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ABSTRACT which was value analyzed during the planning stage.
Significant value enhancements and savings
This paper discusses a recent criminal courts complex opportunities resulted because of the “integrated value
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study” approach which was used regarding court
operations and courthouse masterplanning. These
recommendations, as well as the value approach and
techniques such as caseload value benchmarking,
operations LCC modeling, and space function analysis
are presented. This paper concludes by suggesting
other opportunities for integrated operations and
masterplanning value studies of justice applications.

I. STUDY BACKGROUND
Following is a description of the criminal court
project and the objectives to be achieved by this value

planning effort.

Project Description

The master plan for the new criminal court
complex consists of 72 court parts. A court part
is defined as a courtroom and ancillary facilities
(e.g. judge's chambers, offices for clerks, etc.).
The new construction of 47 criminal court parts,
Phase |, is planned to be completed/constructed
by the year 2002. Phase Il would add an
additional 25 criminal court parts by the year
2009. The planning for the construction of a
criminal court complex and the programming for
the facility were the focus of the VE study. The
program for phase | represents 749,000 gross
square feet.

The site is relatively flat and consists of three city
blocks. Retail and industrial businesses,
dwellings, vacant lots and parking areas are
located on the site. These structures will be torn
down in order for the new construction to occur.

Local architects and engineers were
commissioned to develop “Programmatic Needs
and Site Master Plan” concepts. A VE
consultant was commissioned by the City, in
conjunction with all the major interested parties,
to conduct a VE study of the master plan for the
new criminal court complex (Phase | and I) and
the program for the new facility (Phase ). The
major interested parties included:

« The Department of General Services (DGS)

« The Criminal Justice Coordinator's Office
(CJC)

+ The State of New York City Unified Court
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System (UCS)

« The New York City Police Department
(NYPD)

» The Department of Corrections (DOC)

» The Department of Probation (DOP)

« The Office of the District Attorney (DA)

« The Office of Management & Budget (OMB)

The following is a breakdown of the estimated
cost for phases | and Il of the criminal court
complex.

Phase | $202,867,000
Phase || $137,024,000
Total Cost $339,891,000

Study Objectives

The objectives of the VE study were defined as:

1. Operations: (Study #1)
+ Review methodology and update
projections for the number of court parts
included in the original master plan.

» Review operational assumptions
underlying projected court needs, i.e.
calendaring, use of multipurpose

courtrooms, etc.

+ Review and analyze court support
functions such as court clerk, court
reporters, court officers, etc. necessary to
meet projected workload.

+ Review current information/case
processing policies in other large urban
court systems to identify similarities and
differences.  Evaluate differences to
assess if any are appropriate for
implementation in NYC setting.

2. Space Program: (Study #1)

» In the context of potential operational
changes, evaluate space program to
determine what changes, if any, would
be required.

+ Review functional relationships between
and among spaces to determine
appropriate adjacencies and size.

» Compare space program with current
UCS standards and those in other
jurisdictions.

+ Review assumptions relating to prisoner
delivery to the building and movement
within the building.
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« Review the functions of City agencies
and the relation to UCS operations.

3. Site Master Plan: (Study #2)
« Review overall siting, configuration,
layout, bulk, and massing of the building.
« Review siting of the building in the
context of the relocation of utilities and
parking.
4. Construction Cost Estimate:
(Study #2)
« Independent cost estimate to ensure that
all costs are included, such as relocation
of utilities, parking, etc.

il. OPERATIONS & MASTERPLANNING
INTEGRATION

Value Study Team

The VE team consisted of a multi-disciplinary
group, including: VE team leader, assistant team
leader, court planner, site planner, three court
operation specialists and a cost estimator. This
team was augmented by OMB personnel and
staff from the DGS, CJC, UCS, NYPD, DOC,
DOP, and the DA.

Workshop Approach

This value planning study followed the VE 5 step job
plan. Considerable time was spent analyzing the
functions of the overall courthouse as well as
individual spaces and their function. The VE team
generated over 70 ideas during the creative phase of
this study, and then evaluated, discussed, and
developed those ideas into 10 recommendations as
shown on Table 1. These recommendations identified
opportunities to significantly increase this project's
overall operational and cost effectiveness, while
maintaining all required project functional
requirements for the new criminal court complex.

lll. VALUE TECHNIQUES

A number of VE techniques were utilized to
properly identify areas of value improvement.
This paper illustrates four: 1) value
benchmarking; 2) operations LCC model, 3) cournt
operations FAST diagram, and 4) space function
analysis model.
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Court Caseload Value Benchmarking

In order to determine the operational productivity
of the criminal court complex, the team examined
other similar court facilities in the country. Table
2 is a comparison of courts, the way these courts
count cases, the number of 1995 felony filings,
number of judges and the number of new cases
per judge. Based on this analysis, the VE team
determined that 450 filings per judge was
attainable in lieu of the present 262 filings per
judge.

Operations Life Cycle Cost Model

Figure 1 illustrates the operations life cycle cost
model that was prepared for the criminal courts
complex. This model includes operations and
maintenance (O&M) as well as staffing costs for
Jjudges, clerks, officers, reporters, the Department of
Corrections, the District Attorney and others. The
cost is based on phase I only using a life cycle of 25
years and an 8% discount rate. All costs shown are
expressed in present worth dollars. These operational
costs make up 75% of the total life cycle cost; with
the rematning 25% consisting of the initial cost.

Court Operations FAST Diagram

In order for the team to understand the overall
functions of the project better, a "Cour
Operations FAST Diagram" was prepared (Figure
2). Reading from left to right, it was used to help
explain how justice would be enhanced with this
new court complex. The same diagram, when
read from right to left, also helped answer why
these functions were necessary. This diagram
helped to translate project goals, objectives and
tasks into a hierarchical display of functions for a
better in-depth understanding of owner needs.

Space Function Analysis Model

A space function analysis was performed by the
VE team to compare the building space needs of
the owner with the actual spaces shown in the
program document. The results are shown as
Figure 3: Space Model.

This modeling technique helped identify a variety
of spaces in the complex that were oversized
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compared to what the VE team determined to be
appropriate to meet the functions required. In
order to determine the “worth” or space size
appropriate to the function, the VE team

benchmarked other courthouses and standards in

other parts of the country as well as relying on
their own extensive experience. Preparing the
space function analysis helped to generate many
of the ideas that eventually resulted in
recommendations.

IV. COURT OPERATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

Court Efficiency

How efficiently or inefficiently a court manages its
cases is of vital importance to the sizing of a
courthouse. The reason is because a court's
ability or inability to manage its cases will vary
the amount of space required often more than
the impact of the number of new cases filéd.
Unfortunately, in many construction projects, the
size of the new building is determined by the
perceived workload, i.e. how many judges and
staff the court thinks it needs.

Several examples help clarify the importance of
the efficiency factor. Felony welfare fraud cases
in one court, which processes over 6,000 such
cases per year, require less than one second
each of a judges' time to adjudicate; in a similar
jurisdiction, welfare fraud cases stay on the
docket for nine months and require numerous
appearances before a judge. The first court
needs no additional resources to process
thousands of additional cases per year; the
second court will probably request funds for a
new multi-story Welfare Fraud Court.

This criminal court complex originally requested
space for 47 new courtrooms, a 53% increase
over existing. The actual number of cases filed
has decreased while the workload of judges and
support staff has increased. This condition exists
due to a local legal culture of “unreadiness,”
where “dates for hearings and trial are not taken
seriously. This results frequently in parties who
are not prepared to proceed and successive
adjournments are routinely granted.” Therefore,
instead of 5 appearances for each of the 9,171
cases filed, there are actually 12 appearances
per case. In other words, the court is doing 58%
more appearances than it should and the new
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facility is being designed to accommodate
inefficiency. The VE team recommended a
variety of court efficiency improvements which
would reduce the number of requested
courtrooms in Phase | from 47 to 28.

How can value engineers know if a courthouse
project is based on operational inefficiency?
Several key benchmarks in felony case
processing can be examined, as shown in Table
3.

If the court operational efficiency is below these
value benchmarks, the project cost could be
grossly inflated. The VE team's first task should
be to make recommendations that will allow the
design team to correctly size the project. After
the design team submits its plan, the VE team
should return to determine if the proposed design
complements the operational efficiencies included
in the VE team's preliminary recommendations.
Failure to eliminate operational inefficiency will
result in a facility engineered for waste, not value.

New Technology

Courts can benefit from using new technology.
User friendly hardware design, improved software
and over a decade of user experience have
made the introduction and use of new technology
much easier than in the past. Several possible
applications of new technology are listed as
follows:

+ Differential Case Management tracks -
provide arrest and offense information to
court officials instantly.

+ Computer Networks - make probation
reports, records, data, etc. available more
quickly.

« Payroll and Personnel - automate records,
use bar coded security, payroll, sick records,
vacation records, entrance patterns, etc. and
make information available.

» File Audits - track files by computer.

+ Filings by Fax - fax forms and filings instead
appearing at the courthouse (some cases).

« Self-Service Counter - access information
without needing staff assistance.

» Voice Self Help - use call-in systems to
answer common questions, could reduce
pedestrian traffic in the facility.

+ Ad Hoc Management Reports - docket
management, data reports, operating trends,
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etc.

» Video Conferencing - in judges' chambers to
hold discussions with attorneys, eventually
providing video dispositions.

» Video Reporting - can be used in certain
courtrooms, e.g. arraignment courts,
because it is less costly and more efficient
than traditional recording methods.

« Video Arraignment - where it can be
incorporated, it will require less prisoner
transfer traffic to and from a courtroom,
reduce staff time, vehicle use, and other
resources.

» Imaging - making paper documents more
accessible and helping in communicating
information.

V. COURTHOUSE MASTERPLANNING
RECOMMENDATIONS

Space Program

Original space program information was reviewed
and adjusted based on discussions with
individuals from the collaborative groups
mentioned earlier. The changes reflect an effort
to align space components with associated space
standards established by appropriate groups, e.g.
UCS, NYC, etc. The reduction in space can
provide an initial cost savings of $32,351,000 and
a life cycle savings of $72,137,000.

Site Planning

The proposed changes to the master plan reflect
an effort to incorporate key issues identified by
the surrounding community combined with the
efforts already generated by the design firm. The
proposed significant changes are as follows:

. Locate the day care center closer to the
existing residential area.

«  Provide a security check for child waiting
area and locate it away from the street.

+ Revise traffic flow into the site.

«  Locate parking in a separate structure in
lieu of the basement of the courts facility
to improve security.

. Use regular shapes for commercial
shops and position as “store fronts”
along the commercial street.

. Close one street to vehicular traffic,
perhaps retaining it for pedestrian traffic.

. Incorporate exit stair towers into the
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street edge and beside retail spaces on
1st floor to minimize security concemns.

«  Combine two public building entries into
a single entry to reduce confusion and
improve operational effectiveness.

. Utilize the open ground level for program
functions to minimize the space void and
reduce the building height/massing.

this

Potential  initial cost savings for

recommendation is $1,725,000.

Building Layout Adjacencies/Configuration

The original design housed the judges' robing
room and jury deliberation room in back of the
courtroom across from a secured corridor. . The
proposed design deleted the robing/conference
room and the adjoining toilet space from the
program. Instead, the judges' chambers and
their staff would be placed across a private
corridor directly behind a courtroom with the jury
deliberation rooms directly adjoining the
courtroom. This would eliminate the need for
robing/conference rooms and the need for a
separate floor dedicated for judges' chambers.
Judges would not have to be assigned to a
courtroom and the jury would not have to be
moved or require continual supervision by a court
officer. A judge could convene with legal
professionals and have easier access to
information. The potential savings is $3,150,000.

The original program called for 47 Supreme court
parts in phase | and 25 Criminal court parts in
phase Il. The team proposed constructing a
combination of both court types in phase I.
Additional court parts of each type could be
constructed in the future if deemed necessary.
The basis for the reduction was the efficiency
potential discussed in the court operations
paragraphs. These reductions also reflected
updated case filing projections and incorporating
justice system improvements. The number of
arraignment courtrooms, narcotic, or non-jury
courtrooms would remain the same as stated in
the original program. Included in this phase
would also. be the support functions for the
Criminal courts identified in the original program.
Potential initial cost savings equal $159,739,000
with a life cycle cost savings of $412,512,000.

VI. ANTICIPATED CHALLENGES
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While most major capital projects encounter a
mix of positive expectations and negative
resistance, court projects are likely to generate
particularly strong responses. Often the age,
physical condition and overcrowding that
characterize existing count facilities provide the
impetus for a new facility or for a
reconstruction/addition. However, these projects
must be carefully planned and managed in order
to consider the complex human and
organizational factors which may exacerbate the
normal anxieties and resistance surrounding
change.

Organizational Complexities

Courts have organizational characteristics similar
to other many-layered bureaucracies. However,
courts involve users from many separate city
agencies, from the general public, and from the
State courts administration. The cross-
jurisdictional coordination adds considerable
complexity.

While all large organizations suffer from a certain
tendency toward inertia, the effect of the multiple
independent entities involved amplifies this
problem. Each agency is most concerned with
their own needs, and conflicts among different
agencies/entities are difficult to reconcile.

Courts suffer from diffused accountability. City
agencies (including the police, corrections,
probation and social services) all have some
accountability to the Mayor, but the District
Attorney's Office is fiercely independent, as is the
State courts administration (including the court
clerks, court officers, court reporters and
interpreters). Then there are the independently-
elected judges, who represent another set of
challenges.

Judicial Prerogatives

A judge is the equivalent of the proverbial “800
Ib. Gorilla,” who gets to do whatever he wants.
Judges' authority, rank and privilege derive from
their position, but many are also individuals with
strong personalities. Often, square footage or
“turf” is associated with their seniority. Decisions
concerning their workplace are important to them.
Change may be particularly unwelcome for the
longest-tenure judges, who probably reside in the
most impressive chambers, while newly-assigned
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judges may be housed in converted storage
rooms.

The judiciary is heavily bound by tradition. Legal
decisions are largely based on precedent, and
this historic view permeates their staff's
perspective as well. The respect for tradition and
the past often influences their preferences for
how a new facility should be arranged,
sometimes at the expense of progress or
operational efficiency.

Partly due to this focus on traditional solutions,
courts administrators and judges may
demonstrate a rather narrow comfort range for
change. These sensitivities must be
acknowledged for any innovative solutions to be
accepted.

Resistance to Change (Human Factors)

Change is uncomfortable for everyone to a
varying degree. The disruption of ones normal
environment leads to anxiety about the nature of
the unknown. Expectations are often raised that
promise that all current problems or deficiencies
wilt be solved, but planners downplay that new
ones may arise.

New facilities involving the courts must come to
terms with the gap between currently used and
currently available or future technology. This can
be a big adjustment for many jurisdictions, where
paper, not electronics, has traditionally been the
medium for communication and for recording
adjudications. Speed, accuracy and access will
all change, and probably improve, as information
is transferred by computer. However, these
benefits are intimidating to many who are not yet
comfortable with using computer technology.
They risk losing status if they cannot learn new
skills, and this fear leads some to put up
roadblocks to the project's progress.

Legitimate issues like security of data and
appropriate levels of access must be dealt with in
order to defuse the effect of the ultra-resistant.
New procedures should be created to ensure the
business of the courts will maintain its integrity,
while new court facilities must develop a different
environment in which justice will occur in the
future.

Conclusions






