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SECTION t. INTRODUCTION 

Since 1975, most court and court-related functions have 

been housed in the Government Center. The Hennepin County 

municipal, district, and probate courts occupy 15 floors of 

the Government Center!s Courts Tower. The Office of the 

County Attorney has been assigned one floor in each of the 

Administration and Court Towers and has additional sub-units 

housed in four other locations within the building. The 

Office of the Public Defender occupies space on two floors 

of the Courts Tower. Court Services is located in two floors 

or the Administration Tower. Additionally, other court support 

functions are located on both the A and B levels of the 

Government Center. Nevertheless, the amount and utilization 

of space provided to these courts and court-related agencies 

has changed significantly over the last several years with the 

growth in volume of court activity, the complexity of 

legal requirements, and the number of judicial and support 

staff. 

Despite the recent completion of th~ Hennepin County 

Government Center and the relocation oC diHtrjc:t, muninipal 

and probate courts in the Courts Tower, it has become 

increasingly apparent that court space-problems continue to 

exist. Over the last three years, the Hennepin County Courts 

have experienced increases in caseload and jury demand activity, 

use of visiting and retired judges, and cross-assignment 

-1-
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of municipal court judges. In some areas judicial resources 

have become strained, likely necessitating increases in 

staffing Ievels in the near future: the probate court is 

currently seeking authorization for an additional judge to 

assist in processing civil commitments; the family court is 

reque~ting additional judicial resources for contested 

divorce :.L<:t.ioos; and i.t is pOHHible that I'uture legislative 

action will require the replacement of at least some referees 

by judges, requ~ring the provision of associated judicial 

spaces. 

Court-related agencies such as the County Attorney, 

Public Defender, and Court Services have experienced increases 

in workload directly related to the 28% increase in the number 

of criminal cases filed in district court, and the 16% 

increase in the number of defendants arraigned in municipal 

court during the first thr~e years following occupancy of t.he 

Government Center (1975-1977). 

In response to the increasing demands for more adequate 

facilities and to competing demands ampng court and county 

agencies for available space in ~he Government Center, the 

Hennepin County Board of Commissioners authorized the National 

Center for State Courts/Ellerbe, Inc. to conduct a comprehensive 

space management study of all Hennepin County Courts and 

courtNsupport services in order to accomplish the following 

objectives: 

-2-
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• To assess the adequacy of existing district, 
municipal and probate court facilities in the 
light of current space demands. 

• To analyze and identify in detail, space problems 
and resultant space requirements. 

• To assess and document future space needs of the 
Hennepin County courts. 

• To 'establish space standards for Hennepin County 
cour.ts. 

This d.ocument represents the findings of the study team 

relative to the project objectives set forth above. It also 

serves as 1:1, companion document to the Henn'epin County Juvenile 

Justice Facilities report previously completed by National Center/ 

Ellerbe, Inc. For that reason, consideration of juvenile 

system fa.cili ties problems and needs largely has been excluded 
, I 

in this document. OIl 

-3-
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SECTION II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study concludes that the present court and court­

related facilities are dysfunctional in five specific areas. 

Remodeling plans are incorporated in Section IX to correct 

these problems wi thin the const'~!~ints of existing conditions 
\ 

and cost-effectiveness. 

This section is divided into the five subject areas, 

which have been identified as current, near term or anticipated 

long term space problems, and contains a summary and 

evaluation of recommended solutions. 

A. Jury Assembly Room 

The jury assembly room on the A-level of the Government 

Center is properly located, but over-sized. 

The A-level location allows easy access by newly called 

jurors and reasonable access to courtrooms via the freight 

elevator. In addition, the present location does not 

take valuable space in the Courts Tower from other functions 

that have a greater need for that location. 

The jury assembly room can be rrduced in area, however, 

with the excess made available for non-court related functions. 

The present jury assembly area is 5,720 square feet. Three 

hundred square feet of that amount is dedicated to an 
I • . 

associated administrative office area. 

-4-
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Currently 95 jurors are called at the beginning of each 

weekly jury term. A study of the actual use of this area 

indicates that the number of persons occupying the jury 

assembly area drops drastically after the first hour on 

Monday morning, and remains well below the 95 jurors originally 

called for the remainder of the week. Since the number of 

jurors called weekly ls not expected to increa.se beyond 120 

within the foreseeable future, an allowance of 26 square feet 

per person for the peak utilization period yields a need for 

a lounge area of 3,200 square feet. After the first jurors 

are called and others dismissed, the proposed assembly area 

space assignment will be amply sized for longer occupancy 

by fewer persons, permitting more freedom of activity and 

association. Thus, the excess area of 2,220 square feet 

can be divided as indicated in Section IX and given over 

to some other use. 

B. Probate Cour! 

A discussion of space-related problems of the probate 

court agpears in Section VII. 1n summary, there are shortages 

of hearing rooms, reporter's offices, and a jury deliberation 

room; inappropriately sized referee chambers; and several 

improperly located functions. The solution mandated expansion 
I . 

to the third floor and remodeling of some existing municipal 

court facilities on that level for probate court use. 

To accomplish this, four separate schemes were developed 

and reviewed with probate court representatives. The 'scheme 

recommended by the study team and approved by probate court 

-5-
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is presented in Section IX of this report.
1 

This scheme 

envisions only limited additional staff: one secretary and 

two court reporters. More importantly, it adds a required 

jury deliberation room, attorney/witness conference room 

and two appropriately sized hearing rooms. Finally, 

it provides an additional space allocation to accommodate 

future reassignment of three to four county attorney staff 

members perfo'rming traditional court work should reorganization 

occur in the near future, as is recommended by the study 

team. These improvements will meet both current and near-

term probate court needs absent major changes in commitment 

procedure and judicial staff. 

It,is expected that the fourth hearing room which is 

proposed for location on C-3 will be dedicated primarily to 

hearing commitment matters by the two referees relocated 

to that floor. This location is well suited to the related 

functions served by the adjacent location of the county 

attorney's mental health section. Moreover, location on 

C-3 will provide the necessary expansion potential to 

accommodate the substantial growth in commitment workload 

which is projected in the future. All estate, guardianship 

and conservatorship matters will be heard on the fourth floor. 

Thus, the proposed solution provides the required realignment 

1The recommended scheme presented in Section IX should be 
subject to revision in light of changes in probate court 
judicial staff or procedures which may occur as a result of 
the 1979 legislative session or recommendations of the 
Supreme Court Study Commission on the Mentally Disabled and 
the Courts. 

-6-
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and addition of essential judicial spaces through physical 

separation along clear functional lines. 

The recommended scheme further proposes that the ~enta~ 

health unit of the county attorney's office remain in its 

present third floor location; however, its internal layout 

is improved by plan revision. In addition, a philosophical 

issue is resolved by locating its entrance off the public 

corridor. The present entrance off the private corridor 

J~d through the area occupied by the commitment section of 

the probate court does not appear conducive to the distinct 

difference in function between the county attorney's 

mental health section and the probate court. 2 Separate 

entrances to each would help to clarify this difference. 

C. County Attorney' 

'rho rOt~()mm(mdod rOAolut .. ion ror (~ounty attorney space 

problems and needs respond 1.0 inl.ornu.1 o("gu.nl:t.u.tional l.HHue!-;~ 

current and projected expansion needs, and some existing 

dysfunctionally planned facili~ies. 

After careful examination of current levels of utilization 

of judicial areas, existing and projected court system 

workloads and the potential for l~ternal expansion should the 
, 

four courtroom configuration to be built on C-19 proves 

2The Supreme Court Study Commission on the Mentally Disabled 
and the Courts is currently considering the possibility of 
mandated physical separation of the court, county attorney 
and welfare components of the commitment process. 
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wo'rkable,3 it. is the study team's judgment that all increased 

spac~ n~ed~ for courts in the foreseeable future can be 

accommodated within levels C-3 to C-19. 

Based on the study team's conclusion that C-21 would not 

ht: neeessary for court expansion in the foreseeable. future, 

that floor was used to expand and re-pln.n three county 
, . 

attorney functions requiring co-location which could not be 

accomplished on existi.ng occupied county attorney floors. 
I 

The proposed solution envisions the relocation of the criminal 

division from A-20 toC-21 which parallels the functional 

relationship of the criminal division with court system 

components located in the Courts Tower. The easy accessibility 

of' the criminal division from the C-21 locat ion. to the county 

law library allows virtual elimination of space dedicated 

for a separate library within the criminal division. 

In addition, the use of this space allows co-location of the 

high public contact sexual assault and victim/witness units 

(formerly located on C-20 aud A-20, respectively) with 

the criminal division which sU~ervises the activities of these 

units. 

Finally, this plan allows the civil division to remain 

on A-20 which is particularly appropriate to its strong 

3See discussion contained in Section VIII of this report 
regarding the marginal acceptability of the two 1,200 
square foot courtroom areas included in the C-19 design. 

-8-
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functional relationship with county administration agencies. 

Moreover, the area vacated by the criminal division on A-20 

will free additional space for other ~urposes in the 

Administration Tower. 

Floor plans of A-20, C-20 and C-21 are included in 

Section IX. The proposed scheme improves interdepartmental 

operating relationships and increases the efficiency of 

space utilization. Moreover, the plans identify areas of 

future internal expansion which provide for foreseeable growth 

without the disruption of further remodeling or relocation. 

D,. CiHlt"t Administration 

')'h i s I'"C(~OInmoncJu.t i.on r'f'H() I VPH t.1l.- ('lIllciamnnta 1 e()urt~ space 

issue identiiied by the study tuam conc()t"nl ngo the incrp.a.::;; ing 
• 

integration of the municipal and district court benches 

and the consolidation of their administrative departments. 

The Court Reorganization Act of 1977, which administratively 

unified all trial courts, was enacted primarily to increase 

efficiency and balance judicial workloads. While the four 

floor separation of district an~ municipal court administration 

was appropriate at the time of relocation from City Hall to 

the Government Center in 1975, .. continued physical separation 

is at variance with the increasing movement toward the 

integration of the trial benches and will become an increasing 

impediment to the realization of administrative efficiencies 

which the 1977 Act made possible. On-site observation of 

court operations during the course of this study revealed 

-9-
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a heavy flow of documents, personnel and public between 

the administration departments on G-a and C-12. Greater 

operational efficiency, including the potential for increased 

staff productivity, can result from colocation. In addition, 

public confusion and unnecessary traffic in the Courts 

Tower resulting from fine jurisdictional distinctions (which 

are increasingly becoming less important) can be reduced by 

physical consolidation of those administrative functions 

serving public needs. 

The recommended solution involves the relocation of the 

eleventh floor arraignment courts to the vacant tenth floor, 

allowing movement of municipal court administration from its 

current location on C-8 to C-11. Thus, court administration 

would b~ co-located on the adjacent floors of C-l1 and C-12. 

The existence of three internal staircases between these 

floors will provide maximum physical flexibility for 

roorgantzation of the court administrative funetion in 

rm-ipOnHC Lo t.I\(! r(H:onL aUllIinisLr'al.tv(l rt!strueLurinK 0(' 

the trial courts of Minnesota, 

The actual details of internal reorganization of the 

court administration function are beyond the scope of this 

study, and should be carefully developed over a longer 

period of ~ime. However, some of the possibilities to be 

explored include reorganization along functional lines 

-10-
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(criminal, civil, etc.) rather than the current jurisdictional 

organization (district, municipal, probate) and high public 

contact/low public contact Iocational distinctions. 

In summary, the study team strongly urges County 

consideration of court administration colocation within the 

next two-five years' for two major reasons. First, qolocation 

would provide numerous administrative options for realizing 

increased cost effectiveness of court operations as made 

possible by the 1977 Court, Reorganization Act. Second, 

public accessipility to the court will be substantially 

improved by colocation of its administrative functions. 

Court administration serves as the information clearinghouse 

for all Hennepin County trial courts. A centralized location 

will maka the increasingly integrated court system more 

accessible and understandable to the public. 

E. Judicial Facilities 

The final recommendation resolves the anticipated long 

t.onn space impli(:ations or the deficiencies which the study 

team identified in the current judicial floor design including: 

1. Shortage of chambers space in relationship 
to courtroom availability (courtroom utilization 
studies revealed the existence of six unused 
courtrooms in the Courts Tower each day); 

2. Inappropriate jury deliberation room to 
courtroom ratio in district court (Currently 
1:1; jury room utilization study indicated 
that a ratio of one jury room/two courtrooms 
sati9iied the requirements for this function 
more than 98% of the time surveyed); 

-11-
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3. Oversized center district courtrooms; 

4. Inadequate jury deliberation room size; 

5. Oversized judicial chambers; and 

6. Inadequate provision for law clerk space. 

Based on the above information, the study team developed 

a proposed judicial floor space program which adds a fourth 

courtroom (by eliminating the jury and conference rooms 

adjacent to the large center courtroom and creating two 

smaller courtrooms out, of that space) and two chambers 

to the standard 3 courtroom/3 chambers district court 

judicial floor; reduces the number of jury rooms from three 

to two; improves the work space of court reporter offices; 

and provides for two law clerk offices.· This program was 

approved for implementation on C-19 by a full bench meeting 

of district, municipal and probate judges. 

It is the study team's recommendation that this space 

program be used aH a dAsJgn guiduline to be applied to 

existing district court judicial floors as increases in 

judicial space needs occur in the future. It should be 

noted, however, that 'the design of the two center cou.rtrooms 

is only marginally acceptable. Although the space assignment 

to each compares favorably with generally recognized courtroom 

standards, existing building constraints result in width 

dimensions which are It:::'9S than ideal. Consequently, these 

-12-
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courtrooms will be of inadequate size for hearing some 

types of proceedings such as multi~party civil jury trials 

and. criminal trials invo'lving. multiple defendants. Never­

tbeless, it is tbe judgment of the project team that 

appropriate courtroom scheduling can substantially avoid 

operatiQnal disruption due to this design limitation. 

By implementing tbe proposed design immediately 

on C-·19 and eventuallY on floors C-14 to C-1S and the 

existing vacant Courts Tower floor (now C-10), a net increase 

of 13 courtrooms and 21 cbambers can be realized. If the 

proposed design proves workable on C-19, this potential 

for additional courtrooms and chambers should be adequate 

to meet all foreseeable future court space needs. 
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SECTION III. METHODOLOGY 

The Hennepin County Court Space Management Project 
I 

was defined as prim~rily a research and planning study 

.requiring not only the examination of. physical facilities, 

but the analysis of court space needs in light of underlying 

administrat'ive and management considerations as well. To 

achieve these objectives, a project team was assembled with 

appropriate in~er-disciplinary backgrounds including court 

management, space planning, and architectural design. 

Consideration was given to each of these facets of 

Government Center court space problems at every stage 

of the study. • 

I 

Study Initiation 

The first phase of the project involved the careful 

examination a~d subsequent revision of the scope and timing of 

this project. This initial evaluat~on of project objectives 

resulted in an increased alloea~i~n of project resources to 

the juvenile justice facilities companion study and an 

associated decreased emphasis on the development of a court 

space\planning model. During this period, the study team 

also reviewed and evaluated all available court system 

information, including previous management and space-related 

studies. 

-14-
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Documentation of Existing Operations and Facilities 

This p~ase of the study was devoted to the thorough 
, 

docume.ntation of the existing operations and present utiliza-

tion of phy~ical facilities in order to establish a 

comprehensive base line Q~ information for ~ater stages of the 

study. During this period, the study team members conducted 

over 90 indi~idual interviews with representatives of each 
\ i 

of court and court-related components and met with judicial 

officers and department heads on successive occasions to 

determine the function and inter-relationship of all units 

comprising the total court system. Organizational charts 

and workflow diagrams were developed based on this information. 

In addition: the study team documented existing fa~ilities 

by conducting a room~by-room inventory of spaces, including 

the identification of the number and types of occupants, the 

functions accommodated, the special features or equipment 

• I d 
requ~re . Floor plans were drawn or revised to graphically 

diHpluy t.hiH inl'()rma.l.ion. 

Functional Relationship Documentation 

An inter-departmental functional relationship questionnaire 

was developed and administered to the 65 court and court­

related components located in the Government Center which 

were identified during the preceding phase of the study as 

being significant elements of the overall court system. The 

-15-
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purpose of this questionnaire was to elicit court and court­

related staff perceptions of their operational relationships 

with each other. The responses were correlated by computer 

program. Follow-up interviews were then conducted with 

representatives of most of the 65 components regarding the 

space implications of their responses. The space planning 

indicators which emerged from this study were verified by the 

study team's independent examination of court system operations 

and by Advisory Committee review. This process provided the 

first empirical information documenting existing space 

problems and indicating possible means of resolution. 

Qev~lopment of Workload Projections 

To provide a reasonable basis for projecting future court 

system space needs, the ~tudy team collected and evaluated 

all available historical workload data on court and court-related 

agency operations. Although the available information 

was inadequate for purposes of reliable forecasting, the 

importance of growth projections to a space planning project 

or Litis maglliLudn d('mnndnd t.hal. H~KI1('I(:ant orrnrt be 

directed at developing the best estimates possible given the 

obvious limitations of the data. To accomplish this, 

preliminary statistical projections of system workloads for 

a 20-year period were developed by the project team based on 

available historical workload data, population growth 

estimates, economic projections and national trends relating 

to various case types. 

-16-



-
-
.,. 
I 

L 

[ 

[ 

r. 
I 
L 

r. 

L 
[ 

[ 

L 
I 
r 
L 

r 
a:... 

.. -
1 

I 
L-

Analysis of Changes Anticipated in the Judici~ System 

As a further step in the analytical process it was 

recognized that facility standards and space planning of 

judicial facilities had to' be developed with sufficient 

flexibility not only to suit existing court operations, but 
• I., 

also to accommodate the anticipated future changes within the 

judicial ,system. Thus, to refine the preliminary statistical 

projections initially based solely on raw hJ.storical workload 

data, the project team developed a list of assumptions concerning 

possible future changes in the court system which could have 

a significant impact on court workload, and in turn, on 

space needs projections, This examination included an analysis 

of the probable effect of proposed legal and procedural changes 

as well as space implications for increased use in the future 

of sophisticated management techniques and greater application 

of modern business technology to the court environment. 

The anticipated changes in the judicial system and their 

likely affect on facility needs were analyzed and evaluated 

Ill. l(!n~Lh by t.he! IH'o.i(!(:t. t.cmm. 

Development of Space StandaI'ds 

Space standards for individual work stations, group areas, 

special function rooms and service areas were developed as a 

result of the analysis of operational procedures, functions 

performed, national standards, and local policies, The project 

team compared existing space allocations by function and 

personnel type to space standards and guidelines developed by 

-17-
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national organizations and other comparable jurisdictions. 

Local deviations from those standards were examined including 

architectural design constraints and formal or informal 

policies and practices which influence current space assign­

ments. Based on this analysis I a space' standard schedule for 

all idcntifiubJ.o space arour-; wus developed. 

Analysis of Courts Tower Space Utilization 

To supplement the project team's initial understanding 

of current space problems and future space needs and inter-

relationships of the various court system components, the 

project staf'f initiated five discrete space utilization studies. 

These studies included a public frequency survey to identify 

the volume of public contact with the four court administrative 

locations in the Government Center during the peak hours of 

the day; an elevator response time survey to determine whether 

problems currently exist in the vertical circulation of the 

building; a courtroom and hearing room utilization survey 

to determine the adequacy of these spaces for current workload; 

a jury deliberation room utiliz?t~c, survey to identify the 

required ratio of jury deliberation rooms to courtrooms; and 

a jury assembly area utilization study to determine space 

requirements for that function. The empirical data derived 

as a result of these surveys provided the primary basis for 

the study team's determination of current space problems and 

for its recommended short and long-range facilities solutions. 
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Development of Short and Long-Range Facility Solution 

Based on the analysis of compiled informatiotton court 

and court-related agency operations, personnel and facilities, 

existing space utilization, and facilities standards and design 

guidelines, the project.team developed preliminary alternative 

solutions to current and anticipated court space problems. 

These alternatives were tested with key representatives 

of county and court agencies for feasibility and desirability. 

~he findings of the study team from this evaluation, 

including cost estimates are presented later in this report. , 
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SECTION IV. OVERVIEW OF EXISTING COURT Ii'ACILITIES 

INTRODUCTION 

Existing court and court-related functions occupy 

2E3t1 ,20H assignable square feet 1 of the GovernmE:mt Center 

on 21 floors of the Courts Tower, 6 floors of the 

Administration Tower, and a portion of A lev~l, as shown in 

Figure 1 on the following page. The study team visited the 

facili ties assigned ·to each of these functions to verify the 

amount and nature of actual space use: The following is an 

ovel'view of current court and court-related space assign-

ments which will provide base-line information for later 

consideration in this report of current adequa.cy, potential 

future courts space problems and short and long-range facilities 

solutiOnf-; . 

A. Distric,li9.Jgj, 

The district court occupies approximately 93,000 square 

feet of the Government Center and is located primarily on 

~ight floors of the Courts Tower (C-5 and C-12 to C-18). 

The jury assembly function, however, is located on the A level 

of the building. An additional 11,000 square feet will be 

lAssignable Square Feet is defined as including internal halls, 
work stations, and departmental storage, but not public 
corridors, elevators, public toilets, mechanical shafts, or 
equipment rooms. 
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FIGURE 1 
LOCATION OF COURT AND COURT-RELATED AGENCIES 

HENNEPIN COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 

COURTS TOwat 

I I 
ACMINISTRAnON TOwER 

, .. , .. t I :1 

OATA I'fIOCUIlNG. ,"",,,"C VIOLATlOHl • .lUIIY AISI .. LY 

!--t--------------------------------------------i--! L- CCIM1'.RICOIIDS. PARKING GAIIAG!! _8 

S-. 'ARKIHG GARAGE --s 
2....- ,..AKING GARAGE ~ 

-21-

---~~~ 

I 
I 
1--: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I r-
! .. 

I ~ i _ 

I[ 
I~ L 
I[ 
I[ 
I[ 
I[ 
I[ 
I c . ' 

I [ 
I r 
I r 

I I [ 
[ I. 

I [ 
f 

! -1
- I 

I 

II 

assigned to district court upon the completion of the 

eom; true Lion () r ['our <:ourtroomH and nne: i 1 lllry fllej 1 i ties 

later this year on C-19. 

For purposes of analysis, district court space may be 

divided into three major categories of types of use: 

(1) judicial, (2) administration and (3) jury assembly. 

1. Judicial 

Of the total space allocated to district court, 

approximately 82% (76,156 square feet) is assigned to the 

judicial function. This space currently encompasses seven 

floors of the Courts Tower (C-5 and C-13 to C-18) and houses 

19 judges, 5 referees, and 53 judicial support staff such as 

court reporters, law clerks and courtroom clerks . 

Presently there are 21 courtrooms and four hearing rooms 

located within the space assigned to the district court. One 

courtroom is a.ssigned to eueh 01' the 18 district judges located 

in the Courts Tower. The three remaining courtrooms are used 

by the special term referee, by a municipal court judge 

assigned to hear fami~y court ~~t~~~s, and by a visiting or 

retired judge hearing district court cases. The four hearing 

rooms are located on C-5 and are used by family division 

referees. 

Typically, district court floors assigned to th~ judicial 

function contain three courtrooms and three judicial chambers 

with ancillafY spaces. The courtrooms on the north and south 

ends of the building are approximately 1,400 square feet in 

size. The remaining courtroom which is located in the middle 

-22-
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of the floor is larger in size, 1,700 square feet. Each of 

the three courtrooms has a.I'''- adjoining attorney/witness 

conference room .and a jury deliberation room. Loeated between 

the center courtroom and the north courtroom is a security 

elevator and holding area which provides direct and secure 

access to each of these courtrooms for t'he transfer of in­

custody defendants to court appearances. 

The typical layout of the district court judicial floors 

is presented on the following page. It should be noted, 

however, that variations in this design exist on three floors 

where some or all of the space designated as vacant currently 

is being used for a conference room, tax court hearing room 

and chambers, or bailiffs room. Additional law clerk offices 

have been built in this space as well. 

Two of the distr'ict court judicial 'floors vary more 

considerably in their basic design. On C-13, a fourth courtroom 

was constructed by eliminating the attorney/conference room 

and jury deliberation room adjoining the large center courtroom 

and dividing that entire space in half to provide two 

smaller courtrooms of approximately 1,200 square feet each. 

A fourth chambers was added to provide the required office 

space associated with the fourth courtroom. This construction 

was undertaken after the passage of the 1977 Court Reorganization 

Act which permitted the Chief Judge to assign any judge within 

the district to hear any court matter. Pursuant to this 

statute, a municipal court judge was assigned to the family 
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division of distric~ court for a two-year term. This 

effectively added an ~dditional judge to the district court 

and necessitated the provision of one additional courtroom. 

The C-13 floor plan is presented as Figure 3 on the 

following page. 

The second dis~rict court judicial floor which deviates 

considerably from the typical design is C-5, which was 

constructed for the un.ique needs of the family division of 

district court. The.family division consists of one judge 

and four full-time refa:ees. Additionally, its heavy caseload 

has required the use of visiting or ~etired judges. To 

accommodate the special needs of the family division, the design 

of this floor consists of two courtrooms and four hearing 

rClorns with six associated chambers and ancillary spaces . 
• 

The floor plan for C-5 is presented as Figure 4 on 

page 27. 

2. Administration 

Approximately 11,000 square feet or 12% of the total 

space allocated to the distric~ ~ulrt is assigned to 

administration. The district court administrative function 

is located on C-12. This floor houses 55 employees and a 

2,700 square foot records storage and research area. 

3. Jury Assemblz 

The remaining 5,700 square feet allocated to the district 

court is aSSigned to the jury assembly area which is located 

on the A level of the Government Center. This space includes 

two offices of 150 square feet each, with the remaining 
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allocated to serve as a lounge area for jurors during waiting 

periods. 

B. Municipal Court 

The municipal court occupies approximately 65,400 

assignable $quare feet of the Government Center and is located 
, 

primarily on six floors of the Courts Tower (C-3, C-6 to C-9 

and C-11). However, the Violations Bureau is located on the 

A level of the Government Center where it occupies 3,400 

square feet. 

The following discussion represents an analysis of the 

space assignment to the judicial and administrative functions 

of the municipal court. It should be noted that the district 

court jury operation discussed above also supports the 

municipal court jury needs. 

1. JUdicial 

The judicial function of the municipal court comprises 

approximately 46,600 square feet or 71% of the total space 

allocated to the municipal court. The judicial function is 

located on C-3, C-6 to C-9 and C-i~, and houses 17 judges, 

one referee and 17 court reporters on a full-time basis. 

Additionally, visiting judges and courtroom clerks occupy 

space on a temporary basis. 

There are 17 courtrooms assigned to the municipal 

court. Two courtrooms are located on C-3, four courtrooms on 

each of the levels C~6, C-7 and C-9, one courtroom on C-8, 

and two large criminal and traffic arraignment courtrooms on 

C-l1. 
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The basic municipal court floor pLan includes four 

courtrooms, two jury deliberation rooms, two attorney/witness 

con~erence rooms, six judicial chambers, and six court reporter 

offices. Because of the difference in the nature of work 

performed in the municipal court as compared to the district 

court (including temporary assignment to suburban court 

locations), these floors were designed to ,accommodate shared 

usage of the four courtrooms by the five active municipal 

court judges located ou each floor. (The sixth chamber located 

on C-6, C-7 and C-9 is used by ret~red judges.) The typical 

municipal court floor plan is presented on the following page. 

The location of two muni(:ipu..1 courtrooms on C-3, separated 

from the rest of the municipal court by probate court on 

C-4 and family court on C-5, is the result of a space assignment 

oversight which occurred in connection with the relocation of 

the court from City Hall to the Government Center. Although 

approximately two-thirds of the floor is assigned for 

municipal court use, over 1,000 square feet of that space is 

currently vacant. The remainder of the floor is occupied 

by the mental health division of the county attorney's office 

and the commitment sectioll of the probate court. The floor 

plan for C-3 is presented as Figure 6 on page 31. 

Although C-8 is primarily assigned for municipal court 

administration functions, one courtroom and an adjoining small 

chambers area is located on that floor. This courtroom is 

used exclusively for conciliation matters which are heard 

by court-appointed referees. 
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The, remaining judicial area occupied within the municipal 

court is 1 oca ted on C-11. Approximate 1 y two-thi rds of that 

floor is dedicated to the special purpose judicial function 

of criminal and traffic arraignments. The traffic arraignment 

courtroom is 2,288 square feet in size and has a seating capacity 

of 123. The adjoining criminal arraignment courtroom is 

1,840 square feet, approximately 30% larger than the standard 

municipal and district courtrooms, and has a seating capacity 

of 93. 

2. Administration 

Approximately 29% (18,755 assignable square feet) of 

the space allocated to the municipal court is aSSigned to 

its administrative function which is located on three levels 

of the Government Center. The bulk of municipal court 

administration occupies 85% of C-8 and houses 46 

administrative employees. However, the criminal and traffic 

administrative division is located adjacent to the large 

criminal and traffic arraignment courts on C-11 and occupies 

6,136 assignable square feet O~ t~at floor. Twenty-two 

employees are assigned to that administrative division. 

In addition, the violations bureau of the municipal court, 

which is charged with the administrative processing of traffic 

and other o~dinance violations, is located on the A Level 

of the Government Center. This division is staffed by 23 

employees and occupies 3,463 assignable square feet on that 

level. The remaining 26 administrative employees of the 

municipal court are located off-premises at suburban 

court locations. 
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C. Probate Court 

The probate court occupies 10,840 square feet on Level 

C-4 and an additional 192 square feet on C-3. This space 

houses a total of 37 probate court personnel including one 

judge, four referees, three court reporters and 29 court 

support pertJonnel .. 

The original layout of probate court space was designed 

under conditions which have changed in recent years as a 

result of the implementation of the Uniform Probate Code in 

1976, particularly its provisions for informal administration 

and jury trials in probate matters. As is indicated in the 

floor plan of C-4, which is presented on the following page, 

the space assigne~ to the probate court currently includes 

two courtrooms to serve the one probate judge and four 

referees. However, the library has been temporarily converted 

to provide additional hearing room space because of increased 

volume of work. 

D. Law Library 

The law library currently occupies the entire 11,900 

squaxe feet of the 24th floor of the Courts Tower. In addition, 

some records storage on B-Ievel is used for library purposes. 

The law library currently has a seating capacity of 100 

and contafns 17,730 linear feet of shelving space. 
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E. County Attorney 

The county attorney occupies a total of 28,796 square 

feet at six locations within the Government Center which 

include: (1) C-20 at 10,634 sq. ft. (including Grand Jury 

Courtroom); (2) A-20 at 13,370 sq. ft.; (3) A-4 at 350 sq. ft. 

(Human Services), A-4 at 650, sq. ft. (EconOmic Assistance), 

and A-4 at 1,440 sq. ft. (Child Support); (4) C-3 at 1,584 

sq. ft.; (5) A-10 at 96 sq. ft.; and (6) A-14 at 672 sq. ft. 

The C-20 level accommodates the grand jury courtroom 

(1,872 sq. ft.) and forty-six staff members including evidence/ 

storage, reception, and a large staff conference room; while 

A-20 houses seventy staff members including a records area, 

library, and a reception area. There are fifteen county 

attorneys and six clerical staff assigned to the human services 

division which has units located on A-4, A-10, and A-14. 

The mental hea'lth section, which includes eleven staff members, 

is located on C-3 adjacent to probate court. 2 

F. Public Defender 

The public defender occupies 17,192 square feet of space 

on the 22nd and 23rd floors of the Courts Tower. The entire 

2Also located in this area and attached to the county attorney's 
mental health section are four welfare department mental health 
pre-screeners. 
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22nd level is assigned to this office and is presently 

occupied by fifty-eight staff members. In add! ti'on, the 

public defender presently occupies about sixty percent of the 

23rd floor of the Courts Tower. 1,568 square feet of that 

area was assigned to the public defender in November of 

1968. Currently, there are thirty-six staff members assigned 

to this floor. 

G. Court Services 

The Department of Court Services occupies 26,150 square 

feet of the Government Center and is located on two floors 

of the Administl·ation Tower (A-5 and A-11). Court Services 

Administration (4,908 square feet), Psychological Services 

(1,552 square feet), and Domestic Court Services (6,360 square 

feet) are all located on A-5. The administration area, which 

is located on north A-5, houses twenty employees. 'Eight 

employees are located within the Psychological Services 

area in the northwest corner of that floor which also includes 

two sizeable observation rooms. Domestic Court Services occupies 

the south half of the fifth floor level of the Administration 

Tower. This area accommodates twenty-eight full-time staff, 

four interns, seven part-time researchers and several volunteer 

workers. 

Both district and municipal court probation divisions 

are located on A-11. District court services is located on 

the north half of the 11th floor and accommodates a staff of 

forty-six fUll-t'ime workers 1 six students, and several volunteers. 
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The remaining space on that floor is assigned to the 

municipal court probation divisioil. Twenty-five court 
, 

services employees are a.ssigned to this area. 

SUMMARY 

Table 1 below sets forth a summary of current location 

and square footage assignments to all court and court­

related functions housed in the Government Center. Table 2 

on page 39 provides a summary of numbers, locations, and 

space assignments of various judicial function areas. 

,,/ 
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l'loor Floor 
Courts Admin. 
'rower 'I'o'w.r 

C - 3 
C - 3 
C - 3 

C - " 
C - 5 
C - Ii 
C - 7 
C - a 
C - 9 
C -10 
c-u 
C -12 
C -13 
C :'14 
c -15 
C -16 
c -1.7 
C -13 
C -19 
C -20 
C -21 
C -22 
C -23 
C -24 

A 0 4 
A - 4 
A - $ 
A - 5 
A-11 
A-ll 
A -10 
A -14 
A -20 

, 

Table 1 
SPACE ASSIGNMENTS FOR COURT FUNCTIONS1 

lIENNEPIN COUN'l'Y GOVERNMENT CEN'l'ER 

Other COIJrt or 
Buildinq COllrt-Rela1:ed 
Loc:ation P"Ilnctien 

Mental Health Unit 
P%tlbate COIJrt 
Municipal COIJrt 
Probate COurt 
P'UI.11y COurt 
Munic:i.plll Court 
MuniCipal Court 
Municipal COw:'t 
Municipal COurt 
Vacant 
Municipal COurt 
Di.trict Court Administration 
District COurt 
District Couxt 
District COurt 
District Court 
District Cow:t 
District COurt: 
District Court 4 
COunty Attornsy 
vacant 
Public Defender 
Public Defender 
taw Library 

Child Support-Legal 
Ec:onOlllic Assi9.tance--r.egal 
District Court Services 
~stic ~~urt Services 
District Court Services 
Municipal ColJrt S4rvice. 
COmmunity S.rviceS--Leqal 
Community Servic •• --Legal 
COunty Attorney 

A Level Jury Ass8lllbly AreB 
A Lrl'el Violationo; ?-":::".u 

TOTAL SPACE 
:-.~ ... -

Aa.iqnable 2 

Square Feet . 'l'Otal 

1,5843 
192 

7,6U 
10,840 
10,756 
10,900 
10,900 
10,756 
10,900 -
10,840 
10,992 
10,900 
10,900 
10,900 
10,900 
10.900 
10,900 
10,900 
10,634 -
10,664 

6,S:ZS 
U,900 

212,298 

1,7903 

6503 

6,460 
6,360 
7,080 
6,250 

963 
6723 

g,EQ. 

42,728 

5,720 
3,463 

264,209 

l..rb. eocumtmtation of the $pace data was made in ",.:.rly NoVUlber, 1978. 
2Aasignab1e square feet is defined as inclu~g internal halls, work stations, and 
d.pert:aental storage, but net puDlic corridors, elevators, public toilets, lIIe"'..hanical. 
lhafts, or aqu.1pment rooms-:--
3~s total does not inclUde related Social W¢~kers in Economic Alsistance on A-4 
at 7 ,278 s~ faet; Adult Protection Unit on A-l4t at 728 squa::e feet; Community Serv"'­
ice staff on A-14 at S48 .square feetl and Mental ~alth Personnel on C-3 at 384. 

4As of the t.ime of !:hi.s report, the assignJllent of C-19 to district court had })een . 
approved and construction of four court%OOllls and ancillary 5p4ces ".s in proqrelll. 
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TABLE 2 
SUMMARY or NUMBERS. LOCATIONS AND SPACE ASSIGNMENTS or JUDICIAL FUNCTION AREAS 

Floor ':lEe ot Space 
Chambers1 Level Court Courtroom HearillS: JurI Conference 

C":3 liIWlicipll.l. 2 2 2 :3 
C-4 Probate 2 1 1 
C-5 P'amily 2 4 1 5 2 
C-6 IilWlicipa.l 4 2 2 a 
C-1 " 4 2 2 6 
C-8 " 1 1 1 
C-9 " 4. 2 2 a 
C-ll It· 2 
C-13 Distr:J.ct 4 2 2 4 
C-14 " 3 3 3 3 
C-1l5 " 3 3 3 3 
C-16 " 3 3 3 3 
C-17 " 3 3 3 3 
C-1S " 3 3 3 3 

~ 40 5 27 31 42 

~i~CE ASSIGNMENT SWMARY 

COurtroolDf! 

21 Q 1,408 S.F. 
S a 1,136 S.P'. 
a G 1,760 S.F. 
2 a l,872,S.F. 
1 a 1,288 s.r. 
1 41 1,056 s.r. 
1 a 896 S.F. 

TOTAL 40 

Chambers 

1 a 
17 @ 

1 0 
22 @ 

1 C! 
TOTAL 42 

528 S.F. 
464 S.F. 
448 S.F. 
384 S.F. 
240 S.F. 

Bearing Rooms 

4 a 
1 a 

TOTAL5 

512 S.!'. 
320 SS. 

Jurz Deliberation Rooms 

22 a 
5 a 

TOTAL'" 

288 S.F. 
336 S.F. 

Attorney Conference Rooms 

27 Q 
-4 0 

TarAL n 
208 S.F. 
144 S.F. 

LxxCludes family and probate court referee offices and 192 square 
foot space on C-14 temporarily designated tor retired judge use. 

2Traffic arraignment.' courtroom. 
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SECTION V. 
HENNEPIN COUNTY COURTS SPACE PROGRAM CONSIDERATIONS 

Introduction 

The establishment of court facility standards and design 

guidelines cannot be based solely on existing court operations. 

Changes in basic structure and organization, increases and 

decreases in varying types of workload, and responses to new 

technological developments must be considered in evaluating 

current space problems and needs and in planning for short 

and long-range solutions. Thus, to evaluate the adequacy 

of existing court and court-related facilities and to establish 

standards and guidelines [ur long range space planning, it 

was essential to gain a thorough understanding of the operating 

needs and relationships of the component agencies housed within 

the Government Center under existing as well as anticipated 

future conditions. 

To accomplish this objective, the study team considered 

three discrete elements: (1) operational relationship needs, 

(2) building circulation patterns, and (3) anticipated future 

changes in the court system. Each of these elements 

was an essential factor to the study team's work in identifying 

current space problems and needs and in preparing recommendations 

for short and long range facilities solutions. 
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Operational Relationship Needs 

The first step in this process involved the study of 

intru- and inter-depnrtmenL~l operati~~ rnlationsbips 

of the component agencies located in the Government Center. 

To examine this aspect of the system, the study team conducted 

a. thOl'ough and independent documentation of all court system 

operations and inter-relationships by means of personal interview 

and direct observation during the first two months of ta-s 

study. These activities resulted in the documentation of 

work performed by each unit or position, the identification 

of the relationship of such positions or units to other 

components of the justice system and the preliminary assessment 

of current space problems and needs both in terms of allocated 

square footage and adjacency considerations. Organizational 

charts were drawn or updated for each department. Workflow 

diagrams were then developed to document system inter-action. 

Figure 8 on the following page graphically displays a system 

overview of the operating relationshtps of the court and 

court-related component functi~~~. 

To gather additional information for further measuring 

and quantifying function and spatial relationships, the study 

team developed a functional relationship questionnaire for 

completion by 65 court and court-related components of the 

justice system operating within the building. Representatives 

of these units were asked to indicate their functional 

relationship to all other system components. A special 

computer program was designed to correlate their responses. 
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FIGURE 8 

OPERATING RELATIONSHIPS OF HENNEPIN COUNTY 
COURT SYSTEM COMPONENTS 1 

, \\ 
'~--, 

I \ -------.J JURY \ \ ASSEMBLY I 
\ I 
'" / --" 

1 Significance and frequency of movement and document transfer are represented by thickness of line and distance. 
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The initial computer correlation of justice system 

responses to the functional relation$hip questionnaire 

identified numerous conflicts in the perception of agency 

functional. relationships to each other. Individual inter-

views were conducted with each of the respondents in order 

to resolve these conflicts. Thereafter, a second computer 

run graphically displayed the functional relationships on 

a system inter-relationship cluster matrix. Those agencies 

which were grouped most tightly in the matrix demonstrated 

the closest functional relationship and implied the need 

for operational proximity. 

As is shown in Figure 9 on the following page, three 

major units of inter-related operations emerged from this 

functional analysis: (1) the family court unit including 

its constituent agencies of the family division of district 

court, the domestic relations division of court services, 

the child support enforcement and support and collections 

unit of the welfare department, and the human services division 

of the countyattorney's office; (2) the probate court unit 

including the county attorney 's menta.l health section 

and the mental:' health prescreener unit of welfare; and 

(3) dis~ct and municipal court administrative operations. 

All other operating units of the system including the jury 

division, bailiff's unit, other sections of the county 

attorney's office and the office of the public defender 

·fell out along the axis as units without significant 

operational deper.!dence on other components of the system. 
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS MATRIX 
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The conclusions which emerged from the analysis of the 

cluster matrix provided the first empirical info.rmation 

indicating the existence of possible space problems. 

Having identified the three major inter-related units 

noted above, the study team carefully examined the frequency 

and significance of volume of movement of persons and 

documents between their component units in terms of their 

current location. This evaluation resulted in the study team's 

determination that the current location of the various 

components of the family court unit on C-5, A-5 and A-4 

provides the necessary accessibility for the efficient 

operation of this unit. Similarly, the adjacency of probate 
1 court units on C-:04 and C-3 is well s'tli-ced to current operations. 

, 
However, the study team's evaluation indicates that the 

integrated operating relationship of the district and 

municipal court administration units is at variance with its 

current location within the building on levels C-12 (district 

administration) and C-ll and C-8 (municipal administration). 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Study team observation of district and municipal court 

administrative operations and discussions with representatives I 
of these departments reveal a heavy flow of documents, personnel, I 
and public between the three current locations of court 

lSee discussion of the relationship of the county attorn~y's 
mental health section to the probate court commitment ss:ction 
in Section VII of this report. 
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administration. The separation of administrative departments 

by as much tLH L'our levels ratls to adequately support the 

operating. interrelationship needs of this important court 

function. 

Therefore, the conclusion reached by the study team from 

an analysis of the functional relationships of the justice 

system components operating within the Government Center 

is that the existing location of all components appears to 

meet the minimum funct.ional requirements for efficient operations 

with the exception of the current distant location of district 

and municipal court administration departments. 

Building Circulation Patterns 

A second element in developing an understanding of 

current space utilization within the Government Center 

entailed the examination of building circulation patterns. 

The study team conducted two surveys to determine building 

efficiency in accommodating vertical movement and public 

accessibility. 

During a two week period fro~ October 16-27, 1978, the 

study team conducted a test of elevator response times during 

peak hours on levels having the greatest frequency of traffic 

(public service, C-8, C-ll, and C-12). The purpose of this 

examination was to identify any unacceptable congestion and 

delay in current vertical circulation which might indicate 

improper location of high volume public access floors. 

To accomplish this, the study team compared the average 

actual elevator response times documented during the two week 
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survey with the generally recognized acceptable delay of 

30 seconds. As indicated in Figure 10 on tho following page, 

the actual average response time exceeded the acceptable 

level on five occasions, four of which occurred on C-ll. 

However, the overall two week average response time for each 

0'( the high volume floors surveyed was less than the acceptable 

delay standard. Thus, although the three most heavily 

trafficked floors are located a substantial distance from 

the street level, the building's veritical circulation system 

appears adequate to meet current traffic demands. 

Documentation of public frequency patterns over the 

same two-week period was undertaken as a further test of 

possible bui.lding circulation problems. This survey 

entailed an actual head count of public traffic on the court 

administrative floors during peak hours of the day. The 

greatest public frequency occurred on C-8 which averaged 

76 persons per hour during the peak periods. Although some 

congestion was observed, particularly on C-8, it is the study 

team's judgment that such conges+inn did not exceed tolerable 

levels. The results of the public frequency survey are shown 

in Table 3 on page 49. 

It should be noted, however, that during this on-site 

survey, the study team observed a significant extent of 

public movement between the three administration floors. 

It was apparent that much Qf this movement was due to public 
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FIGURE 10 

ELEVATOR RESPONSE TIME 

~Acce.t",e Det.y 
Seconds 40 

35 

30 

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 
4 5 6, 7 8 9 10 1 2 

Days 

PUBLIC SERVICE 

Acceptable Delay 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

C-8 

Overall two-week average response: 13 seconds Overall two-week average response: 20 seconds 

Seconds 40 

35 

30 

25 

20 
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a 
1 2 3 
Days 

4 

Acceptable Delay Acceptable Delay 
Seconds 40 / 

35 

3~----------&----------

5 6 7 8 9 10 

C-ll 

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

a 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Days 

C-12 

Overall two week average response: 29 seconds Overall two-week average response: 10 seconds 
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16th 

17th 
18th 

19th 
20th 
23rd 

24th 

25th 

26th 

27th 

t I \ I 

Municipal Court 1 
Filings/Assignment 

55 
95 

19 
92 

68 
118 

79 
105 
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PUBLIC FREQUENCY PATTERNS 

Traffic/Criminal 
Clerks' Counter2 

116 

101 
114 

99 

67 
143 

95 
108 

105 

'18 

Di~trict Court 3 
Filings/Assignment 

12 

18 

11 

24 
30 

14 

27 
12 

9 
19 

--, 
I • 

Probate Court 
Filings/Registrar4 

140 . 

169 

169 

161 

180 

151 

146 

153 

139 

176 
to Average: 76/60 Minutes 103i~105 Minutes 18/30 Minutes 158/AII Day I 

Arithmatic Average: 8l:h Floor = 76/60 minutes 
11-h Floor :...\ 59/60 minutes 
12":h Floor 36/60 minutes 

lpUblic surveyed from 9:00-10:00 a.m. (8th floor). 

2public surveyed from 8:45-10:30 a.m. (11th floor). 

3public surveyed from 8:30-9:00 a.m. (12th floor). 

4public surveyed all day. 
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confusion with respect to jurisdictional distinctions between 

district and municipal court. Thus, for example, an individual 

may report to the 12th floor 'district court assignment 

office only to dis,cover that his or her case is a municipal 

court matter. The individual is then directed to the 8th 

floor municipal court administration assignment office. 

Upon reporting to the 8th floor and upon court staff review 

of the case in question, the individual may then be referred 

again to the 11th floor traffic arraignment courtroom. 

This situation occurred wit"l sufficient frequency during 

the test period to raise the current location of court 

administration departments as a space problem warranting 

examination. Moreover, this observation further verified the 

findings of the functional relationship study which .inciicatE'.!d 

a need to co-locate district and municipal court administration 

departments. 

Anticipated Future Changes in the HenneEin County Co~rt System 

A third essential element to the study team's understanding 

of courts space needs entailed the consideration of possible 

future organizational, legal, and procedural changes which 

may impact future space requiremen~s. In that regard, the 

following areas were identified by the study team for analysis 

and review with representatives of the component justice 

system agencies: 
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1. Trial court unification. 

2. Legislation limiting the use of referees. 

3. Implementation of the Determinant Sentencing Act. 

4. Anticipated passage of legislation which would 
increase the complexity and length of commitment 
proceedings. 

5. Assumption of misdemE~anor prosecution by the 
county attorney. 

6. Administrative adjudication of minor traffic 
offenses. 

7. Increased application of modern technology to the 
document processing and rec0rdkeeping functions 
of justice agencies. 

8. Limitations on local government funding levels. 

Trial Court Unification 

that 

Of the areas considered, it is the study team's judgment 

tr~al co~rt unification must be a primary factor in the 

development of all current and long-term space plans. The 

1977 !Court Reorganization Act created a new comprehensive 

administrative structure for the state court system. Pursuant 
I 

to that Act, the previous administratively independent county/ 

municipal and district courts in each judicial district were 

replaced by a consolidated administrative structure. 

A single chief judge for all courts within the judicial district 

was created and given broad new administrative powers and 

responsibilities. Among these powers, the Act authorized the 

cross-assignment of district and municipal court judges to 

areas of greatest need at the direction of the chief judge . 
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In Hennepin County, this flexibility has resulted in 

the permanent assignment of one municipal court judge to serve 

iu the family division of the district court. In addition, 

municipal judges are frequently assigned to juvenile and 

probate matters as well as to general assignme~t district 

court cases. During the last quarter of 1977, 14!% of municipal 

judge time was dedicated to district court cases. That percentage 

has continued to increase in recent months. Although less 

frequent, district court judges recently have begun to hear 

some municipal court matters. 

Under the leadership of the district administrator, the 

administrative departments of the district, municipal and 

probate courts are being consolidated to provide the 

~ecessary administrative support to the increasing integration 

of the trial court benches. Reorganization of these 

departments into J. single coordinated administrative support 

component is a major undertaking which is still in process. 

Plans. for complete reorganization include a phased approach 

beginning with full coordinatio~ of policy making, personnel 

decisions' and financial management systems. It is envisioned 

that this first phase likely will be followed by a restructuring 

of the court administrative components along functional 

lines (criminal, civil, etc.) rather than its current 

jurisdictional basis (district, municipal, probate). 

A si.milar transition has been occuring throughout the 

state. Because of the efficiencies which are being realized 
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as a result of the new flexibility in judge assignment and the 

cCJnsolldu.tion o.f district and c:ounty COlll"t administration 

department~, it has been suggested by some judges and 

court administrators throughout the state that a single 

unified tr;al cO\lrt may become a reality in the foreseeable 
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future. In this regard, it should be noted that the concept I 
of the unitied trial court has been gaining acceptance throughout 

the country. In our immediate area, North Dakota, South Dakota, I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Iowa, and Wisconsin all have a single unified trial court 

system. 

The Minnesota Legislature already has taken a significant 

step in that direction in eliminating salary differences 

for district and county judges. Moreover, a bill to create 

a unified trial court in MinnesQta is expected to be 

introduced in the current legislative session. 

The prospects for the creation of the unified trial co~rt 

system, or at a minimum the continuation of the current trend 

in cross-court assignment and complete consolidation of 

trial court administration, is sufficiently important to play 

a key role in shaping current and future court space planning. 

As will be Iloted later in this report, this condi tion ~vas 

a major consideration in identifying current space inadequacies 

and developing optional strategies for meeting existing and 

anticipated future court facility needs. 
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Referee Legislation 

~uring the 1977 legislative session, a law abolishing 

referees in juvenile and family court was enacted to become 

effective June, 1978. In the following year, the implementation 

of that act was stayed pending a study of the referee issue 

by a Supreme Court appointed commission which was charged 

to report its findings to the Legislature by October, 1980. 

Although the probable findings of the Commission are as yet 

unknown f it was necessary to review the possible facilities 

impact on Hennepin County should such a law be implemented 

as originally drawn. 

Since juvenile division operations currently are located 

in the City Hall and are expected to be relocated to a new 

or renovated juvenile complex outside the Government Center, 

the impact of replacing juvenile referees with district 

court judges would not affect space considerations in the 

Government Center. In addition, the pending legislation does 

not include probate court referees. Thus, no space implications 

for the existing four referees working in probate court are 

anticipated as a result of this legislation. However, the 

implementation of the pending act would eliminate the four 

family division referees and likely the additional general 

division referee position which has been delegated the 

responsibility for hearing uncontested dissolution cases 

not involving children. 
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Although such an act could result in the creation of as 

many as five additional district court judgeship posttions, 

it is the study team's assessment that current space 

I 
I 
I) 

I 
a.llocations to existing referee positions would be sufficient I 
't'o accommoda.te this contingency. Review of the current facilities 

reveals that both courtroom and/or hearing room space, as 

well as associated chambers areas are suitable for the function 

to be performed and would be comparable to space assigned 

to other ,judges in the building. 

Determinant Sentencing Act 

The passage of the Determinant Sentencing Act was a third 

area of change considered by the project team. This act is 

expected to substantially reduce judicial discretion in 

sentencing and replace it with a schedule of fixed terms 

likely to be significantly less than current maXimum-sentences. 

Experts disagree as to the probable administrative 

consequences of the implementation of this act. Some indicate 

the belief that current sentence bargaining will largely 

be replaced with charge bargaining under the new statute, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

resulting in little change "in current workload levels. Others I 

in most cases. Thus, the elimination of flexibility in 

believe that charge bargaining cannot replace sentence bargaining 

I 
sentencing would result in a decreased incidence of plea I 
bargaining and in a consequent increase in the number of criminal 

cases gOing'to trial. In turn, any substantial increase in 
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the number of trials would create a burden on current levels 

of judicial, prosecution and defense resources which could 

require both increases in staff and space. In addition, 

many believe that local justice system involvement in parole 

hearings will increase under the new act. 

Thus, under any view, the implementation of the Determinant 

Sentencing Act is expected to have at least some impact on 

existing workload and perhaps on personnel and space require­

ments as well. Although the extent of the impact cannot 

be predicted with reasonable accuracy, it is the study.team's 

conclusion that current and future space plans must include 

the flexibility to respond to increased space demands which 

may result from the new law. 

Civil Commitment Legislation and Procedure 

For several years, the legislature has considered bills 

which would provide greater due process protections for persons 

against whom commitment proceedings are initiated. The 

thrust of these bills is to increase the complexity and 

length of commitment proceedin~s nuw conducted by the probate 

court. Moreover, although the vast majority of commitment 

hearings currently are held off-premises at 18 hospital 

locations throughout the county. there has been an increasing 

concern over- the lack of formality and judicial atmosphere 

which exists in those settings. Consequently, it is expected 

that a greater number of commitment hearings will be held 
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in the Government Center. Such changes in either commitment 

legislation or procedure likely will increase the space 

requirements of t~e probate court in the foreseeable future. 

County Assumption of Misdemeanor Prosecution 
: 

The fourth area considered in developing the court space 

program and the short and long range solutions, which are 

presented later in this report, is the possibility of the 

county-wide assumption of misdemeanor prosecution by the 

county attorney. Existing law provides that any municipality 

may waive its right to prosecute misdemeanors and ordinance 

violations occuring withj.n its jurisdiction and transfer that 

function to the county attor.ney. Although the City of 

Minneapolis and most suburban municipalities retain their 

own city attorneys, the county attorney currently is providing 

prosecution services to several municipalities within the 

county. It is possible that as the cost of local gover~ent 

increases, more cities will transfer the responsibility for 

prosecution to the county attorney. Although no reliable 

prediction concerning the exten~ of such transferred 

responsibility can be made, flexibility in space planning 

must be built in to respond to this possib11i,ty. 

Administrative Adjudication of Minor Traffic Offenses 

An increasing trend throughout the country in recent 

years has been to reduce the workload of the court by diverting 
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high volume traffic caseload to administrative agencies. 

WhiJ.e no significant movement toward administrative 

adjudication of minor traffic offenses has yet occurred in 

Minnesota, diversion of some portion of the traffic caseload 

in the foreseeable future is not unlikely. It has been 

estimated that the administrative adjudication of merely the 

park~ng offenses would reduce the current traffic calendar 

by as much as 40%. Future changes in the procedures for 

traffic ad~udication would be expected to relieve some space 

requirements. 

Application of Modern Business Technology 

A further area considered by the project team in 

evaluating current and future space needs relates to the 

possible increased use of modern technology to improve 

efficiency of document creation, processing, and storage. 

At the present time, there is a limited use of automated 

data'processing in the Hennepin County court environment 

In district court, computerization is limited to the creation 

of criminal calendars and case histories. Data processing 

is more extensive in municipal court, however. At present, 

the accounting function for traffic court is performed 

by automating processi'ng and there are computerized case 

inde~es and histories in place in the criminal and traffic 

divisions as well. Probate court and county attorney operations 

are entirely manual at the present time. The public defe.nder, 

however, has a limited case information system. 
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In. addition, several improvements to the current system 

are in the development stage. The County is now developing 

a consolidated criminal justice information system (Subject­

in-Process) which will track defendants from arrest to 

ult'imate disposition and provide expanded management information 

capabilities for user agencies. The first computerized 

case tracking and scheduling system for civil cases is 

scheduled for implementation next month in the conciliation 

division o! municipal court. A fully automated indexing 

syst'em also is being planned for implementation in all 

divisions of district, municipal and probate cou~t. Moreover, 

work has begun on determining the feasibility of implementing 

an automated records creation and storage system which would 

eliminate hard copy records through immediate on-line input 

with print-out capability. ,The technology for this system 

exists and has been implemented in at least one court in this 

country. While it is doubtful that a totally, automated 

system could be developed in 'che n~ar future for Hennepin 

County,' iti clearly is possible ~ithin the next 20 years. 
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The consequences of increased application of modern teChnoloil 

to the court environment are significant for space planning. 

Increased efficiency in the allocation of resou~ces which should I 
result through the provision of greater managem;nt information I 
can be expected to limit to some extent the increases in personne 

which might otherwise be required in the future. Moreover, 
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as steps are taken to limit hard copy storage of court 

records, a concomitant reduction in space requirements 

for that function should be realized. 

Limitations on Local Government Spending Levels 

Finally, the study team reviewed with court system 

representatives the future space implications of the trend 

toward limiting local government spending levels. From 

these discussions, a consensus seemed to emerge that the 

sizable increases in local criminal justice system services 

and personnel which have occurred in recent years will not 

continue in the future. 2 Since the workload of the court 

system depends in great part on the resources allocated to 

law enfo~cement and prosecution, any real dollar reduction 

in annual percentage expenditure increases for these agencies 

can be expected to limit future court personnel and space 

needs as welL 

SUMMARY - . 
As a result of this overview examination of the physical 

and administrative context in which the Hennepin County court 

system operates, the study team identified the following 

areas for particular study in evaluating the adequacy of 

2For example, since 1975, the oounty attorney's budget 
has been increased by 145%; the public defender by 178% 
and the courts by 56%. 
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current court space assignments and in identifying potential 

court space problems and solutions: , ' 

1. Dysfunctional separation of district and 
municipal court administration departments. 

2. Space implications of increasing cross-court 
judge assignments and potential implementation 
ot a single, unified trial court bench. 

3. Future events expected to increase current 
workload: 

• Implementation of Determinant Sentencing Act. 

• Changes in civil commitment procedures. 

• Increased county attorney responsibility 
for misdemeanor prosection. 

4. Future events expected to reduce current workloads 
or limit the extent of future increases: 

• Administrative adjudication of minor tra.ffic 
offenses. 

• Increased application,of modern business 
technology. 

.' Limitations on local government funding levels. 
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SECTION VI. PROPOSED COURTS SPACE STANDARDS 

The final element of information required for evaluating 

the adequacy of existing court facilities and preparing a 

recommended space program for accommodating future court 

space needs was the development of space standards for 

individual work stations, group areas and special function 

rooms. To accomplish this, the functions of the representative 

work stations and special purpose spaces were analyzed. 

Existing space assignments then were compared to space 

standards used by the County and to generally recognized 

standards used in industry. Where applicable, national 

literature and recommended standards were used as guides in 

ascertaining space allocation requirements for such areas 

as courtroom hearing rooms, chambers and holding rooms. In 

addition, a questionnai:re was distributed to all district 

court judges eliciting their responses regarding courtroom and 

ancillary space requirements. 

Based on these sources of information, preliminary space 

standards were dev~loped and reviewed with court system 

representatives. A revised space standards schedule was 

produced as a result of those discussions. 

The space standards schedule, which is Rot forth on 

page 64, provides a comparison of the court~ space HiandardH 
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L constraints of the Government Center (e.g., 4 x 4 modules) I 
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Table 4 
SPACE STANDARDS 

WORK STATIONS 

Chambers (Judge) 
Chambers (Referee) 
Major Department Head 
Supervising Attorney 
Depa.rtment Head 
Attorney 
Department Administrator 
Court Reporter 
Executive Secretary/Waiting 
Supervisor 
Senior Staff 
Counter Clerk/including aisle 
Court related staff/clerks 
Secretary 
Law Clerk 

• LARGE AREAS 

Grand Jury 
Traffic Arraignment Courtroom 
Criminal Arraignment Courtroom 
Courtroom 
Jury Room/toilets 
Attorney/Witness Conference 
Conference Room (medium) 
Hearing Room 

SQUARE FEET! 
PROPOSED 

GENERAL GOV'T CENTER 

350 
300 
250 
170 
170 
140 
140 
120 
100 

70 
70 
70 
55 
55 
55 

1500-1f300 
1700 
1400 
1200 

430 
120 
240 
500 

384 
320 
256 
192 
192 
144 
144 
160 
112 

96 
96 
96 
64 
64 
64 

1872 
1840 
1408 
1200/14082 

500 
130 
256 
512 

lSquare footage calculations include an internal circulation 
factor of 1.23 of the net area which is equivalent to 18% gross. 

2Design constraints of the building dictate two courtroom standards. 
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SECTION VII. ADEQUACY OF EXISTING FACILITIES 

Introduction 

It should be noted that the study team's charge was 

limited to evaluating the adequacy of current district, 

municipal and probate court facilities. However, because of 

the highly inter-dependent nature of the justice system in 

which the inadequacy of resources of anyone component can 

have a significant impact on the functioning of the entire 

system, it was deemed essential to review space problems 

a.nd needs of the court-related agencies to the extent possible 

within the time and financial constraints of the project. To 

accomplish this, a three phase process was used by the study 

team. 

The first phase in determining the adequacy of existing 

facilities involved the ,documentation of current space 

utilization within the Government Center. As described 

earlier in this report, initialJy a room-by-room inventory 

of all spaces including the number and type of occupants, 

the function accommodated, and the use of special features 

or equipment was completed for each of the court and court-

related agencies located in the building. (See Appendix A.) 

Floor plans showing the location, number, and type of work 

station or office were prepared for each agency to assist 

in later evaluation. (See Appendix B.) 
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In the second phase, the study team conducted a thorough 

examination of all court operations including the functions 

and procedures of 'each department. Interviews were conducted 

wi.til virtually every represent a tive type of posi ticJn assigned 

I 
I 
I~ 

I 
I to the district, municipal and probate courts. The organizational 

structure, lines of responsibility, and numbers of persons employed I 
by each department were identified. In light of the functions 

performed and organizational structure, supervisors of each 

of the departments were consulted regarding their perceptions 

of current space problems and needs. A similar, though less 

intensive, examination of the operations of other court-related 

agencies housed in the Government Center was conducted during 

this phas.e as well. 

In a.ddition ~o gathering infor~ation by means of interview. 

and direct observation of operations, the study team initiated 

a numb~r of space utilization surveys designed to gather 

objective information on the current volume and/or frequency 

of use of particular types of spaces: courtrooms, hearing 

rooms, jury deliberation rooms, jury assembly area, and court 

administration departments. 

The final step in assessing the adequacy of existing 

facilities involved the analysis of the compiled information 

gathered by interview, direct observation, and empirical survey 

in terms of the following factors: 
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• Frequency of use 

• Level of utilization when in use 

• Suitability for assigned functions 

• Adequacy of space for assigned use. 

The frequency of u,$e. factor was used to determine whether 

increased numbers of particular types of spaces were required 

and, in some cases, whether changes in methods of scheduling 

the use of such space might offer opportunities for reducing 

space assignments for particular types of functions. 

The level of utilization factor was employed to measure the 

amount of space required for a specific type of use. The 

suitability of spaces was evaluated on the basis of location 

to other operationally related functions and need for public 

accessibility. Finally, the evaluation of the adequacy of 

the amount of space for assigned uses involved the comparison 

of existing space allocations by function and personnel type 

with the space standards developed by the study team and 

presented in Section VI of this report. Significant 

deviations from those standardH were investi~atGd in order 

to ascertain the existence of special conditions including 

unique functions performed, architectural design constraints 

of the existing facility, and formal or informal policies 

and practices impacting current space assignments. 
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The following discussion provides an analysis of the 

adequacy of cu~re~t space assignm~nts to all cuurt ana 

cour.t support ag~ncies located in the Government Center. 

A.. Distr.ict Court 

1." Judicial Space 

Raving documented the existing space allocations on the 

judicial floors of the district court, the study team proceeded 

to evaluate the adequacy of those facilities in light of 

current procedures and case load levels, within the context 

of the ·space program considerations presented in 

Section V of this report. Judges, court administra.tors, law 

clerks and bailiffs were interviewed to gather information 

about the functions performed on the judicial floors, their 

inter-relationship with each other, the adequacy of the 

types of judicial facilities, total space assigned to each 

func·tion. and associa.ted design features. A general 

consensus emerged from those discuS''Jions regarding the following 

areas: 

• 

• 

• 

With the construction of C-19, total 
space allocation to the district court 
judicial function is adequate to accommodate 
current and near-term workloads. 

The center courtroom (1,700 square feet) is 
larger than required for the standard 
district court judicial function. 

The existing ratio of one jury deliberation 
room per district courtroom likely is 
higher than necessary to accommodate the current 
volume of ju~y trials. 
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• Sound transmission problems exist as to 
jury rooms such that it is virtually 
impossible to have a jury deliberating at 
the same time that a proceeding is held in the 
adjoining courtroom. Sound transmission 
problems also exist in the south courtrol.')ms caused 
by the adjacent public elevators and between 
offices in the chambers area as well. 

• The size of jury deliberation rooms is inadequate. 

• The current size of district court judicial 
chambers could be reduced .. 

• The lack of law clerk office space cau.ses 
inefficiency and possible security problems. 
The only av'ailable work space for most law 
clerks is the courtroom itself. Since attorneys, 
litigants, and the public often are present 
in the courtroom for considerable pe.riods 
before and after court hearings, their 
extraneous conversations, questions, and use 
of the law clerk's telephone significantly inter­
fere with the productivity of this position. 
Moreover, the law clerk's function necessitates 
the presence of court files and documents at 
their desk in the courtroom which presents 
distinct possibilities for unauthorized viewing 
or loss when the law clerk is absent from his or 
her work station. 

The project team's ohservation of judicial function operations 

and facilities preliminarily verified the conclusions set 

forth above. 

During the second phase of chs facilities ev~luation 

process, the study team initiated two surveys designed to 

verify by means of objective information the perceptions 

of court system representatives regarding current court space 

utilization. These surveys tested the frequency of courtroom 

and jury room use on an hourly basis during a four-week 

period in October-Novek":/lo.t", 1978. This time period was 

selected to avoid seasonal variations. 
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The information for both studies was provided by court 

personnel. Law c 1 (-lrks ()r courtroom c:lerkH (!ompleted daily 

time sheets, indicating the hours of each day during 

which the courtroom was in use for judicial proceedings and 

the types of cases heard. Intormation on jury use and 

frequency of jury deliberation activity was obtained through 

data submitted on an on-going basis by the same personnel 

to the jury office for juror payment and statistical purposes. 

Analysis of the data gathered in connection with the four 

week courtroom utilization survey indicates a consistent, 

he~vy usa of courtrooms and hearing rooms assigLed to the 

district court. Excluding temporary judicial absence due to 

vacation, illness, and off-premises meetings, during 70% 

of the survey period at least,24 of the 25 available courtrooms 

and hearing rooms were in use during part or all of the day. 

At no time during the survey period were more than four 

courtrooms unused during the day. As is shown in the table 

below, daily courtroom utilization ra~ged from 86% to 100%, 

and averaged 96% over the survet ~e~iod. 
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TABLE 5 

DISTRICT COURTROOM AND HEARING ROOM UTILIZATION 
October - November, 1978 

Number of 
Courtrooms Unused 
During the 

Frequency of Percentage of Daily Courtroom 
Day Occurrence Study Period Utilization 

0 7 days 35% 100% 

1 7 days 35% 96% 

2 3 days 15% 90% 

3 2 days 10% 88% 

4 1 day 5% 86% 

20 days 100% 

E~sential to the proper evaluation of courtroom utilization 

data is an understanding of the type of work performed by the 

district court and the complexities involved in the scheduling 

of its disposition. Court scheduling is prospective in nature 

and must be performed in anticipation of a number of changes 

and developments. A typical proceeding requires the presence 

of the judge, attorneys, litigants, and witnesses. The 

unavailability of any of these a"'ti')rs due to illness or good 

cause absence (such as preemptive scheduling of an attorney 

in federal court) may result in a last minute cancellation of 

the proceeding. More important to the uncertainty of court 

scheduling, however, is the tendency for guilty pleas, settlements, 

and dismissals to be entered on the day when a hearing is 

scheduled. Since some of the events during a given time period 

will be eliminated before they are dealt with, inevitable 

gaps in the schedule and, thus, in the use of courtrooms occurs. 
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Because calendar breakdow,ns due to last minute settlements 

01' con"(:.inuances result in costly gaps in the schedule, the 

Hennepin County distri.ct court has focused considera.ble 

attention over many years on developing improved methods for 

redl1cing the periods of unscheduled courtroom time and idle 

judge "time. Currently, historical experience is used to 

predict the proportion of cases which will ~ancel on or before 

the scheduled day of heariI1.g. The calendar then is overset 

by the estimated percentage of cancellations in an attempt to 

insure that a day's work is scheduled. 

However, no court can completely eliminate the uncertainty 

in court scheduling., For example, in Hennepin County twelve 

cases are being assigned for trial daily to the five judge 

district court criminal panel. This number is based on the 

prediction that pleas will be entered or continuances granted 

in at least seven of those cases on or before the day set 

for trial. However, if more than seven cases plead out or 

are continued, judge time will be w~sted unless another 

case can be quickly assigned ~o the panel that day. This 

often is not possible due to the problems in notifying and 

having ava.ilable all necessary parties to such a proceeding. 

On the other hand, if more than five cases have not 

cancelled as of the day of the hearing and are ready for 

trial, one or more of those cases must be carried over to 

the next day or completely rescheduled at a later time. 
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Similar dynamics are involved in scheduling civil cases. 

However l .the scheduling of courtroom use is perhaps even more 

unpredictable in these matters. TypicallYI judges in 

civil cases actively attempt to effect a settlement of the 

case, if possible, to avoid a time-consuming trial. On the 

day set for trial l the judge generally will initiate discussions 

with counsel in chambers regarding the possibility of 

settlement before trial. These discusslions may la~t for a 

number of hours and involve counsel contacting third parties 1 

such as insurance company representatives 1 for approval of the 

settlement terms. Valuable judge time is gained if a settlement 

ultimately is achieved which eliminates the need for a mUlti-

day trial. 

Although these conferences result in unused courtrooms 

during the period in which they are taking place, the 

immediate availability of a courtroom is essential to the 

settlement process and to the efficient use of judge time. 

As ~as stated by a well known author in the field of court 

administration 1 Judge Ruggero J. ~ldisert of the Allegany 

County Court of Common Pleas (Pittsburg): 

"The threat of immediate trial is the greatest 
sanction possessed by the calendar control 
judges. It has been our experience that where 
trial rooms are not available because of 
combina~ion of lengthy trials or unavailability 
of judges, the settlement rate of judges 
decreases geometrj.cally".l 

1A Metropolitan Court Conquors its Backlog, 51 Judicature 247/ 
249 1 1968. 

-73-



i. 

...,. 
L 

r 

L 

[ 
r-
i 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 
f . , 
I .• 

[ 

[ 

r 
'-

(. 

! .... 
, .. 

His conclusion is echoed through the literature on court 

scheduling. 2 

Consequently, although the findings of the courtroom 

utilization study I which are presented in F'igure 11 on 

the following page , indicate hours during the day in which 

courtrooms are not in use, typically these periods are 

dedicated to settlement conferences in chambers. The 

immediate availability of a free courtroom is essential to the 

dynamics of that process, to the efficient use of judge time, 

and to the orderly and economical disposition of court 

bUsiness. For these reasons, it is the project team's conclusion 

that the existing assignment o:f' courtrooms to the district 

court judicial function is necessary to meet current workloads. 

Although one courtroom is assigned to each active judge, 

space pressures continue to exist. Currently, there are an 

addit'ional three to four visiting or retired judges working 

in district court each day. The lack of designated space 

for these additional judges pre~ents difficulties in optimizing 

the use of all judicial resourc~~, For example, the Chief Judge 

is currently operating without a courtroom as it has been 

assigned permanently to a retired judge. Scheduling problems 

frequently arise in moving other retired and visiting judges 

to courtrooms as they become available due to temporary 

2see, for example, Guide to Court Scheduling, Institute for 
La.w and Social Research, p. 22, 1976. (irA court with open time 
available will dispose of more cases than will a court which 
is continua.lly in trial" and "Immediacy of trial disposes 
of cases" are two of the six axioms of calendar management 
policy governing the scheduling operations of the Dallas 
Criminal Court). 
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I" . FIGURE 11 

I:, .. DISTRICT COURTROOM UTILIZATION: OCTOBER - NOVEMBER 1978 
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absences of, or non-need by, active judges. Similar problems 

a.lso exist in providing appropriate chambers and court reporter 

space for these J udgcH. IIowovHr, hu..Hod on .the t indings o.r the 

utilization survey, discussions with district court judges 

and administrators, and review of current workloads,3 it is 

the project team's conclusion that the current space allocated 

to the district court judicia.l .function, with the addition of 

the four courtrooms and ancill~~y spaces to be constructed 

on C-19, will be adequate to meet these additional space 

needs and will accommoda.te near term (2 to 5 years) expansion 

needs as well. 

In connection with the study team's evaluation of district 

courtroom needs, a review of ~he level of use of the recently 

built tax court and chambers also was initiated. The 

tax court area, which is located off the private corridor on 

C-15, consists of a 512 square foot hearing room and an 

adjacent chambers area of 192 square feet. Analysis of 

tax court use from completion of construction in June, 1978 to 

February, 1979 indicates that r;l) t1<te average this space 

in use only 5 days per month, constituting a 25% level of 

utilization. The maximum use of this space during the nine 

month p.eriod W2.S 11 days per month or a 55% level of utilization. 

Thus, in addition to the existing 25 district courtrooms and 
"---.. 

3See Section VIII for discussion of current and projected 
court workload. 
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hearing rooms, the tax court (which is equivalent to the 

standard h~aring room in size) should be considered as 

an additional hearing room available an average of 15 days 

per month for district court visi'ting or retired judge use. 

In addition to determining the ,courtroom needs for 

district court, the study team conducted a survey of jury 

deliberation room usage to test district court requirements for 

these spaces. Currently, there are 17 jury rooms to serve 

the 18 district court jury courtrooms. 4 Typical.ly, there 

are three jury rooms located on each judicial floor. These 

spaces are used for jury del:Lberation at the conclusion of 

the case and for interim court recesses. 

As indicated in Figure 12 on the following pages, only 

on' one, o'ccasion during the four week surv'ey weI'e two juries 

deliberating simultaneously on the same floor, Moreover, 

the data reveal that only on two occasions for a total 13! 

hours were juries serving simultaneously in all three 

courtrooms on the same floor, Thus, two jury rooms per 

floor were sufficient to accorr~VUAte both deliberation and 

recess needs 98% of the time surveyed. 

40f the 21 courtrooms assigned to district court, thre~ 
operate exclusively as non-jury courtrooms: two courtrodnls 
assigned to the family division and one courtroom assigned 
to the general division referee, 
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Based on this empirical data, it is the judgment of the 

project team that the current ratio of almost one jury room 

per district courtroom exceeds actual requirements. It 

should be noted that this conclusion was verified by 

responses of the district court judges to a questionnaire 

el~citing their opinions regarding courtroom facilities. 

Ot those judges responding, 75% indicated that two jury 

rooms per floor would be sufficient. The remaining 25% 

felt that one large jury room would be adequate. 

Comparison of existing judicial area space allocations 

to the space standards developed by the project team and 

presented in Section V of this report reveals a number 

of variances from those recommended norms. The size of 

judicial chambers and law clerk offices, where they exist, exceed 

proposed standards. The space assignment to the center courtrooms 

is larger than the proposed standard, while jury rooms, in 

most cases, are approximately 50% smaller than required. 

2. District Court Administration Space 

As indicated in Section V, a roul ti-yeaI' program for 

the .a.dministrative consolidation of the district, municipal 

and probate courts is now in progress, The first phase 

of this program, currently being implemented, involves the 

restructuring of the administrative functions of each 

court, accompanied by immediate cross-court coordination of 

major policy, personnel, and budgeting decisions. Internal 
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space realignments in support of this fi~st phase for 

district court administration are planned for immediate 

implementation on C-12. Upon completion of this project, 

an internal expansion area of approximately 6% will remain 

on that floor. 

Discussions with the district administrator, examination 

of current operations, analysiH of current and projected 

caseload levels, and review of planned improvements in 

organizational structure and operational technology indicate 

that both the staff size and current allocation of space 

to the administrative function are adequate to accommodate 

both current and near term needs. 

While total space assigned is sufficient for near-term 

needs, it is the v'iew of court administrators and the judgment 

of the project team that the current physical separation of 

district and municipal court administrative departments 

is operationally dysfunctional. In 1975, when the courts 

moved to the Government Center from City Hall, these 

departments existed in support of distinct and administratively 

unrelated judicial bodies. Consequently, the location of 

district and municipal administration departments on C-12 

and C-8, respectively, was an appropriate physical 

manifestation of the independent status of these judicial 

entities. However, with the passage of the Court Reorganization 

Act in 1977, it has become apparent that continued separation 
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will prove to be an increasing impediment in the future to the 

realization of the efficiencies which that act sought to effect. 

The 1977 Court Reorganization Act contained four provisions 

which can be expected to fundamentally alter the administrative 

structure and operations of Minnesota's trial courts: 1) a 

single chief judge position in each judicial district was 

created and charged with responsibility for the administrative 

supervision of all courts within the district; 2) at the direction 

of the Chief Judge, judges within the district may be assigned 

to hear cases i~ any court within the district; 3) the salaries 

of all judges were equalized; and 4) beginning in 1981, county/ 

municipal judges will be eligible for election as chief judges 

of the districts. The effect of these provisions is the 

creation of the administrative flexibility necessary for the 

assignment of judges "to areas of greatest need without :regard 

to jurisdictional distinctions. In response to this legislation, 

extensive cross-assignment of judges currently is occurring 

in Hennepin County. Moreover, as indicated in Section V of 

this report, the 1977 Court Reorganization Act is believed by 

many to be a first step toward the ultimate legislative creation 

of a single unified trial court. 

Given this context, the continued physical separation of 

the Hennepin County trial court administrative departments can 
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be expected to become an increasing obstacle to the full realizatio~ 

of efficiencies to be gained with increased integration of courts. 

For example, although by statute there has been created essentially I 
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a single pool of judicial resources for the disposition of 

all court business in Hennepin County, there currently exists 

six separate administ~ative assignment operations in four 

different locations. The coordination of information and the 

decision-making process concerning the allocation of judicial 

resources is made more difficult by physical separation. In 

addition, the ability to restructure all court administrative 

operations along functional rather than jurisdictional lines 

and/or high and low public contact functions is severely impeded 
\ , 

by the current location of the various administrative components. 

Moreover, public confusion which has always existed concerning 

fine jurisdictional distinctions between the courts, has been 

enhanced by the recent volume of cross~judge assignment activity 

(e.g., district court cases assigned out of the municipal 

court administrative. department). As indicated in Section V, 

this has caused persons to travel to two and three floors 

to accomplish one piece of judicial business. 

In reviewing current space assignments and the 

increasingly interrelated operational relationships of the 

various components of district and municipal court administration 

functions, it appear.s highly unlikely that administrative 

reorganization within a court consolidation framework could 

be accomplished effectively along the lines suggested above 

given the current distant location of the major administrative 

departments. Based on the examination of current operations 
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and given the prc>spect o:f the creation o:f a single uni:fied trial 

court system in the near future, it is the study team's reconmenda- I 
t'ion that Hennepin County consider the colocation of at least 

the district and municipal administrative departments within the 

next 2-5 ye~s.5 It should be noted, however, that physical 

relocation o:f these departments should be preceded by an 

intensive planning effort to include the implementation of 

standardized records, data processing, personnel and financial 

systems as well as necessary staffing pattern realignments. 

3. Jury Assembly Area 

To assess 'the a.dequacy of the space assigned to the 

jury assembly function, the project team conducted a four-

week analysis of jury assembly room usage from October 10, 

1978 through November 3, 1978. This study entailed a 

continuous inventory of the numbers of jurors occupying the 

jury a.ssembly area on a daily basis during the study period. 
1 

Analysis of the data gathered indicates that the current 

space aSSignment to the jury assembly :function is in excess 

o:f that actually required to adequately meet the needs of 

that operation. 

5probate court administration has not been included in this 
recommendation for colocation because of the distinctly di:fferent 
nature of its operations from that of district and municipal 
court. However, court administrators may wish to consider 
the inclusion of some or all of' the probate court scheduling 
functions within a centralized assignment system in the future. 
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The Hennepin County jury system has a one week term of 

service. Approximately 95 jurors are called each Monday 

morning. These jurors report to ths 'assembly area 

between.8:00 and 8:30 a.m. and spend approximately one 

hour in orientation, most of which time is spent in an 

auditorium adjacent to the assembly area. The first panel 

is selected from the 95 prospective jurors between 9:30 

and 10:00 a.m. 

The data gathered during the study period indicate that 

the number of jurors using the assembly room drops drastically 

after the first hour on Monday morning and remains consistently 

well below the original number of 95 throughout the remainder 

of the week. As is indicated in Table 6 below, during the 

study period, the average number of 'jurors remaining in 

the assembly a,rea at 10:00 a.m. was 32. The average maximum 

number of jurors remaining in the pool in the afternoon was 

39. 

The assessment of these data and analysis of potential 

future growth lndicate that thp. ~p~ce program requirements 

for the jury assembly area should be adequate to accommodate 

a maximum capacity of 100-120 jurors and provide for a 

comfortable lounge capacity of 60-70 jurors. Based on 

generally recognized space standards for this function, the 

jury assembly area should be assigned 3,500 square feet 

or a net reduction of 2,200 square feet over that currently 

allocated. 
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TABLE 6 

JURY ASSEMBLY ROOM USAGE 

OCTOBER 10 - NOVEMBER 6, 1978 

~ ury Pool Afternoon 

Day 10:00 a.m. Maximum 

1 41 38 

2 42 20 

3 39 30 

4 26 15 

5 78 68 

6 15 32 

7 20 42 

8 11 48 

9 19 45 

10 31 50 

11 18 52 

12 33 48 

13 22 39 

14 13 29 
, 

15 83 64 

16 31 30 
, . 

51 17 7 

18 39 30 

19 25 19 

20 43 35 

R,ange 7 to 83 15 to 

Mean 32 39 
. --

Media.n 26 39 
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B. Municipal Court 

1. Judicial 'Space 

The project team's assessment of the adequacy of space 

assigned to the municipal court judicial function was based 

primarily upon a study of courtroom utilization conducted 

during a four-week period during October and November, 1978. 

With the exception of one day of the 20-day study period, 

there were a minimum of six municipal courtrooms unused each 

day. This low level of utilization is due, in part, to 

the absence of four to five municipal court judges who 

are off-premises each day while on assignment at suburban 

court locations. Moreover, one municipal court judge has 

been permanently assigned to the family division of the 

district court. Typically during the study period at least 

one additional municipal court judge also was assigned 

either to the juvenile division of the district' court or 

to probate court. At the same time, however, a minimum of 

three retired or visiting judges were employed daily by the 

municipal court to supplement its judicial resources, which 
\ 

partially served to offset the absence of active municipal 

The findings of the courtroom utilization study 
\ 

for the municipal court are presented on the following pages. 

The ini0rmation gathered as a result of the courtroom 

utilization study was r~viewed with municipal court judges 

and administrators. Baf;0d on this evaluatior., and in light 

of current municipal court workload and backlog, it seems 

clear that the courtroom facilities assigned to the municipal 

court exceed current requirements and will accommodate 
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any foreseeable future increases in municipal court 

judicial resources. 

In contrast, however, there currently exists a shortage 

of judicial chambers. Space aS,signed to municipal court 

includes 17 active judge chambers and chambers space for 

3 full time retired judges. Yet, the results of the 

courtroom utilization study indicate that even with a 

daily complement of 20 active and retired judges working 

in municipal court, typically at least six courtrooms are 

unused each day, These data clearly demonstrate that 

future court space problems will involve the, need for additional 

chambers space rather than additional courtrooms. 

The study team also examined the adequacy of the current 

ratio of two jury rooms per judicial floor by means of a 

four week utilization survey. As indicated by the results of 

this survey which, are presented in Figure 14 on the following 

pages, the current ratio exceeds actual operating requirements 

for the jury room function. However, as the incidence of 

municipal judge assignment to district court cases increases 

in the future, a concomitant in~~ease in the level of jury 

ro~m use is expected. 

The study team also focused particular attention on 

the current level and frequency 'of utilization, of .the 
I 

traffic ~nd criminal arraignment courtrooms located on C-11 

because qf their relatively large size. The traffic arraignment 

courtroom is 2,288 square feet in size and has a public 

seating capacity of 123~ The adjacent criminal arraignment 

courtroom occupies 1,840 square feet and currently seats 93 persons. 
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To evaluate the adequacy of current space assignments 

to these special purpose courtrooms, the study team conducted 

two utilization sur'lt6lYs of two weeks each du:t"ing October, 

1978 and March, 1979. On-site observation of the level of 

u1;ilization of these courtrooms during peak hours of the week 

indicate that current space assignments to these courtrooms 

exceed functional requirements. 

Peak usage of these courtrooms occurs at 9:00 a.m. 

and 2:00 p.m. each day. However, usage is greatest on 

Monday and Tuesday mornings. During the period of 

observation, maximum public attendance in the traffic and 

criminal arraignment~ courtrooms was 4·7 and 40 respectively. 

The average level of utilization at 9:00 a.m. was 35 in 

the traffic courtroom and 27 in the criminal courtroom. 

Maximum public attendance in the afternoons were 16 and 13. 

It was reported by courtroom personnel that the 

only occasions on which attendance reaches seating 

capacity in these courtrooms occur where school tours visit 

the court. Moreover, it shoul~ ~s noted that the peak 

periods of utilization rarely last longer than one hour 

daily, typically from 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. 

Based on this information, and the review of current 

and projected workload for these functions, it is the study 

team's judgment that the current space assignments to the 

traffic and criminal arraignment courtrooms exceed actual 

requirements by at least 20% and 23% respectively. In 
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that 'regard, it should be noted that recently the criminal 

arraignment courtroom has been used for hearing criminal 

non-jury trj.a.1s. However, the extensive size of the room 

makes it,an undesirable space for trial purposes because 

of the poor acoustics. Thus, reduction in the size of that 

courtroom would result not only in increased efficiency of 

space use, but also in greater flexibility for scheduling 

purposes. 

Two final judicial space problems were identified by 

the study team in its evaluation of existing facilities. 

First, ,'as noted in the 1978 adjudication Task Force Report, 

there exists a need to upgrade the current six-person jury 

boxes in municipal court to twelve-person boxes. As 

muniCipal judges increasingly are assigned to hear district 

court matters, the ready availability of standard jury 

courtrooms will be essential. In addition, as was noted 

in connection with district court judicial floors, unacceptable 

levels of sound transmission exist between jury deliberation 

rooms and courtrooms and between the office spaces as well. 

2. Municipal Court Administration Space 

The study team conducted an extensive examination of 

municipal court administrative operations and met with 

division chiefs and court administrators to evaluate the 

adequacy of current space assignm~nts.6 Review of current 

space assignments to municipal court administration indicates 

6See Section VIII of this report for discussion of projected 
municipal court workloads. 
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the existence of 1,712 square feet (9%) of internal expansion 

space within the areas currently occupied by this function. 

Moreover, a comparison of municipal court workloads in 

recent years reveals a generally stable volume of case filings 

with the exception of unlawful detainer and conciliation 

actions. Current staffing levels in these sections are 

inadequate to process the volume of cases filed within acceptable 

time limits. Consequently, backlogs and dispositional delays 

are beginning to occur. However, an automated indexing and 

case tracking system for conciliation cases is programmed 

for immediate implementation and is scheduled for implementation 

in the near future for unlawful detainer cases as well. 

This system is expected to relieve workload pressures 

substantially and eliminate the immediate need for additional 

personnel. 

Based on this information, it is the study team's 

judgment that the facilities currently assigned to the 

municipal court administration function are adequate to meet 

present and near term needs. However, as indicated above, 

colocation with district court administration will become 

a significant operational priority within the next 2-5 years. 

C. Probate Court Facilities 

To assess the adequacy of the current space assigned to 

the probate court, the study team conducted a court and hearing 

room utilization survey over a four-week period, performed 

on-site observation surveys of the level of utilization of those 
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spaces when in use, conducted a detailed examination of probate 

court operations, and interviewed the probate court judge, 

referees. and administrators on successive occasions with 

respect to the findings of the foregoing studies. As a 

result of these procedures, the following conclusions 

were reached by the study team. 

The results of the courtroom utilization survey, which 

are presented in Figure 15 on the following page, reveal 

heavy and consistent utilization of three hearing room areas 

with overflow requirements for a fourth. Since space 

assigned to the probate court currently includes only two 

courtrooms,! it is the study team's recommendati(m that two 
.! 

addi tional hearing rooms be constructed to p,rovj,de for 

immediate and near-term probate court needs. 

On-site observation of the level of utilization of the 

two probate courtrooms indicates the likelihood that the size 

of the north courtroom (1,904 square feet), which has a 

seating ca.paci ty of 67 and is 35% L ... r.ger than the standard 

district courtroom, exceeds t~e syace reqUirements for the 

function performed. Peak usage of this courtroom occurs 

during the daily calendar call which is set at 10:00 a.m. 

and typically requires no more than 15 minutes to complete. 

At no time during the study period were more than 40 

persons observed in attendance for the calendar call. Upon 

completion of the calendar call, the number of persons 

remaining in the large courtroom drops by approximately 50% 

and continues at that l~vel or below for the balance 
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PROBATE COURT COURTROOM/HEARING ROOM UTILIZATION: SEPTEMBER 1978 
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of the day. Based on this information, it Vlould appE~ar 

that the north courtroom exceeds actual requirements by 20%. 

The enactment of the Uniform Probate Code providing 

f,or jury trials in probate court matters flOW necessitates 

the addition of a jury delibera.tion room and an attorney/ 

wi tness con.ference room for the pro ba te court. Mor!~over I 

the increased volume of types of hearinf£ requiring official 

recording has necessitated the addition of two court rep(:>rters 

(one on a part-time contractual basis) to the court support 

staff. Currently, no space exists fox' these purposes wi thin 

the probate court facility. Thereforl! , it is recommended 

that a jury room, an attorney/witness conference room, and 

two court reporter offices be constructed. Addit'ionally, 

the office space aSSigned to the four probate court referees 

varies from inadequate to excessive for the functions 

performed by this position. It is recommended that immediate 

~econfiguration of these offices be undertaken. 

The current allocation 01 space to the estate, 

guardianship I and conservatorship aections of proba.te 

administration located on C-4 is adequate to meet current 

and near term needs. Caseloads in these areas have 

decreased over the last five years, although the staffing 

level has increased slightly. Thus, it is expected that 

any workload increase which might occur in the near term can 

be absorbed by existing or slightly increased staff within 

the space currently assigned to these administrative sections. 
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The project team's examination of the commitment 

operations of the probate court and its relationship to 

the mental health section of the county attorney's office, 

however, indicates a need to reorganize functions between 

these agencies. At the current time, the county attorney's 

mental health section includes three to four clerical 

employees performing traditional court functions including 

the preparation of court calendars; scheduling of hearing 

facilities; coordinating the appearance of the members of 

the Board of Examiners, patients, referees, and court appointed 

attorneys; and maintaining caseload statistics. Moreover, 

to comply with statutory recordkeeping requirements, 

probate court employees are forced to duplicate many 

records kept by these county attorney employees. Should 

reorganization of these functions occur in order to bring 

such employees under the umbrella of the probate court, an 

assignment of additional space to the probate court on C-3 
~ • I 

would be necessary. 

Associated with the need t("l "'1?'1rganize functions between. 

the county attorney's mental health section and the probate 

court is 'the need to create a definite physical separation 

between what is essentially the prosecutorial function in 

commitment proceedings and the neutral judicial function 

of the probate court. As is indicated in the C-3 floor plan, 
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which is presented on the following page, the public entrance 

to the county attorney's mental health section is through the 

proba.t.u court. commitment sC<.:1.1on spuc!e. While these agencies 

have a close operating relationship (in great part due to 

the court functions pf:rformed by the county attorney's 

section), it is .;!!~gested that the appearance of the prosecutorial 

and judicial functions literally working side by side may 

be inappropriate. Therefore, it is the study team's 

judgment that the space assignments to the county attorney's 

office and the probate court on C-3 be realigned to provide 

greater physical separation. 

The proposed space program to accommodate current and 

near term probate court space needs is included in Appendix 

C of this report. 

D. Law Library 

Although outside the scope of this study, the project 

team conducted a cursory review of the 'adequacy of space 

assigned to the county law llh:-~.""v to determine whether its 

current or near term space needs would impact existing or 

proposed future space aSSignments to' other agencies in 

the Courts Tower. From discussions with the la.w librarian, 

it was learned that the county law library has a reading 
I capacity of 100 which is more than adequate to accommodate 

the average of 50-60 persons using the facility during its 

peak hours from 10:00 ~.m. to 12:00 noon each day, Moreover, 
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its currently unused shelving space (3,,546 linea.r feet) 

will be sufficient to a.ccommodate a.nnua.l acquisitions for 

a.n estimated period of 6.7 years. Ba.sed on this informa.tion, 

it is the study team's conclusion that the current space 

allocated to the county la.w libra.ry will a.dequa.tely serve 

the nea.r terms needs of this function. 

E. COWlty Attorney 

Study team evaluation of existing space occupied by 

the county attorney. on C-20 and A-20 revea.led a number 

of deficiencies in current· space ~ssignments and floor 

plan a.rrangements. It wa.s the study team's judgment tha.t 

while none of, the individua.l problems identified wa.s 

serious in itself, the combined effect ha.s resulted in 

poor spa.ce utilization a.nd reduced opera.tiona.l efficiency. 

The single most importa.nt ca.use of the existing 

dysfunctiona.l spa.ce arrangements on these floors is t~e 75% 

increa.se in county attorney sta.ff since occupancy of 

the building in 1975. The la.ck 01 availa.ble interna.l 

expansion spa.ce for work units which experienced pa.rticularly 

rapid increa.ses in growth in recent yea.rs (e.g., economic 

crime) has resul.ted in the intermingling of unrelated 

functions, poor interna.l' circula.tion pa.tterns, ina.dequa.te 

·access, and, especia.lly on C-20, cra.mped quarters. 
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County attorney administration, economic crime 

division, fraud investigation unit and special programs 
• l • 

sections are assigned ~o C-20. Also located on this level 

is the grand jury courtroom which occupies (1,872 square 

feet) on the north end of the floor. The work stations 
. 

on C-20 utilize about 5,100 square feet at an average 

allocation of approximately 110 square feet each, while 

another 3,650 square feet is assigned for support functions 

and halls. 

The 20th floor level of the Administrative Tower 

houses the criminal and civil divisions of the office. 

The work stations on this floor occupy about 9,000 square 

feet and accommodate 70 staff members at an average allocation 

of approximately l30'square feet each. Another 4,370 

square feet is utilized for support functions and halls. 

Study team review of these areas, which involved the 

examination of current opeI'ations, administration of an 

interdepartmental functional relatio,'s:>hip questionnaire 

and numerous interviews with d~v~s~on supervisors and 
. 

administrative representatives, identified the following 

deficiencies: 

1. Current average square footage per C-20 
work station is less than the generally 
recognized minimum acceptable standard 
of 130 square feet- for the professional/ 
clerical ratio which exists on C-20. 7 

7Compare with average square footage allocations of Public 
Defender of 144 square feet on C-22 and 142 square feet on 
C-23. 
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2. The secure holding area on C-20, typically 
used for storage on other non-judicial 
Cqurts Tower floors, houses five law 
clerks who are displaced one day per week 
when the grand jury is in session. 

3. Economic crime functions inefficiently 
arrange·d in four separate locatiol.1S on C-20. 

4. Publi('! access requ.irements of sexual assault 
and victim/witness sections poorly served 
by present locations. 

5. Inadequate space to accommodate the required 
colocation of the functionally related 
sexual assault (A-20) and victim/witness 
(C-20) sections with the criminal division. 

6. Library on A-20 exceeds program requirements 
'by 40%. 

7. J:'resent locations of secretarial support 
provide poor working relationship to attorneys. 

8. Poorly planned internal circulation results 
in inefficient access and maze-like 
environment on C-20. (See Appendi:'!: B 
for C-20 floor plan.) 

9. Intermingling of criminal and civil division 
staffs on A-20. 

10. Inappropriate commingling of victim/witness, 
investigator and admi~istrption public 
traffic. 

1~. Mixture of unrelated functions and improperly 
planned circulation makes impossible the 
separation of the non-secure county 
administration section from other unitG 
requiring secured access. 

12. Undesirable Administration Tower 10ca.tioD. of 
the criminal division which operationally 
relates solely to Courts Tower agencies. 

13. Lack of internal expansion space to accommodate 
future growth. 
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Based on the examination of 1) historical growth rates 

in workload and staffing; 2) programmatic changes since 

GoveI'nment Center occupancy; 3) current organizational 

structuDe , and interdep~rtmental functional relationships; and 

4) projected future workload levels,8 the study team developed 

a proposed space program to resolve the problems identified 

abo've. This program envisions only a slight increase 

in additional space requirements: 1,000 square feet to 

meet current increased space needs to raise C-20 work 

stations to acceptable space standards; and a further 1,000 

square feet to provide appropriate internal expansion for 

each of the major operating units. 9 As is noted in 

Section IX of this report, the major recommendations for 

change primarily relate to reorganization of existing 

spaces to improve efficiency of space use by consolidating 

operating units and provide a better functional arrangement 

of existing spaces. 

Review of the decentralized co~nty attorney sections 

was also undertaken. The hunla~ ~ervices division of the 

county attorney's office is located on A-4, A-10 and 

A-14. The child support and economic assistance units 

occupy about 2,100 square feet of space (A-4) with 16 

8See Section VIII of this report for a discussion of 
cou~ty attorney workload projections. 

9See Appendix D for detail of proposed county attorney 
space program. 
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statf members for an average work station allocation of 

131 square feet. The community services is located on . . 
A-14 (one oftice on A-10 at 96 square feet) staffed with 

fo~r attorneys each in a 144 square feet office. The 

immediate work areas of the attorneys are generally 

satisfactory. No increased space requirements are 

anticipated in the near term. However, discussions 

with the county attorney indicate that colocation of at 

least some of these functions with other county attorney 

units on the 20th floors may be desirable in the future. 

The design solution plans presented in Section IX allow 

the flexibility for accomplishing this. 

F. Public Defender 

The public defender is assigned all of the 22nd floor 

and about 60 percent of the 23rd floor for a total area of 

17,192 square feet. The work stations on C-22 occupy about 

8,400 square feet with an average allocation per staff 

of 144 square feet including the reception area, the 

records area, a copy room and storage. The space la.yout 

of this floor appears to be very efficient with a series 

of short corridors extending from the main hall out to 

the public corridor. The lobby area by the security elevator 

has been remodeled to serve as an open work space for the 

di~positional advisors. There is no expansion space 

available on this floor. 
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The public defender also occupies 6,528 square feet 

on the 23rd floor of the Courts Tower. 1,568 square 

feet of that area was assigned in November, 1978 

representing a 10% increase in total space assignment to 

this office. There are 36 staff members assigned to this 

level which has 5:142 square feet of work sta~ion space 

at an average allocation of 142 square feet (including two 

conference rooms, and the reception area). The'space is 

efficiently used including the remodeling of the security 

elevator holding area to provide an attorney's office. 

The ten law clerks are assigned to an open area with an 

average spac~ allocation of fo~ty square feet per carrel. 

Based on the recent 10% increase in space assignment arId 

review of future workload estimates, no increases in space 

requirements are projected for this office in the near term. 

G. Court Services 

Court services personnel are located on A-5 and A-l1 

and occupy a total area of 26,150 square feet. The 

administrative staff and the psychological unit are 

assigned the north half of A-5, while domestic court services 

occupies the south part of this floor. Municipal court 

probation is located on the south part of A-11 and district 

court probation occupies the north part of this floor. 

-115-

L-_____________________________________________________________________________________ __ 



,.. 
I , 
L. 

,'-
e 
r: 
[ 

[ 

[ 
,­
I 

( 

L 

r 
L 
1 
t, 

L 
[ 

" I 
t. 

r 
I 

L 

.... 

The administrative facilities are very adequate for 

present staffing and with reassignment of the la~~e 

conference room (large training room likely could be 

scheduled for large group meetings) and a reduction of 

the records area, 4 to 5 additional staff could be ", 

accommodated. The psychological services unit in the 

northwest corner of the 5th floor of the Administration 

Tower contains seven offices, two work/observation rooms, 

two testing rooms and a small reception waiting area. 

The phYSical space is utilized at a very high level and 

could not accommodate more staff without an expansion. 

The area assigned to domestic court services is fully 

11tilized and is arranged to provide a large reception 

room with play area, four conference rooms, a. large 

training room, as well as the several offices. The space 

assigned appears to be satisfactory. 

The district court probation division, which is located 

on .'1-11, has a high density of personnel on this floor 

with forty-two 64 square foot v.·...ir~ stations and ten larger 

offices for the supervisory staft. The average work station 

allocation is 87 square feet (including conference rooms, 

a.nd record stora,ge aras). This portion of the eleventh 

floor is very efficiently used, and any increase in staff 

will require the allocation of additional floor space. 

However, this division is presently utilizing four offices 

in municipal probation. If the municipal court caseload 
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continues to shift to the suburbs, further reassignment 

of space from that division may be possible to provide 

expansion potential. 

The municipal court probation division is assigned the 

south half of A-ii, and has a total staff of 25 people. 

Most of the offices contain 64 square feet with two large 

offices, and five offices with an area of 96 square feet 

each. This division has a large reception room, two 

conference rooms, and a large record storage area. One 

small office is used as a terminal room and another 

serves as a storage room. In addition, three offices are 

used by the volunteers. This division does have room 

to accommodate a minor growth of four to five additional 

positions. 

In summary, the existing space allocated to the Department 

of Court Services adequately meets its current needs. 

If criminal caseloads remain relatively stable over the 

next several years, as is projected, no additional space 

will be ~equired for the near term. 

SUMMARY 

T~ble 7 on the following page represents a summary 

analysis of the study team's findings concerning the current 

and near term court and court-related space requirements. 
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FUNCTION 

District Court 

Judicial 

Admin hit ration 

Jury AsuoDlbly 
Aroa 

Mun ideal Court 

... --...... 
I 

BXlSTING 
OCCUPI£D 
aPACE 

10,002 

6,720 

POTEN1'UI. 
IN1'EIINAL 
EXPAN~lON 
SPACE 

:i,600 (C-16) 
:1,600 (C-I1) 
a,600 (C-16) 
:1,500 (C·· 111 )3 
:1,500 (C_H)4 

612 (C-1.:)) 

640 (C-llI) 

-0-

Judicia} 46,616 2,16a (C-3) 

Administration 18,766 4aa (C-ll) 
1,2BO (C-8) 

Probato Court 11,032 396 (C-4) 
1i00 (C-3) 

COURT TOTAL 100,170 If;oIIC 

- .. - - -

.. --, ;- .. , 
TAUI.I': 7 

SUI'V1ARY ANALYSI S OF CURRENT ANn tIEAR-TERM 

COURT Atm (lOORT -RELATED SPACE REOU I REHENTS 

SPACE Al.LOCATION AND/on DESIGN DEFICIENCIES 

I IlA4EDUTB 
INCRBASED SPACE 
IIEQUIREUENTS 

Contoi' cOlirtroolllll ul!cuud prolralll roquiromonts 
by 300 aquaro toot. 

Jury roo~ ratio to courtrooms uxcoodu proir~ 
r8qulrel.ents (curront ratio - 1: 1; roqulrod 
ratlo-:l:l). 

Jury rOOIl! slzo is il!'lldoquata (current utze - a8B 
square loet; Required - 600 oquaro teet). 

So~nd tranomissioQ botweon courtrooms, jury 
roomQ, _"d a!llce upacoa. 

Cbamberil slzo oll~eedll prOllralll roqutrelllonta 
(Current slzo - 404 square teet; requirod 
abo - 384 8quaro loot). 

Inadoquat6 proviliion lor law clurk otUco apace. 

Colocation with lIIunic1pal admin'stration roquired. 

Curront opace allsl&nmon1 IJlIco tlih' prollra .. 
requl romon 1s by a, 200 SI,UBrO lost. 

Short.lt0 01 judichl char.1bcril. 
Blll po roan jury bOllos lnadoquatu to ~oet proirag 

roquirolllonts; uPllradlni to 12 poreon roqulrod. 
Bound trauslllisalon bot.esn courtrooms, jury rOOlll8, 

and ol'ic8 8pace8. 
Traffic arralKn~ent courtroom ellcuode program 

requirements by 4aO square leet. 
Cri .. inal arraill31ment courtroOia ellcueds pl'oiralll 

requl remen ts by, 430 square teet. 

Coloeat10n with district .dmin'at~atton reqUired. 

Current boarini roo. space inado~~at~ to m~ot 
program requirements. Two addlt;ional Dlearini 
rooms required. 

North courtroom exceods proirlUl roqutremtlRh by 
400 oquare loet. 

Jury dllli ibent iOIl roo .. re~utrud. 
Attorlloy/wttll6s0 conference room E'equ'red. 
lIecontllguration of reforee oll1ce spilce required 

to Ollilet program noods. 
IIpaee asuignmont to commitlllent sactton lnadoquata 
Greator phYlllcal sepantton 01 cOllvnttment section 

Irom county attornoy .. ental health soetion needed 

-.- - - -

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

a,6al 

2,637 

-

NEAR TERM (2-5 YEAIIS) 
INCREASED SPACE 
aEQU I REIIENTS 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

•• -

, 

-
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1-4 
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i'UNCTION 

gounty Law L~brary 

County Attorney 

!:qbUc Detender 

Court Services 

EXISTING 
OCCUPIED 
SPACE 

11,900 

28,796 

...... 

17 ,102 

26,160 

COUR1'-RELATED TOTAL 84,038 

Unoccupied 

TOTAL ALL SPACE 264.209 

INTERNAl. 
EXPANSION 
SPACEl 

1,300 

1,7616 

-0-

660 
-0-

2,4117 

4,D7 (C_21)8 
.lQ....OOO (C-I0) 

34.4~9 

SPACE ALLOCATION AND/OR DESIGN DEFICIENCIES 

nlMEDIATE 
INCREASED SPACE 
REQIIIREWENTS 

Distancs to D-level storage area creates -0-
significant operational inlltficienc1es, 

Distance from public service level necessitates 
weekend clo01ng. 

Library (A-20) exceeds program requirements (4~) 1,380 
Public access requirements of sexual assault and 

victim/witness sections poorly served by preaent 
locations. 

Colocation ot oexual assault, Victim/witness and 
telony ulvision is required . 

Ottice and clerical spaces are inefticiently 
arranged due to rapid increase in statt (76'£ 
growth since 1071if. 

Avorage space assignment per person on 0-20 (110 B.F.) 
less than minimum acceptablll standards (130 S.F.) 

-o~ 

-0-

1,380 

h2!.! 

NEAR TERY (2-5 YEARS) 
INCREASED SPACE 
REQUIREWENTS 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

---:0: 

1,920 

,lUnused or underutilized areas within currently assigned space. Assumes C-19 design will prove workable. 
2 This figure includes the 10,900 square feet on 0-19 which has been assigned to the district court upon completioD ot construction 
of tour courtrooms aDd ancillary spaces. 

3The 704 square teet assillned to the tax court OD C-16 is considered as internal expansion space becuase ot its current low 
level ot utilizatioD (25'£ averalle utllbation). 

4512 square teet on C-1-I curl'ently serves as the judges' con terence room. 1'b1l1: arell. is trequently used and should be converted 
to chambers/otfice spa~e only under conditions of extreme space shortage. 
It 1s recommended thu this space be rcassi"ned trolD ulUnicipal court to probate court "on C-3. Space tor the Dlunicipa 1 judge 5 
dlsplnced by this rcns$ignment should be found on other municipal court judj.clal floors or space made available as a result of 
tha 19-0 construction project. 

6 ' Thts tigure is balled .:In Internal expansion relDalning after replannlnll county attorney apace on 0-3, 0-20, C-21 and !-20. 
Sae Section IX. 

7Excludea inter~al expaDlilun space ot county law library. 
8.fhis figure Is based oln effective expanston space available on A-20 atter replllnninil county attorney space "s Doted above. 

°E~cludes internal oxpaDu10n space ot county law 1lbrllry. 
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SECTION VIII. 

ANALYSIS OF FU'l'URE COURT AND COURT-RELATED SPACE NEEDS 

Introduction 

To accomplish the final objective of this project, 

a long range planning study for the district, municipal 

and probate courts was initiated in an attempt to estimate 

future court space requirements. Although beyond the scope 

of this project, a similar, though much less intensive, 

review of public defender, county attorney and court 

services projected space needs also was undertaken. 

The study team's work in this area resulted in the 

development of three court space planning products: .1) court 

system workload projections which indicate probable areas 

of significant future growth, 2) a court space planning 

model which identifies system-wide facilities impacts of 

increa~ed judicial resources, and 3) court space design 

guidelines which provide recommended standards for the 

type, number, size and relationship of courtroom and 

ancillary areas as additional judicial space is required 

in the future. Each of these planning elements is discussed 

below. 

Workload Projections 

As a first element in this long-range space planning 

effort, it was necessary to develop estimates of probable 
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future court system workloads. The study team gathered and 

analyzed all available historical workload data on court 

system operations. Estimates of workload for a 20-year period 

were calculated primarily through the correlation of historical 

caseload data, Hennepin County population projections, and 

discernible national trends. Preliminary projections were 

reviewed with court system representatives and revised 

several times as a result of these discussions and as 1978 

workload information became available. The revised estimates 

are presented in Table' 8 on the following page . 
• 

It should be noted that the insufficiency of historical 

data renders ~t impossible to estimate a degree of confidence 

in the accuracy of these projections. In many instances, 

only five or six years of historical workload statistics were 

available. As a general rule, one year of historical data 

is nece~sary for each year to be projected. Moreover, there 

have been many changes in the method of reporting workload 

over the the years which make meaningful and accurate comparisons 

extremely difficult. 

Nevertheless, with this caveat, the importance of 

projected workload levels to long-range space planning demanded 

that an effort be made at least to predict the areas of 

expected major growth in the future and, where possible, to 

estimate the extent of the anticipated increase. 
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TABLE 8 

---­, 

UENNEPIN COUNTY COURT SYSTEM CASElOAD PROJECTIONS 
1978-1998 

DISTRICT COURT 1 

Criminal FH ings 

Criminal Dispositions 

FAMILY COURT 

Number of Contested Cases 

PRonATE COURTI 

COilini tment Peti tions Fl1 ed 

Number of COlllllitment 
lIearings 

Number of CouIDi tment 
Rehearings 

District Court Orders for 
Competency Determinations 

MUNICIPAL COURT 1 

Preliminary Hearings 

Criminal Court Trials 

Criminal Jury Demands 

Criminal Jury Trials 

Traffic Court Trials 

Traffic Jury Demands 

Traffic Jury Trials 

Unlawful Detalners 

1964 65 66 

622 627 677 

574 572 572 

67 68 69 70 

731 879 1084 1424 

672 885 1059 1408 

661 

I 

71 72 73 74 

1725 1171 2268 1927' 

1717 1789 2211 191fl 

836 724 

702 . 807 790 789 

753 775 750 

127 

10 

2184 2377 2200 

849 925 629 

107 345 290 

11 4 9 

1338 987 511 

i528 2258 2640 

98 ;19 12 

2775 3fl48 5203 
"-" 

10ther case type historical data proved too erratic for projection purposes. 
2 
Decrease in this year believed to be caused by a change in the method of statistical reporting. 

.... ~--'" 
I 

75 76 71 78 

2150 2369 2751 2626 

2067 2280 2746 2'554 

873 912 872 824 

970 1110 1319 1344 

882 1007 1212 1195 

131 184 Z02 235 

39 50 55 

" 

1199 85 93 54 

307 305 207 90 

1202 2207 2565 2470 

13 71 67 80 

591 693 630 588 

2551 2659 2635 2406 

29 26 24 35 

6044 1188 8658 9969 

.. ~ -
,'f~, ...... ", 

• - -, 

Percent 

83 88 
Change 

98 1978-1998 

2899 3077 3717 42% 

2685 2945 3630 39% 

972 1035 1162 41% 

1701 2125 2975 121% 

1577 1969 2757 131% 

310 387 532 126% 

60 60 60 3% 

35 0 0 -
105 175 175 22% 

2532 2595 3109 33% 

92 112 137 71% 

600 600 600 2% 

2690 2700 2700 12% 

40 40 40 14% 

12723 16084 19606 97% 
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1. Courts 

The court system projections presented above show only 

two areas of major increase expected over the ~ext 20-year 

period. These include probate court commitm(:lIit cases (121%) 

and unlawful detainer actions in mv,inicipal court (97%). 

Should the number of commitment proceedings in probate 

court increase as projected and occur in conjunction with 

changes in law and procedure requiring more lengt'hy and 

complex proceedings, it is estimated that an additional space 

for two probate judges/referees and seven support staff 

would be required to process the increased workload over 

the projected period. 1 

Although the increase in unlawful detainer cases is 

projected to be substantial, the nature of the type of 

case is such as to require a relatively small expenditure of 

judicial time for each disposition. The current caseload is 

handled by one judge on a 40% full-time equivalent basis. 

Thus, even the projected substantial increase in this case 

type should result in a negligltle impact on judicial space 

requirements. Moreover, while it is estimated that space for 

some additional support personnel will be required to handle 

the expected increased workload, planned improvements in 

~he estimate of support staff presumes probate court 
assumption of the scheduling function now performed by 
county attorney staff. This figure includes two court 
reporters and five deputy clerks (in addition to existing 
county attorney staff performing probate court work). 
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computerized case processing methods should tend to minimize 

those additional space needs. 

In contrast, workload projections for criminal cases 

in both district and municipal court show only a gradual 

increase over the 20-year period. These projections were 

based primar~ly on the corr9lation between criminal caseload 

and both juvenile and overall population projections. 

It is generally recognized that a majority of criminal 

offenses are committed by individuals between the ages of 15 

and 24. Since 1975, this age group has been declining 

as a percentage of the total population of Hennepin County, 

and is projected to continue to decline relative to the total 

population through the year 2000. In 1975, the 15 to 24 year 

old age group constituted 19% of the total population of the 

county. By 1990, it is projected that the same a:ge group 

will represent only 14.1% of the total population, and will 

rise to, a high of 14.9% by the year 2000, still well below 

the 1975 percentage. The total county population is expected 

to increase less than 2% in the next 20 years. Thus, in 

actual numbers, it is estimated that there will be 30,000 

fewer persons in the 15 to 24 year old age group in the year 

2000 than there are today. 

The prediction that the rapidly rising criminal case loads 

witnessed over the last decade will begin to level off appears 

to be supported both by local experience and national trends. 

During the 13-year period from 1964 to 1977, Hennepin County 
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experie~ced substantial annual increases in criminal caseloads. 

In 1978, for the first time since court workload statistics 

have been kept, decreases in the number of criminal filings 

in both district and municipal court were experienced. 

Although the decre.ase o~ approximately 5% was not substantial, 

it appears to coincide with the reduced 15 to 24 year old 

population. This projection is further supported· by the 3% 

reduction in the nation-wide crime rate in 1977 which also 

has been attributed to the general decline in the juvenile 

population. 2 

As indicated in 'l'able 8, however, a slight annual 

increase is projected over the next 20-year period to account 

for legislative creation of new crimes and for improve-

ments in law enforcement crime detection which are 

anticipated in the future. In addition, although the 

implementation of the Determinant Sentencing Act will not 

affect the number of case filings, it is e~pected to result 

in at least some increase in the number of cases going to 

trial and in the number of pre-trial and post-adjudication 

hearings per case. 

In recent years, there has been a leveling off, and 

in some cases a general decline, in civil caseloads. The 

district court civil case load has decreased approximately 10% 

over the last four years due in part to the enactment of 

no fault insurance. The number of probate court formal estate 

2AlthoUgh nationwide crime rates increased by 1% in 1978, a 
1% decline was reported for north central states. In addition, 
no change in the crime rate was reported for cities with 
populations over 50,000. 
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filings has declined by 28% since 1972, with a significant 

drop occurring subsequent to the 1976 implementation of the 

Uniform Probate Code. Guardianship filings also are down 

by 6% from the peak year in 1972. In municipal court, general 

civil division caseloads have remained constant in recent years. 

However, in 1978 both the number of civil filings and civil 

court trials decreased by 9%. A 15% decrease in civil jury 

trials was experienced and a reduction in court jury trial 

backlog occurred last year as well. 

In contrast, municipal court conciliation filings have 

increased gradually in recent years, but experienced an 8.8% 

increase in 1978. The number of conciliation filings primarily 

is a function of general economic conditions which are impossible 

to predict. However, it is expected that staffing reallocation 

and improvements in computerized case processing methods 

likely can absorb at least some increases should they 

occur in the future. 

Finally, the projections shown in Table 8 indicate 

a gradual annual increase in family division caseloads over 

the next 20 year period. Although family court experienced a 

5~% decrease in the number of contested cases filed last year, 

the volume of case filings has remained relatively constant over 

the last six years. Since Hennepin County population projections 

estimate only a 2% increase over the next 20 year period, 

family court caseloads should be expected to remain stable in 

the future. However, a 41% increase is projected to account 
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for 1) the expected increase in custody contests as change.s 

occur in attitudes towards fathers as custodial parents and 

2) the possible extension of family law to encompass rights 
I 

and obligations arising out of non-married and same sex 

relationships. 

In conclusion, absent major changes in law or economic 

conditions, the project team's best estimate is that overall 

court workload should experience only gradual increases in 

the future. Although significant· growth is expected at least 

in commitment and unlawful detainer areas, and perhaps in 

conciliation cases as well, this increase should partially 

be offset by apparent decreases in other case type areas. 

Addi tional space will be requ,ired for support staff in 

these areas. However, total space requirements for the 

district, municipal and probate courts should not increase 

substantially over their present allocation. 3 

2. Court Service~ 

Since the workload of the Depa~tment of Court Services 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

is directly dependent upon co~rJ~ .~riminal and fami:ly division I 
cas.:sl;:.19,ds I only gradua:l future increa.ses are estimat ed. 

3present allocation includes the approved assignment of C-19 
to district court and all currently occupied floors. 
This projection also presumes full utilization of areas 
~ssigned to courts which are currently unused or underutilized. 
See discussion of long-range space solutions contained in 
Section IX of this report. 

-127-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I~ 
.. 

Ir-
I ~" 
'L 

I,' 
L 

I r-
I. 

I ~. 

I' 
1(-

100. 

I[ 
Ir 
I r-

I~ 

Il~ 

IL 
r I ,. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

.. , 

As is shown in Table 9 on the following page, past 

increases in district court services workload have virtually 

paralleled increases in district court filings. Thus, in 

accordance with district criminal caseload projections, it is 

expected that only moderate additional space needs will be 

required by this unit in the future. 

The overall workload of municipal court services has 

remained fairly constant over the last four years. However, 

as the general population has migrated from Minneapolis to 

the suburbs, so has the misdemeanor and traffic caseload. 

As a result of this shift in caseload, some municipal court 

services' personnel have been assigned from the Government 

Center to suburban court locations. No change in this trend 

is anticipated in the future, and no significant additional 

space needs should be required in the Government Center absent 

new programs or changes in law or procedures. 

The workload of the domestic division of court services 

parallels the family court cas€lload. Consequently, only gradual 

increases over Liw nuxt ~O-Y(\l1;' ,)(: r'( oct u.ro ox poe LCid 1 n thH 

workload of the domestic division and in associated Hpace need~. 

founty Attorney 

As is noted in Table 10 on page 130, with the exception 

of the ment al commitment and economic crime S\~ct ions, 

the workload of the county attorney's office h.as remained 

fairly constant in recent years. Court system projections 
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YEAR 

TYPE Of WORK 

Dhtrlct Court 
Caseload 
Humber of Investlgattons 

M!lntcll!al Cour't 

Downtown Traffic 
Suburban Traffic 
Downtown Crtullna 1 
Suburban Crtmlnal 

I Domestic Divis ton 
-(famtl les Served) 

Custody Mediation/Studies 
and other family eval-
uattons 
Visitation Services 
Counseling 
Court Referred Chemical 
Dependency Evaluations 
financial Investigations 
Probation 
Divorce Experience Program 
(estimated attendance) 

...... St.ttsttci not available •. 

, I I 

TABLE 9 

DEPARTMENT OF COURT SERVICES 
WORKLOAD ANALYSIS 

196i' 1969 1970 1971 197Z 

7Z5 925 1210 1111 1801 
124 160 810 885 920 

, 

252 252 313 

311 469 513 
705 750 775 

202 261 334 
543 339 302 

, 

1913 

1119 
1042 

266 

657 
117 

312 
292 

1914 1916 1916 1911 

1913 1851 1938 2104 
1293 1238 1328 1498 

2132 25952 2494 
3046 4046 3311 
2079 1926 1145 
1663 19282 1773 

:m 333 315 360 

195 866 905 969 
6:13 621 630 577 

77 45 11 
211 02 60 32 
111' 46 26 27 

500 000 000 

Ilncrease due In part to leghlAtion mndating pre-lientence Investigatton5 In all CAsel'. 
2111gh caseload volume In thts year caused by the e)('~tence of the federally funded Alc()hol Safety Action 
Pro9ram (ASAP) which '5 no longer In operation. 

IList 
4-yeu 

19181 If Incl Dec. 

2400 29S 
1611 30S 

2192 (20S) 
3491 15S 
1801 ( IlS) 
1908 15S 

433 30S 

978 13S 

509 (l8S) 

III (18S) 
... (6U) 
... (41S) 

800 60S 

• J 

-------------------
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TYPE OF WORK 

PROSECUTION~FELONV 

Criminal 
Cases Issued 

-0:.-­
I I 

'lEAR ---
Municipal Court Appearances 
District Court Appearances 
Trials 

Appellate 
Number pend!ng (appeals) 
8riefs. menns. petitions. 
writs. nntions and research 

Cral arguments 
Consultations (~Qurs) 

Economic Crime 
Consumer complaints 
Crim. complaint issues 
Invest. files opened 

CHILO SUPPORT ENFORCEHENT 

Family Court Appearances 
Unifonu Receip. Support 
Divorce contempt 
Welfare conteMpt 

LEGAL COUNSEL 

PATIENT EVALUATION/COMMITMENT 

Petitions filed 
COII'lni tted 
Continued 
Dismiss~ 
lIearings 

* Statistics not Available. 

- - - --:-I ---, 
TABLE 10 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
WORKLOAD SUMMARY 

1911 1972 1973 

3.403 3.800 2.830 
2.289 2.300 3.000 

247 300 2.116 

227 30P 125 

91 
23 

244 

5.100 

.702 807 790 
422 531 476 
204 148 227 
16 128 67 

1974 1975 

2.882 2.614 
• 2.586 

17.292 15.845 

126 166 

95 103 
15 17 

312 445 

1.385 3.214 
* • 
* * 

12.288 6.843 
1.127 1.533 
1.043 972 

901 667 

786 970 
522 609 
227 393 

37 47 
887 1.313 

1976 1917 

2.831 3.023 
235 221 

17.225 18.790 
131 150 

175 207 

ll5 128 
7 23 
• 946 

6.098 6.742 
87 99 

275 241 

6.119 6.133 
• 1.369 
• 1.342 
• 955 

5.386 4.536 

1.110 1.319 
669 823 
461 583 

37 36 
1.155 1.403 

-
1978 

* 

* 

* 

* 

4.471 

1.344 
717 

• 
51 

1.353 

- -. -, -
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which were presented earlier in this section, indicate that 

felony and gross misdemeanor prosecution should increase only 

gradually in the future. However, the implementation of the 

Determinate Sentencing Act and possible increased assumption 

of misdemeanor prosecution in the future could result in a 

greater impact on county attorney workload than is currently 

predicted. 

In contrast, the court system projections indicate a 

substantial increase in mental commitment activity and 

associated increases in personn~l ,and space requirements 

should be anticipated. In addition, recent increases 

in the workload levels of the economic crime division have 

been substantial. Thus, it is the study team's judgment that 

additional space requirements for these sections may be 

needed in the future. Consequently, long range space planning 

should provide flexibility for responding to these antiCipated 

additional needs. 

Public Defender 

The felony caseload of the office of the public defender 

appears to have remained relatively stable over the past seven 

years, as shown in Table 11 on the following page. It is 

expected that future public defender workload levels will 

essentially parallel those described above in connection 

with the district court criminal caseload and the felony 

I 
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division workload of the county attorney's office. Consequently, I 
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~ TYPE OF WORK 1971 

FELONY 

Cases Opened 
(Defendants accepted) 

1,938 

Trials * 

MISDEMEANOR 

Defendants Interviewed 3,001 
(cases) 

Accepted 2,300 

Rejected 701 

Trials Demanded * 

Trials 966 

*Statistics not available. 

-- - ,. 
,-. --::' ~ - I 

TABLE 11 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 
WORKLOAD SUMMARY 

1972 1973 
• 

1,259 * 

~6 * 

4,847 4,968 

3,852 * 

995 * 

* 702 

713 432 

- - - - - - - -r-I 1"-"'1 :----i ,--...... _0' , .... ... ... 
I . ,I I 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

1,166 1,078 1,581 1,734 ~'1 

. 
"I.' * * 65 49 

* 6,827 6,992 7,606 'Ie 

* 6,083 6,435 7,235 * 

* 744 557 371 * 

* 2,704 2,713 2,368 * 

* 164 95 79 * 
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gradual increases (with the possible 9xception of workload 

impact as a result of the Detl9rminant Sentencing Act) should 

be expected. In contrast, the mj.sdemeanor workload of the 

public defender's office has increased significantly in 

recent years. However, as noted above, the misdemeanor 

caseload can be expected to shift to suburban locations, 

thus minimizing the space impacts in the Government Center. 

Space Planning Mod!l 

The areas of anticipated increase, the extent of workload 

growth, 'and the re,sul ting expected increase in personnel 

and space requirements, where identified above, must be 

considered as "ball park" estimates at best. The available 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

historical data are an insufficient and, in some cases, an I 
unreliable basis for developing long-range workload projections. 

Moreover, the timing and space impact of the antiCipated 

future system changes discussed in Section V are virtually 

impossible to predict at the present time. Consequently, it 

was the study team's judgment that the County's planning 

efforts would best be served by the development of a 

secoz;',d space planning component whicb would focus on the 

facilities impact of increasing the level of judicial 

resources, once that decision has been made, rather tban 

focusing on unreliable predictions of workload growth. 
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To accomplish this, a space planning model was developed 

which keyed future space requirements to the increase in 

the number of courtrooms. Thus, as court system workload 

justifies increased courtrooms, associated space requirements 

for the support functions of court administration, court 

services, county attorney, public defender and welfare can be 

identified and included in a delib,erate plan for the 

allocation of required space within the Government Center. 

Moreover, this model should assist county and court system 

planners to predict in advance the point at. which the 

building will reach its capacity to house additional court and 

court-related functions, to prioriti~e the continued location 

of agencies in the Government Center on the basis of operational 

relationship needs and, as building capacity is reached, 

to take steps to provide alternative office space for those 

operations not deemed to be critically dependent on one 

or more integral components of the court system. 

As a first step in developing the court space planning 

model, the study team identifien current staffing levels and 

existing space allocations of all court support functions 

located in the Government Center. 4 As is indicated in 

4As noted in Section VII earlier in this report, current space 
assignments compared favorably with proposed court space 
standards for virtually all court support agencies. For 
ease of computation, existing space allocations presented 
in this table were based on the proposed space standard for 
varying personnel categories. 
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Table 12 on the following page, both the staffing ratios 

and current space allocations in support of existing courtrooms 

vary widely based on case type. For example, currently there 

are 24 support personnel (court administration, county attorney, 

public defender and court services), occupying 3,791 square 

feet in the Government Center, for every district courtroom 

dedicated to processing criminal cases. In contrast, each 

district civil courtroom is supported by an average of only four 

county employees occupying 368 square feet. Thus, for spa.:e 

planning purposes, the impact of adding additional couxtrooms as 

a result of increases in the criminal caseload will be 

significantly greater than the addition of a district 

courtroom to accommodate increases in civil filings. 

This analysis however, has two serious drawbacks: 

1) it assumes that current court and court-related support 

staff are operating at maximum levels of productivity and 

2) it assumes that a district correlation between the 

increased need for courtrooms and increased workload in other 

support functions exist. 

Productivity measurement of the 65 justice system 

components and the over 700 judicial and court-support 

personnel was well beyond the scope of this project. Thus, 

although informal discussions with various COt~t system 

representatives revealed a perception that at least some 

court support components have the capacity to absorb an 

increased workload. of 10-15% within existing levels of 
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TABLE 12 

CURRENT SUPPORT PERSONNEL AND SPACE REQUIREMENTS PER COURTROOM TYPE 

DIS1'RIC .. T counT 

NUMBER RATIO/STAFF SPACE/ADDITIONAL 
COURTROOM TYPE COURTROOMS 1 NUMBER STAFF2 COURTROOM COURTROOM3 

CRIMINAL 6 142 24:1 3,791 

CIVIL 14 55 4:1 368 

FAMILY 5 lZO 24:1 2,762 

TOTAL 25 317 --- ---

MUNICIPAL COURT 

NUMBER RATIO/STAFF SPACE/ADDITIONAL 
COURTROOM TYPE COURTROOMS 1 NUMBER STAFF2 CCURTRCiOM COURTROOM3 

CRIMINAL & T~AFFIC 8 113 14:1 1,836 

CIVIL 6 37 6:1 544 

CONCILIATION 3 10 4:1 134 

TOTAL 17 160 --- -- I 

PROBATE COURT 

CC'TJRTROOM TYPE NUMBER I RATIO/STAFF SPACE/ADD~TIONAL 
COURTROOMS 1 NUMBER STAFF~ I.:UUR'L'ROOM COl..Jd'rROOM 

ESTATE/GUARDIANSHIP 3 29 10:1 724 

COMMITMENT 1 30 30:1 3,524 

1Number of existing courtrooms dedicated to case types was based on data obtained during the 
four week courtroom ut 11 :i.za t ion Sll:':"7ey (October-November, 1978). 

2Excludes judges, referees, administrators and all court system personnel located cutside the 
Government Center. 

3This figure excludes space requirements for courtroom and ancillary spaces (i.e., judge's 
and/or referee's chambers, attorney/witness conference room and jury room). 
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staff, the study team was unable to verify these estimates. 

In addition, it is clear that the need for additional 

courtrooms is neither the cause nor an advance predictor of 

increased workloads in many of the court support units. 

Rather, increased courtroom requirements are the effect 

of increased workloads in other parts of the system. For 

example, in the criminal area, which has the greatest 

impact on Government Center space requirements, court 

caseloads are a function in the first instance of police 

activity and secondly of the level of county attorney 

resources to screen and prosecute those charges. Neverthe-

less, front end increases in. police and prosecutorial 

activity can be expected to reach the court within a 

sufficiently short time period (3-6 months) to use increased 

courtroom requirements as an indicator of space impacts through­

out the system. 

Despit9 the conceptual deficiencies described above, 

t.ne court space planning model, which is presented on the 

following page and is predicatpd on existing staff to court-

z'oom ratios, should serve as a useful tool in evaluating 

court factlity needs in terms of system requirements rather 

than as individual, unrelated agency requests for additional 
1 

space. This planning model, however, should be considered 

only as a guide requiring refinement as data are gathered 

in the future which will enable court and county planners 

to establish more precise standards for staffing patterns 

as a function of workload 'levels and types. 
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COURT SYSTEM SPACE REQUIREMENTS WITH INCREASE IN NUMBER OF COURTROOMS T/\GLE 13 

COURT TYPE 
DISTRICT-CRIMINAL 
Court -------­
Court roOt'll 
Chamber5 
Court Reporter 
Law Clerk 
Jury Room 
Attorney Cont. Rooll! 
Administration 

County Attorney 
Publ ic Defender 
Court Services 

TOTAL 

DISTRICT-CIVIL 
c'oitrr-­
Courtroom 
Chamber5 
Court Reporter 
Law Clan 
Jury RoOt'll 
Attorney Cont. Room 
Adnlinistration 

TOTAL 

OISTRICT-FAMILY 
Court 
Courtroom 
Cl1amber5 
Court Reporter 
Law Clerk 
Attorney Cant. Room 
Ac!mi ni strat 1 on 

County Attorney 
Court Services 
Humal1 Services. 

TOTAL 

MUNICIPAL-CRIMINAlL 
TRAFFIC 
~ 

Courtroom 
Cha111ber5 
Court Report!!r 
Jury Ro<X\'l 
A tto~r.e)l Conf. Room 
Mministi"ation 

City Attorney 
Public Defender 
Court Ser'li ces 

TOTAL 

MUNICIPAL-CIVIL 
Court 

Courtroom 
Chambers 
Court Report:!r 
Jury Room 
Attorney Conf. Room 
Administration 

TOTAL 

PROBATE-ESTATE/GUARD 
Court 
Courtroom 
Chambers 
Court Reporter 
Jury Room 
Attorney Conf. Room 
Administration 

TOTAL 

PROBATE-COMMITMENT 
Court 
Courtroom 
Chambers 
Court Reporter 
Attorney Conf. Room 
Administration 

County Attorney 
Human Services 

TOTAL 

~gu~M~~' CUMUlJITlVE SPACE REQUIREMENTS WITH ItICREASE IN NUMBER OF COURTROOMS' --
6 7 8 9 10 II 12 

14 

5 

8 

9 

3 

o 

1200 2400 3600 4800 6000 7200 
384 768 1152 1536 1920 2304 
160 320 480 640 BOO 960 
48 96 144 192 240 288 f.-- Indlcales Building 
__ 500 500 1000 1000 L500 Capacity Reached 

130 260 390 520 650 780 
115 230 345 460 575 690 

1405 2810 4215 5620 7025 8430 
660 1320 1980 2640 3300 3960 

1165 2330 3495 4660 5825 6990 
S2611i01i7 163CiT 22068 2m5 33102 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
1200 
384 
160 
48 

2400 3600 
768 1152 
320 480 

4800 6000 7200 B400 9600 
1536 1920 2304 2688 3072 
640 800 960 112~ 1220 
192 240 288 336 384 

23 24 25 26 '21 28 
10800 12000 13200 14400 15600 16800 
3456 3840 4224' 4608 4992 5376 
1440 1600 1760 1920 20BO 2240 
432 480 528 576· 624 672 

2000 2500 2500 30'00 3000 3500 
1170 1300 1430 1560 1690 1820 
1485 1650 1815 1980 2145 2310 130 

165 
m!1 

96 144 
500 500 
250 345 
330 495 

m4 m6 

1000 1000 1500 1500 2000 
520 650 780 910 1040 
660 825 990 1155 1320 

9m' 'I'm'S' 'i'Jm" 'i.6TIrn" 'i8'm' 2m! nm 84512W44 30TIT 3mB 

6 7 8 9 10 11. 12 13 
1200 2400 3600 4800 6000 7200 8400 9600 

384 768 1152 1536 L920 2304 2688 3072 
160 320 480 640' BOO 960 1120 1280 

48 96 144 192 240 288 336 384 
130 260 390 520 650 780 910 1040 
215 430 645 860 1075 1290 1505 1720 
250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 
725 1450 .2175 2900 3625 4350 5075 5800 

1455 2910 4365 5820 7275 8730 10185 1'1640 
naT ~ 1~ 1ma' 10d$ zllZM !lID' ~ 

9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 
1200 2400 3600 4800 6000 7200 8400 9600 
384 768 1152 1536 1920 2304 2688 3072 
160 320 480 640 800 960 1120 1280 

__ 500 500 1000 1000 1500 1500 2000 
130 260 390 520 650 780 910 1040 
265 530 795 1060 1325 1590 1855 2120 
160 320 480 640 BOO 960 1120 1280 
560 1120 16BO 2240 2800 3360 3920 4480 
670 1340 2010 2680 3350 4020 4690 5360 
~mal078115m'IBM2~25W30'm' 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1200 
384 
160 

130 
452 

2400 
768 
320 
500 
260 
904 

3600 4800 6000 7200 8400 9600 
1152 1536 1920 2304 2688 3072 
480 640 800 960 1120 1280 
500 1000 1000 1500 1500 2000 
390 520 650 780 910 1040 

1

m: 
\ 

1200 
384 

S'i'rr 

5 
2400 

768 
320 
500 
130 

1356 lB08 2Z60 2712 3164 3616 
7478 10304 12630 -.. 5456 17782 20608 

6 8 9 10 11 
3600 4800 6000 7200 8400 9600 
1152 1536 1920 2304 2688 3072 
480 640 800 960 1120 12BO 
500 500 1000 1000 1000 1000 
130 130 260 260 260 260 

160 

I 
500 
130 

\ 

615 
~ 

1230 
sm 

1845 2460 3Q75 3690 4305 4920 rror lO'O66 iJffi' 15414 Tm3!0i32 

1 

I 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1200 2400 3600 4800 6000 7200 
384 768 1152 1536 1920 2304 
160 320 480 640 800 960 
130 130 130 130 260 260 
240 480 720 960 1200 1440 

1204 ·2408 3612 4815 6020 7224 
2160 4320 6480 3640 10800 12960 
~ 10826 16174 !m2 27000 32343 

14 15 
\0800 12000 
3456 3840 
1440 1600 

43Z. 480 
1170 1300 
1935 2150 
2250 2500 
6525 7250 

13095 14550 
~-mm 

17 
lOBoO 
3456 
1440 
2000 
1170 
2385 
1440 
5040 
6030 

3mT 

18 19 20 21 22 
10800 12000 13200 14400 15600 

3456 3840 4224 4608 4992 
1440 1600 1760 1920 2080 
2000 2500 2500 3000 3000 
1170 1300 1430 1560 1690 
4068 4520 4972 5424 5B76 

22934 E760 2liOii6 30912 miIT 

12 13 14 15 16 
10800 12000 13200 14400 15600 
3456 3840 4224 4608 4992 
1440 1600 1760 1920 20BO 
1500 1500 1500 1500 2000 
~O ~O ~O ~O YO 

5535 6150 6765 7380 7995 
nrrr !548li ~ 30198 33187 

~~~~~i~~:U~~i~~p~~to~n~~~:t!h~o~~s~ourtroom (located on C-1S) which presently i5 not being used by 

7. 34 ,400 square feet currently available ill the Gave t C f }~~~r:~gure includes current internal expans ion sp:~(unu:"~e~r ~~d~~n 1 ~~~)o~:;:-~~~~~i~e~~~~p~~~~n. 
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Court Space Design Guidelines 

To further assist court and county officials in their 

efforts to insure continuing adequacy of court facilities 

t'hrough optimal efficiency in the use of scarce space within 

the Government Center. the project team developed a set of 

design guidelines as a final court space planning product. 

Although space standards for individual work stations and 

special function areas were developed early in the project,S 

it was the study team's judgment that more specific space 
L 

planning treatment of the numbers, types, sizes and relation-

ships of courtroom and ancillary spaces was necessary. 

This conclusion was based on the finding that 77% (138,000 

square feet) of the total space assigned to Hennepin County 

courts is dedicated.to the judicial function and that 87% of 

the total internal expansion space identified in Section VII 

for courts is located on judicial floors. 

The proposed design guidelines represent the culmination 

of·the project team's understanding of 1) t'he functions, 

frequency and level of use, ar~d o~erational relationships of 

the several component spaces necessary for judicial operations 

and 2) the anticipated areas of 'future courts space shortage in 

the Government Center. The design guidelines were based 

pr;marily on empirical data gathered on the current level of 

SSee Section VI of this report. 
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courtroom and jury room use throughout the Government Center, 

but also on responses of district court judges to question­

naires con~erning judicial function space needs; informal 

discussions with judges,. administrators, and personnel of 

all courts; and the study team's observation and independent 

evaluation of' court operations. These guidelines resolve 

the major deficiencies in judicial space design identified 

earlier,in this reP9rt including: 

/ 

1. Shortage of chambers space in relationship 
to courtroom availability; 

2. Inappropriate jury deliberation room to courtroom 
ratio in district court (currently 1:1); 

3. Oversized center district courtrooms; 

. 4. InadE?lquate jury deliberation room size; 

5. Oversized judicial chambers; and 

6. Inadequate provision for law cIerI!: space. 

Based on the above information, the study team worked 
6 with Mr. Loren Hoseck, architect for the C-19 construction 

project which is now in progress, tu develop a proposed 

space program for the optimal use of judicial space within 

the existing design constraints of the building. The space 

program produced as a result of these efforts is set forth 

below: 

6 Mr. Hoseck is President of Planning and Design, Inc. 
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TABLE 14 

PROPOSED JUDICIAL FLOOR SPACE PROGRAM 

2 Courtroom @ 1400 
2 Courtroom @ 1180 
1 Jury Deliberation @ 560 
1 Jury Deliberation @ 470 
2 Atty./Witness Conf. @ 130 
1 Atty./Witness Conf. @ 90 
5 Chambers @ 395 
2 Law Clerk @ 96 

Storage a,nd Services 
- Circulation 

2800 
2360 

560 
470 
260 

90 
1975 

800 
192 
.508 
980 

10.995 

Following review by the district court judges' facilities 

committee. this space program was translated into a detailed 

design solution for construction of courtrooms and ancillary 

spaces on C-19. The proposed layout, which is presented on 

the following page. was approved by a full bench meeting of 

district. municipal. and probate judges. 

It is the study team's recommendation that this space 

program be used as a design guideline to be applied to 

existing district court judicj~' ~loors as increases in 

judicial space needs occur in the future. It should be 

noted. however, that the design of the two center courtrooms 

is only marginally acceptable. Alt~ough the space assignment 

to each compares favorably with generally recognized courtroom 

standards, existing building constraints dictate width 

dimensions which are less than ideal. Consequently, 

these courtrooms will be of inadequate size for hearing some 

types of proceedings such as multi-party civil jury trials 
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and criminal trials involving multiple defendants. 

Nevertheless, it is the judgment of the project team 

that appropriate courtroom scheduling can substantially 

avoid operational disruption due to this design limitation. 

The prospects for future creation of a single unified 

trial court bench lend further support to this conclusion. 

~nder a system which would eliminate jurisdictional 

distinctions among judges, there will exist total flexibility 

to assign the more complex proceedings (which now occur in 

district court and which cannot be accommodated by the 

proposed smaller center courtrooms) to any of the existing 

eight municipal courtrooms which are of sufficient size to 

accommodate multi-party trials. In that regard, the eventual 

application of the proposed four courtroom design to district 

court judicial floors not only would optimize the use of 

available space, but also would tend to standardize judicial 

floor space assignments and design throughout the Courts 

Tower. 7 Should a single trial court concept be adopted in 

Minnesota in the future, a staLJardized design for all 

Government Center judicial facilities would help to ease 

the problems of transition. 

7Tbe four courtroom/two jury room configuration of existing 
municipal court judicial floors closely conforms to the 
judicial floor design guidelines proposed above by the study 
team. 
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As indicated in Table 15 on the following page, 

by implementing the proposed design immediately on C-19 

and eventually on floors C-14 to C-18 and the existing 

vacant Courts Tower floor (Now C-10)" a net increase of 

13 courtrooms and 21 chambers can be realized. If the 

proposed design proves workable on C-19, this potential for 

additional courtrooms and chambers should be adequate to 

meet all foreseeable future court space needs. 
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TABLE 15 

CUMULATIVE SUMMARY OF CURRENT AND PROJECTED NUMBERS 

OF COURTROOMS, HEARING ROOMS AND CHAMBER AREAS 

AREA CURRENT PROJECTED NET 
GAIN 

C-19 C-'3/C-4 C-14 to C-18 Capacity 

Courtrooms 401 44 - 49 532 13 
, 

Chambers 3 42 47 - 57 63 4 21 

Hearing 5 - 7 - 105 5 
Rooms 

IFour week courtroom utilization survey indicates that of the 40 
existing courtrooms at least six municipal courtrooms currently 
are unused each day. 

2Presumes ultimate use of one unoccupied Courts Tower floor 
(now C-IO) for courtrooms and an~il1ary spaces and continued 
location of two courtrooms on C-3. 

3Refer~~ offices are not included in these figures. Clu'rently 
there are eight referee offices; four each on C-4 and C-5. 

4This figure includes a fifth chambers which could be created 
by remodeling existing office space on C-13. 

5presumes the eventual co-location of the county attorney mental 
health section from C-3 to A-20. This vacated space in combin­
ation with 1400 square feet located in the center section of C-3 
(which w:ill remain upon completion of the proposed probate court 
remodeling project) are sufficient to accomodate one small 
courtroom, three additional hearing rooms, and necessary admin­
istra ti.ve space. 
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SECTION IX. FACILITY 'REMODELING RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents schematic floor plans of ·the 

areas recommended to be remodeled. Each area is discussed 

generally in Section II and in detail in Section VII. 

Cost estimates to implement the changes recommended below 

are included in Section X. 

The five areas covered are: 

1. Jury Assembly Level A 

2. Probate Court C-3 and C-4 

3. County Attorney C-21, C-20 and A-20 

4. Administration C-l1, C-10, and C-8 

5. Judicial Facilities C-14 through C-18 

In addition a general discussion of several possible 

long range expansion options outside the Government Center 

which were considered by the study team has been included 

for future space planning purposes. 
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GOVERNMENT CENTER RECOMMENDATI~ 

1. Jury Assembly Room 

The plan for this room is simply to reduce the area by 

separating the west portion as shown on the following page. 

The, remaining space will function exactly as it does now, 

but with only one entrance f~om the public area. It is 

recommended. that the area which is now used as a large . 
storage/game room and loca.ted at the south end would be given 

'over to non-court use along with the west area of the jury 

assembly room. Temperature control and lighting would be 

separated to serve the two areas independently. The lounge 

area would be 3,200 square feet, which is adequate for the 

maximum juror call now or in the future. The 300 square 

feet allocated to associated office space also would remain. 
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2. Probate Court 

Pr.obate court remodeling will take place on floors 

C-3 and C-4. The major effort will be on C-3, where the 

center courtroom will be remodeled initially to provide one 

hearing room s~ilar to those located on C-5 and, in 

the future, two additional hearing rooms or one courtroom. 

The study team feels that the area identified on the proposed 

plan as' "future- expansion" should not be put to use 

immediately. It is anticipated that commitment law 

and procedure will experience substantial change in the 

near future which could have significant implications for 

probate court space needs. Consequently, because the 

nature of the needed space(s) is uncertain, this plan allows 

the needed flexibility to respond appropriately in support 

of future legislative or judicial action in this area. 

Across the east side of C-3 are two referee chambers, 

one reporter's office, and a clerical office for probate court 

commitment workers. This design ce!ltralizes all probate court 

commitment functions on one flour, adjacent to the related 

mental health unit of the county attorney. The county 

attorney's area will be remodeled, using the demountable 

partition system now in place, to improve its current layout 

without adding area and to create a separate entrance from 

the public corridor. rather than from the private court 

co~idor as now exists. Finally, as the plan shows, the 
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probate court's microfilm function will occupy an area of 

500 square feet near the stairs; a location which supports 

its close operating relationship with the C-4 probate court 

administration and records functions. 

On C-4, the pr.esent microfilm work area will be remodeled 
\ 

into a hearing room and conference room. Additional remodeling 

across the east side will provide for better working relation-

ships between the Judge, calendar clerk, secretary and 

reporter; and proper sized offices for the referee, reporter 

and deputy registrar functions. Spaces for the assignment 

of conference, jury deliberation, library and law clerk 

needs as shown on the plan.currently exist. 

No remodeling is needed in the administration area or . 
the north courtroom. The feasibility of dividing the large 

courtroom to provide conference and jury deliberation rooms 

was explored and found to be not cost-effective because it 

would force nearly wholesale rebuilding of the courtroom. 

The total square increase for probate court as a result 

of this proposal is 2,228 squ~rr ~eet to meet immediate 

increased space requirements. An additional 1,920 square 

feet on C-3 is identified for near term (2-5 year) expansion 

needs. 

Plans for the proposed remodeling of C-3 and C-4 are 

pr~sented as Figures 19 and 20 on the following pages. 
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3. County Attorney 
.... 
L The county attorney remodeling proposal achieves three 
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desirable results: 

1. Expansion--an immediate need for 1,000 additional 
square feet plus some internal expansion space 
to allow incremental growth in the futul"e without 
causing disruption. 

2. Resolution or numerous dysfunctional floor lay­
outs--these are discussed more fully in Section VII. 

3. Better use!' of available space in the building and 
better rel.at'ionships between county attorney 
un-its and other functions. 

The net area increase is 2,010 square feet, and comes 

fl"om the use of floor C-21 (+10,900 square feet) and the 

vacation of 8,890 square feet in the Administl"ation Tower. 

The floor plans which follo~ show that the cl"iminal 

division is relocated to C-21 from A-20. The sexual assault 

a.nd victimjw.i tnes::; programs will be colocated on C-21 
I 

wi th the criminaJ. di vi H Lon. 1'h ls rearrangemen t locates the 

criminal division in the same tower as the court and 

county law library. 

On A-20, the civil division o~cupies the north portion 

of the floor( where the reduced library will provide its 

future expansion space. Since the civil division relates 

chiefly to county administration its continued occupancy 

of the Administration Tower is desirable. The vacated 

center area of A-20 provides space for the potential colocation 

of human services functions of the county at~orney now 
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located on A-4, A-10 and A-14. This relocation can be 

accomplished on an equal-area basis. The remaining space 

on the south end will be available for non-court related 

occupancy. 

The rem~d~ling proposed for C~20 is necessary to resolve 

a number of fUllctional conflicts discussed in Section VII. 

The grand jury and administrative areas are unchanged. 

The' work stations of the economic crime division are 

centralized in one area immediately below the proposed C-21 

location of the criminal division with which that unit 

has a strong operating relationship. Access to the 

administrativ~ area in the proposed plan is direct from 

the reception/waiting room rather than through other 

functional areas as is now the case. 
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4. Court_Administration 

It is the study team's judgment that the goal of providing 

combined facilities for court administration can best be 

reached under the proposal shown on the following pages. 

The study team examined other floors and combinations of 

floors to achieve colocation, but all were more expensive 

and/or less de~irable. 

The proposal consists, basically, of re19cating 
,. 

municipal arraignment from C-11 to the vacant C-10, and 

moving municipal court administration from C-8 to C-11 so 

that it can be combined functionally with district court 

administration on C-12. 1 C-8 would then have 8,500 square 

feet of finished office space for occupancy by some other 

• 2 function until additional courtroom expansion is needed. 

The plan for C-l1 indicates that moat of the floor area 

will bn prnpared ror l' lex i b I E1 () f'f ice occupancy--the actual 

lLocation of mUD.icipal court services on A-l1 with bridge 
access to municipal court traffic and criminal arraignment 
sections on C-11 has provided gvoJ access for probation 
workers to the court. Although this plan envisions 
moving the arraignment court function, examination of the 
working relationship of these two units indicates little 
disruption of operations as a result of such a. move. 
Bridge traffic rarely involves public travel between these 
functions. Travel primarily involves eight probation 
officers assigned daily to arraignments and travel by a 
probation secretary to carry files between the two floors. 
Moreover, the plan would increase the distance between 
these floors only by the length of an internal staircase 
to C-10. 

2Courtroom expansion beyond C-l9 and existing occupied 
judicial floors is not expected to be required for at 
least five years. See Section VIII discussion. 
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layout of which requires detailed study at the time of 

implementation. However, about 9% of internal expansion 

space does exist on C-8 and, therefore, the same amount of 

area on C-11 will suffice. The present criminal arraignment 

courtroom would be used for conciliation court purposes. 

The three internal staircases ~ill effectively link this 

floor with C-12 to provide maximum organizational flexibility 

and operational efficiency. 

C-10 will differ from the present C-11 plan in that the 

north courtroom is proposed for traffic arraignment 

functions and the very large center courtroom now serving 

that function on C-l1 will' be reduced to 1,400 square feet 

on C-10 and' be used for criminal arraignment. By reducing 

the size of both arraignment courts, administrative ,space is 

obtained. This additional space will be available either for 

colocation of the district court criminal assignment function 
\ 

from C-12 and/or future expansion space. Internal staircases 

also will provide good linkage with C-11 and C-12 administrative 

functions. 
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5. Judicial Facilities 

This proposal is a long range (over five years) plan 

to add courtrooms and judicial chambers. The design would 

generally follow the plan for C-19, which will not be ready 
". 

for occupancy until late in 1979. If upon actual use"1t is 

found to be a workable plan, the design should be repeated 

on floors C-14 through C-18 as fUrther judicial space is 

needed in the future. This would net an additional five 

courtrooms and ten chambers. The proposed plan should also 

be applied to the existing unoc~upied Courts Tower floor 

(now C-10) should further judicial space be required 

beyond the nine courtrooms and 15 chambers which would be 

added by constructing C-19 and remodeling existing district 

court judicial floors. 

The floor plan that follows shows that the center 

courtroom, conference room, and jury deliberation room could 

be remodeled to form two courtrooms. The east side offices ,I 

could be remodeled to bring the number of judge's chambers 

from three to five on each existing floor. 
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CONSIDERATIONS OF LONG-RANGE EXPANSION OPTIONS 

1. .;Suburban Courts 

Hennepin County is currently in the process of 

constructing regional facilities to provide decentralized 

county government services in suburban locations. It is 

expected that the existing four suburban court operations 

will be consolidated into three branch courts located in 

these regional county facilities. 

The study team reviewed the branch court concept as 

a potential expansion option for future courts space needs. 

As currently planned, it is the study team's judgment that 

suburbac court space would not be a desirable alternative 
. 

for relieving space pressures in the Government Center. 

Although suburban court locations are required by 

law and make court services more accessible to the public, 

they are administratively inefficient operations. As 

discussed in Section VII, the inherent uncertainties of 

court scheduling require the availability and flexibility 

of a pool of judges and a variety of case types to maximize 

the productivity of judge time. With only two judges at 

each suburban court and a limited range of case types to 

be heard, there exists insufficient flexibility for dealing 

with undersetting (gaps in court schedules due to 

continuances, pleas, and settlements) and oversetting (more 

cases rea,dy to be heard than expected) problems which are 

inevitable in court scheduling. 
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At a minimum, five judges would have to be located in 

each facilIty with a full runge of services, including adequate 
\ 

juror waiting areas, to begin to realize some efficiency in 

judicial time. Current and projected suburban court workloads 

wi I I not HupporL th.iH inl!rp.ase in judicial resources. 

Consequently, the only feasible option for relieving 

Government Center space pressures identified by the study team 

is the potential for more permanent assignment of judges to 

suburban courts. Currently judges are assigned on a one month 

basis and thus retaj.n permanent chambers in the Courts Tower 

which are not available for other use during that period of 

off-premises assignment. 3 By increasing the duration of 

suburban court assignments it would be possible to free six 

chambers in the Government Center to accommodate additional 

judgeships or use of visiting or retired judges. However, 

the limited range of case types handled in the suburban 

locations and the inherent inefficiency in their operation, 

lH:ely makes a long-term assignment 4 to these courts an 

impractical solution,. 5 For these reasons, the use of suburban 
I • 

courts as a long range expansion option is not recommended. 

3Judges on suburban court assignment often return to the 
Government Center when not needed because of calendar breakdowns 
in the suburbs to take new cases or to complete other pending 
work. 

4At least one year terms would be required to justify the 
disruption involved in moving files, books and personal 
effects to new chambers. 

5permanent assignment to suburban courts would preclude 
of available judge time at the Government Center which 
occurs due to gaps in suburban court schedules. 
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2. Juvenile Justice Complex 

As noted in the companion Juvenile Justice Facilities 

ReP9rt, it is the recommendation of the study team that the 

juvenile section of the county attorney's office be located in 

the proposed new or remodeled juvenile complex. Because of the 

current administrative organization and case assignment 

practices of the public defender's office in which attorneys 

sjmultaneously are assigned to a variety of case types, and 

because of its less significant operating interrelationships 

with other justice system components, inclusion of permanent 

space for the public defender's office in the juvenile complex 

was not recommended. However, should space become a premium 

in the Government Center, the County may wish to consider 

relocating a public defender juvenile division to this 

I'u.cility, particularly if the juvenile complex ultimately 

is located outside of the downtown area. However, 

implementation of this plan would require reorganization of 

the public defender's office to create a discrete juvenile 

division. 

Juvenile justice observers disagree about the advisability 

of public defender colocation. Most jurisdictions have not 

colocated the public defender function with other juvenile 

components. However, the Cook County juvenile facility 

houses all system. components including public defense. 

Supporters of colocation contend that colocation increases 
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communication within the system and results in more 

time spent by public defenders with their clients and greater 

familiarity with the cases assigned. Opponents of colocation 

contend that a single facility location of court, prosecution 

a.nct do 1'()nHt~ funf:t ions tends to dilute the adversarial 

atmosphere to the childrens' detriment because of the special 

relationships which are created over time. 

For these reasons, no recommendation is made concerning 

public defender colocation; however it is an appropriate area 

warranting county consideration as space pressures in the 

Government Center occur in the future. 

3 . Fam}l y Court 

The final long range option which the County may wish 

\:0 eonsider is the potential for vertical expansion of the 

proposed juvenile complex to house family court operations. 

The feasibility of an integrated family/juvenile court has 

been discussed in Minnesota for a number of years. A 1975 

study of the Hennepin County courts found the concept feasible 

but recommended against its implementation ~t that time. 

Currently, the subject is being considered at the state level 

by a supreme court study commission. 

However, even in the absence of an integrated juvenile/ 

family court, separation of family court operations from 

the Government Center would seem possible. With tIle exception 

of the curre'nt practice of assigning family division cases 
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to general division district court judges to fill scheduling 

gaps, a. eursory 'review of family court operations shows 

Ii tt'le int'er-relatedness with other court operations. However, 

in addition to the family court division which currently 

oceupies 10,756 square feet in the Court's Tower, some, 

i,r not. all, :of thHsupporting :functions (inclu,ding cou;r<t 

services, county attorney, and welfare units) would require 

relocation as well. Currently, family court support functions 

occupy 1p,.728 square feet in the Administration Tower. 

Only a detailed examination of the family court system 

can confirm the feasibility of this option. However, based 

on initial observations, it would seem an appropriate subject 

for inquiry as space shortages occur in the future. 
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SECTION X. ESTIMATED COSTS 

Cw·;!, 1~:-;l.imal.(I:: WOI'(I PI'(IP:!I'I!!I I'or till' 1't'(~()"lInondt)d 

remodeling projects by developing a series of square foot 

costs for various types of construction: new courtrooms; 

offices using demountable partitions; offices using fixed 

partitions; and space to be reoccupied with only minimal 

change. These cost assignments were based on known costs 

of other remodeling work in the Government Center as well as 

costs of similar projects in other facilities. 

The design standards provided for in the estimated 

costs are largely those established in the building at 

present. For example, new judicial chambers will have 

fixed partitions wtth superior sound-deadening'properties 

while most other offices will be provided with demountable 

partitions fntBrchan~eable with those now in use throughout 

the building. Estimates for new courtrooms include costs 

for finishing these areas consistent with established 

puilding standards to provide a uniform appearance throughout 

the building. 

Each project estimate was adjusted to account for 

special conditions such as required demolition work, possible 

salvage and reuse of materials, and reusable portions of 

areas (i.e., ceilings, electrical outlets, etc.). 

The cost estimates which are presented in Table 16, 

are based on current co~t indaxes. In f J at. lon ra teH havH 

been unpredictable and therefore inflation allowances will 

have to be made when the various projects are budgeted. 
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COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

I f 
L 

[ AREA LEVEL COST COMMENTS I 
[ 

Jury Assembly A $12,000 Provide dividing wall. I 
Probate Court C-3 109,000 County lr.ttorney area revised 

[ 
using demountable paritions. I Add new hearing room similar 
to family court (C-5). 

[ C-4 73,500 Add new hearing room similar I to family court (C-5) . 
Rework of chambers area. 

I [ No change to administrative 
area. 

[ 
County Attorney C-21 210,000 Use existing ceiling and I lighting. Complete floor 

using standard demountable 
partitions. 

I r-

A-20 15,000 Little change. 

C-20 35,000 Relocate existing partitions; I add required components. 

L 
Administration C-l0 367,600 Some reuse of C-l1 materials I in courtroom. Provide secure 

holding areas. 

[ C-l1 228,90Q Includes demolition; provide I new ceiling and lighting; 
north courtroom to remain. 

[ C-8 10,000 Allowance for clean-up. I 
[ 

Judicial G-14 250,000 Add one courtroom and two I Facilities thru each chambers within existing 
C-18 floor occupied space to each floor. 

[ 
Sound-deadening partitions 
for chambers; courtroom qualitll 
similar to existing. 

r' I ..... 
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FLOOR A-4 

Space Type 

Supervising Attorney 
Secretary , 
Circullation (Hall) 

Total 

FLOOR A-4 

Space Type 

Supervisor's Offi.ce 
Attorney's Office 
Secretarial Area 
Records Area 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

FLOOR A-4 

Space Type 

Supervising Attorney 
Attol."neys 
Attorneys 
Staff Offices 
Staff Offices 
Staff Offices 
Two-Person 1\)taff Office 
Two-Person Staff Office 
Open Staff \Work Stations 
Conference Room 
Secretarial 
Rec~ptionist 
Record Areas 
Record Areas 
Record Areas 
Service/Storage Area 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

occupant: Human Services Division 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
1 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

192 
96 

Total 

192 
96 
62 

350 

OCC1.,lpant: Child Support EnfC"Jrcement 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space Total 

1 192 192 
4 144 576 
4 96 384 
1 96 96 

192 

1,440 

Occupant: Economic Assistance-Legal 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
2 
1 
1 
7 

17 
5 
1 

19 
1 

12 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

144 
144 

96 
144 

96 
64 

128 
96 
64 

240 
48 

192 
32 
64 
96 

128 

Total 

144 
288 

96 
144 
672 

1,088 
640 

96 
1,216 

.240 
5'76 
192 
128 

64 
96 

128 
2,120 

7,928 
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FLOOR A-S 

§£ace TyEe I 

Supervisor Offices 
Staff Of.fices 
Staff Offices 
Training Room 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Secretarial/Files 
Reception 
Play Area 
Record Area 
Storage Area 
Mail Room 
Circulation (Halls) 

Total 

SPACE ANALYSIS 

occupant: Domestic Court Services 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space Total 

2 144 288 
5 96 480 

23 64 1,472 
1 448 448 
2 144 288 
2 192 384 
6 104 624 
1 384 384 
1 192 192 
1 

.,., ,. 72 
1 160 160 
1 128 128 

1,440 1,440 

6,360 
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SPACE ANALYSIS 

FLOOR A-5 Occupant: Court 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Space !ype Spaces Per Space 

Administration: 
Director " 
Assistant Director 
Staff Of fices 
Staff Office 
Staff Office 
Student Stations 
Volunteer Program 
Secretarial 
Secretarial 
Data Entry 
Records Area 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Storage 
Copy Room 
Circulation (Halls) 

Psychological Services: 
Director 
Staff Offices 
Conference/Observation Room 
Testing Room 
In te rv i ow Room 
Reception 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

1 192 
1 144 
4 144 
1 96 
1 128 
3 64 
1 240 
1 96 
5 64 
1 288 
1 480 
1 200 
1 450 
1 50 
1 80 

1,376 

1 144 
6 96 
1 288 
1 56 
1 56 
1 144 
1 288 

Services 

Total 

192 
144 
576 

96 
128 
192 
240 

96 
320 
288 
4'80 
200 
450 

50 
80 

1,376 

144 
576 
288 

56 
56 

144 
288 -,-

6,460 
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SPACE ANALYSIS 

FLOOR A-1l 

S:eace Type 

Supervisor's Office 
Staff Offi.ces 
Two Person Stilff Offices 
Staff Office 
Secretarial 
Secretarial 
Secretarial . 
Conference Room 
Records 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

FLOOR A-1l 

SEace Type 

Supervisor's Office 
Staff Offices ' 
Staff Offices 
Secretarial Area/Records 
Secretarial 
Reception Area 
Conference Rooms 
Conference Room 
Service/Storage Area 
Storage 
Mail Room 
Circulation (Halls) 

Total 

Occupant: District Court-Probation 

No. Sq. Ft. 
S,2aces Per SEace Total 

2 144 288 
8 96 768 
2 12.8 256 

42 64 2,688 
2 64 128 
5 48 240 
4 36 144 
2 192 384 

108 108 
2,076 2,07§. 

7,080 

Occupant: Municipal COurt Services 

No •. 
Spaces 

2 
5 

21 
6 
3 
1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

144 
96 
64 

992 
48 

528 
192 
128 
128 
120 
128 

1,586 

Total 

288 
480 

1,344 
992 
144 
528 
384 
128 
128 
120 
128 

!J;.586 

6,250 
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FLOOR A-14 

Space Type 

Supervising Attorney 
Attorney's Office 
Secretarial 
Senior Social Worker 
Senior Social Worker 
Circulation (Aisles) 

Total 

FLOOR A-14 

Space Type 

Supervisor's Office 
Social Workers 
Secretarial 
Circulation (Aisles) 

Total 

SPACE ANALYSIS 

Occupant: Communi ty ~ervices 
Legal Sect~on 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space 'llotal 

1 144 144 
3 144 432 
2 48 96 
6 64 384 
2 48 96 

368 

1,520 

Occupant: Adult Protection Unit 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
7 
1 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

96 
64 
64 

Total 

96 
448 

64 
120 

728 
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FLOOR A-20 

Space Type 

Supervisor's Offices 
Attorney Offices 
StClff Offices 
Inve:stigators 
Law Library/Clerk Work 
Law Clerk 
Law Clerk-Open Station 
Law Clerk-Open Station 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Victim Witness Area 
Secretarial 
Secret.arial 
Secretarial . 
Wai ting. Areas 
Reception 
Records Room 
Records Room 
Storage/Service Area 
Mail Room 
Circulation (Halls) 

Total 

SPACE ANALYSIS 

Occupant: County 

No:. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space 

4 192 
33 144 

2 96 
4 60 

Stations 7 1,056 
1. 96 
1 80 
1 64 
1 192 
1 144 
1 176 
1 100 
7 80 
8 64 
3 50 
1 484 
1 360 
1 96 
1 128 
1 128 

3,092 

Attornev • 

Total 

768 
4,752 

192 
240 

1,056 
96 
80 
64 

192 
144 
176 
100 
560 
512 
150 
484 
360 

96 
128 
128 

3,092 

13,370 
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FLOOR C-3 

Space Type 

Attorney's Office 
Attorney's Office 
Of fices 
Clerical Area 
Waiting Area 
Open Work Area 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

FLOOR C-3 

Space Type 

Courtroom (356) 
Courtroom ( 359 ) 
Jury Room 
Press Room 
Conference 
Interview Room 
Chambers 
Reporter 
Visiting Referee 
Hearing Room 
Conference/Hearing 
Storage/Service Area 
Circulation (Halls) 

Total 

SPACE ANALYSIS 

Occupant: Mental Health 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

192 
128 

96 
384 
192 
400 
480 

OCC'l..lpant: Municipal 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space 

1 1,760 
1 1,408 
2 288 
1 240 
1 208 
1 128 
2 384 
2 128 
1 128 
1 384 
1 384 
1 508 

Total 

192 
128 
384 
384 
192 
400 
480 

2,160 

Court 

Total 

1,760 
1,408 

576 
240 
208 
128 
768 
256 
128 
384 
384 
508 
864 

7,612 



,.-
) 
\ . 

•• 
i 

I 

'. 

r , . 

I. 

c 
[ 

[ 

[ 

r. 

r ... 

L 
r 
4 

r ,-. 
y' , 

L 

PT.oOR C-4 

Space Type 

Courtroom (456) 
Courtroom (459) 
Libra ry /Heilring 
Chambers 
SecretarY/Reporter 
Referee's Offices 
Administr~tion Office 
Registrar's Office 
Deputy Registrar . 
Offices 
Reception Area 
Attorney Research 
County/Clerk Area 
Record Room 
Microfilm Room 
Calendar Clerk 
Reporters 
Storage/Service 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

SPACE ANALYSIS 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

occupant: Probate Court 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

1,056 
1,904 

320 
384 
256 
192 
144 
238 
240 

96 
320 
208 

1,648 
528 
704 
128 

96 
412 
956 

Total 

1,056 
1,904 

320 
768 
256 
576 . 
144 
288 
240 
288 
320 
208 

1,648 
528 
704 
128 

96 
412 
956 

10,840 
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SPACE ANALYSIS 

FLOOR C-5 

Space Type 

Courtroom (559) 
Courtroom (553) 
Hearing Rooms (552, 555, 557) 
Hearing Room (556) 
'Jury Room 
Conference Room 
Chamber 
Chambers 
Chamber 
Chamber 
Reporter's Office 
Reporter's Office 
Reception 
Law Clerk Library 
In terview Rooms 
Storage/Service 
Corridors (Halls) 

Total 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
5 
1 
1 
4 
1 

Occupant: Familv Court 

Sq. F'!:'. 
Per Space 

1,288 
896 
512 
640 
288 
208 
448 
384 
320 
240 
176 
128 
192 
256 
144 
508 

. 

Total 

1,288 
. 896 
1,536 

640 
288 
208 
448 

1,152 
320 
240 
176 
640 
192 
256 
576 
508 

1,392 

10,756 
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1 SPACE ANALYSIS ... 
r FLOOR C-6 Occupant: Municipal Court I I. 

r- I L No. Sq. Ft. 
S12'ace ~~ SEaces Per S~ace Total 

L Courtrooms (653, 659) 2 1,408 2,816 I Jury Heam 2 288 576 
Conference Rooms 2 2,08 416 

r Courtrooms (655, 657) 2 1,136 2,272 I Chambers 6 384 2,304 
Reporter's Offices 5 128 640 
Reporter's Office 1 144 144 

I [ Storage/Service 1 508 
Circulation (Hall) 1,224 

[ Total 10,900 I 
[ FLOOR C-7 Occupant: Municical Court I . 

r' I· f No. Sq. Ft. 
~ - S:eace Ty:E! SEaces Pe.L~I:!ace Total 

r - Courtrooms (753' , j!59) 2 1,408 2,816 I , 
Jury Rooms 2 288 576 
Conference Rooms 2 208 416 
Courtrooms (755, ~57) 2 1,136 2,272 

I Chambers 6 384 2,304 
I, Reporter's Office 5 128 640 

Reporter's Office 1 144 144 

L Storage/Service Area 1 508 508 I Circulation (Hall) 1 1,176 ...b1.,24 

[ Total 10,900 

I 
[ I 
r I ..... 

r I 110. .... 

~/ 

I 
r ' 
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SPACE ANALYSIS 

FLOOR C-8 Occupant: Municipal Court Administration 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Space Type Spaces Per Space Total 

Courtroom (859) 1 1,408 1,408 
Referee Office 1 192 192 
Assignment Office 1 496 496 
Courtroom Clerks (Civil) 1 1,056 1,056 
Judgment and Accounting 1 1,248 1,248 
Conciliation Clerks 1 1,040 1,040 
Administrator's Office 1 256 256 
Administration Offices 2 192 384 
Administration Offices 3 144 432 
Payroll Office 1 144 144 
Office 1 96 96 
Law Clerk Work Area 1 384 384 
Secretarial Area 1 256 256 
Reception Area 1 144 144 
Conference Room 1 256 256 
Records Area 1 576 576 
Coffee Room 1 320 320 
Copy Room' 1 96 96 
Storage/Service' Area 508 508 • Storage Room 288 288 
Storage Room 208 208 
Circulation (Hall) 968 968 

Total 10,756 
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SPACE ANALYSIS 

FLOOR C-9 

Space Type 

Courtrooms (953,959) 
Courtrooms (955,957) 
Jury Rooms 
Conference Rooms 
Chambers 
Reporters' Offices 
Reporter!s Office 
Storage/SerVice Area 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

E'LOOR C-ll 

Space !ypa 

Courtroom (1156) 
Courtroom (1159) 
Chambers 
Criminal/Traffic Division 
Administrative Office 
Supervisors' Offices 
Reception 
Lounge 
Offices 
Offices 
Work Carrels 
Male Holding 
Female Holding 
Supply Room 
Exhibit Storage 
Bailiff Area 
Circulation (Halls) 

Occupant: Municipal Court 

Nos 
Spaces 

2 
2 
2 
2 
6 
5 
1 
1 
1 

sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

1,4·08 
1,136 

288 
208, 
384 
128 
144 
508 

1,176 

Total 

2,.816 
2,272 

576 
416 

2,304 
640 
144 
508 

1,224 

10,900 

Occupant: Municipal Court 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

'1 
1 
4 
6 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

, -

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

2,288 
1,840 

192 
1,792 

144 
64 

320 
304 

96 
64 
36 

400 
96 

160 
96 
96 

1,760 

Total 

2,288 
1,840 

576 
1,792 

144 
128 
320 
304 
384 
384 

72 
400 

96 
160 

96 
96 

1,760 

10,840 
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SPACE ANALYSIS 

FLOOR C-12 

Space Type 

Criminal Assignment 
Court Assignment 
Civil Filing 
~ourt Records Room 
Records Research Area 
Court Administrator 
Assistant Administrator 
Waiting Area 
Secretarial Area 
Conference Room 
Reception Area 
Staff Offices 
Staff Offices 
Staff Office 
Staff Office 
Accounting Office 
Lounge 

Occupant: 

Criminal Exhibit Storage 
Storage and serVice 
Circulation (Halls) 

Total 

District 

No. 
Spaces 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Court Administration 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space Total 

368 3'68 
1,152 1,152 
2,288 2,288 
1,552 1,552 

928 928 
240 240 
192 192 
128 128 
192 192 
224 224 
368 368 
192 576 
144 288 
128 128 

96 96 
448 448 
384 384 
320 320 
432 432 
688 688 

10,992 
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I, t SPACE ANALYSIS ,. 

f 

[ FLOOR C-13 Occupant.: Dist.rict Court I 
[ No. Sq. Ft. I S12ace T:l~ S12aces Per S12ace Total 

[ Courtrooms (1353, 1359) 2 1,408. 2,816 

I Jury Rooms 2 288 576 
Conference Rooms 2 208 416 

[ Courtrooms (1355, 1357) 2 1,135 2,272 
Chamber 1 528 528 I Chambers 2 464 928 

[ 
Chamber 1 384 384 
Reporters 3 176 528 I Reporter 1 128 128 
Clerks' Offices 2 192 384 

[ Conference Room 1 320 320 

I Storage and Service 1 508 508 
Circulation (Hall) 1,112 1,112 

r Total 10,900 I ",,,. """'""'"'" 

r . 
I I ... FLOOR C-14 Occupant.: District Court 

L f ...., 

I No. sq. Ft. 
SEace !:lEe SEaces _ Per SEa~e Total 

[ Courtrooms (1453, 1459) 2 1,408 2,816 I Jury Rooms 2 288 576 

[ 
Conference Rooms 2 208 416 
Courtroom 1 1,760 1,760 

I Jury Room 1 336 336 
Conference Room 1 192 192 

[ Chambers 3 464 1,392 
Reporters 3 176 528 I Chamber 1 240 240 

[ Clerks 2 192 384 
Clerk 1 128 128 

I Conference Room 1· 512 512 
Storage and Service 1 508 508 

[ Circulation (Hall) 1,112 1,112 

I Total 10,900 
r 
1 

I ~ 

r 
L I ! . 
,- I 
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FLOOR C-15 

Space !Xpe 

Courtrooms (1553, 1559) 
Jury Rooms 
Conference Rooms 
Courtroom (1556) 
Jury Room 
Conference Room 
Chambers 
Reporters 
Reporter 
Tax Court Hearing Room 
Chamber 
Chamber 
Clerks 
Storage and Se,rvice 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

FLOOR C-16' 

Space Type 

Courtroom (1653, 1659) 
Jury Rooms 
Conference Rooms 
Courtroom (1656) 
Jury Room 
Conference Room 
Chambers 
Reporters 
Law Clerks 
Law Clerks 
Law Clerks 
Bailiffs' Room 
Vacant Area 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total 

SPACE ANALYSIS 

Occupant: District Court 

·~No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space Total 

.IBI.-+-::t 

2 1,408 2,816 
2 288 576 
2 20e 416 
1 1,760 1,760 
1 336 336 
1 192 192 
3 464 1,392 
3 176 528 
1 128 1~8 
1 512 512 
1 240 240 
1 192 192 
1 192 192 
1 508 508 

1,112 1,112 

10,900 

Occupant: District Court 

No. 
Spaces 

2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Sq. Ft. 
Per Space 

1,409 
288 
208 

1,160 
336 
192 
464 
176 
240 
192 
256 
:as6 
508 

Total 

2,816 
576 
416 

1,760 
336 
192 

1,392 
528 
240 
192 
256 
256 
508 

1,112 

1.0,900 
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~ .. SPACE ANALYSIS 

[ FLOOR C-17 Occupant: District Court I 
r No. Sq. Ft. I SEace !:i:2e SEaces Per SEace Total 

[ Courtrooms (1753, 1759) 2 1,408 2,816 

I Jury Rooms 2 288 576 
Conference Rooms 2- 208 416 

[ Courtroom (1756) 1 1,760 1,760 
Jury Room 1 336 336 I Conference Room 1 192- 192 

I [ Chambers 3 464 1,392 
Reporters 3 176 5'28 

I Law Clerks 1 240 240 
Vacant Area 320 320 

[ Vacant Area 704 704 
Storage/Service Area 1 508 508 I Circulation (Hall) .1,112 1,112 

r Total 10,900 I 
[ 

FLOOR C-18 Occupant: Distz:ict Court I: 
[ No. Sq. Ft. I Space Type Spaces Per S:eace Total 

r Courtrooms (1853, 1859) 2. 1,408 2,816 

I Jury Rooms 2 288 576 

[ 
Conference Rooms 2 208 416 
Courtroom ( 1856 ) 1 l,760 1.,760 
Jury Room. 1 336 336 I Conference Room. 1 192 192 

[ Chambers 3 4.64 1,392 
Reporters 3 176 528 I Law Clerks 1 240 240 

[ Vacant Area 320 320 
Vacant Area 704 704 

I Storage/Service Area 1 508 508 

[ 
Circulation (Ha1+) 1,112 1,112 

Total 10,900 I 
L 
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I 

'" I y-
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SPACE ANALYSIS 

,FLOOR C-20 

Space Type 

Grand Jury Room 
Administration: 

County Attorney 
Assistant County Attorney 
Director of Administration 
Executive Secretary 
Management Analysis 
Conference Room 

Attorneys' Offices: 
Office 
Offices 

Investigators and Special Programs: 
Offices 
Offices 

Law Clerks: 
Offices 
Offices 

Reception 
Executive Waiting 
Secretarial Stations 
Intern Carrels 
Lounge 
Records/Evidence 
Supply Storage 
Toilet 
Circulation (Halls) 

Total 

Occupant: County 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space 

1 1,872 

1 320 
1 256 
1 144 
1 192 
2 72 
1 384 

1 192 
6 144 

2 96 
2 64 

4 96 
11 64 

1 192 
1 80 
8 64 
5 ·50 
1 200 
1 240 
2 80/160 
2 72 

2,552 

Attorn~ 

Total 

1,872 

320 
256 
144 
192 
144 
384 

192 
864 

192 
576 

384 
704 
192 

80 
512 
250 
200 
240 
240 
144 

2,552 

10,634 



r-

.-
1 
I . 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

~ .. 

[ 

[ 
'. 

[ 

[ 

[ 

r 
L 

f ..... 

r 
L 

" 

, 

SPACE ANALYSIS 

~T ... OOR C-22 

Space Type 

Attorney's Offices: 
Supervision Attorney 
Supervision Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices 

Dispositional Advisors: 
Supervisors 
Dispositional Advisor's 
Dispositional Advisor's 

Station 
Law Clerks 
Conference Room 
Secretarial Stations 
Secre.tary 
Reception Area 
Reco rds Area 
Copy Room 
Storage 
Circulation (Halls) 

Total 

Office 
Work 

Occupant: Public 

No. Sq.', Ft .. 
spaces Per Space 

1 256 
2 192 

40 144 

1 144 
1 96 

5 96 
2 64 
1 208 
4 64 
1 8a 
1 240 
1 160 
1 96 
1 80 

2,288 

I 
I 

Defender I 
Total I 

256 I 
384 

5,760 

144 I 
96 

480 I 
128 
208 
256. 

88 I 
240 
160 

96 I 
80 

2,288 

10,664 
I··: 
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I 
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SPACE ANl~LYSIS 
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FLOOR C-23 

Seac,e Type 
\ 

Public Defender 
Administrator 
Supe~isor Attorney 
Attorney's Office 
Attorneys' Offices 
Investigators: 

Supervisor 
Investigators' Offices 

Law Clerk 
Clerk Carrels 
Reception 
Conference Room 
Conferent~e Room 
Secretarial Stations 
Secretatia1 Stations 
Coffee Room 
Storage 
Circulation (Hall) 

Total' 

FLOOR C-24 

Space Type 

Stack and Reading Area 
Enclosed Carrels 
Circulation Desk 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Conference Rooms 
Administration Work Area 

Total 

Occupant: Public Defender 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per SEace Total 

1 256 256 
1 144 144 
2 192 384 
1 192 192 
9 144 1,296 

1 144 144 
7 96 672 
1 96 96 

10 40 400 
1 256 256 
1 336 336 
1 192 192 
2 80 160 
2 96 192 
1 64 64 
1 80 80 

1,664 1,664 

6,528 

Occupant: Law Library 

No. Sq. Ft. 
Spaces Per Space Total 

9,100 9,100 
8 32 250 

400 400 
1 80 80 
1 90 90 
1 250 250 
2 140 280 

1,450 1,450 

11,900 
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PROBATE COURT 
SPACE PROGRAM 

Total 
~A~c~t~i~v~i~t~y~/~S~p~a~c~e~ ____________________________ S~q~,_F_t~, ____ S.9_, __ F~ __ 

J~urge BJ.L~ 

<:(IU.I'1. r'(lclnt 

COil 1'(. room 
Hearing Rooms (2 @ 512) 
Attorney/Witness Conference (2 @ 128) 
Jury Deliberation 
Counter/Clerical Area 
Records Room 
Attorney Research 
Microfilm Room 
Reception 
Library 
Storage/Service 
Circulation 

Staff Areas 
Chambers 
n(~r(ll'O(!R (4 (eil :!20) 
I\dm ill i ~.; I. r'lL Lo r' 
j)npu I.y Heg i HI. r:u' 
SupurvLsorR (3 U 96) 
Reporters (3 @ 128) 
Judge's Secretary 
Calendar Clerk 1 
Secretarial (6 @ 64) 
Supervisorl 
Law Clerk 
Circulation 

Total Space Program Requirements 

Existing Space Assignment 

Total Additional Space Required 

1,200 
1,000 
1,024 

256 
400 

1,650 
600 
320 
500 
320 
256 
508 

1,100 

384 
1,280 

192 
19::! 
288 
512 
120 
128 
384 

96 
64 

895 

9,134 

4,487 

13,669 

11 z032 

2,637 

1Presumes reorganization of commitment section resulting in the 
transfer of 3 clerical personnel and 1 supervisory position 
from the county attorney mental health section to probate 
court, 
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COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SPACE PROGRJ\M 

Activity/Space 

ADMINISTRATION 
County Attorney 
Deputy County Attorney 
Director of Administration 
Executive Secretary 
Administrative Assistant (2 @ 96) 
Secretarial Stations (3 @ 64) 
Executive Waiting 
Reception 
Intern Carrels (5 @ 50) 
Conference Room' 
Toilets (2 @ 40) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

CITIZEN PROTECTION/ECONOMIC CRIME 
supervising Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices (5 @ 144) 
Secretarial Stations (3 @ 64) 
Conference Room 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

CIVIL DIVISION 
Supervising Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices (13 @ 144) 
Secretarial Stations (4 @ 64) 
Conference Room 
Waiting Area 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

CRIMINAL DIVISION 

Administration 
Supervising Attorney 
Reception Area 
Conference Room 
Supply Room 
Mail Room 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Appellate Section 
Senior Attorney. 
Attorney's Office 
Secretarial 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

DIVISION 

Total 
Square Fee,:t Square Feet 

2,800 
320 
256 
144 
192 
192 
192 

80 
192 
250 
384 

80 
518 

1,550 
192 
720 
192 
144 
302 

3,200 
192 

1,872 
256 
192 

80 
608 

11,220 

1,275 
192 
384 
192 
128 
128 
251 

500 
192 
144 

64 
100 
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COUNTY ATTORNEY SPACE PROGruu~-contd. 

----------------------~----------------------------------=~~---Total 
Activity/SEace 

Juvcniie Section 
Senior l\ttorney 
Attnr.ney~' Offices (8 @ 144) 
Secretarial (2 @ 64) 
waiting Area 
Conference Room' 
Files and Records Storage 
Library Area 
Student Program (2 @ 50) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Grand Jury & Charging Section 
Senior Attorney 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Training and Research Section 
Sen~or Attorney 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Trial Section 
Senior Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices (13 @ 144) 
Secretarial (8 @ 64) 
Conference Room 
Files and Records 
Law Library 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Major Offender Unit 
Senior Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices (3 @ 144) 
Management Analyst 
Secretarial 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

HUMAN SERVICES DIVISION 

Administration 
Supervising Attorney 
Conference Room 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Child Support Section 
Senior Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices (4 @ 144) 
Secretarial (4 @ 64) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Mental Health Section 
Senior Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices (2 @ 144) 
Court Deputy (2 @ 96) 
Secretarial (6 @ 64) 
Waiting Area 
Senior Social Workers (4 @ 96) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Square Feet Square Feet 

192 
1,152 

128 
80 

192 
200 
200 
100 
506 

192 
43 

192 
43 

192 
1,872 

512 
192 
500 

1,000 
982 

192 
432 

96 
64 

191 

192 
256 
102 

192 
576 
256 
226 

192 
288 
192 
384 
120 
384 
365 

2,750 

235 

235 

5,250 

975 

5,075 

550 

1,250 

1,925 
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COUNTY ATTORNEY SPACE PROGRAM--contd. 

l\ctivi tv/Space 

Economic Assistance 
Senior Attorney 
Attorneys' Offices (3 @ 144) 
Secretarial (2 @ 64) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

Communi.ty Services 
Senior Attorney 
Attorn~ys' Offices (4 @ 144) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

WELFARE FRAUD INVESTIGATION UNIT 
Chief Investigator 
Investigators (6 @ 96) 
Secretarial (2 @ 64) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

LAW CLERKS 
Law Clerks (13 @ 64) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

INVESTIGATORS 
Chief Investigator 
Investigators (12 @ 96) 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

SENIOR CITIZEN PROGRAM 
Program Director 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

SEXUAL ASSAULT SERVICES PROGRAM 
Program Director 
Project Coordinator 
Secretarial 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

VICTIM/WITNESS PROGRAM 
Program Director 
Victim Advocate (3 @ 96) 
Secretarial 
Circulation (Internal, 18%) 

SUPPORT AREAS 
Evidence Storage 
General Storage 

and Service 
Library 

TOTAL COUNTY ATTOru~EY SPACE PROGPAM 

Total 
Square Feet Square Feet 

192 
432 
128 
173 

192 
576 
182 

120 
576 
128 
176 

832 
193 

120 
1,152 

303 

120 
30 

120 
96 
64 
70 

120 
288 

64 
103 

240 

1,016 
400 

925 

·9S0 

1,000 

1,025 

1,575 

150 

350 

575 

1,65.6 

30,176 
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