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I. INTRODUCTION

The Court Administrator of the StahisTaus~qunty;mCa11f0rnfa Courts,
Mr. Don R. Vera, requested technical assistance,‘on behalf of the judges‘
of the courts, from LEAA's Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Prdject
at the American University to study security and space utilizatﬁonﬂneeds'
of the county and municipal court facilities. In making this hequest,
Mr. Vera identified a number of~ackhow1edged problems which'underscored
the need for expert assistahce. These ihc1uded:~ unsecure prisoneh movement
routes; understaffed courtroom security personne], uncontrolled access to |
"secure" areas; no on-going tra1n1ng programs for secu“1ty personne]
inadequate court space allocation; fragmented off1ce ltocations; and, un-
organized record storage areas. |

In August of 1978, Mr. Lawrence Siegel, a crimina]}justice facility
planner and space managemeht consultant, conducted a two day techhica1 |
assistance site visit to the Stanislaus County-Courts. During this‘time, déicfh‘
he wdfkedcjosely with Mr. Vera and also met with the judges‘of thekcpurts
and other appropriate court pemsonne1., Mr. Siegel 1dehtif1edkthe inadequac%
ofhexisting,court space allocation as the centha1 problemafacihg the couwtsﬁ
while also pointing out related, secondahy problems such as -the inadequacyci
of the existing jury assemb]y room and'numerous‘security probTems Mr. Siede]y
| ‘recommended that a deta11ed faczllty needs study be undertaken to determ1ne

~short and Tong term needs. He a1so advocated moving the Jury assemb]y

i

to the area former]y used by the Juvenile Traff1c Court and construct1ng a S

i
courtroom and chambers in the vacated Jury space A memorandum report from

Mr S1ege1 to Mr. Vera d1scuss1ng the s1te work and analys1s in deta11 1s

“attached at Appendlx-A. e S »“v T i e
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In late October of 1977, Mr. Siegel conducted a second site visit
in Stanislaus County; The purpose‘of this visit was toiaséess, in
detai1; the adequacy of exigting’facilities with particu]arkattention
to sé¢urity and space management needs. Included in these tasks were
the deVelopméht of detai]edka]fernative design plans for a courthouse
additﬁon, This was done within the context of the fact that in the
interim period'between thé two site visits, the county had budgeted ;
funds'fdhkthe purpose of studying the feasibility of a courthouse addition,

which resulted in a shift of the focus to include an analysis of the

“addition site's functional feasibility.

Mr. Siegel's analysis and recommendations are included in the follow-

ing report.



II. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING SITUATION

A. Courthousetsecurfty

L Evaluation of Security’Provisions,

Security in the court-related spaces of the Stanis]auskCountyd
Courthouse is primarily a personne] function whichﬂis‘presentTy
provided by the Marshal's Office for the MUnicipa] Court and the |
Sheriff's Department for the Superior Court. Although security is
not the sole responsibility of either'of~thesertwo'departments,-it is
viewed as a vital function by the courts and the citTZenry. ~The |
judges of both courts have expressed a desire for improved security‘
 and placed theiresponSibi]ity for inprovement upon each departnent.

Unfortunately, the present building's design is deficient’in'seyeralfgv

security features which, when combined with case an-judicial assignment

methods reduce the level of,security which can be achieved within |

the current level of expenditure.

A brief review of the courthouse's security. features may be useful o

background One maJor aspect of secur1ty involves deta1nees ,the
1ntegr1ty of the1r custody, the safety of others 1n the courthouse
with them and their own safety. Another equally important aspect is
the safety of all persons in the courthouse faced by

"'@ "the tension that accompan1es court proceed1ngs,

8 the potent1a1 phys1ca1 dangers of bu11d1ng occupancy, e. g 5.

fire,
@' andathe prob]ems caused by crowd1ng

A key secur1ty cons1derat1on in plann1ng court fac111t1es is the

:ao_<- >

; control of access1b111ty The f]oor p]an ‘of a courthouse shou1d pFOV1de Jdt

separate means of c1rcu1at1on, T.e., corr1dors, e]evators and sta1rs, ,




[

“; for detainees, for persons whose functions'require,prjvacy and for
the public. Circulation for detainees shoU1d be‘secure, i.e., completely

~separated from all other means of passage through “the bu11d1ng

Private c1rcu1at1on should be prov1ded for persons whose work requ1res

~ privacy, e.g., Judges‘ chambers connected to courtrooms by private

~ corridors inaccessible from public areas exdept via reception areas.

When the physical features of the bUi]ding fail to accommodate the

k'tcustody of‘detainees, security personnel must be substituted. In -the’

Municipal Court's felony arraignment sessions in which twenty or more

detainees may be brought into a courtroom together and arraigned in

- sequence, security currently is & personnel operation provided by the

Marshal's Office. None of the courtrooms include such design features

~ as secure seating areas for detainees, a dock or holding area viewing

the courtroom,or a private,passageWay between the courtroom and the

‘secur1ty corr1dor “Any of the Municipal courtnooms can be assigned
- for fe]ony arra1gnments, 1nc1ud1ng those without access to the security
corridor. Detainees are escorted into the courtroom by two or three
‘Marshal's Deputies, one of whom also acts as bai]itf for that court.
tThe other two deputies seat the detainees on one side of the spectator

B _Seating area and remain with them as guards, barring all others from

that seat1ng sect1on

Effect1ve superv1slon of detainees 1nc1udes ma1nta1n1ng custody

and prevent1ng contact with spectators W1th on1y one or two secur1ty

offtcers ava11ab1e the situation is difficult, and creates stress

for all court personne]fandkspectators, as well as for the deputies

“and detainees. Any effort to cause troub]e (i.e., escape, injury to

S VABRQET R anani L st e
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-arraignments who are occasionally ava11ab1e:to'aSSist the escorting - h_ U

~detainees or specators, injury to the judge, intimidation) would

be extremely difficult to control.

Among the security prob]ems 111ustrated by th1s examp]e, severa1

care noteworthy

6 Detainees are escorted across a public corridor to reach

the west-side courtrooms

Public corr1dors are not secure areas, mak1ng escape and 1rterference
with other persons in the pub]1c corridor poss1b1e Adequate secur1ty tt
for th1s operation requires suff1c1ent personne] to escort the deta1nees :
safe]y Chains or handcuffs could be used, but the 51ght of a ,k
group of detainees crossing the pub11c corr1dor is sufffczently d1sturb1ng “t“
on its own without additional stimulus. :

The Modesto Police Department and the Stan1s]aus County Sher1ff S

[

Department each have one liaison officer in the courthousefdurtng feTony“.

officers. At other times when'detainees are mOVed across'the»pub11cw'.'h ‘l‘},'g«;;

corr1dor to and from west—s1de courtrooms, add1t1ona1 personnel. are o

t ava11ab1e on]y on spec1a1 call. The Marsha1 regu]ar]y ass1sts h1s '

d deput1es in such operat1ons for Mun1c1pa1 Court cases, but Sher1ff"3 -

Deput1es on Super1or Court ba111ff duty norma;?y hand]e the1r ass1ghments

w1thout add1t1ona1 help

e The secur1ty corridor, wh1ch connects 4 the Ja11, is_ ]ocated‘fff

'on the east s1de of the courthouse adjacent to one. courtroom;y‘ &

'T.on the basement f]oor and two each on- the f1rst and second L 7

7 fToors Access to these courtrooms is through what shou]d be~_‘

:'pr1vate areas, the vesttbules of Judges chambers and Jury

- tjde11berat1on rooms

3 v e T A




. These areas‘are not secure. Each is reached from publié a%eaéyof
the‘courth0u$é4through a corridor off the'main public corridor. These
private corridors are locked from the public side in Sueprior Court
spaces, but not in Municipa] Court spaces. - In both courts, however,
]ockéd doors do not prevent egress from the private areas.

The security éorkfdprs, themselves, present security prob]ems.
‘Their sa]Ty;ports, which connect the security elevator to the judges'
vestibules, are quité small. Each has a door which can be manipulated
by détainees attemptihg to escape or injure security officers or other
detainees. ‘Oh the second floor, there is no call button'for the elevator,
a]though the wiring for é key-controlled call button is St1]1 intact.
If the é1evétor is not held at the second floor by turning off its power
éontroT from inside the cab, it will automatically return to the basement.
Thus, a deputy may find himself Tocked in a‘épace of about sixteen
~square feet wfth a gkOup of detainees, without direct visua] or aural
| contact outside that space. Thefﬁgual procedure for bringing the elevator
to the second fioor is to telephone the jai1 to have it sent up from J
the basement or to ride it frqm the basement or first floor.

8 The only holding cells for detainees are in _the security

;Vtunnel between the courthouse and jail, and in the jail 1tse1f.

Detainees must be escorted from the basement tunnel each time
~their presencé in”courﬁ is required, un]gss they are either held in
unused jury rooms or the small elevator 1and1ngs‘referred to earlier.
'As a result, case f1ow is slowed, theyintegrity‘of custody is reduced,

and more security personnel are required.



2. Feasible Secur1ty Improvements

Secur1ty problems in the court wing of the Stan1s1aus County - i  ‘f_u c

Courthouse stem from the building's physical plan and the‘adm1n1strative

or operational responses to facility problems. Improvements in both

are recommended here, but~the'major}under]ying assumptiOn‘behind them'

is based upon the publicly expressed intention of county officﬁals

to construct an addition to the courthouse. Given a commitment of
that scope, it should prove more»satisfactory'ahd economica1 to p]an
the addition to 1nc1ude as many courtrooms as necessary For cr1m1na1
proceed1ngs and all the requ1red securlty features. S |
Good secur1t/ is important 1n any court fac111ty Mod1fy1ng the ;
ex1st1ng bu1]d1ng to improve 1ts secur1ty, however, can be qu1te

expens1ve, compared to planning the addition for proper secur1ty

~Consequently, only minor fac111ty changes are suggested for the

existing court wing, which are consistent with good security'p1annfng
for the addition, as well. The recommended changes can be adopted Withoutn,
waiting for the addition to be construeted;fbecause‘they will heve‘an‘i:‘ 
immediate and 1asting beneficia1»impact opon security.v -

The methods of achieving good schrity in the feci1fty plan are

similar for the addition and for the existing court wing. Although

the scope of security improvement included here amev1imitedvto‘th03e'

affecting the court~wing,’a more COmorehensive 1mpr0vement’1n Qhe entihe
facility should be cons1dered when p]ann1ng the addition. | o , fhj | :‘i
Several opt1ons for 1mprovement are out11ned in F1gure 1 as s JZ . g
comb1hat1ons of adm1n1strat1Ve andrfac111ty changes Adm1n1strat1ve ”;T~‘
changes are often 1ess expens1ve to 1mp1emeht than fac111ty changes |

and should be the~1n1t1a1 step, if feasible. The maJor adm1n1strat1ve

e R Y
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changes suggeSted are to schedule in-custody cases only in éourtrooms
located on the east sfde of the court wing (see Drawing 4), the side
with direct access to the security corridor, and to provide additiona]
security personné1 in appropriate courtrooms where in-custody matters -
especially felony arraignments - are heard. The facility changes
recommended are the minimum improvements needed to implement the adminis-
trative changes, inc1ud1ng the use of small robing rooms that would

allow judges with west side chambers to be assigned to east side
courtrooms and the construction of holding cells on each f]oor.‘

The report of the initial technical assistance site visit in
Sduly, 1977, recommendéd construction of a twelfth courtroom in the
spéce currently occupied by the jury assembly area. That recommendation
“is still valid, although it cannot be implemented until the jury assembly
gpace is relocated, potentially in the new addition. 'Because of the
proximity of that space to the security tunnel, this new courtroom wou]d
best be planned as a secure space‘wfth special provisions for holding
felony arraignments for twenty to'thirty detainees.

Because criminal cases Tn'Municipal and Superior Courts are assigned
to all judges in rotation, approximately half the assignments are to
courtrooms on the west side of the public corridor.‘ Judges do not rotate
courtrooms or chambers as their case assignments are changed. West
side courtrooms lack detaihee holding faciiities and are on the opposite
side of fhe pubTic corridor from the security corridor which cohnects to
‘ the jail. There are two deficiencies here: secure determine
spaces are lacking on the west’side,‘and detainees must ckoss the Egglig
corridor —'underAescort - between courtrooms’and the security corridor

éach time they enter"or leave a courtroom: The simplest remedy is to



~ gchedule in-custody cases only on: the east side$Where security is better.
That is made difficult, however, because the judges' permanent offices
are their chambers, which all are adjacent to either one or two court-
rooms. Thus, a judge assigned to a courtroom across the pub]1c corr1dor :
from his chambers would be separated from his off1ce and dependant upon ‘
the availability of another judge's private office for conferences
and recesses. The difficulties here are apparent, although they can
be avoided if an office can be provided‘near each .courtroom for the use
of the judge sitting in that courtroom. Such an office generally is
known as a robing room. |

Drawings 1, 2 and 3 sketch p]ans for constructing‘robing rooms in
the vestibules outside each chamber. The vestibu]es~afe‘present1y used
by bailiffs, one per judge, for reception and security purposes. Each
‘modification shown is a minimaT'nobing roon with furnitune 1ocat10ns
noted as indications that the spaces,wi]]ysuffice. The roomsfare minima}
in size and amenities, e.g., the absence of tof]ets.f~lf they are used
extensive1y fdricase conferences, only one judge~cou1d'be assigned as
space is not available in any of these 1ocat1ons for two robing rooms.

The practical value of these rob1ng rooms would rely upon the method
of assigning criminal cases to judges in that only one judge from a west
side chambers shou1d be assigned to a criminal courtroom on each floor

~at any time. That need not be a serious‘impediment'if the first call
on east side courtrooms is reServed‘for in-custody cases and criminaT | |
matters without detained defendants‘are~schedu1ed for‘weStnside courtpooms, 

Drawing 4 illustrates how the‘e]even courtroomsVCUrrentlylare‘assigned =

W ; ~ Sl » S S §
between Min1c1pa1 and Superior Courts, The municipal court uses«threeweaetsﬁig‘

side courtrooms and Superior Court uses two ~ When the current Jury space ; “

A

is converted to a twe1fth courtroom, Mun1c1pa1 Court W111 occupy four



of the six east side courtrooms and an anaylsis should be made of the
percentage of courtrooﬁ usage required for in-custody cases 1in eath
court. The ratio of east side courtrooms between the two courts which
- would best match the actual need for secure facilities should be
determined. If it appears that SuperiorkCourt‘requires one additiona]
- east side courtroom at that time, it might be possible to reassign one
of the first floor east side courtrooms for Superior Court use and one
of the west side courtrooms for Municipal Court use.

DraWing 5 skefches smé]] holding cells which could be built into
existing jury rooms on the first and second floors on the east and
west sides. Jury rooms on the basement west side could be similarly
‘treated if the small vestibules ouside their toilets were removed.
The purpose of these cells is to provide readily aécessib]e secure holding
spaces near those courtrooms in which they are currently lacking.
Only the east side basement couirtroom is close to a holding cell, which
is the first cell in the security tunnel, being used to store mattresses
for the jail. A cell Tocated in the private area between each pair of
courtrooms should speed the flow of in-custody cases through those
courfrooms and reduce the need for additional security personnel.
This would not eliminate the need for detainees to cross the public
corridor to reach west side courtrooms, but will permit better schedU]ing

of their movements.

=171=
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3. Analysis
Figure 1 present several combinations.of robing rooms and holding
cells suitable to use as tools for enhancing the security of crimiha1

proceedings. Each is a combination of administrative and fac11ity'

measures, which can be assessed in terms of relative capité1 and operating

costs and the security benefits which can be expected. 1In order to

eliminate the undersirable practice of escorting detainées aéross‘the

- pubtic corridor, it is c]ear]y necessary to Timit in-custody cases to

the east side courtrooms, which involves the operat1ona1 d1ff1cu1t1es of
using the minimal robing rooms. |

Figure 1 includes two facility measures not previously described.
One 1is -the use of east s1de Jury rooms as rob1ng rooms, the other is the
conversion of one jury room per floor 1nto ho1d1ng‘cells. Using ex1st1ng
Jjury rooms as robing rooms is attractive in its simplicity and 1dw co§t;-
Conflict betweeﬁ jury trials and robing’room requirements for'the‘same }‘ |
space present a problem, depend1ng upon the relative frequenqy of |
simultaneous jury trials in both courtrooms on the east s1de of any f]oor
The two courtrooms would have to share one Jury’room and one rob1ng room.

whenever at least one judge from the west side was using the east side

‘courtrooms. At other times both jury rooms would be available.

Converting one jury room on the first and on the second floor to
holding cells: does not seem attract1ve, as 1t would enta11 approx1mate1y
equal expense to make the Jury rooms secure, as to bu11d a sma11 ho]d1ng
cell in them. The 1arge Jjury room is not necessary‘for the number of
detainees on either floor and its use as a'ho1dihg te]] makes it unévai]ab]e~ .
for‘jUry deliberations. Lf one jury room were used as a‘ho]dih§fﬁéﬁ1 and - |

one as a robing room, the number:of usable jury rooms could be unacceptably .

17-



reduced;

Figuﬁe 2 is a flow chart of the detainee escort process. Each box -
‘represents a location 1nvd1vfng specificvsecurity~activities, while the
lines joining the boxes represent the mdvement of detainees and escorts
between thoée locations. The flow chart is presented to assist in
anaiyzing security personne] needs, which are further developed in ~
Figufe 3. For each activity in which detainees either are moved from
one security location to another or'are held in courtrooms, the hinimum
number of security personnel to safely manage each process’in relation
the the number of detainees in their custody is proposed. These

“recommendations are based upon the use of trained and competent security
of%icers.

Figures 1 and 2 identify the floors as B (basement), 1 (first)
and 2 (second) and the two sides of the court wing as E (east) and |
W (west). Figure 2, the flow chart, assumes the use of ho]ding cells
in one jury rodm on each side of each floor. The existing and future
east side basement courtrooms could use the 'mattress locker' inside
the jail tunnel as a holding cell, if another location td‘store Jjail
mattresses can‘be found. The term 'buffer cell' is used in Figure 2
to refer to the jail tunnel holding cell, whiéh temporarily holds
detainees moving between the jail and the courts.

A critical point in this ana]ysis is the number of security
personnel required to escort detainees across the pu511c corridor.
Movement across the public corridor brings deta%nees to either felony
arraignments or other criminal proceedings. For the large number of
detainees usually escorted to felony arraignments, a minimum of 4

security officers, and preferably more, is needed: two in the public

;18-






o S i, b

.

..6{[..'

T, JAIL

COURT WING

JAIL BUFFER
CELLS - CELL

ELEV. &
SECURLTY
CORRIDOR

bmve  teas gy m—ih e e . Gy epd | wwme mimn owaies wmbes

CTRM ' BE

L future

i ctrm be

CTRH ¢

CTRM

- CTRM
CTRM

CTRM
cTrM 1Y

. B
FIGURE 2: FLOW CHART OF DETAINEE SECURITY PROCE§§

L
W e

HOLDING
CELL -1E
HOLD ING
CELL -2E
PUBLIC HOLDING
— CORRIDOR CELL -BW
puSLIC HOLDING.
] CORRIDOK. CELL ~1W
L PUBLIC HOLDING
1 CORRIDOR CELL -2W

CTRM
oTan 2

BY '} ¢




PEOPLE

ACTIVITIES SHERIFF'S -DEPUTIES DERUTY NARIHALS
JAIL CELL TO N.A.
‘BUFFER CELL
BUFFER CELL TO | 2 per 10 detainees 2 per 10 detainees
ELEVATOR

= |

& |ELEVATOR TO 2 per 10 detainces 2 per 10 detainees

I~ HOLDIHNG CELL E

o

= |ELEVATOR TO L minimum K minimum

HOLDING CELL W

[HOLDING CELL TO
COURTROOM

1 per 1-to 2 detainees

per- 1 to 2 detainees

FELONY
ARRATGNMENT

OTHER CRIMINAL
PROCEEDIHGS

IN-PLACE

N.A.

1 Bailiff plus
1 per 2 detainees:

—t AA) b

Bailiff plus
per 10 detainees

Bailff plus
per 2 detainees

" FIGURE 3: SECURITY PERSONNEL NELDS

.

,k_20; 




corridor, one directing detainees through the private;areaktowards

the corridor and one receiving detainees after crossing the corridor.

If the number of detainees exceeds 10, one additional security officer is.

recommended for each five detainees. If holding cells are not avai1ab1e, :

a minimum of two additional officers should be assigned -to the felony :
arraignment courtroom, unless a secure holding area in a newly deSigﬁed ,
arraignment courtroom is provided. This step is strongly reCémmended
for the courtroom that will rép]ace'the Jury assemb]y space.k

In the other criminal proceedings of trials and hearings, which
usually involve a far smaller number of detainees, one detainee could
_be escorted by a single security officer, three’detainees should have B
oné‘additiona] officer, five détainees should be escorted by three
security offiéers, and so on. If the recommended holding cells are
brovided, it should not be necessary to have as many officers on
permanent assignmeht, as detainee movements can then be scheduled
to make best usé of available personnel. when the time'of detainee
movements Can be controlled, it may bé feasible to re?schedu1e security,
officers from other duty assignments. | |

In order to derive total staffing needs from thé gufdeTines of
Figure‘3, the statfstics of daf1y criminal caseloads must be known.
It would be desirable to call the in-custody cases in sequence, and,
if possible, 1nka Timited humber ofrcourtroomé.;’This is primarily a

matter of schedule control, involving the grouping of in-custody cases

to minimize first, the number of courtrooms used and, second, the number

‘of security personnel needed for adequate security. | . R

Mention has been made of felony arraignments, with recommendations -
for security improvement, while maintaining opiimUmaf1exibilify for .
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MuniC1pa1 Coort ﬁo schedule and assign these proceedings without
comprOmising that security. Alternatives to current procedures for
. arraigning fe]ony defendants could be considered, however, derived
from procedures in other states, notably Arizona. Because the idea is
essentia]]y‘procedura] and contains many implications for. the judicial
orocess,_it is offered without comment or endorsement; simply as sométhing
Municipal Court might wish to consider.
Feiony arraignments could be held in the jail in any of several
ways. The~arraignment is a mass proceeding, which does not include a
‘pleading or any other substantive or adversary component. Defendants
ere advised of their rights, are assigned counsel (if necessary) and
navé’bail set, making it possible for thekproceedings to be handied
by commissioners or masters in a special courtroom constructed in the
‘ jad] or in cells in the intake section. Alternately, if an arraignment
courtroom were constructed in the jail, the arraignment judge could
conduct arraignment sessions there.
1t should be remembered that the proposed courtroom can be d1rect1y
‘ connected to the Ja1] tunne] and provided with amp]e secur1ty features
It will also be available for other criminal proceedings and would
probably be a more economicaT option, overall, than an additiona]

courtroom solely for arraignment purposes.

4, Recommendations

In summary, the following steps are recommended to improve security
in the cOurt wing of the Stanislaus County Courthouse:
¢  Schedule in-custody cases in‘sequencefin'a limited number of

courtrooms, which have direct access to the security corridor.
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8 "Schedule in-custody cases in sequence ina timited number

of courtrooms in order to minimize the ]ocationsland duratioh for
which additional security‘officers should be on duty.

® Construct small robing rooms in the judges' vestibu]es of
east side courtrooms, for use by judges whose chambers are on the
west side of the public corridot assigned to hear in-custody cases.
e Construct small holding cells withih jury rooms on the east | \
side, first floor and second fioor, if in—custody cases are S )*:
scheduled only on the east side. If in-custody cases continue | A
to be scheduled on both sides of the court wing, construct sma11
holding cells within jury rooms on becth the east and west sides

of the court wing on the First and éeCond f]oors and on the west

side of the basement. |

8 Convert. the Eury asSembiy,space into a secuke courtroom for
felony arraignments.

@ Use the holding ce]] closest to the court wing 1n the jaiT
tunne] as a ho1d1ng cell for deta1nees appear1ng in the east s1de
ba;ement courtroom(s)

8 Insta11‘a key-operated call button'en theVSecond.f1oor far the_k'
securlty elevator. }‘ |

e Concurrent with the 1mp1ementat1on of these recommendat1ons,
increase the staff of secur1ty personne] 1n the Marsha] s 0ff1ce Co
and the Sher1ff S Department to prov1de adequate secur1ty 1n the |

var1ous stages of custod1a1 operat1ons



B. ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED COURTHOUSE ADDITION
1. Background
In the interim period bethen the first and second technical assistance
site visits, Stanislaus County budgeted funds for the purpose of studying
the feaéisility of constructing an addition to the existing courthouse.
It is envisioned that this addition would be placed in the areas now.
used for interior parking and patio space. As a result of this, emphasis
of technical assistance was shifted fo include an anlysis of the site's
functional feasibiiity, in relation to the existihg building and to the
needs of Superior and Municipal Courts. This analysis should have two
neqr—future applications: 1) it will provide information for the County
bk Admiﬁistrator's Office to use iﬁ developing a capital improvements program,
kand 2) ft will indicate the general direction to be taken by the proposed
deéign study.
The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the'site as a location
for a courthouse additioh that could:
] Provide for the growth needs of Superior and Municipal Courts
for a reasonable period forward. |
] Remedy security deficiencies in fhe éxisting courtbfaci]ity.
8 Provide for an adequatevjury'assemb]y space.
6 ImprQVe the overall quality of the combined facility.
Security deficiencies were described in a‘preceding section of_this
| report, which a]So suggested that it woqu be very difficult to markedly
| improve the existing court wing. Another séctibn of the report submifteq

after the first site visit analyzed the court's inmediate growth problems

and described the limits of the existing court wing in meeting growth needs.
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One space was identified that would be feasible for an additional court- - -

rooms; the'jury assembly area in the basement of the couhtroom Wing. If
" a courtroom were to be constructed in that space, however, jurors would
have to.assemb1e elsewhere. Although the suggested jury assemb1y location B
proved to be unavailable because of prior commitments (which had not
been made kn0wn to the consu]tant), thedcounty subsequent1y announced
its intention to study the construction of a courtyard addition‘Where‘
Jjury assembly and couhtroom space would be provided; The objective
was to remedy deficiencies in the amount of,space available 1in the -
existing wings of the complex. |

With this background in mind, the proposed site has been analyzed
to determine whether it can provide the space needed for a fpnctiona1]y
adequate addition. Based upon~the analysis, the proposed site has been gA
found to offer a usefu1 opportunity‘to realize the,four goals just |
mentioned. Construction of an addition on that site 1s~recommended'as
an immediate future aetivity for inclusion in the coonty's capftai
improvement program. |

2. Feasibility‘Ana1ysis

A feasibility -study normally examines on]y the functional character- -
istics of a proposed facility, to the exc]usion of ahchitecturai and
engineering,studies of site, soil and other elements ré]evant'to,constructing
add1t1ons to existing buildings. These'elements Shou1d7be studied when;:
,and if, the funct1ona1 quality of the proposed s1te has been found “to be
adequate. In this analysis, re11ance has been p]aced on many of the same
"factors that were probab]y cons1dered when the proposed add1t1on was s |
1n1t1ated Foremost anong these is the fact that the ex1st1ng comp]ex now

/, v
consxsts of severa] w1ngs which haVe been added at d1fferent t1mes Itv
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appears, however, that potential architectural and engineering problems

resulting from the piece by piece expansion of the complex are surmountable.

Funcfiona11y speaking, thé proposed addition‘sité will be feasible
if cerfain bonditions can be met at reasonable costs. An addition in the
couyé yard would be feasible if it werev]arge,enough to fesu]t‘ih a cost,
effeétive expansion existing structure, and 1t if could be made to fit
theyavai]ab]e space and tOeconnect to the existing major access pbints.\
The specifié conditions of'feasibi1ify which must be met include the
following: k

k ) The site's dimensions'shou]d be large enough to support
. effective court floor plans.
8 Secure priVate‘and puE]ication circulation systems, albeit
: separate, should be provided for. k

8  The circu]ation systems should easily connect with those in

the existing facility.

& The quantity, area, and space re]ationsaips of courtroomé

and related areas must be adequate to meet the specific needs of

the court.

3. Method of Analysis
In conducting a feasibility analysis of this type, schematic

plans must be prepared and analyzed depicting alternative ways of

~assuring effective floor plans within the limitations of the site's
~ dimensions.  Schematic plans do not directly include several features

o hecessary to completely spécify an actual building, such as'wall,thicknesses;

supporting columns, and ducts and runs for plumbing, mechanical, and

electrical services. These details would be superfluous in a feasibility ’
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| study, but, by examining SChematic %100% plans in'detail, functional

feasibi]ity‘ban'bevassessed with a high degree of’he]iabiTity}‘ |
Ih this 1nstance,bmany p]ens were deve]opedvfur the arrangemeuf“of :

a sing]e floor of crimina]yand civi] couftrooms; Each plan was infended
to fit severa] courtrooms and related space$ into a portion Qf,the,site.,
For example, one approach was a northward additiuh from the SOufh end’

‘of the site; another ran south from the-north‘ehd.’ The reaeuns for those
approaches will betome clear when sitdng re1ationsh1p$ are‘dfscuseed,'buts
in the final ana1ysis, the only h1ans thafdprbmised>todmeet a11‘conditidns ”

k:of feasibi]ity turned out to occupy most ofjfhe‘avaiiable'si{e‘erea. .

. Utilizing this method of analysis alTuWed a representative'echematic
p]an‘of a courtroom floor to be‘deve1oped and anaiyzed | Inydddition to '9 :

» demonstrat1ng feas1b111ty, it offers a reasonab]e and spec1 ko bas1s for g

a des1gn study to fol]ow and a]so shou]d dramat1ca11y reduce the subsequent ,

'programm1ng effort needed for that study.

43 uSiting Re]ationships

‘The proposed location fis dep1cted in Flgure 1 (pageZé and identifiee d’;
the maaor,occupancy of: the»surround1ng wxngs From west to east |
(1T1ustrated un,the plan from bettdm to'top), the sitedeleyatioh drops
abruptly at the retaining'wallfwhich extends south from thé‘Sheriff's ,

'wing towards the jail, thereby creat1ng a natura1 d1v1d1ng 11ne

Dlmen51ona11y, the s1te d1v1des into north and south sect1ons '_The_',;~‘

‘ i'northern section is about<96 feet by 102 feet and the southern 1s about

120 feet by 62 feet Magor ex1st1ng pub11c aﬁtess is from the exter10r .
sta1rway adJacent to the courtroom w1ng (m1dway on plan bo¢tom) Another o

s

ex1st1ng access point is 1ocated at the s1te s north end 1ead1ng 1nto
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the Sheriff's and District Attorney's wing. Located at the south end
of the site, between the jail and courtroom wing, is a vehicular entrance
with a security tunnel underneath connecting the jail and courtrooms.

As a result of the proximity of the existing courtrooms, public
~access to new courtrooms in the addition should be directly from the
existing public lobby, via either the standing exterior stairs, or a
modification thereof which absorbs them into the addition's interior.
Secure access can be connected to the existing tunrel which should be
maintained to allow for criminal matters to be heard in the east side
“courtrooms as is now the case. Convenjent private access for judges and
staff could be created at the north end stair and elevator in the Sheriff's
and District Attorney's wing. The elevation of the patic and parking
Tot presents a minor problem since it does not match the floor levels of
~ the existing wings. New construction should match all existing floor
levels.

It was a fundamental planning assumption of this study that parking
and a vehicular entrance would continue to occupy some portion of the néw
wing's lowest level. In order to connect up with existing circulation
systems and access points, the new wing probably should extend over most
of the full north-south dimension, but it is not immediately apparent how
‘much of the east—west dimension will be needed. To analyze that question,
several plans were studied that are best summarized by Figure 2 (page 29.
This plan represents a module of criminal courtrooms and related spaces
based on minimum dimensions needed to meet aTll security and accessibility
requirements. As a module, it can be repeaied and varied to build upka
Jarger floor of courtrooms. Measuring 72 feet by 90 feet, it provides

judges' chambers and jury deliberation rooms sT1ightly larger than the
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currentkones, and forty foot square courtrooms. By comparing the planning
module to Figure 3 (page31) (a site plan of the parking lot and patio

redrawn to the same scale), the essential dimensional constraints of the

site can be better understood. The module fits comfortably in the northern

section with its corridors aligned either north-south or east-west, but

it canndt fit in the southern section with either orientation. Thus,
one can be reasonab1y'conf1dent that the full width of the north section

should be used in any practical plan. The utility of the southern

section can best be determined by attempting to specifically plan that

section as an extension of the north section.

- 5. Feasible Plans

Using the methods described above, a number of plans were developed
depicting dffferent arrangements of circulation systems and space

relationships. These included clustering the private:spaces (judges'

.chambers and jury rooms) and surrounding them with courtrooms, placing

one pair of courtrooms and all related spaces in each section of the site,
and variants of linear circulation arrangement. Several major conclusions
can be drawn from these studies.

It is felt that the most economic result would be a plan allowing
for a repeatable floor containing four courtfooms and all re]ated spaces}
This would allow an initial increment of expansion to the existing
facility amounting to about 33 percent of its current capacity and a
later increment, when necessary, of about 25 percent additional capacity.
The first stagé of construction would contain two floors, one with
courtrooms and one for jury quarters and parking. The second stage would

add another courtroom floor. Fewer‘courtrooms per floor would, it is felt,

be too small an increment, and require far too frequent stages of construction

et
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if growth continues. More courtrooms per floor could be achieved by
reducing the size of all spaces or by separating related spaces a;d k
courtrooms on different floors, however, neithe} option seems appropriate.
The first would unacceptably reduce the quality of new court spaces when
compared to their current use. The drawback of the second approach 1s
-that it would éreate more chambers and jury rooms (enough'for‘about
sixteen courtrooms) than the probable maximum height of the structure
would warrant. More complex combinations of different size courtrooms,
fewer jury rooms, and vertical separation.of related spaces from court-
rooms might well succeed, however, in reducing the cost of construction
or increasing the efficiency of space use. These prospects reinforce
the judgment that the site is functionally feasible.

A repeatable floor plan of four courtrooms and all ré]atéd spaces
is illustrated in Figure 4 (page33). It may be viewed as the second level
of the addition, matching the first floor of the court wing, and could
be repeated as a third and, perhaps; a fourth level. The‘first level,
matching the court wing basement, could cdnvenient1y contain a‘juhy
assembly area in the patio area (96 square feet by 40 square feét) while
parking could remain 1h approximately the same area as it is now.
Table 1 compares functions and areas in the courtroom floor to the existing
court wing and Table 2 compares jury and parking areas.
| Comparing the feasibility study with a typical existing court wing
floor in this way reinforces the site's feasibility. The total area is
: approximateiy 17 percent larger thdn the existing wing (2108 square feet),
and uses about‘91 percent of the maximum site area. 7Comparedkto the
~existing wing, the maximum site area is larger by about 3,340 square

feet, an ample margin for future architectural design additions. The
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(AREAS IN NET SQUARE FEET)

ITEH FEASIBILITY STUDY EXISTIHG
JUDGE 'S 272 - 284 Office 264
CHAMBERS 48 Toilet 35
24 Closet 4
1400 Total (4) | 1212
GAILIFF'S 126 - 224 Fach 140
VESTIBULE 350 Total (2) | 280
JURY 256 - 305 266
ROOM 60 40
1464 1224
COURTROOM 1600 = 1268
' 6400 Total (4) 5072
ATTY. COMF./ 70" Each 63
WITHESS ROOM 70 e T o
[PUBLIC LOBBY 1912 Total 1390

e

courtrooms. Completely
separate circulation.

PUBLIC From existing From street and
ACCESS Public Lobby Patio
| PRIVATE 747 Total 486 .

CIRCULATION Fach chambers .connects Two chambers connect to two
to all courtrooms courtrooms on one floor
on all floors

PRIVATE From Sheriff's & Hone

ACCESS District Atty's. ¥ing

SCCURE 260 nsf Holding Cell 112 nsf Elevator connects to

CIRCULATION & Elevator adjoin 2 private (judge and jury)

corridor. Cell 1in jail tunneél.
flo-secure corridor at courtrooms,

SECURE ACCESS

From Jail Tunnel

vFrom Jail Tunnel

GROSS FLOOR AREA

14297 sq. ft.

12189 sq. ft.

TABLE 1: FUNCTIONAL

AND AREA COMPARICON, COURTROOM FLOORS
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(AREAS Il HET SQUARE FEET)

ITEH FEASIRILITY STUDY -EXISTINC‘
JURY 3840 Total 1283
ASSEMBLY

PARKIIIG 12088 Total 12088

TABLE 2: AREA COMPARISOW OF FIRST LEVELS

S
y
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feasibility study achieves far greater security and propriety from its
arrangements by adding only 409 net square.feet to the secure and 'private'
areas of the existing floor, an increase of only three percent. This

small increase also permits any judge to hear a case in any courtroom

with all the advantages already mentioned. If the feasibility study's
courtrooms, jury rooms, and public lobby all were comparabie to existing
areas, it actually would be s]iéht]y smaller than the existing wing.

No elevators or fire stairs are shown in the schematic plan of
Figure 4 (page 33 although the existing exterior stairs should become
part of the new wing. The plan allows enough flexibility to add an elevator
in the public lobby if necessary. Fire stairs and exits also may be needed,
probably at the south end of the wing. In that event, a public corridor
can be accomodated between the o]d’and new wings.

Although this feasibility analysis is not directly concerned with
aesthetic quality, one suggestion does seem appropriate. As the batio
disappears in the new wing, both the present statue of Justice and the
old courthouse bricks will need a new site. Either the main entrance
lobby or the jury assembly area in the new wing might be suitable architec-
turally, as well as symbolically. It is to be hoped that they will become

part of the new wing.

6. Assessment and Recommendations

The addition of a twelfth courtroom in the jury assembly area will
result in courtroom space for all judges of the Stanislaus County Courts.
It is difficu1t to question the probability of continued growth of the
Courts' caseload in years to come, and the related need for additional

~case processing capability. This need translates into case processing



units: personnel, space and equipment in all functional categories.
In simpler terms,kit means judges, jurors, .prosecutors, defenders, and
the operations‘of clerical, reporting, security, and all other related
services.

Presently allocated space in the Municipal and Superidr‘Court
Clerk's office appears adequate for the processing of a caseload
approximately one-half greater than the current one, if improvements
in storage and equipment use is continued. Recent. additions to the
District Attorney'svand Public Defender's spaces also allow a margin
for future caseload growth in these offices, and space increases for the
Marshal and Sheriff will improve their situations. The major remaining
space deficiency in terms of future growth needs is for courtrooms,
chambers, and jury‘spaces. Beéause the recent reorganization of space
use elsewhere in the facility has increased its case hand]ihg‘capacity
in other respects, expansion of judicial and related spaces on-site is
a redsonable approach.

This expansion could occur vertically or horizonta]]y. Vekticai
additions to the existing courtroom and office wings would only slightly
improve the courtroom deficiency. Air hand1ing’equipment located on the
courtroom wing roof is a formidabie obstacle to vertical expansion thére,
and vertical expansion of the office wing would be better reserved fdr 
office spaces. Horizontal expansion offers many more functioha] and ‘77
economic advantages and has been studied in more detail. |

The patio and parkﬁng'1ot area is large enoughktb allow construction
of adequate courtroom floors and a jury assembly area. Several schematic.
studies, prepared in reference,to‘generale'accepted standards for the type,
area and accesggﬁi1ity of court‘and related spaces, indiédte,theeraskbijity~‘

of a courtroom floor plan including four courtrooms, chambers, and jury‘



rooms as well as related spaces. Compared to the areas and features of
the existing court wing, these studies give the addition every promise
of superior quality.

If the first Tevel of the addition contains jury assembly parking
areas, the second and higher levels can be courtroom floors. Initial
construction should include the two levels and at Teast the shell of an
additional courtroom floor. The structure should be desinged for a

minimum of three courtroom floors. FEach floor can contain two civil and

two criminal courtrooms or four courtrooms of either type. The second

level must then include criminal courtrooms so that in-custody cases can

be discontinued in the six existing courtrocms which lack secure access

routes. On the long run, criminal cases should be scheduled only in
courtrooms with adequate security. Included in the existing wing would
be the yet-to-be built twelfth courtroom (basement, east—sidg) and,
possibly, the other east-side basement courtroom. This implies the
construction of four criminal courtrooms in the initial stage of the
addition, ‘and would result in four criminal courtrooms on the second level,
two for Municipal Court and two for Superior Court. A second secure
elevator and holding cell would then be required between the two north
end couftrooms which would connect the security corridor and the jail.
The security corridor could be in a tunnel or a secure]y‘ehc1osed
corridor on the first level. |

A cost estimate for any configuration described here cannot be made
until a complete facility program is prepared and the structural and
service relationships are determined with the existing buildings. This
is well beyond the scope of a functional feasibility study, hut an order

of magnitude projection can be made for one typical courtroom floor,
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based only upon the costs of free-standing cﬁniiruction of the gross square
foot area. ; Depending upon local constructﬁQWJCOSts at thé‘time, one
courtrodm floor might be expeéted to cont?ibute between $850,000 and
$1,000,000 to the total construction cost.

Duking the facility programming phase, a number of other important
questions should be examined to establish the most economical and effective
building program spanning the initial stage of construction and subsequent
additions. For example, the optimqm number and sizes of courtrooms pér
floor should be eva1uated’1n relation to the expected growth of caseloads
and the resultant stages of construction. - If three of the courtrooms were
reQuced in size about 25 percent to 1200 net square feet, a Fifth non-Jjury
courtroom and chambers probab]y'cou1d be included on the floor. Such’
questions should be studied, not only in reference to the new wings, buf
also in relation to possible vertical additions to the existing office
wings, and to possible future reorganizations of space use if the Sheriff's

Department relocates to another site.
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August 22, 1977
Mr. Don Vera ,

Ad!n1ﬂ15tr‘at0r IR PR Y S G T UL SRPUPL TS SN ST R
Municipal Court of Ca11forn1a

County of Stanislaus

Modesto Judicial District

Stanislaus County Courthouse

Modesto, California

Deaf Don:

During my technical assistance visit to your court on August 3 and 4, sponsored -
by The American University's Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project, I had
the opportunity to confer at length with you; with Presiding Judge Stone and
~Judges Accurso, Cantwell, Carner, and Taylor; with Municipal Court Clerk Janis
Shanahan; with Marshal Robert Earl; and with Jury Clerk Jess Rinehart in addition
to many other court staff members. We also toured the court spaces and now-
vacant county spaces in County Complex No. 1 with which this Tetter report is
concerned and rev1ewed their architectural plans..

As a result of these conferences and studies of the court fac111ty, the fac111ty
needs which derive from Municipal Court's current and anticipated near-future
operations, and the facility deficiencies and opportunities presented within
that framework, I have reached a number of profess1ona] conclusions.

You a]ready are familiar with these conclusions as discussed between us and with
Judges Stone and Cantwe]] but this Tetter will confirm them for the record.

The Centra] Prob]em

Court space 1is provided in one wing of County Complex No. 1 for the Mun1c1pa1 .
and Superior Courts of Stanislaus County. Included are six courtrooms for Super1or'
Court and five courtrooms and one hearing room for Municipal Court as well as
Chambers, administrative and some ancillary clerical spaces for each court, and.
a shared jury assembly area. Another wing of the Complex is currently being, ,
remodeled for occupancy by Sher1ff District Attorney and Elections units. This
wwng became avanlable when all its county off1ces were relocated.

From my related experience assessing court fac111ty needs and based_upon,the
information collected and analyzed during this visit, I am satisfied that case~
‘Toad growth of Municipal Court will continue and should create a need for at

least one additional courtroom within the next three to five years. It would -

be reasonable to expect a concurrent growth of Superior Court caseload and a
probable need for an additional Superior Courtroom in that same period. It then
.seems a supportable estimate that at least one additional courtroom will be need-
ed -- together with all related and ancillary spaces compr swng a case process1ng_
unit -~ w1th1n, pethaps, Lhree ycar : ; : '

At the present time, the most su1tab1c space for one courtuoom and chambers is thaL fQ.

arca occupied by the Municipal Court Hearing Room and the Jury assemble area.
Possible, that was the ultimate purpose for wh1ch they weire: orng1na11y p]annod

In add1L1on to 1Ls desire ablc Tocation in a courtroom w1nm, th1s spaae is a]so 1~‘ :
of the same size and general arrangements as the other comrtrooms and has access




to the detainer holding area. Because the jury assembly now occupies tho.court-
room space while a small hearing room with column-obscured sight lines occupies
the chambers area, effective expansion for courtroom use is blocked. T

st

~ Secondary Problems ‘ =

The Municipal Court Hearing room, best described as inadequate, is entirely too
~intimate and informal for most of the criminal matters scheduled there. Because
~this space does not have a chambers, one judge has no office space in the complex.
The Jury Assembly Room is utterly insufficient in size, inadequate in facilities
and amenities, and inappropriate in location. In recognition of the jury area's
deficiencies, the Board of Supervisors recently publicly announced its intention
to improve the space and hdS suggested several alternatives to the courts

Currently, *.z court administrator's office is in a storage room and tue ecretary's
location is in the Clerk's office. These spaces are too small, fragmented, im-
properly located, and inadequate in accomodations. The Marshal's office is far
too small for current staff and is inappropriate to the Marshal's civil and court
© security activities. In the Clerk's office, the traffic counter, although well-
located near public access, is awkwardly organized to facilitate public movement.
The organization of the civil, small claims, and criminal counter also needs
improvement. Storage and supply rooms, employee rooms, and file areas are located
in poor relationship to work flow and task assignments but could be replanned
to enhance the effectiveness of space use in the Clerk's officer, overall.

Other deficiencies include security problems in relation to the limited size of
the Marshal's staff and the lack of separate secure circulation for detained
defendants as well as to the too-free access to private and secure areas. Signs
and directional information inside and outside the buildings are too few, limited
~in information content, and not- sufficiently discernable. Juror's and pub]ic
parking spaces are too few in number and the duration of metered time is too
short.

Analysis

Given the problems just stated, it is clear that the facility's capacity to meet
court needs is close to exhaustion. In the very near future, a wajor question will
have to be faced: how can the growing space needs of the county's courts be
provided for? :

Suitable options are few. Growth within the complex is limited by the absense of
~column-free areas for courtrooms except for the existing jury assembly room,
Improvements in secure and separate circulation would be made only with consider-
able and difficult expense. Thus, expansion potential within the complex is
LTimited tothat of one courtroom and chambers. Although improvements are feasible
and inexpensive within the c1cr1ca1/adm1n1strat1on area which would provide ample
capacity for a number of ycars and although mwcrof11m1ng, computerization, incrcased
.segrogaiwon of aged and inactive files, and changes in the file storage limits could
increase its capacity even further, the Tack of suitable future courtroom space
Jeads to the poss1b111ty of fragmen*at1on and separation of court functions. That
wnu1g repreqont a major and undesirable change in the way Mun1c1pa1 Court conducts
ysinaess,



The problem of inadequate jury facilities, although serious, is symptomatic of i
the more comprehensive problem of the inability of the Court wing to provide v
adequately for Municipal and Superior Court space needs. Given the similarity ' o
of technical requirements for types and amounts of space common to both the

courts but distinct from all non-court agencies, total court space needs should

be examined and planned in coordination. A move to reduce only one of the’

several jury facility problems by adding more space at the expense of other.

court space needs is not a recommended approach, even for an interim period.

Improved jury management, with the gogl of reducing the total number of jurors
reporting to the assembly area at one time is a useful way of controlling
space needs as well as improving the treatment of those citizens who serve
this vital community function. ‘A study of feasible jury management techniques
including telephone alerting, reserved park1ng with identification against
overtime ticketing, and other concepts in use should be an excellent stcp at
this time. Concurrent1y, an improved jury assembly facility should be.
established in any event. ; L

In the renovated wing, the area formerly occup1ed by Juvenile Traffic Court

- presents advantages for jury assemb1y Its second floor location is central
to the three court floors., It is close to public access and closer to pub11c
toilet facilities. It is private and free from intermingled juror court
participant corridors. The existing arrangement of partitions, while less
than optimal, is tolerable and could be used to provide some separation for
smokers, non-smokers, readers, talkers and other categories of users. A

net increase in space is about 39 percent (from approximately 1300 net sq. ft.
to approximately 1600 net sq. ft.) would be gained using the existing space.

A further increase to about 2000 net sq. ft., about 50 percent more than existing,
could usefully be made by including the corridor, however. '

As part of the assembly space, two options seem feasible. One is to include
most of the corridor length from the adjoining wing back towards the access
stairs. The other is to trade space with the Sheriff's Division Commander
and clerical area across the corridor to create a more nearly square jury
assembly area stretching across. the corridor at the right-hand end of the
wing (in the plans).

Either of the 1atter jury area options should include replianning the total
space to eliminate the corridor walls and integrate the complete area.
Access to the adjoining wing for emergency egress would remain because doors
would be installed at each end simply to reduce unoff1c1a1 traff1c and contro]
noise. Locks would not be needed.

With the jury pane]s moved to a ]arger area, appropriately 1ocated, and pr0v1dod
with amenities, it is then feasible to remodel the jury assemb1y/ Municipal Court
Hearing Room space into a courtroom and chambers. When that is done, however,
courtroom space potential will have been exhaused and other so]utlons for Future',
growth prob1cms will. have to be pursued.

Independently of the jury - courtroom sequence, rcplannwng of the C]erk s Office
" Marshal's Office, and Administrator's Office should commence as soon as the
Sheriff's-Civil Division rclocates to the renovated wing. Details of these
changes would have. to be workcd out in the 1mmed1ate future. ,
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Finally, the problem remains of defining the near and lonyg-term future facility -
~needs of Municpal Court and Superior Ccurt. With the probable imminence of the
end of growth potential in existing space, a major county and court decision is
also imminent. How best to provide needed court facilities fis now a frustration
whose time has come. ~

Recommendations

1. Institute a detailed facility needs study to define ~ in terms of anticipated

caseload and workflow - the facility needs of Municipal and Superijor Court.

Short and long-term growth of needs for case processing units should be estimated.

Security, eguipmnent use, accessibility, accomodations, and areas should all be

»  accessed to arrive at a statement and ranking of alternatives for action. The
goal is to remove the management of court facilities from the arena of crisis
response to that of planning the cost effective delivery of justice.

- 2. Move the jury assembly to the former Juvenile Traffic Court area, expanded
into the corridor along its Tength or expanded across the corridor.

3. Construct a courtroom/chambers in the vacated jury space and the hearing room.

4., Replan the Municipal Céurt Cierkfs Office, Administrator's Office, and Marshal 's
Office to improve the effectiveness of space use, ease the flow of public traffic,
“and increase space for now-crowded activities.

5. The sequence of actions:
Item 1: As soon as possible
Item 2: As soon as possible
Item 3:  When Item 2 is completed
Item 4: When Sheriff's Civil Division space is available

Conclusion

The analysis and recommendations offered here have been derived from the

discussions and observations made on-site and in consonance with my experience

as a court facilities planning consultant. May I take the opportunity here

to thank you for your courtesy and cooperation and most particularly for your

hospitality. -My thanks also to all the Municipal Court judges and staff for
- making this visit pleasant as well as productive.

“Very truly yours,

\

v '
LN EE /\/@A.quy .
s &/
Lawrence Seigel
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APPENDIX B
CONSTRUCTION

Robing Rooris

Three robing rooms to be built in the vastibu]es outsideﬂjudges
chambers are intended to be minimal in construction COst~by virtue of
their specific locations and features. Construction should be of inferior
partitioning, with soundproof floor-to-ceiling walls. Lighting and
air ducts must be provided. The exiéting rai]ings.should be removed,
as shown on Drawings 1, 2 and 3, to facilitate movement through the
afeas. Construction cost of the three robing rooms shou]d’not exceed
about $5,000, exclusive of furnishings and te1éphoneé}

Holaing Cells

Small holding cells to be built in four jury rooms are intended

to be secure short-term holding spaces for not more than fiveydetainees;‘ '

Two interior walls, probably of cement b]oCk, wou1d have to be consﬁrdcted
for each cell and the interior finish of the éxistTng wa]]s'and cei]ihgs
improved. A11 walls should be soundproofed. ,Lfghting fixtﬁres’and air:
ducts would have to be redone with secure components. The cell door |
should be of‘secureAconstruction with a large vﬁsibf]ity~pane1, but need’v

not be a steel jai1‘d00r bécause of the short duration of ¢e11 occupancy.

,The'maximum'cost of the fdur,ho1ding cells as déscribed should not

exceed about $20,000.
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