that the building can house both courts,
but the adequacy of existing arnangements mUSt‘be assessed.v |

Each court primarily handles cases involving lange_number of people
making short courtroom or clerk's office appearances. fhe CityACourt |
~especially disposes of most of its cases without courtroom appearances, -
‘through clerical processing of mailed payments'and by p1eas‘and pensona1
transactions at the pub]ic counter. Each court holds a re]ative1y small
number of bench trials and even fewer jury tr1als, but each court hand1es
a large number of arraignmentsfand courtrooms~hear1ngs Each court has
similar cr1m1na1 jurisdiction, subject to cons1derab1e uncerta1nty
about changes in the new criminal code schedu]ed for October, 1978 1mp1ementa- SR
t1on. The operations of both courts might change 1n the future as they .
have in the past, in terms of total case]oads, types of cases, casef]ow
‘ procedures, rat1os of trials to f1]1ngs and- of Jury to non-jury tr1als,

‘and other factors with s1gn1f1cant fac111ty needs 1mpacts | Q lc 1p‘h, R
| Space use in tre east wing, owned by Marlcopa County, now pred1cated S
-on Superior Court needs, character1zed by a sma11er number of 1onger ,

cases involving re]at1ve1yffewer persons, and more often requ1r1ng Jury

: 10 - i




: tria]s. }Théfeast'wing does not,house a central clerk's Office. Each
'superiorfcourtroom is édjoined by a‘judge's sufte 1nc]uding space
(usually separate offices) for a secretary, ¢iébk, court feportek,'and'
,'béi11ff. City Court Judges have smaller personal staffs and the court
has a very large central clerical office. Justices of the Peaée have
»individua]‘c1er1cal‘staffs'of 3 to 5 persons and a Constable in attendance
- in the courtroom.
| Superior courtrooﬁs are large in order to accommodate juries (of 21)
and counse1, but have relatively small spectator areas. They are not |
arranged to circulate crowds expediently from corriddrs, to spectator'areas,
~to judicial areas, to the fine payment station, :and out. .Géneta]]y, their
ce111ngs are high, often more than is esthetically éppropriate, and their -
aéoustics are abominable. In the original courtrooms, massive woodwork and
panels are used to frame the judge's door and exposed ceiling beams have
- decoratively worked ends and surface designs.

In the east wing; most spaces are awkwardly broken up and insufficiently
opén’to flexible use by the two courts. Foremost among the types of |
modifications that should be considefed are these:

@ Larger courtrooms - keep several for jury trials but modify
| jury'boxes and increase sbectator seéting. Others should
be studied to see how effectively they can be divided into
two courtrooms, or divided fnto a non-jury cdurtroom with
- effective Circulatioh for a»high'vo]umé_of participants, and
a waiting ro0m.

0 Al ¢ourtrooms‘- study ancillary spaces'(judgeféysuiteS)
individua]]& and\in~re1ation to each’other‘to find simplest
‘ways to combine or renovate, and save space to create additional
new courtrooms. | j‘ | | |

9 West wing‘(owned by the Cfty of Phoenix):~ study:itg most' |

| ,‘effe¢t1ve'use‘on lower floors fdr'central Clerical and

Y I
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administrative offices and‘on‘uppen floor for program
spaces.

In essence, court facility planning should be based upon tne-concept

of the case processing unit rather than the courtroom. A case processing 8

unit is a conceptual, not a physica], entity, including a'proportfonate‘

share of all court space needs referenced back to each judge; 'w1thdut

be]aboning the point, it means tnat a court facility p1an'must'be;sensitive

to all court operations and activities in relation to caseloads, persdnne]

~ and operational procedures. In this instance, a fac111ty p1an for Jo1nt

L

'v‘benef1c1a1 and, 1n the ]ong run, Tess cost]y,

court use of the OCH should prov1de for: |
¢ The number of spaces of each‘type (ghg; jury cdurte‘
rooms, non-jury courtroome, 1angefcburtrooms, small
:courtrooms, clerical offices, judges' and staff
‘offices, jury rooms, public waiting spaces, etc.)
,needed»for efficient and effective operations. |
0 ,SUfffcient areas for required;spaces; and for’WOdu]es

or mixtures of spaces. -

8 Accessibility of all spaces in reference to security, e

i

privacy, and public circuPation needs.

0 Amenities for staff and public use. 3

SubJect to net square foot ava11ab111ty, cost and benef1t tradeoffs |

should be derived and ana]yzed to determ1ne how much renovat1on s war—,'
ranted,fa]ways bear1ng'1n mind the very rea] poss1b1]1ty of changed d
futnre needs' A des1gn carefu]]y ta1]ored to th1s year S needs may be

s

severe]y funct1ona] long before 1ts renovat1on costs can be Just1f1ed

‘ 7 ‘A marked degree of f]eX1b111ty and adaptab111ty to future needs is more i

‘;l]év_,
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At the same time, there is n0‘rea56n'that certain clerical functions

common to both Mun1c1pa1 and Justice Courts cou1d not be comb1ned in a one

- or two phase process. A decision to comb1ne a]] 6 Just1ce Courts 1in a

single facility should be accompanied by a companion decision to combine

some clerical functions.

The six justice court clerks each operate independently, with his or .-

_her own system of case processing. A centralized office would establish

uniformity of forms and procedures and provide the capability for more

efficient manpower use.

A second step toward smoother operations Wou]d be to cbmbihe the
cTerica] functioné.of‘the municipal and Justice Courts. The Municipal
Court, present1y‘automated but frustrated in'reach%ng maximum
efficiency by unusua]Ty large increments of computer "down time", could
easily adapt their computer operations to'effective Justice Court use.
Minimal programming changes would be necesﬁary. The merger of these
two operations would be’slightly more complex than merging all the
Justice Courts, but is clearly feasible.

‘In-depth studies of both the Justice Courts' clerical procedures and

 the Municipal Court's clerical procedures should be accomplished prior to

the formulation of any plan to combine these functions. Nevertheless,

'it appears to the consu]tants'that,conso]idation could be’accomplished

quite easily.
From the above brief ana]ys1s it s apparant that. there are many

poss1b1e a]ternat1ves of space use and funct1ona1 changes wh1ch can be

’cons1dered. With the time ava11ab]e it is not possible to do more than

e suggest a“few~ It is Critica], however'VfOﬁ the u]timate'decisionfmakers

and users to assess all poss1b111t1es from both cost effect1ve and Just1ce

\effect1ve standpo1nts

13-



C. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Task Force should order'the preparatfon oftheport on‘thé -
physical condition of the old courthouse 1nc1udingkana1y3es‘of the'
Structua], electrical, mechanical and p]umbing code comottances and a ]f
description of deficiencies together with estimates of remed1a] cost ‘

COMMENTARY o SRR ] .

As the Superior Court moves its Judges,out of'the>OCH‘it is
logical to move the four 0utstde‘Justtce Courts 1n to‘join their two
colleagues. At the same time the vacated space affords a ]og1ca] p]ace hf
to which the City Courts m1ght move. Severa] cond1t1ons wou]d have to be
satisfied for both City and County officials before any mOve could be
made: | _ | | - ’ ,

‘G The entire but]ding wou]d’have to be declared physically
sound and in code compliance not only for the present but
for a;1ength1y‘period; perhaos;twenty five years or more.

@ Both the city-owned west wing'and‘thevcounty—owned east :
wing would have to be aVai]ab]e for the‘most effectiVe“"’
use. in support of:joint occupancy.- | | d |

[ The tota] space ava11ab1e shou]d ‘meet present and progected,

"needs of both courts. | | |
ék‘,Any renovat1ons necessary to su1t the bu11d1ng to the
‘funct1ona] and symbo]1c'needs of both courts shou]d be

‘feas1b1e in reference to the expected usuable 11fet1me, ‘

and tota] 1nvestment to be made in court operat1ons

-The two w1ngs of OCH have a net area of approx1mate1y 66 000 sq fttcmvf;ﬁ
(exc]us1ve of the c1ty and county 3a11 f]oors) In the east w1ng are 19\Ij;l7j{f
courtrooms (14 occup1ed by Super1or Court Judges, 2 by Just1ces of the nfngdd;ff?s;

L (_/

~ Peace) and 3 by Super1or Court Comm1ss1oners ) There is a]so a proposa]* S
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to “create”:a'cdurtroom.in thé'west wingifor,the City Court operated Pfo—‘
" secution Alternative to Court Tfia1 (PACT) program.

~ The MunicipanCOUFt occupiéé.aboutk21,000fSQUare feet forkits412
 C6urtrooms at 12 North 4th Avenue, an additional 2,000 square.feet else-
wheke‘and 7,000 square feét'in the west wing of OCH.
| Total space occupied by’fhek6 Juétice Coukts includes 3,900 square
feet in the OCH and 6,000 square feet in other buildings.
| The tqta] space a?ai]ab]e in the OCH less the’space nbw used by
MunicipaT apd Justice Courts is about 55,000 square feet, |
" “From the above facts it can be seen that about 25,000 square feet of
 space would be avaiTab]e in the OCH over and above the current space
requiremehts of the Municipal and Justice Courts. ‘

If a move should occur as outlined above it is Tikely that a total
~of 19 courtrooms would be required: 6 for the Justice Courts and 13 for'
the Municipal Courts. Since the east'wing'a1one provides space for 19
courtrooms there is every reason to believe that a functionally satisfactory
‘renbvation can be achieved, provided, the building is as structurally

sound as it appears.

D. RECOMMENDATION
The Crimfna] Courts Technical Assistance Project should assist
the City‘and CoUnty Courts and other’officialswin imp]ementing'reqommenda—
. tfpns (b)'and (c) above, provided-thereyarefassufanées by both c1ty.and
: COunty,officialﬁ, that the planning, mohitoring,'and implementation process
o will be sharéd jointly by city and county representatives. |
| COMMENTARY | R

As is readi1y apparent, the timing-to accomplish sOméthing of

G utj]ity and significance to the residents of the City of Phoenix and

~Maricopa County is critical. Circumstances have combined to create mutual
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’eity and county needs and ob]igatidnskthat eomp]enent eacn‘other.v'DeciéiOngd
- makers are aware of the problems and se?m,to bengenuine1y‘1ntefested<in;-, |
discovering mutual sofutions.' It is imperative, however, that a disihtékéét;¥>*"
ed, outside influence be’aVai1ab1e to‘coordinate efforts,
The reeommendations in this report have been formulated tpydisp1ay,an ,

early assessment of what use is feasible for the OCH. Based upon this

preliminary study, a more detéi]ed analysis is necommended because it

appears likely that a worthwh11e project is feas1b]e and there 1s suff1c1ent
interest on the part of city, county, and court agencies to Just1fy further :“‘
ass1stance We recommend that th1s ass1stance beg1n after assurance from

county and city officials thatvsuch,help is tru1y desired.




IV.  CONCLUSION | gt
The prob]ems confront1ng the C1ty of Phoen1x and Mar1copa County -
Care interwined. - In order to realize the ear11est occupancy and smoothest
transition'it is crucial that the Recommendat1ons of (B) and (C) begin to
be 1mp1emented as soon as possible. Assum1ng that the OCH w111 be vacated
'>41n the f1rst quarter of ]978 and that renovat1ons and occupancy probab]y
}cannot beg1n any earlier, four months is the maximum time available to

- complete all necessary reports without de]ayjng completion of the project.

The County's general services department can begin'to immediately
anaJyze the'soundness of the present structure. Concurrently, city, county,
“and court agencies can begin to put together the Task Force recommended |
in Recommendation A‘ F1na1]y, the techn1ca1 preparation of a]ternat1ves
for the Task Force S cons1derat1on can commence under the auspices of ther
A Cramxna] Courts Technical Assistance Project at American University.

If all participating agencies move with care and purpose 1t.shou1d
be poss1b1e to meet the schedule outlined above and be ready to move

ahead toward an effect1ve and smooth trans1t1on
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‘fVAPPENDIX’A ;
Persons Interviewed 9/25 - 9/28

~Gordon Allison - Court Administrator, Superior Court, Maricopa County

Honerable John R. Barclay - Justice of the Peace, Maricopa County

Robert Bartel - Office of Ccunty Manager,%maric0pa”Countye

-
... Henorable Robert Broomfield ~ Presiding Judge of Superior Court of

Maricopa County

. !Constables from Justice of the Peace Courts

Court Administrator's (Gordon Allison's) Staff - Robert Carlberg,

Peter Gorski, Terri Jackson

Noel Dessant - State Court Administrater, Arizona

Michael Elardo - 0ffice of County AttOrney,kMaricopa County

. Rodger Goldston - Chief Deputy, County Attorney, Maricopa County

10.  Honorable Alan Hammond - Presiding Judge City of Phoenix, City Court

Mike Havemann, Assistant Court Administrator, City Cout, Phoenix
Henorabie Patricia Lamson - Jeetice of the Peace, Maricopa County
Honorable Harold Lee - Justice of the Peace, Maricopa County'
Ross Lee/:qublic Defender, Makicopa County

Honorable Ronn1e Lopez - Justice of the Peace Mar1copa County

}R1chard Mesh - Deputy Public Defender ~Mar1copa County

Charles W. M111er - County.Manager, Maricopa County

Honorable John J. Murphy . Justice of the Peace, Mericopa’County"
Eugene J. Neff - D1rector of Probat1on, City Court, City of Phoen1x
Dona]d Pa]mer‘l/f C]erk of Court Super1or Court, Mar1copa County

Peter Starrett - Office of City Manager, Clty of Phoenix
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v22; Dan Thurber - Adm1n1strat1ve Ass1stant City Court, C1ty of Phoen1x
23, Honorab1e Tim Veeks - Justice of the Peace, Mar1copa County

24. Edna~Godbehere. Clerk of Honorab]e Tim Weeks
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APPENDIX B

Facilities Visited

1. 01d Qourthouse - (City/County’Bui1ding)

2. New Superior Courthouse - (County owned - West Court Building)

‘3. Present Superior Courthouse - (County owned‘~'East Court Building)
4. City Courthouse - (City owned (12 North 4th Avenue)

5. J. P. Facility - (City owned, leased to County)
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