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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor 5/8/88
Funding Information
General Fund $37500,000
Other Funds -0-

$3,50'0T$M
IN THE SENATE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

HOUSE CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. AT5 (QJudiciary)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act making a special appropriation to the Alaska

Court System; and providing for an effective date.'
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE INTENT. It is the intent of the legislature
that a committee composed of two senators, appointed by the senate presi—
dent, and two representatives, appointed by the speaker of the house, be
established to meet with representatives of the Alaska Court System for the
purpose of reviewing the size, cost, and method of financing of the court
facility iIn Anchorage.

* Sec. 2. The sum of $3,500,000 is appropriated from the general fund
to the Alaska Court System for planning and designing an expanded court
facility iIn Anchorage.

* Sec. 3. Section 2 of this Act takes the Alaska
Court System Ffiles a report with the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
on the size, cost, and method of Ffinancing for a court facility iIn Anchor—

age that does not exceed 250,000 square Teet.
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Original sponsor: Rulles/Governor
Funding Information Ur. , ]
General Fund S377?00,000 1 fhukUb
Other Funds -O0-
$3,900, OM
IN THE SENATE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
HOUSE CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 415 ((Judiciary)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: ""An Act making a special appropriation to the Alaska

Court System; and providing for an effective date.™
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE INTENT. It is the iIntent of the legislature
that a committee composed of two senators, appointed by the senate presi—
dent, and two representatives, appointed by the speaker of the house, be
established to meet with representatives of the Alaska Court System for the
purpose of reviewing the size, cost, and method of financing of the court
Ffacility in Anchorage.

* Sec. 2. The sum of $3,900,000 is appropriated from the general fund
to the Alaska Court System for planning and designing an expanded court
Ffacility iIn Anchorage.

* Sec. 3. The appropriation made by this Act is for a capital project
and is subject to AS 37.25.020.

* Sec. 4. Section 2 of this Act takes effect 30 days after the date the
Alaska Court System and the committee established In sec. 1 of this Act
jointly file a report with the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee on

the size, cost, and method of Ffinancing for a court Tfacility iIn Anchorage

that does not exceed 250,000 square Teet.



Letter of Intent
HCS SB 415
It is the intent of the legislature that the committee
established In section 1 of the House Committee Substitute
for SB 415 report to Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
by Aug 30th, 1988 with a preliminary plan for the court
Ffacility in Anchorage as described in section 3 of the bill.

It is further the intent of the legislature that the
committee develop and submit alternative financing plans for
approval during the first session of 16th Alaska State

Legislature

Members participating on the conmmittee established in this
Act shall have their travel ad per diem paid for out of
existing appropriations for the legislature arnd the Alaska

Court System.



Sec. 1- No change

Sec. 2- No change

Sec. 3- No change

Sec. 4 - "Section 2 of this Act takes effect 30 days
after the date the Alaska Court System fFiles a report
with the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee on
the size, cost, ad nethod of financing for a court
Ffacility in Anchorage. The report shall be filed on
or before August 1, 1988. The report shall include
a submission showing the size, cost, ad nethod of
financing a Ffacility that does not exceed 250,000
square feet. At the request of the legislative
committee described in Section 1, or any nmenber
thereof, the regport shall be accompanied by an
appendix containing the coments or observations of
the legislative committee or individual menmbers

thereof."™

Letter of Intent

"It is the intent of the legislature that the
committee established in section 1 of the House
Committee Substitute for SB 415 shall submit
committee or, as the case nmay be, individual

menber comments, regarding the size, cost, ad

nmethod of financing the court facility in Anchorage,
which shall be presented to the Budget and Audit
Committee in conjunction with the regport to be made
by the Court System. The committee or menber comments
should include arty altermative financing plans' for the
consideration of the Court System ad the Legislature.
Ihe report of the Court System should also include
altermnative financing plans.

"Members participating on the committee established in
this Act shall have their travel ad per diem paid for

JOE P. JOSEPHSON - ALASKA STATE SENATE



out of existing appropriations for the le gislature

JOE P. JOSEPHSON < ALASKA STATE SENATE



BOD SIZE SCHDUE 8P BONDCALC |

STATE CF ALASKA Dated:  OI-Apr-89
ANCHRAGE QORT QUILDING Last aaturity: 01-Apr-2000
Cost to complete construction 85,637,00J
Prior costs to be repaid froa bond proceeds 0
G-0ss construction costs 85,637,000
Less: Interest eaned on Construction Fund:
SOZ coapounded seai-annually (5,402,962)
Net deposit to Construction Fund 80,234,038
Gross capitalized interest 19,801,250
Less: Int%rest eaned on Capitalized Interest
" Fund:
5.00Z coapounded seai-annually (1,402,611)
Net deposit to Capitalized Interest Fund 18,398,639
Gross Deht Service Reserve Requireaent 18,232,675

Less: Interest earned on Debt Service
Reserve Fund:

6.20Z coapounded seai-annually (2,660,571)

Net deposit to Debt Service Reserve Fund 15,572,104
Gross contingency Fund requireaent 4,244,350
Less: Interest eamed on Contingency Fund:

SOOZ coapounded seai-annually (508,370)

Net deposit to Contingency Fund 3,735,980
Less: Interest accrued froa dated date 0
Underwriter spread: $13.00 /1000 1,556,750
Fond Insurance 0
Other issuance costs 250,000
Rounding aaount 2,489

Aaount to be borroaed 119,750,000
Average interest cost (NIC) 494969
Effective interest cost (TIC) 8§ P 7.01474
Band life (in years) 741674
Average annual debt service 16,356,118
Haxiaua annual debt service 18,232,675

Prepared by DEPARTVENT Of REVBMLE Date prepared:  27-flpr-8B
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SEM-ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE SCHEDUE 0P BONOCAC Il
§3S::1:2=8:=1::.1:5:5:5:SS
STATE (F ALAKA Dated:  Ol-Apr-8?
ANCHRAGE QOLRT BUILDING Last laturity: 0I-Apr-2000
Gross D.S.Reserve D.5,Reserve  Net Annual
Interest  Maturing Annual Debt Balance Capitalized Applied  Applied Deht
Year Date Rates  Principal Interest  Service Outstanding Interest  Interest Principal  Service
01-0ct-89 3,960,250 3,960,250 0
1 0lipr—10 5.350 0 3960250 7,920,500 119,750,000 3,960,250 0 0
01-0ct-90 3,960,250 3,960,250 0
2 Ol-Apr-91 5,550 0 3,960,250 7,920,500 119,750,000 3,960,250 0 0
01-0ct-91 3,960,250 3,960,250 239,156
3 Ol-Apr-92 5750 10,310,000 3,960,250 18,230,500 109,440,000 0 23915 13,791,939
01-0ct-92 3,663,838 573974
4 Ol-Apr-93 6.000 10,905,000 3,663,838 18,232,675 98,535,000 573974 17,084,728
0l-Oct-93 3,336,688 573974
5 01-fpi—4 6.200 11,555,000 3,336,688 18,228,375 86,980,000 573974 17,080,428
01-0ct-94 2,978,483 573974
6 OFApr-95 6.400 12275000 2,978,483 18,231,965 74,705,000 573974 17,084,018
01-0ct-95 2,585,683 573974
7 Ol-Apr-96 6.550 13,060,000 2,585,633 18,231,365 61,645,000 573974 17,083,418
01-nct-96 2,157,968 573974
8 Ol-Apr-97 6.750 13,915000 2,157,968 18,230,935 47,730,000 573974 17,082,988
01-0ct-97 1,688,336 573,974
9 01-Apr-98 6.900 14,855,000 1,688,336 18,231,673 32,875,000 573974 17,083,725
01-0ct-90 1,175,839 573,974
10 OF-Apr-99 7.050 15,880,000 1,175,839 18,231,678 16,995,000 573974 1,085,162 15,998,568
01-0ct-99 616,069 513974 -
11 01-Apr-2000 7250 16,995,000 616,069 18,227,138 0 573974 17147513 0)
119,750,000 60,167,303 179,917,303 9,661,891 18,232,675 132,289,809

by DEPARIVENT CF REVENCE Date prepared:  27-Apr-aa



BO\D SIZE HDUE

STATE CF AASKA
ANCHCRABE GOLRT BUILDING

Cost to coaplete construction
Prior costs to be repaid froa bond proceeds

Gross construction costs ‘
Less: Interest eamned on Construction Fund:
5.001 coapounded seai-annually

Net deposit to Construction Fund

Gross capitalized interest

Less: Intedrest eamed on Capitalized Interest
Fund:
5.001 coapounded seai-annually

Net deposit to Capitalized Interest Fund

Gross Debt Service Reserve Requireaent
Less: Interest earned on Debt Service
Reserve Fund:
6.201 coapounded seai-annually

Net deposit to Debt Service Reserve Fund

Gross contingency fund requireaent
Less: Interest eamed on Contmgency Fund:
5.001 coapounded seai-annually

Net deposit to Contingency Fund
Less: Interest accrued froa dated date
Underwriter spread: $13.00 /1000
Bond Insurance
Other issuance costs
Rounding aaount

Aaount to be borrowed

Average interest cost (NIC)
Effective interest cost (TIC)
Bond life (in years)

Average annual debt service
Haxiaua annual debt service

Prepered by CERIRIVNT CF FEANE

5P BONDCALC 1

Dated:  01-Apr-89
Last aaturity: 01-Apr-2010
85,637,00%

85,637,000
(5,402,962)

80,234,038
21,586,838

(1,529,089)
20,057,749
11,786,168

(1,719,876)
10,066,292

4,244,350

(508,370)

3,735,980
0
1,506,115
0

250,000

" 4,326

115,855,000

7.78994
781230
14.05093
11,483,762
11,786,168

5P

Dete prepared:  09-Mey-83



SEM-ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE
STATE CF AASA
ANCHRACE QOURT BUILDING
Gross
Interest  Maturing Annual Debt
Year Date Rates  Principal Interest  Service
01-0ct-89 4,317,368
1 01-Apr-90 5.350 0 4317368 8 634,735
01-0ct-90 4,317,368
¢ Ol-Apr-o1 5550 0 4317368 8634,735
01-0ct-91 4,317,368
3 Ol-Apr-92 5750 3150000 4,317,368 11 784,735
0l-Oct-92 4,226,805
4 Ol-Apr-93 6.000 3,330,000 4,226,805 11 783,610
0l-Oct-93 4,126,905
5 Ol-Apr-94 6.200 3,530,000 4,126,905 11 7833810
01-0ct-94 4,017 475
Ol-Apr-95 6.400 3,750,000 4,017,475 11 784,950
01-0ct-95 3,897,475
7 Ol-Apr-96 6.550 3,990,000 3,897,475 11 784,950
01-Oct-96 3,766,803
8 01-Apr-97 6.750 4,250,000 3,766,803 11 783,605
01-0ct-97 3,623,365
9  Ol-Apr-98 6.900 4,535,000 3,623,365 11 781,730
01-0ct-98 3,466,908
10 Ol-Apr-99 7.050 4,850,000 3,466,908 11 783815
01-0ct-99 3,295,945
11 O-Api—2000 7250 5190,000 3,295945 11 781,890
01-0ct-2000 3,107,808
12 O-Api—2001 7350 5,570,000 3,107,808 11 785,615
01-0ct-2001 2,903,0
13 Ol-Api—2002 7450 5975000 2903110 11 781,220
01-0ct-2002 2,680,541
14 Ol-Api—2003 1550 6,425,000 2,680,541 11 736f0B3
01-0ct-2003 2,437,998
15 Ol-Apr—2004 7650 6,910,000 2,437,998 11 78599
01-0ct-2004 2,173,690
16 OI-Api—2005 1750 7,435,000 2,173,690 11 782,30
01-0ct-2005 1,885,584
17 Ol-Api—2006 7.850 8015000 1,885584 11 786,168
01-0ct-2006 1,570,995
18 Ol-Api—2007 7950 8,640,000 1570995 11 781,990
01-0ct-2007 1,227,555
19 O-Api—2008 8.100 9,330,000 1,227,555 11 785,110
01'0ct-2008 849,690
20 01-Aor-2009 8,100 10085000  B49,630 11 784,380
01-0ct-2009 441,243

20 OAp2010 8100 10895000 441248 11 777,495
115,855,000 125,304,000 241 159,000
by DEPARTVENT CF REVENLE

Balance
Outstanding
115,855,000
115,855,000
112,705,000
109,375,000
105,845,000
102,095,000

98,105,000
93,855,000
89,320,000
84,470,000
79,280,000
73,710,000
67,735,000
61,310,000
54,400,000
46,965,000
38,950,000
30,310,000
20,980,000
10,895,000

0

0P
Dated:

BONDCALC I
Ol-Apr-89

Last Maturity: 01-Apr-2010
D.S.Reserve D.S.Reserve Net Annual

Capitalized  Applied  Applied Debt
Interest Interest  Principal  Service
4,317,368 0
4,317,348 0 0
4,317,368 0
4,317,368 0 0
4317368 154 598

0 1458 7,158,172
371 034
371 04 11,041,541
371 034
371 04 11,041,741
371 034
371 034 11,042,881
371 034
371 034 11,042,881
371 034
3N 034 11,041,536
371 034
371 034 11,039,661
371 034
371 034 11,041,746
311 034
371 034 11,039,821
371 034
371 0% 11,043,546
371 04
371 034 11,039,151
371 034
371 034 11,044,014
371 034
371 034 11,043,926
371 034
371 034 11,040,311
371 04
371 034 11,044,099
371 034
371 0% 11,039,921
311 034
311 034 11,043,041
371 034
311 034 0 11,042,311
371 034
371 034 11,786,168 (7507411

13,606 435 11,786,168 194,119,560

Date prepared:

09-Hay-B8



BOD SZE SHOUE 5P BONDOAC |

STATE CF ALASKA Dated:  01-Apr-89
ANCHCRACE GOLRT BUILDING . Last aaturity: 01-Apr-2020
Cost to coiplete construction 85,637,000
Prior costs to be repaid froa bond proceeds 0
Gross construction costs 85,637,000
Less: Interest eamed on Construction Fund:
5.00Z coapounded seai-annually »  (5,402,962)
Net deposit to Construction rund 4 80,234,038
8ross capitalized interest 124,472,663
Less: Int%rest eaned on Capitalized Interest  *
Fund:
SOOZ coapounded seai-annually (1,733,504)
Net deposit to Capitalized Interest Fund | 22,739,158
Gross Debt Service Reserve Requireaent 063,450
Less: Interest eamed on Debt Service
Reserve Fund: '
6.20Z coapounded seai-annually (1,614,415)
Net deposit to Debt Service Reserve Fund 9,449,035
Gross contingency fund requireaent 4,244,350
Less: Interest eamed on Contingencr Fund:
5.00Z coapounded seai-annually (508,370
Net deposit to Contingency Fund 3,735,980
Less: Interest accrued froadated date 0
Underwriter spread: $13.00 /1000 1,533,285
Bond Insurance 0
Other issuance costs 250,000
Rounding aaount 3,503
Aaount to be borroaed 117,945,000
Average interest cost (NIC) 8.63041
Effective interest cost (TIC) 5p 8.iIB52
Bond life (in years) 21.97639
Average annual debt service 10,978,895
Haxiaua annual debt service i1, 063,450

Prepared by CEFPRIVENT OF RRENE Dete prepared:  09-Hay-68



SV-ANNAL CHT SIRVCE SHDUE
STAIt CF AASKA

ANCHORAGE QOURT BUILDING

Year

Date

01-0r.t-89

1 Ol-Ap—90
01-0ct-90

2 Ol-Ap—9L
01-0ct-91

3 OlApr-9?
01-0ct-92

4 Ol-Api—93
01-0ct-93

5 Ol-Apr-94
0l-Qct-94

6 Ol-Api—%
01-0ct-95

7 Ol-Apr-96
01-0ct-96

8 Ol-ApiV7
01-0ct-97

9 Cl-Apr-98
01-Oct-V8

10 OI-Apr-99
01-0ct-99

11 01-Apr-2000
01-0ct-2000
12 01-Apr-2001
01-0ct-2001
13 Ol-Api—2002
01-Oct-2002
14 Ol-Api—2003
01-0ct-2003
15 01-Apr-2004
01-0ct-2004
16 Ol-Api—2005
01-0ct-2005
17 01-Apr-2006
01-0ct-2006
18 Ol-Api—2007
01-0ct-2007
19 01-Apr-2000
01-0ct-2008
20 OI-Api—2009
01-0ct-2009
2 01-Apr-201C
01-0ct-2010
22 Oi-Apr-2011
01-0ct-2011
23 Ol-Apr—2012
01-0ct-2012

Interest
Rates
5.350
5.550
5.750
6.000
6.200
6.400
6.550
6.750
6.900
7.050
7.250
1.350
7450
7.550
7.650
7.750
7.850
7.950
8.050
8.150
8.250
8.350
8.450

Maturing
Principal
0
0
1,270,000
1,345,000
1,425,000
1,515,000
1,610,000
1,715,000
1,830,000
1,960,000
L,095,000
2,250,000
2,415,000
2,595,000
2,790,000
3,005,000
3,235,000
3,490,000
3,765,000
4,070,00r
4,400,000
4,765,000
5,165,000

Interest

4,894,533
4,894,533
4,894,533
4,894,533
4,894,533
4,894,533
4,858,020
4,858,020
4,817,670
4,817,670
4,773,495
4,773,495
4,725,015
4,725,015
4,672,288
4,672,288
4,614,406
4,614,406
4,551,211
4,551,271
4,482,181
4,482,181
4,406,238
4,406,238
4,323,550
4,323,550
4,233,591
4,233,591
4,135,630
4,135,630
4,028,913
4,028,913
3,912,469
3,912,469
3,785,495
3,785,4P
3,646,765
3,646,768
3,495,226
3,495,226
3,329,374
3,329,374
3,147,874
3,147,874
2,948,935
2,948,735
2,730,714

(Gross
Annual Deht
Service

Balance
Outstanding
9,789,065 117,945,000
9,789,065 117,945,000
11,059,065 116,675,000
11,061,040 115,330,000
11,060,340 113,905,000
11,061,990 112,390,000
11,060,030 110,780,000
11,059,575 109,065,000
11,058,813 107,235,000
11,062,543 105,275,000
11,059,367 103,180,000
11,062,475 100,930,000
11,062,200 98,515,000
11,062,183 95,920,000
11,061,260 93,130,000
90,125,000
86,890,000
83,400,000
79,635,000
75,565,000
71,165,000
66,400,000
61,235,000

11,062,825
11,059,938
11,060,990
11,058,535
11,060,453
11,058,748
11,060,748
11,062,870

Capitalized
Interest

4,894,533
4,894,533
4,894,533
4,894,533
4,894,533(’)

0P

BONDCAC |

Dated:  01-Apr-B9

Last aaturity: 01-Apr-2020
D.S.Reserve D.S.Reserve Net Annual

Applied
Interest

ODOOO

145118
145,118
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
34P,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,203
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283

318,283

Deht
Service

Applied
Principal
0

0
5,874,297
10,364,474
10,363,774
10,365,424
10,363,464
10,363,009
10,362,247
10,365,977
10,362,797
10,365,909
10,365,534
10,365,617
10,364,694
10,366,259
10,363,372
10,364,424
10,361,969
10,363,887
10,362,182
10,364,182
10,366,304



Year Date

24 01-Apr-2013
01-Qct-2013

25 01-Apr-2014
01-0ct-2014

26 Ol-Api—2015
01-0ct-2015

27 01-Apr-2016
01-0ct-2016

28 Ol-Api—2017
Right}MHo«e01-0ct-2017
29 01-Apr-2018
01-0ct-2018

30 Ol-Apr—2019
01-0ct-2019

31 01-Apr-2020

Interest
Rates

8.550
8.650
8.750
8.850
8.950
9.100
9.100
9.100

Prepared by DEPARIVENT CF REVENUE

Maturing
Principal

5,600,000
6,080,000
6,605,000
7,180,000
7,820,000
8,520,000
9,295,000
10,135,000

Interest

2,730,714
2,491,314
2,491,314
2,228,354
2,228,354
1,939,385
1,939,385
1,621,670
1,621,670
1,271,725
1,271,725

884,065

884,065

461,143

461,143

Gross
Annual Debt
Service

11,061,428
11,062,628
11,061,708
11,058,770
11,063,340
11063450
11,063,130
11,057,285

117,945,000 222,400,748 340,345,748

Balance
Outstanding

55,635,000
49,555,000
42,950,000
35,770,000
21,950,000
19,430,000
10,135,000

0

Interest

D.SReserve DSReserve Net Amual
Capitalized ~ Applied  Applied

Interest  Principal

348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348,283
348283 661,107
343,283
348,283 10,402,343

Debt
Service

10,364,862
10,366,062
10,365,142
10,362,204
10,366,774
10,366,884
9,705,457

0

19,794,080 11,063,450 285,057,179

Date prepared:

09-Hay-88



Letter of Intent
HCS SB 415
It is the intent of the legislature that the committee
established Iin section 1 of the House Committee Substitute
for SB 415 report to Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
by Aug 30th; 1988 with a preliminary plan for the court
Facility in Anchorage as described in section 3 of the bill.

It is further the intent of the legislature that the
committee develop arnd submit alternative financing plans for
approval’ during the Tirst session of 16th Alaska State
Legislature®

Menbers participating on the conmmittee established in this
Act shall have their travel ad per diem paid for out of
existing appropriations for the legislature and the Alaska

Court System.






ALASKA STATE SENATE

JOE P. JOSEPHSON WHILE IN JUNEAU
DISTRICT H ANCHORAGE P.0. BOX V
3111 C STREET, SUITE 550 JUNEAU, ALASKA 9961 1
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503 (907)465-4525
(907)561-761 1
To: Representative John Sund, Chair
House Judiciary Committee*

From Senator Joe Josephson

Re: Schedulling of Senate Bill 415, Anchorage Courthouse

Date: April 25, 1988

By this menmo, | request that you schedulle SB 415 for
hearing as quickly as possible in your committee.

I can offer you ard menbers of your committee nuUuTerous
briefing papers to assist you in your deliberations on the
need and scope of the Anchorage Courthouse. I would be happy
1o share all such information wvith you

I¥ you should have ary specific questions, please do not
hesitate to call upon myself or my staff assistant Dee
Frankfourth.

I am confident that this project is iIin the public
interest and one which should and can proceed on its merits.
I stand ready on short notice to provide arty assistance.



(M-QL2LH

NEPAIiMIiENT OF REVENUE L DING

P.0. BOX SB
TREASLRYDMION JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0400
To: Hugh Malone Date: May 7, 1988 (revised)
Commissioner of Revenue
From: Milt Barker A * Subject: Anchorage Court Building
Deputy Commissioner Financing

The Court System has revised the construction cost estimate for the Anchorage
Court Building from $65 million to $85 million as a result of design completion.
The estimated amount of financing is thus increased from $85 million to as much
as $120 million. Debt service (lease payments) to maturity, assuming 10 year
maximum maturity, is currently estimated at approximately $132 million. Annual
debt service (lease payments) would be $15.4 million.

Bond sizing and debt service schedules are attached. Also attached are schedules
showing total debt service on all State-supported debt, with and without the
project, and the corresponding ratios of debt service to unrestricted revenue.



FH-ANA OB FRMCE SHDUE 0P BONDTAC I

§$3§ SSSSSSSAaSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS
STATE G- ALAKA Dated:  O1-Apr-89
ANHORGE LR BULDING Last aaturity: OI-Apr-2000
Gross D.S.Reserve D.S.Reserve Net Amwd
Interest  Maturing Amual Dbt Balance  Capitalized — Applied Applied Debt
Year Dete Rates Principal  Interest  Service Outstanding Interest  Interest Principal Service
.01-Oct-89 3,960,250 3,960,250 0
1 O-Ap—0 5.350 0 3960250 7,920,500 119,750,000 3,960,250 0 0
01-Oct-90 3,960,250 3,960,250 0
2 Ol-Apr-9l 5.550 0 3960250 7,920,500 119,750,000 3,960,250 0 0
01-Oct-91 3,960,250 3,960,250 239,156 V m
3  Ol-Apr-92 5750 10,310,000 3,960,250 18,230,500 109,440,000 0 239,156 13,791,939
Ol-Oct-92 3,663,838 573,974
4  OLl-Apr-93 6.000 10905000 3663838 18232675 98535000 573,974 17,084,728
OI-Oct-93 3,336,688 573,974 .
5 Ol-Apr-H4 6200 11,555,000 3,336,688 18,228,375 86,930,000 573.974 17,080,428
01-Oct-94 2,978,483 573.974
6 Ol-Apr-95 6400 12275000 2978483 18,231,965 74,705,000 573.974 17,084,018
01-Oct-95 2,585,683 573.974
7 Ol-Apr-96 6.550 13,060,000 2585683 18,231,365 61,645,000 573.974 17,083,418
01-Oct-96 2,157,968 573.974
8 Ol-Apr-97 6.750 13915000 2,157,968 18,230,935 47,730,000 573.974 17,082,988
01-Oct-97 1,688,336 573.974
9 0l-Apr-98 6.900 14,855000 1,688,336 18,231,673 32875000 573.974 17,083,725
01-Oct-98 1,175,839 573.974
10 Ol-Apr-29 7.050 15830000 1,175,839 18,231,678 16,995,000 573974 1,085,162 15998568
OI-Oct-99 616,069 573.974
11 0L-Apr-2000 7.250 16,995,000 616,069 18,227,138 0 573974 17,147,513 . 0
119,750,000 60,167,303 179,917,303 9,661,891 18,232,675 132,2B9,B09
Prepared by DEPARIMENT OF RBANLE Date prepared:  27-Apr-88

(



BO\D SIZE SCHHDUE 8P BONDCALC [

STATE OF ALASA Dated:  Ol-Apr-89
ANHIRGE GORT BULDING Last aaturity: OL-Apr-2000
Cost to conplete construction 85,637,000
Prior costs to be repaid froa. bond proceeds 0
6ross construction costs 85,637,000
Less: Interest earned on Construction Fund:
5.00Z coipounded seai-annually (5,402,962)
Net deposit to Construction Fud 80,234,038
6ross capitalized interest 19,801,250
Less: Interest earned on Capitalized Interest
Rund:
5.00Z coapounded seai-annually (1,402,611)
Net deposit to Capitalized Interest Fud 1B,398,639
Gross Debt Service Reserve Requireaent 18,232,675
Less: Interest earned on Debt Service
Reserve Fud:
6.20Z cogpounded seai-annually (2,660,571)
Net deposit to Debt Service Reserve Fud 15,572,104
Gross contingency fund requi. ;*ent 4,244,350
Less: Interest eamed on Contingency Fund:
5.00Z coapounded seai-annually (508,370
Net deposit to Contingency Fund 3,735,980
Less: Interest accrued froa dated date 0
Underwriter spread: $13.00 /1000 1,556,750
Bod Insurance 0
Other issuance costs 250,000
Rounding aaount 2,489
Aaount to be borroned 119,750,000
Average interest cost (NIO) 6.94969
Effective interest cost (TIC) 8P 7.01474
Bod life (in years) 7.41674
Average annual debt service 16,356,118
Hexiaua annual debt service 18,232,675

Prepared by DEPARTMENT CF REVENLE Date prepared:  27-Apr-88



State of Alaska
Debt Service on State-Supported Debt
March 1988
($ Millions)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

School Total

Fiscal State Lease-Purchase Debt Debt
Year GOB'S UA ASBA Obligations (Muni) Service
77 41.9 1.5 9.9 0 9.0 62.3
78 50.0 1.7 10.1 0 11.4 73.2
79 60.0 1.7 10.1 0 22.3 94.1
80 75.1 1.8 10.1 0 24.1 111.1
81 97.6 2.2 10.0 0 38.4 148.2
82 97.5 2.3 10.0 0 38.3 148.1
83 143.6 2.3 9.9 0 36.2 192.0
84 166.3 2.0 9.9 0 91.2 269.4
85 169.5 2.0 9.9 92.8 275.0
86 163.2 1.8 9.9 . 105.3 280.7
87 154.9 1.8 6.5 4.7 132.5 300.4
88 147.9 1.7 6.5 7 118.1 274.9
89 135.5 1.8 6.5 5.2 115.8 264.8
90 120.3 1.7 6.5 5.5 110.2 244.2
91 95.5 1.7 6.5 5.5 102.9 212.1
92 68.2 1.7 6.5 5.5 100.9 182.8
93 59.7 1.7 5.9 5.5 98.9 171.7
94 33.9 1.5 3.1 5.5 89.1 133.1
95 23.1 1.5 1.5 5.5 78.6 110.2
96 21.5 1.5 0 5.5 69.5 98.0
97 16.7 1.5 0 5.5 42.1 65.8
98 14.4 1.5 0 5.5 41.1 62.5
99 9.0 1.5 0 5.5 39.2 55.2
00 2.6 1.5 0 4.7 28.6 37.4

(1) State of Alaska general obligation bonds

(2) University of Alaska bonds

(3) Alaska State Building Authority lease revenue bonds

(4) Debt issued to finance Seward Student Service Center. Spring Creek
Correctional Center, and Palmer Courthouse

(5) State Reimbursement of municipal general obligation debt issued to
finance school construction for debt issued through December 31, 198/



State of Alaska

Debt Service on State-Supported Debt
Includes P-goposed Cenaral-BbligailOil arrd Luase-Purchaae—Debt—

(5)

School
Debt
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@ @ (3) (4)
Fiscal State Lease-Purchase
Year GOB’s UA ASBA Obligations
77 41.9 1.5 9.9 0
78 50.0 1.7 10.1 0
79 60.0 1.7 10.1 0
80 75.1 1.8 10.1 0
81 97.6 2.2 10.0 0
82 97.5 2.3 10.0 0
83 143.6 2.3 9.9 0
84 166.3 2.0 9.9 0
85 169.5 2.0 9.9 .8
86 163.2 1.8 9.9 .5
87 154.9 1.8 6.5 4.7
88 147.9 1.7 6.5 7
89 /3ST 1.8 6.5 5.2
90 /101 129.0 1.7 6.5 5.5
91 fS.T 104.Kk 1.7 6.5 5.5
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96 2.1.5" 30[.1 1.5 0 22.6
97 /6.7 23.3 1.5 0 22.6
98 /1?72 21.9 1.5 0 22.6
99 7.0 1b.5 1.5 0 21.5
00 Z.(> krtr 1.5 0 4.7
(1) State of Alaska general obligation bonds iwludas-propo-sed- rssue.ncc of-
~"A-reeo.ooo-un 12/31/88
(2) University of Alaska bonds
(3) Alaska State Building Authority lease revenue
(4) Debt issued to finance Seward Student Service
Correctional Center, Palmer Courthouse, and proposed
$119,750,000 for Anchorage Courthouse on 4/1/89
(5) State Reimbursement of municipal general obligation

finance school construction for debt issued

issued

through December 31,
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LAWS OF ALASKA

1986

Sourc* Chapter No.

CSHB 653 (Fln)

AN ACT

Relating to court facilities; and providing for an effective

date

BE ITENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

THE ACT FOLLOUS ON PAGE 1 LINE 9

Approved the Governor; June 1. 1986
Actual Effective Date: June 2, 1986
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Chapter 78

0

AH ACT
Relating to court facilitiesi and providing for an
effective date
“osection 1 AS 22.05.025(e) is amended to read
(a) The supreme court has authority over all matters relating to
the planning., design, construction, maintenance, occupancy, leasing
and operation of all court facilities and shall cooperate and coordi-
nate with the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities s
that court facility construction projects are carried out in accor-
dance with the statutes and regulations applicable to state public
woork projects
fosec 2 The supreme court may enter into a lease-purchuse agreement
construction of a court facility in Anchorage
* Sec 3 Section 3, ch 160, SLA 1980, as amended by sec 2, ch 70
1982, is repealed
Cosec 4 This Act takes effect immediately in accordance withAs
070 (¢c)

CSHEB

653 (Fin)



Alaska (Eourt System

jhiate of Alaska
3B "K' STREET

ANCHORAGE.,  ALASKA
ARM&I&R&PI%%EIMTOR ee50] (907) 274-8611

May 6, 1988

Representative John Sund
Chairman, Judiciary Committee
Room 120 Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Sund:

Attached is a letter from Riley Snell,
Regional Director of the Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities, which states that the estimated
yearly maintenance for the courthouse expansion will be
$1.6 million.

Subtracting the yearly cost for maintenance
of the district court building, the actual estimated
annual 1increase to the operating budget for maintenance
and operation will be about $1.3 million.

nov/den, 11

c: Rep. Fran Ulmer
Rep. Sam Cotten
Rep. Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
Rep. Mike Navarre
Rep. Ramona L. Barnes
Rep. Robin L. Taylor



State of Alaska
Department ol Ttanaportatlon & Public FaclHtIM

Contral Region
T i:t Duke DATE: May 5, 1988
aska Court System
FILE NO:
TELEPHONE No:  206-1440
; MiTHWI . Snell Annual Maintenance
FRAM: " . -
Regional Director SUBECT:  for the Expanded
Central Region Anchorage Courthouse

In response to your request I have reviewed the maintenance activities to be
performed for the expanded courthouse In Anchorage, and developed a budgetary
estimate for future maintenance requirements.

Tenant spaces for the expanded building will total about 300,000 square feet
(this excludes the garage parking area). Annual maintenance for such spaces
has totalled $5.00 per square foot In similar structures. Garage maintenance
is estimated at $1.20 per square foot annually. I expect these annual unit
costs will apply to the completed courthouse structure. As a consequence, the
yearly maintenance budget 1s estimated to be $1.6 million.

Included In the maintenance figure are the following: heating, lighting,
janitorial service (window washing, carpet cleaning, trash collection), snow
remove!, HVAC system maintenance, fire protection system maintenance, elevator
maintenance, wall surface maintenance interior and exterior, repair of broken
or damaged components, and roof maintenance and care.

Not included are specialized maintenance of detention areas and security
hardware, telephone maintenance, telephone service charges, or modifications
necessary to adapt the structure to changes in program.

WR3/0BC/bj T



KITDUKE
Project Manager

Represen
Chairman
Room 120
Juneau,

Dear Representative Sund:

JUaska (Uoitri JMgstem
J>*tatc of Alaska
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR

tative John Sund

, Capitol
Alaska 99811

303 K Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Judiciary Committee

May 5,

(907)

1988

264-8238

Thank you for giving the Alaska Court System a hearing
on its request for SB 415. For your inform~®"ion, we are enclos—
ing the following macerials: the history of this project, legal
opinion by Legislative counsel regarding lease-purchase financ—
ing, and information about the district court building. (I have
provided copies of the project floor plans to John Hartle to
include in your committee packets.)

In the packet of materials you received from the
Senate, there are several factual errors that have been made.
Mr. Snowden and 1 will be happy to testify at tomorrow"s hearing
about these materials as well as the materials you have received
from the Senate.

Project Manager
c: Rep Fran Ulmer
Rep. Sam Cotten
Rep. Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
Rep. Mike Navarre
Rep. Ramona L. Barnes
Rep. Robin L. Taylor



Maska (flouri System

j8tnte of (Alaska

3B "K' STREET
ARTHUR H. SNOWDEN Nl ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
xnﬁmsmﬁanmHMR 90501 (07) 27478611
May 6, 1988

Representative John Sund
Chairman, Judiciary Committee
Room 120, Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Representative Sund:

Belov/ is a list of home phone numbers 1in case
you v/ould like to contact some of the people wno could
discuss the need for additional space in the new court
facility.

Honorable Douglas J. Serdahely 346-1985
Superior Court Judge
Immediate Past Presiding Judge
Zora Morgan 338-5896
Jury Clerk
LeEllen Baker 345-4175
Clerk of Court
Carole Frost 279-6189
Small Claims Manager
Al Szal 344-3465
Area Court Administrator
Jo Hall 337-7247
Head, Records Division
Sincerely,
rthur H. Snowden, 11
c: House Judiciary Committee Members



ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION PROJECT - NEEDS AND SIZING

MARCH 16, 1988

Office of the Administrative Director
Alaska Court System
303 K Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907) 264-05*17



INTRODUCTION

In FY 1982, the Alaska State Legislature appropriated funds to the Alaska
Court System for land acquisition, planning and design of new court
facilities in Anchorage. The expanded facilities would extend the existing
court facilities in Anchorage across | street and onto the block east of the
existing facilities. The new facility was planned to provide an additional
350,000 square feet of space, in order to meet the court"s projected needs

to the year 2005.

A brief project iViStory is included in the "Project Overview" included as
Appendix A. ;

Under the current project time line, construction would begin in September
1988. However, maintenance of the time line is predicated on the issuance
of request for construction bids in May and June. Any variance from the
time line will prevent the commencement of the construction phase for at

least one season.

This document discusses the space needs of the Anchorage court and
presents information relevant to the size of the building.

CURRENT SPACE DEFICIT

A. The Anchorage court 1is not currently in a position where it
comfortably fills the existing courthouse facility, or even where it is
now pushing against the limits of the facility. Rather, the Anchorage
court has so outgrown its existing space that some court offices have
been forced out of the courthouse and into adjacent commercial rental
space, and inefficiencies have been created by the forced splitting
and relocations of departmental units. The vresult 1is a cramped
facility which does not adequately serve the public®s needs.

As part of a project to examine Anchorage court space needs which
was undertaken by the supreme court in February 1988 (discussed
more fully in section |Il, infra), the court examined the "Vnchorage
court™s needs as they exist at the present, as well as what they may
be in future years. Looking at the known deficiencies in the current
facility and applying established space standards to the existing
staffing structure, 1t was concluded that the Anchorage court 1is
currently operating in a facility which is 115,000 square feet smaller
than it should be to accommodate present needs. Some of the
problems associated with the current facility and this existing deficit
are discussed below.



Jury Assembly

The current jury assembly area in the Anchorage courthouse is
located in a windowless area of the courthouse basement. The
court has received numerous complaints from jurors, and there
have been several letters to the editors of local newspapers,
noting that the jury area 1is crowded, depressing and makes
potential jurors feel more like prisoners than citizens who are
appreciated for performing their civic duties. Citizens are
generally subject to personal hardship when they are called for
jury service, and they are given only a nominal payment for
their  services. Current conditions are unpleasant and
unacceptable and only add to the level of discomfort a juror may
already have encountered by virtue of being called to serve.

Based on current standards for jury management, an additional
5,70 square feet of space would be needed to provide well
planned, sufficient space for jury assembly for today®s needs.

The jury assembly area in the expanded facility will allow for a
more humane treatment of citizens called for jury duty. The
new assembly area is appropriately sized to the number of jurors
who can be expected to be called on most days. The jury area
will contain some quiet working areas for those jurors who are
called for jury service but who wish to read or work while
waiting to be called to a courtroom. The area has been carefully
designed to abut on the court"s training and conference area
to allow for temporary expansion of the jury area on days when
an unusually high number of jurors must be called. The dual
use of the training area allows the court to avoid the creation of
an oversized jury area to accommodate for the unusual day, but
which would be overly-expansive for the average day.

Judicial Services/Security Corridors and Access/Prisoner
Circulation

During the past several years, there have been several escapes
of prisoners from the Anchorage courthouse. These escapes
have ranged from an incident of a juvenile accomplishing an
escape by crawling up into the air circulation system after
removing a ceiling panel, to a recent incident 1involving a
prisoner removing his handcuffs and bolting while being escorted
through a public area of the court. There can be no doubt that
such escape possibilities create a significant danger to court
personnel and the public. There can also be no doubt that
escape attempts, when even temporarily successful, are
extremely costly: a recent escape precipitated an area-wide
mobilization of APD officers and the cordoning off of an entire

neighborhood.

The current court facility in Anchorage 1is not designed in a
manner which permits adequate isolation of prisoners from
members of the public and court staff. Prisoners must be
transported across open parking lots and through public and



private court areas to be taken to courtrooms for their court
hearings.

The new court building has been carefully designed, through the
use of private and prisoner circulation corridors, to eliminate
contacts, between prisoners and members of the public and court
staff, and to minimize opportunities for escape. From the time
that prisoners are delivered, via a closed sallyport, to the court
complex, they are isolated and transported In secured areas.
The new complex devotes approximately 28,815 square feet to
judicial services, including holding cells and prisoner circulation.
The design was developed with the cooperation and help of
representatives from the Alaska State Troopers and the
Anchorage Police Department, to insure that law enforcement

needs were met.

The need for secured prisoner circulation in court buildings and
the need for court building design that maximizes prisoner
security has been documented in a myriad of sources. See, for
example: Space Management and the Courts Design Handbook by
F. Michael Wong, U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, 1972 (Ch
5: Courthouse Security); Court Security - A Manual of
Guidelines and Procedures, National Sheriffs®™ Association 1978
(Ch 7: Security Implications in Architecture, and Appendix A,
Court  Security Issues, Building Structure); "Courthouse
Security"”, paper by Sue Johnson and Prakash Yerawadekar for
New York Office of Court Administration, 1980; Standards
Relating to Trial Courts, American Bar Association Commission on
Standards of Judicial Administration, 1976.

Clerks® Office

The operation of the clerks® office has been profoundly affected
by the existing space deficit, which amounts to 680 square feet.
Components of the clerk"s office are scattered around the
facility, wherever space could be found to ho mm them, with the
result that operations which should logically oe adjacent to one
another are separated, and functions are fragmented. Some
examples of the effects are:

a. The records department has two public counters for
accessing records, located on separate floors, and members
of the public often try to access the wrong counter first,
or must go to both counters, to get the files or information

they need.

b. Records are stored in a number of locations, since there is
no room for a centralized storage area. Retrieval of files
and other records is thus very difficult and inefficient.

C. Inadequate facilities exist for safeguarding of exhibits.
Only one small vault is available, which 1is used to store
criminal exhibits. Other exhibits are stored 1iIn rooms

around the court facility.

d. The small claims department is located on a mezzanine level
which can only be accessed by a staircase. Therefore,

3



other citizens, and court staff must leave the department
and walk downstairs to help handicapped persons on small
claims matters.

Law Library

The Anchorage Law Library 1is the administrative headquarters
for the court system library system and houses the state®s only
major legal research collection. Besides serving the judiciary
and legal practitioners, the library is an impt tant resource for
state and federal agency personnel, businesses, students, pro se
litigants and the general public. While other states generally
have several libraries with substantial legal collections, Alaska
has no law school and no legal collection of any substance in any
of its libraries other than the court system libraries.

Due to current space constraints, the Anchorage Law Library
must keep a large portion of its collection in a storage area with
very limited accessibility. With an estimated deficit of t,E00
square feet, the law library ha* no space for future expansion.

The new courthouse would prov.de the law library with the space
necessary to improve access to current collections, to provide
for the continuing growth of certain collections, and to acquire
additional materials as needed. The expansion of the law library
would also allow for the retention of materials in the more usable
hardcopy format and would reduce the amounts of money spent
on the costly conversion of collections to microfiche.

Courtrooms

The most obvious central focus of a courthouse 1Is Its
courtrooms. Although much occurs beyond the courtroom walls,
it is the courtroom which is the main arena for court pro—
ceedings, and it is the courtroom which 1is the most obvious
symbol of the justice system in the eyes of the public.

Courtrooms are very specialized areas which require a number of
technical modifications. Courtrooms must be acoustically sound
to insure that an adequate record of all proceedings is obtained.
Courtrooms must be designed to accommodate the many partici—
pants 1in court proceedings, which can include twelve or more
jurors, the judge, the in-court clerk, law enforcement repre—
sentatives, attorneys, litigants, witnesses and members of the
public and press. Courtrooms must be carefully designed to
reinforce respect for the dignity and impartiality of the courts.
Standards adopted by the American Bar Association indicate that
courtroom design should create "...an atmosphere of sobriety,
tranquility and security."” 1/

1/ Standards Relating to Trial Courts. American Bar Association
Commission on Standards of Judicial Administration, 1976.
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Because in Insufficient number of courtrooms exist |In the
current Anchorage facility to accommodate all court proceedings
which must be scheduled (the current trial court courtroom
deficit amounts to 9,*100 square feet), court proceedings are now
being held in rooms which have been remodeled Into temporary
courtrooms and hearing rooms. These rooms do not provide for
adequate access and egress by the judge, prisoners and members
of the public, and their use creates significant security
problems. For example, domestic violence matters are routinely
heard in a small hearing room which allows for ilittde separation
between the parties, and between the parties and the judge.
These types of proceedings are well-recognized as having the
potential for violent interactions, and yet the restricted room
available limits the ability of the court to protect itseif and the
litigants in these situations.

In the expanded facility, adequate numbers of appropriate
courtrooms will be available. These courtrooms will be sized and
modeled following established space standards, which will promote
the goals of the justice system and 1incorporate reasonable

security safeguards.
Administrative Offices

Since 1980, the administrative offices for the court system have
been located outside of the court building in Anchorage. These
offices currently occupy 12,240 square feet of rental space away
from the court building. The administrative offices were
removed when space constraints within the court building became
so severe that administrative office space had to be reallocated
to other judicial functions.

The separation of the administrative offices from the court
building has resulted in a number of inefficiencies. Departments
now located away from the court building include the personnel
department, the departments responsible for recording equipment
and computer equipment support, the department responsible for
building maintenance, the accounting department and the

purchasing department.

Because of the close functional relationship between the
administrative offices and the Anchorage court, there 1is a
constant flow of y.srscnnel and equipment between the two
buildings. Many employees make several trips between the two
facilities on any given day. The physical separation has
resulted in the expenditure of personnel time and in confusion
for court employees and the public. For example, electronics
engineering staff must respond immediately to calls from
courtrooms about  defective recording equipment, which
necessitates many trips between the facilities. Immediate
attention to these problems is mandated because without properly
functioning equipment, court proceedings must be delayed and
there 1is a danger that an adequate court record cannot be
produced. These employees are often required to transport
delicate pieces of electronic equipment during these trips.
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The expanded facility will provide for a reconsolidation of the
administrative offices with the Anchorage court. This
reconsolidation will restore the close working relationship
between the now-separated court components and will eliminate
commuting problems.

The suggestion that the court expand Into currently existing,
unoccupied commercial space fails to take into consideration the many
and varied special requirements of court facilities. Commercial
buildings do not have space appropriate for courtrooms. Courtrooms
must meet special acoustical and soundproofing specifications to allow
for proper recording of court proceedings. Courtrooms have special
requirements for egress and ingress to maximize the separation of
judge, jury and defendant. Juror access to courtrooms located
outside the court building would entail marching jurors in mass from
the court building to the designated courtroom on a regular basis.

Transporting prisoners to court facilities that might be Jlocated In
commercial buildings would be unnecessarily dangerous. In most
commercial buildings, police would have to use public lobbies and
elevators. Commercial buildings are not eouippsd with secure holding
cells or sufficiently separate circulation patterns. Risk to the general
public would be unacceptable.

Even of an expansion into available commercial space were limited to
non-courtroom functions, it would be unacceptable. Functions of the
court are tied together and tied to the courtroom. Moving
departments or parts of departments out of the court building would
fragment functions and gravely decrease efficient operation.

Movement of files from the court building to court offices several
blocks away would seriously compromise the integrity of the court
system S files and could result in loss or damage to critical court
documents. The already difficult job of filing documents and locating
files would become monumental.

Finally, the fragmentation of court services would be a source of
confusion and frustration to the public.

Il. SIZING AND NEEDS

A.

Determination of Space Needs

In order to develop a plan for the expansion of the Anchorage court
facility, the Alaska Court System hired an internationally recognized
judicial space planning firm to prepare a program document, using
space standards and design guidelines specifically developed for the
Alaska Court System 1in a report published in 1976 entitled "Judicial
Facility Standards and Design Guidelines.””> These standards were
developed to provide guidelines to be used both 1in renovation of
existing court facilities and construction of new court buildings. The
information in the report was derived from the following sources:



Reference books and journals in the Tfield of judicial apace
management, including "The American Courthouse™ and "Space
Management and the Courts - Design Handbook.™

2. interviews with persons functioning at various levels in courts,
court-related departments and law enforcement agencies to verify
functions, work relationships within departments and Interrela—
tionships with other agencies and departments, and spatial and
environmental requirements.

The planning consultants retained have been heavily involved in the
planning and designing of court facilities nationwide, on both the
state and federal levels. The standards developed for the Alaska
Court System correspond to space management concepts used across
the coun ry. These general space standards were applied to the
informatic gathered about the Anchorage project, and a program
document was produced detailing both existing space and projected
space needs. This program document was the starting point for the
architect™s design work.

Reaffirmation of Sizing/Concerns Created by Changes 1in Alaska s
Economic Conditions

The initial determination of needs and sizing for the courthouse
expansion was accomplished in 1982. Since 1982, the State of Alaska
has experienced significant changes due to a severe depression of
economic conditions. In light of these changes, the supreme court
reassessed the need for the courthouse expansion project in February
1988. (Detailed information concerning that reassessment process Iis
contained within the "Project Overview"” document attached as Appen—
dix A. This "Project Overview" was provided to the Senate Finance
Committee on February 22.)

One of the factors the supreme court considered was the current
space deficit in the Anchorage courthouse. The existing space deficit
was discussed earlier in this report. The Anchorage courthouse
facility currently is experiencing a space of deficit of 115,000 square
feet. This figure represents space needed to accommodate existing
needs. The Jlack of this space within the court complex has resulted
in inefficiencies and problems for the public, as discussed earlier, as
well as serious security problems for court staff and the public due
to inadequate prisoner controls.

The court also examined economic and population data obtained from
the Institute of Economic and Social Research®s Alaska Economy and
Housing Market Report dated October 1987. This data was used to
formulate predictions about the court"s future caseload, and the
probable rate of growth which will be experienced by the court
through the year 2003. (The process that the court followed in this
regard is outlined in the aforementioned "Project Overview.") Based
on the information available, and the reasonable predictions which
could be made based upon that information, the court concluded that
the new facility was still needed to meet the court™s projected needs.
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the court's has lessened during the last two
the court®s workload, as reflected by court filings, has shown a
significant Increase since FY 1981, when this project was first envi—
sioned. The following chart summarixes the growth in trial court
filings from FY 1981 until FY 1987.



ANCHORAGE COURT COMPLEX

Court Level

SUPERIOR COURT

Felony

Domestic Relations
Probate

General Civil ,
Children & Matters

Superior Court Filings:

DISTRICT COURT

Misdemeanor
General Civil
Small Claims

District Court Filings:

TOTAL TRIAL COURT
NON-TRAFFIC FILINGS

Source:

Alaska Court System

TRIAL COURT ACTIVITY

FY
1981

413
3,737
777
2,156
445

7,528

7,289
2,929
4,393

14,611

22,139

Fiscal Years 31l - 37

FY Percent Change

1987 FY81-FY87
957 131.7
4,608 23.3
1,280 64.7
2,898 34.4
679 52.6
10,422 38.4
8,995 23.4
6,734 129.9
7,333 66.9
23,062 57.8
33,484 51.2
FY 1981 & FY 1987 Annual Reports

8a
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ALASKA COURT SYSTEM

Analysis of Space in Anchorage Court Facility
(in square feet)

Total Space Available

Comprised of:

Existing Boney Court Building 149,670
Existing District Court Building 58,085
Total Space in Existing Buildings 207.755
Proposed Addition 350,000
Total Space Availab.le 557.755

Less Non-Court Space Assignments:

Parking 51,670
Commercial 7,500
District Attorney/Office of Special
Prosecutions 24,550
Municipality of Anchorage Warrants Section 4,635
Department of Transportation/Public Facilities
Maintenance Section 3,735
State Troopers Judicial Services Section
(including sallyport, holding cells, &
prisoner circulation) 25,815
Space Available for Court System Use
Estimated Court System Space Needs 1in 1991
(including the current 115,000 square foot space
deficit and 11,600 square feet of courtrooms, not
fully utilized until 2006) \< &\

Space Available for Additional Court System
Growth and for Use by Other Justice-Related
Agencies

Space Loss from Demolition of District Court Building

Net Space Available for Additional Court System
Growth and for Use by Other Justice-Related
Agencies

557,755

.117,905

439,850

328,797

111,053

58,085



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION

Project Budget

Construction Cost

Construction Contingency

Furnishings and Equipment

Construction Administration Costs, 1including
permits, construction management fees, etc.

Ar t-in-Public-Places

TotalProjectBudget

NJECT

$67,570,000
6,652,000
6,000,000

4,000,000
665, 000

$84,887,000

Repayment of Public Facilities Planning Fund Loan $ 750,000

Project Financing Options
30-year Lease-Revenue Bonds:

Estimated Total Debt Service

Estimated Annual Debt Service (1991-201U)*

Estimated Annual Operations & Maintenance
Costs (1991-2041 estimated life of building)

Estimated Average Monthly Cost per Square Foot
over Full 50-year Life of Building

20-year Lease-Revenue Bonds:

Estimated Total Debt Service

Estimated Annual Debt Service (1991-2008)*

Estimated Annual Operations & Maintenance
Costs (1991-2041 estimated life of building

Estimated Average Monthly Cost per Square Foot
over Full 50-year Life of Building

10-year Lease-Revenue Bonds:

Estimated Total Debt Service

Estimated Annual Debt Service (1991-1998)*

Estimated Annual Operations & Maintenance
Costs (1991-2041 estimated life of building

Estimated Average Monthly Cost per Square Foot
over Full 50-year Life of Building

*Dept service js not paid during three year construction

$229,600,000
8,503,700

1,260,0C0

$1.21

$178,051,800

10,473,600

1,260,000

$1.03

$122,363,700

17,480,500

1,260,000

$0.82

period.



Ccffman Engineers, Inc.

March 8,1988

Mrs. KitDuke

Project Manager

.Alaska Court System

310 "K" Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Reference: EXISTING STATE COURTHOUSE INANCHORAGE

Dear Mrs. Duke:

The existing State Courthouse at the comer of Fourth Avenue and "it" Street in Anchorage
was designed in 1962. The Courthouse as-built drawings indicate that the building was
designed for seismic forces in accordance with Uniform Building Code (UBC)
requirements that were in effect at that lime.

Since 1962, major advancements have been made in the area of seismic design. The design
force level for Anchore.ge buildings has greatly increased. Under the criteria established for
the new Courthouse Expansion, the UBC seismic design forees arc more than 100%
greater than the code forces used to design the existing courthouse.

"hilc it is theoretically possible to upgrade the building to current code lewvels, major
structural modifications would be required. In addition, the modifications could adversely
affect the functional space utilization of the building.

The design criteria for the new Courthouse Expansion includes site-specific criteria
developed by Shah and Zsutty of Stanford University. The criteria for the Courthouse
Expansion exceeds cede requirements and includes design requirements for seisraically-
induced ground failures which are not addressed in the UBC. [tis not possible to modify
the existing courthouse structure to meet, or even approach, the criteria established for the
new Courthouse Expansion,

5S0W Savar. ihAxque.Su. ie7C9/Aouc.

EE



Alaska Court System
March 8,1988
Page 2

In summary, the existing courthouse does not meet current code requirements by a factor of
two and cannot be upgraded tomeet existing standards. Itisour opinion that renovation of
the building to improve its seismic performance is not a practical alternative to new
construction.

Please contact me ifl can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,

COFFMAN ENGINEERS, INC.

Neil T. Person, P.E.
Project Manager

80308.1/L1/wp/t

c: 87118-60



| McCOOL-McDONALD

OF ALASKA INC. ARCHITECTS

"ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION PROJECT
DECT W FIELD REPORT
December 3,1987
Office of Administrative Director

ti‘aiska Bou |ht' hvs Site Vi?jj(fetlo (9@%3?5 a%%'f 'i-\r}gHjstee(,Bf' tlding

CODE RELATED ITEMS:

A. Exit Stairs: Not True Enclosures. Southwest stair (main) iscompletely open from first
floor corridor to second floor corridor. A pair of doors separates the stairs up from
the second floor to the third floor. However, these doors are blocked open and the
closers are in place with arms disconnected. A single 3"-Q" door, top and bottom, with
closers separates the basement from the first floor.

Other stairs are typically open at firstfloor with door and closer at second floor.

B. Corridors: Building was constructed with hollow metal door frames and a mix of
hollow metal and s.c. walnut doors, no closers and gaskets were originally specified.
Approximately 80% of all doors which open to the corridor now have closers
installed. All courtroom doors have some type of gasketing (mixed types), most
appear to be sound gaskets. Most others had closer with no gaskets. Some doors
have no closers.

C. Ceilings: Typical suspended acoust"c lay-in 2°x4" ceiling tile, suspension not for
seismic, light fixtures and conduit not wired up.

We pulled acoustic tilesoown infour o rfive places on the second floor and observed
no indication of space above corridor being used as return air plenum. All walls either
side went solidly to structure.

OTHER ITEMS ON BUILDING®"S CONDITION:

The following information was either observed firsthand or was provided verbally to us from Tim the
Building Maintenance Individual.

A. There are several places where the hollow metal frames are separating at the head
from the jamb which has dropped down.

B. We observed a buckled wall surface at door head/jamb intersection.

C. In one courtroom at the second floor near where a frame was separating from the
wall at it’s head, the floor appears to be settling. The bottom of the rubber base is
some 1/4" to 3/8" above the vat flooring.

D. Maintenance man stated that after every light tremor he gets calls from office

personnel complaining that their doors no longer close right or have suddenly started
to close properly.

901 NV. 29TH A\ENUE IBENSON FRONTAGE ROAD) « ANCHORACE. ALASKA 9950J « (907) 56J-8474



Anchorage Courthouse

Field Report

Original Courthouse Building
December 3,1987

Page 2 of 2
E. The third floor open office floor has a noticeable sag with upturns near columns.
F. Main exhaust stack radiates excessive amounts of heat. At the first floor level corridor

wall is nearly too hot to touch. One can 4ill feel radiating heat as you walk past some
areas on the upper floor.

G. Fire alarm system 1is antique and practically non-functional, maintenance man
struggling to keep itworking at all.

END OF REPORT
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM April 20, 1988

SUBJECT: Public vote on lease-purchase agreements
TO: Senator Joe Josephson

FROM: Theresa L. Bannister | b

Legislative Counsel

t cc
You have asked whether a public vote islrequired for lease-
purchase agreements. You have stated the factual situation
as fTollows: a municipality or the Alaska State Housing @E»{i.Tif
Authority issues bonds to construct a building to be leased /I

to, and eventually purchased by, the state, and the bond
issuer will pay off the bonds from the state®"s lease pay—
ments. Therefore, the question is whether the bonding of

the municipality or of AS$A is subject to a vote, and wheth—
er the state"s leasing (and eventual purchase) is subject to
a vote.

1. The lease-purchase by the state is subject to AS 36.30.-
080. That section reads as follows:

Sec. 36.30.080. LEASES. (a) The department shall
lease space for the use of the state or an agency wher —
ever it is necessary and feasible, subject to compli—
ance with the requirements of this chapter. A lease

may not provide for a period of occupancy greater than
40 years. An agency requiring office, warehouse, or

other space shall lease the space through the depart—
ment.

(b) The department may enter into lease-financing
agreements, including lease-purchase agreements and
agreements related to the issuance of certificates of
participation. A lease-financing agreement must



Josephson
Page 2
April 20, 1988

provide that lease payments are subject to annual ap—
propriation.

©) IT the department intends to enter into a lease or
lease-financing agreement with an annual rent to the
state anticipated to exceed $1,000,000, the department
shall provide notice to the legislature. The notice
must include the anticipated annual lease obligation
amount and the anticipated total construction, acquisi—
tion, or other costs of the project. The department
may not enter into an agreement under this subsection
unless the project has been approved by the legislature
by law. An appropriation for the project does not con—
stitute approval cf the project for purposes of this
subsection.
*

AS 36.30.080(b) requires the lease-purchase to be subject to

appropriation. Therefore, the obligation is not an obliga—

tion against the general credit of the state and would not

be subject to the bonding vote requirements of art. 1IX, sec.

8 of the state constitution.

2. If the municipality™s bonding is secured only by the
rental payments and not by the general credit of the state,
the bonds would probably be characterized as revenue bends.
AS 29.47.240(a) provides:

Sec. 29.47.240. REVENUE BONDS. (@ A municipality
may issue negotiable or r.onnegotiable revenue bonds for
a public enterprise or public corporation of the munic—
ipality where the only security is the revenue of the
public enterprise pr corporation.

No election is required for the issuance and sale of revenue
bonds. AS 29.47.250 provides:

Sec. 29.47.250. NO ELECTION REQUIRED. An election
is not required to authorize the issuance and sale of
revenue bonds, unless otherwise provided by ordinance.

Therefore, the municipality®s bonds would qualify as revenue
bonds and a vote would not be required.

3. With regard to AS$A bonding, bonding by ASFiA does not
obligate the general credit of the state, only that of ASgA.
AS 18.55.160 provides:
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Sec. 18.55.160. LIMITATION OF LIABILITY ON BONDS. The
members of the authority and any person executing the
bonds are not liable personally on the bonds by reason
of their Iissuance. The bonds of the authority are not
a debt of the state or a political or municipal corpo—
ration or other subdivision of the state and each bond
shall so state on its face. Neither the state nor a
political or municipal corporation or ether subdivision
of the state other than the authority is liable on the
bonds , nor are the bonds payable out of funds or prop—
erties other than those of the authority. The authori—
ty may not pledge the faith of the people of the state
for a loan or obligation. Bonds of the authority are
not a debt, indebtedness or the borrowing of money
within the meaning of any limitation or restriction on
the issuance of bonds contained in the constitution or
laws of the state.

Therefore, the bonds of ASFiiA are not subject to the state
bonding vote requirements of art. 1IX, sec. 8 of the state
constitution. (See DeArmond v. Alaska State Dev. Corp., 376
P.2d 717 (1962), and Walker v. Alaska State Mtg. Ass"n., 416
P.2d 245 (1966))

If 1 may be of further assistance, please advise.

TLB:mi
wkmi2/014
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Representative John Sund
Chairman, Judiciary Committee
Room 120 Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Sund:

May 6, 1988

I thought you might be interested in reading
the report of an interview with the Anchorage Clerk of
Court that was published in the Anchorage Times.

Sincerely,

rthur H.

c: Rep. Fran Ulmer
Rep. Sam Cotten
Rep. Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
Rep. Mike Navarre
Rep. Ramona Lc Barnes
Rep. Robin L. Taylor

Snowden, 11

(907) 274-8611
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Design hill passes Senate, moves to House as controversy flares
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By Pattti Hanpar
TUoa Writer

A bill appropriating money to allow de-
sign work to continue on an $85 million
courthouse complex in downtown Anchor-
age has narrowly passed the Senate, but
the battle about whether it will be built is
notover.

The controversy centers on whether
the court system should build this much
space at this time, and is surrounded by
political jousting about spending money in
tight times and providing construction
jobs.

Supporters don’t expect any serious ob-
stacle to passage of the $1.5 million bill in
the House, but Sen. Johne Binkley,
R-Bethel, has promised he will continue
his fight against what would be the largest
state building ever built in Anchorage.

"1’'m going to attend any hearings in
the House,” and try to persuade collea-

ceeding with this,” he said Friday.
It’s considered unlikely Gov. Steve
Cowper would veto the appropriation bill

- if it’s put on his desk, but he has not pro-

mised to sign it. Friday, he suggested he is
going to try to get the project scaled back.

The court system has asked for con-
struction of about 350,000 square feet of

mspace, which would more than double its

current 208,000 square feet oi available
space. More than 50,000 square feet of that
new space, however, is to be used for
parkin;

Effic, ncy, security, the comfort of
personnel and the public suffer under the
current system, Art Snowden, the admin-
istrator of the court system, has said.

It’s hoped a secure sallyport for bring-.'
ing prisoners into the new complex and a'
special system of hallway” for transport-
ing them within it, may prevent the sort pf

seen in the last year.

Prisoners are cunrently brought
through public lobbies and public hallways
past the doors of judge’s chambers while
other foot traffic is stopped by security
personnel.

The court system argues new court-
rooms are needed as some proceedings
are now held in remodeled rooms. The
new complex would add another 18 court-
rooms.

The difficulty of finding someplace to
put files and trial exhibits provides an-
pther example of crowding.

Boxes of old files or exhibits sit in office
space in the old courthouse, in mainte-
nance closets, in former conference
rooms and in rooms which used to be used
for sequestered jurors.

Files fill an area of the basement which

See Court, page A-5

SPACE JUDGMENT

ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
TOIAL
56,766
nk Mﬂiﬁ IOTAL: TOTAL:
as:ﬁee 450,680 .
usssll
TOTAL 8,30
322,473 e Ces ees 370,022
114’618 331581
b
1988 1991 2001 2003

eili i

ED INDICATES CURRENT COURT SPACE AVAILABLE
O INDICATES SPACE NEEDED
O INDICATES EXTRA SPACE

O INDICATES SPACE FOR OTHER AGENCIES
kusc At triln
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Continued from page A-I

used to serve as an employee
lunchroom.

"lI'd just be really disap-
pointed If we didn’t get the new
ouilding," said LeEllen Baker,
:lerk of the court and supervisor
jf 105employees.

The public suffers she said be-
cause the juggling necessary to
fit things in has created four sep-
arate counters on four separate
noors that people who come to
file papers or look up records
nay have to go to.

“It's real hard for people that
pave never been in this building
before, she said.

“By the time somebody gets a
file they’re (sometimes) ready to
justeat it.”

The court system’s current
space crunch would be more
than solved with the proposed
project.

When completed in 1991, the
new court complex would pro-
/ide much more space than the
court system expects to need at
that time — on paper about

Supporters

175.000 extra square feet.

But if you take out the parking
space, the space to be used by
other agencies and services, and
the space which will be lost
sometime in the. future when the
58,000-square-foot district court
building is demolished because of
seismic concerns and wear and
tear, the extra space is about
53.000 square feet, according to
the court system analysis.

“I think that is a prudent way
to proceed,” Sen. Joe Josephson,
D-Anchorage, said of building for
the future. Josephson battled
with Binkley to get the design bill
passed.

The court administration has
outgrown its current quarters in
relatively short order.

There has been dramatic
growth in the state since the
Boney Building, currently the
main courthouse, was finished in
1973, and the court system has
reflected that growth.

Non-traffic trial court case fil-
ings, used to gauge needs, in-
creased 51 percent from 1981 to
1987.

As case filings rose, staff grew

S ay

proiject

and paperwork increased.'The
appellate courts moved into
parts of the fourth and fifth
floors and six trial judges were
added.

The clerk’s office has not done
the only juggling act as these
changes occurred.

The district attorney’s office
and other agencies which may
move into the new complex had
to move out of the old.

Administration staff were
shuffled across K Street to about
12,240 square feet of rented space
in the Carr-Gottstein building
there. They will be moving a few
more blocks and toward greater
inconvenience again in May.

Estimates of current and fu-
ture space needs are based on a
formula derived from looking at
how the changes in many factors
seem to relate to case filings,
said Bob Fisher, fiscal officer for
the Alaska Court System. The
main factors are state popula-
tion, state budget, and employ-
ment figures.

Plugging October 1987 esti-
mates by the Institute for Social
and Economic Research on how

w

ld a

those factors are expected to
change in the future into that for-
mula provided estimates that
case filings Will increase about 35
percent between now and the
year 2003.

Binkley, who as co-chairman
of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee grilled witnesses at hear-
ings about the project, questions
the formula and is unsym-
pathetic to court system com-
plaints about cramped quarters.

“I’m not even convinced that
they need any additional space,”
he said. Even if they do, he
thinks com'mercial space may
serve their immediate needs, de-
spite Snowden's argument that
court functions require special-
ized space such as jury rooms
and security set-ups.

An addition to the Boney
Building would be another op-
tion. he said.

The main point, he said, is
that the options have not been ex-
plored. He said he wants a reas-
sessment of those options.

Binkley said the jump from
the 200,000 square foot, $33 mil-
lion construction project the

0 u

|le viate

court system proposed in 1980 to
the current 350,000 square foot,
$72.5 million project now on the
table hasn't been adequately ex-
plained by the court administra-
tion.

Those explanations Include
the addition of the appellate
court in 1980, the addition of six
trial judges, delays from munici-
pal permit problems due to seis-
mic concerns and extra design
needs because of those concerns.

Binkley said he’s pushing so
hard on this issue because of its
future impact on the budget. He
said when the legislature ap-
proved a lease-purchase plan for
the project, they handed the
court system "a blank check."

The Municipality of Anchor-
age will float revenue bonds to
pay for construction and the
state will pay about $9 million on
that debt each year for 30 years
after which it would own the
building. That means that the
building alone will cost $270 mil-
lion in the long run.

In addition, maintenance
costs will be increased by sev-
eral million dollars.

space ¢

ru n ¢ h

All of that is money which
could not then be spent on other
needs.

The money used to pay for the
new complex each year could
fund 250 Alaska State Troopers
or double the size of the Depart-
ment of Environmental Conser-
vation, Binkley said.

Binkley and others Itave ques-
tioned whether the method used
to pay the contractor who cal-
culated the space needs may
have encouraged inflation of the
figures.

Binkley said he’s concerned
there is no independent oversight
system to keep check on whether
the court system is overestimat-
ing its needs.

Josephson said the idea that
the court system needs have
been deliberately overestimated
is “nonsense.”

And, he said, the legislature
does have oversight.

Josephson said the court sys-
tem officials wouldn’t be able to
“act like a bunch of sheiks,”
even if they wanted to because
“we control their operating
budget.
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April 29, 1988
Dear Representative Sund:

I would like to take this opportunity to provide you with some back—
ground information about the Anchorage courthouse expansion project.

As you know, we are requesting $1.5 million in SB 415 to complete
the design phase of this project.

Since 1981, when the court system originally requested funding for
this project, the court has experienced a 51% overall 1increase in
caseload. The attached "fact sheet™ shows the changes 1in Anchorage
population and Anchorage court caseload over the last seven years.
You can see that although population 1in Anchorage declined 10% in
1987, the court experienced only a 1% drop in number of case filings
for that same year.

This expansion project 1is designed to meet the court®s needs for the
present and for the foreseeable future. The court 1is currently
experiencing a space deficit of 115,000 square feet; that 1is, this
additional square footage is needed to meet the court®s needs today.

I have included some material about the size of the facility.

Although 350, 000 new square feet will be constructed 1in the addi—
tion, Uless than 200,000 square feet of this will be available for
court system use, once the space dedicated to auxiliary uses such as
parking and for district attorney and police functions, is sub-—
tracted. Also, you may note that the court®"s space needs will be
aggravated by the necessary demolition of the old district court
building. Structural engineers have advised us that this old build-—
ing should be demolished 1in five years because of safety concerns.

The square footage ultimately available for future growth amounts to
52,985 square feet, which 1is a fairly modest 1increment to meet the
court®s future needs. Even with a leveling off of state growth it
is projected that the court system will need this 52,958 square feet
for court use by 2006.

nowden, Il



ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION

FACT SHEET
NEED
Anchorage Population (Dept, of Labor Statistics) Anchorage Caseload
(Non raffic Filings)
1981-1987 180,740 - 219,000 (with a
maximum of 245,829 at end
of 1985)
equals
21% increase (34% at time 51% Increase
of maximum population) (53% Increase at
time of max pop.)
1987 243,829 - 219,000
equals
10% decrease 1% decrease

While population declined 10% In Anchorage 1in 1987, our case filings
declined only 1%. Total traffic and non-traffic filings In 1987 were
approximately 79,500. The |legislative creating of new types of caseload
(e.g., the domestic violence laws enacted in 198C) have vresulted In
Increased case filings.

COST

PROJECT BUDGET: 9 85,637,000
(Not Including the $1.5 million requested in SB 415)

FINANCING COST PROJECTIONS:

If financed for30 years, Total Project Cost $233,000,000
If financed for20 years, 185,500,000
If financed forl0 years, 132,300,000

ESTIMATED AVERAGE MONTHLY COST PER SQUARE FOOT OVER
THE 50 YEAR LIFE OF THE FACILITY:

If 30 Year Financing $1.41

If 20 Year Financing 1.19

If 10 Year Financing .93
SCHEDULE

Current estimate for project completion Is three years from date of contract
award. Assuming that a contract can be awarded on or before December
1988, the project would be ready for occupancy by December 1991,



ANCHORAGE court complex

Court Level

SUPERIOR COURT

Felony

Domestic Relations
Probate

Central Civil
Children's Matters

Superior Court Filings:

DISTRICT COURT

Misdemeanor
General Civil
Small Claims

District Court Pilings:

» Karsew t5* Srapic™ 1=« * ®mBcam » mr:

TOTAL TRIAL COURT
NON-TRAFFIC FILINGS

Source: Alaska Court System

FY
1981

413
2,737
777
2,1'56
445

T7528

7,269
2,929
4,393

1T76U

sftOHMPSJICJc

22,139

- FY 19B1 & FY 1987 Annual

8a

FY
1987

937
4,608
1,280
2,898

679

1(577

8,995
6,734
7,333

2370£2

KcacitMtt

33,484

TRIAL COURT ACTIVITY
Placal Years

‘87

Percent Change
FY81-FY87

OO N
NP W
G~ W~

23.4
129.9
66.9

"5778*

fsxracrB”rc

51.2

Reports



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM

Analysis of Space 1in Anchorag* Court Fac
(in square feet)

Total Space Available

comprised of;
Existing Boney Court Building
Existing District Court Building

Total Space in Existing Buildings

Proposed Addition

Total Space Available

Less Non-Court Space Assignments:
Parking
Commercial

District Attorney/Office of Special
Prosecutions

Municipality of Anchorage Warrants Section

Department of Transportation/Public Facilities
Maintenance Section

State Troopers .Judicial Services Section
(including sallyport, holding cells, &
prisoner circulation)

Space Available for Court System Use

Estimated Court System Space Needs in 1991
(including the current 115,000 square foot space
deficit and 11,600 square feet of courtrooms, not

fully utilized until 2006)

Space Available for Additional Court Systenm
Growth and for Use by Other Justice-Related

Agencies

Space Loss from Demolition of District Court Building

Net Space Available for Additional Court Systenm
Growth and for Use by Other Justice-Related
Agencies

ility

149,670
58,085

207.755
350,000

557.755

..51,670

7,500

24,550

4,635

3,735

25,815



CURRENT SPACE DEFICIT

AP KA COURT SysfRMa ANCHORAGE,

-Upgrade of substandard public areas, traffic
court areas, trial court law clerks, clerk

of the court public counter end work areas,
and calendaring space

-Upgrade of substandard jury assembly and
training areas

-Space for municipal warrants: prisoner holding
cell, iritoximater room

-Substandard judicial services area: holding
cells, sally port, etc.

-Trial court courtrooms (motions, arraignments,

high security, 3-judge panel), jury rooms, chambers,
attorney S witness rooms, clerical areas, active
records storage and related support spaces

-Administrative areas In leased space presently
outside the courthouse

-Inadequate storage for closed case files,
currently lease space outside courthouse

-Additional space to house legal materials
presently stored in boxes and unaccessible for use

-Appellate court staff attorney and clericat
work area

-Family court hearing rooms and support facilities

TOTAL

Sq.Ft.

12,210

7,860

1,020

3,620

59,660

12,240

5,000

6,800

1,190

5,400

115,000



STANFORD UNIVERSITY

H*r«jh C, Shah Dspsrmen; oi Civil Engineering
Chairman Termer Engineering Center
Scvord, Califomia 943C3-402C

(415) 723-3921

Mr. Arther H. $nowdsn,n
A’ministrativo Director
Alaska Court System

303 X Strew

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Art:

After reviewing the design and construction details and other pertinent*literature for the
01d Courthouse building (located at the comer of X Street and 4th Avenue in
Anchorage), Prof. Zsutty and | have made the following observations:

1 The 01d Courthouse wing went through the 1964 earthquake
without any significant damage.

2. The 01d Courthouse wing does not meet the current code
requirements, Thus itneeds significant upgrading due to the nature
of itsstructural system (reinforced concrete frame, precast concrete
panels, foundation??)

3. The old wing docs not satisfy the new criteria that were developed
for the Courthouse Addition, We fed that the building will fail ifa
graben forms under this building (as per our postulation for the
Courthouse Addition).

4. Duo to the nature of the building and possible strengthening costs, it
is not advisable to upgrade it Such a strengtthening (upgrading)
will involve fixing of the foundations, construction of new shear
walls and their foundations, and removal and end inspection of
precast panels and their anchors. There may be other structural

5. men will nee |tﬂgé tren %Tﬂ?ﬁ@ﬁa\f/feg;i@a%?%@

[

Ifyou need any further information on this structure or the Boney Building, feel free
to call me.

With best personal regards,

Sincerely Yours,

>Harcsh Shahf
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Year

1980

1988

Change

Percent

ALASKA COURT SYSTEM

Summary of New Positions 1in
Anchorage Court Complex

1980 - 1988

) Admini —
Trial Courts....... Appellate Courts.. stration
Other Judicial Other Judicial Other
149 15 13 50

197 21 68

48 34 18

increase

Total

230

340

110

48%



JOINT LABOR/MANAGEMENT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
April 14, 1988 At 10:00 A.M.
AGO office

Minutes

Those in Attendance:

LABOR

Phil Thingstad
Mano Frey

Ton Alexander

AGO

Richard Cattanach
Mike Swelling
Bill Schneider

The meeting began at 10:05 a.m. Bill Schneiderbriefed the
committee members on the formation of the committee and thanked
the Labor representatives for their participation.

Current Legislative Issues - The first item of business was a
discussion of ths current Legislative issues that both Management
and Labor can support. The six issues agreed upon are as follows:

Workers Compensation Reform
Competitive Bid (SB 424)
Highway Users Dedicated Fund S-TR66
Capital Budget
Anchorage Court House Legislation
.SB 507 Relating to bonds of contractors } }J&
for public buildings and works.

ook, WN PP

In discussing the six issues the labor/management committee
members agreed to support ths first five and to oppose item number
six, SB 507. After discussing the various issues the committee
members moved on to discussing lobbying strategy. Mano Frey
stated that he will be in Juneau from April 19th. through the
22nd. Bill Schneider indicated that he and Pat Steward would be
there on roughly the same days. At this point, the committee
placed a call to Resa Jerrel to have her and Pat Smuts set-up a
meeting April 19th, late Tuesday morning, with herself, Fat and
the other lobbyists labor lobbyists to meet with the committee
members to discuss ths strategy for ths remaining days of the
session. Joint labor and management lobbying with ths Governor

and key Legislators will bs the key in passing thess selected
issues.

Page 1
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HELLENTHAL AND ASSOCIATES

MARCH 11TH TO MARCH 13TH, 1988



BUILDING THE PROPOSED COURTHOUSE AMONG ALL ADULTS

BY

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS,

SAMPLE SIZE 401;

PR R PR R R

IREGISTERED TO VOTE:

IPARTY AFFILIATION:

Democrat. ..o
(Republican.......o..ooiiiiiaaaan..
(Libertarian.. .. ..cooeiiinannnann..
INo Party Affiliation............
1

(FAVOR/0OPPOSE $82.5 MILLION:
IFaVOr . e e
JOPPOSE e e e e
Pon"t KNOW .o wr e ee s
1 . e

IYEAR BORN: o .

I

IMARITAL STATUS:

IMarried.. ... ..ol -
(Separated....ocooiiiiiiii i
IDivorced.  o..oiioiii i
(Widowed oo oee i
ILiving With Another Adult......
INever Married and Living Alone.
I

BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

ROW PERCENTS
MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 137H,

MARGIN OF ERROR

(TOTAL ROW PERCENT ...coveooon. .

1988
- 4 .89*

- + OR

I PROPOSED ANCHORAGE 1 TOTAL 1
| COURTHOUSE 1COLUMN 1
1 IPERCENT1
fo———————= + —— +. + 1
I Favor 10pposed lUnde- 1 1
1 1 1 cided 1 1
! 1 1 1 1
22.8*1 66.0*1 11.1*1 79.8*1
17.2*1 74.4*1 8.4*1 20.2*1
1 J 1 1 1
1 1 1 | 1
27.0*1 68.2*1 4.7*1 19.5*1
19.1*1 67.2*1 13.7*1 28.5*1
11.3*1 88.7*1 1 2.2*1
21.5*1 66.9*1 11.6*1 49.8*1
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1
19.7*1 .69.4*1. 10.9*1 83.8*1.
34.5*1 61.9*1 3.5*%1 12.8*1
©22.5*1 47.9*! 29.6*1 3.3*1
1l m 1 1 1 “1
A e ] 1 1 1
24_.8*1 63.1*1 12.1*1 7.9*1
25.5*1 66.4*1 8.2*1 13.1*1
20.3*1 65.7*1 13.9*1 20.0*1
24.0*1 67.7*1 8.3*1 16.9*1
21.0*1 69.5*1 9.5*1 22.8*1
18.1*1 70.5*1 11.4*1 19.3*1
! 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1
21.9*1 68.3*1 9.9*1 59.4*1
11.1*1 88.9*1 1 2.2*%1
21.2*1  69.2*1 9.6*1 13.0*1
14_.3*1 61.9*1 23.8*1 5.2*1
23.1*1 65.4*1 11.5*1 6.5*1
25.5*1 63.6*1 10.9*1 13.7*1
1 1 1 1 1
21.7*1  67.7*1 10.6*1 100.0*1

+- -

INC.

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES,

PAGE 6



BUILDING THE PROPOSED COURTHOUSE AMONG ALL ADULTS

BY

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS,

ROW PERCENTS

BEHAVIORS ANO PERCEPTIONS

MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH,
SAMPLE SIZE 401; MARGIN OF ERROR - +

1988

OR - 4.89~*

e T T T Tt e +
I I PROPOSED ANCHORAGE I TOTAL |1
I I COURTHOUSE ICOLUMN 1
I I IPERCENTI
| + + + + |
I I Favor 10pposed IUnde- | I
I I I | cided 1 I
IMARITAL STATUS BY GENDER: I I I I I
IMarried Males . oooooeron e eieaaas I 26.8*1 64.9*1 8.2*1.29.7*1
IMarried Females.........ooiieeaaaao.. I 16.9*1 71.6*1 11.5*1 29.7*1
ISingle Males oo eaecaaaan I 26.9*1 62.7*1 10.4*1 16.7*1
(Single Females..oouemerien e caieaaaaan 1 17.7*1 69.8*1 12.5*1 23.9*1
| I I I I |
(FAMILY STATUS: 1 | | I |
(Young SInNgle .o e e aeaaaaan I 27.0*1 61.9*1 11.1*1 15.7*1
(Adult Single.. ..o e I 18.8*1 68.8*1 12,5*1 16.0*1
ISingle Parent.......... e e et I 16.7*1 72.2*1 11.1*1 9.0*1
IYoung Couple .o eaaaas I 14.4*%1 71.3*1 14.4*1 4.9*1
IMature Couple . oo i eeeaeaaan I 18.1*1 72.8*1 9.2*1 19.2*1
IYoung Family . oo eaeaaaas I 22.4*1 66.2*1. 11.4*1 14.2*1
IMature Family . ... ... .. ....... ...l 26.7*1 64.9*1 8.4*1 21.1*1
I < I | I I I
IGENDER OF RESPONDENT : I I I I |
IMale. . .oee e I 26.8*1 64.1*1 9.0*1 46.4*1
IFemale . .. e caaaaaaa I 17.3*1 70.8*1 11.9*1 53.6*1
I I I I I I
INUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD: I I I | |
INONE o T e I 20.4*1 68.4*1 11.1*1 55.8*1
0N e e cae e I 19.3*1 71.6*1 9.1*1 21.0*1
L I 26.6*1 66.8*1 6.6*1 13.8*1
IThree Or MOF € cuoir o e e caaaaanns I 27.3*1 56.0*1 16.7*1 9.4*1
| I I I I I
ITOTAL ROW PERCENT 4o er it i i ceeeceaaas I 21.7*1 67.7*1 10.6*1 100.0*1
+- e | + e T e—— |
HELLENTHAL 4 ASSOCIATES, INC.

PAGE 7
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BUILDING THE PROPOSED.COURTHOUSE AMONG ALL ADULTS

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS,

MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH,

SAMPLE SIZE 401; f\RGIN OF ERROR

e i e T T

IREGISTERED TO VOTE:

IPARTY AFFILIATION:

IDemocrat.. .. . . .. ... . . ......
1Republican..... ..o,
(Libertarian...................
INo Party Affiliation........

1

(FAVOR/OPPOSE $82.5 MILLION:
IFavor . e

|
IMARITAL STATUS:

IMarried......ocooemineaaaaa...
ISeparated.......ocveiiaiaaao..

(Divorced

IWidowed .o
ILiving With Another Adult..

BY

BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

...... COLUMN PERCENTS

INever Married and Living Alone.....

ITOTAL ROW PERCENT............

HELLENTHAL 4 ASSOCIATES,

PAGE 8

1988

- + OR

- 4.89*

I PROPOSED ANCHORAGE 1 TOTAL !
I COURTHOUSE (COLUMN 1!
1 IPERCENT 1
———————— + + + |
1 Favor (Opposed IUnde- 1 1
1 1 1 cided t 1
1 1 1 1 I
84.0*1 77.8*1 84.0*1 79.8*1
16.0*1 22.2*1 16.0*1 20.2*1
1 1 1 |
1 1 1 1
24.3*1  19.7*1 8.7*1 19.5*1
25.1*1 28.3*1 36.9*1 28.5*1
1.1*1 2.9*1 1 2.2*1
49.4*1  49.2*1 54.4*1 49.8*1
| i I ]
1 1 1 1
76.1*1 85.9*1 86.5*1 83.8*1
20.4*1 11.7*1 4.3*1 12.8*1
3.4*1 2.3*1 9.3*1 3.3*1
I 1 1 1 1
1 I 1 1 1
9.0*1 7.4*1 9.0*1 7.9*1
15.3*1 12.8*1 10.1*1 13.1*1
18.8*1 19.4*1 26.4*1 20.0*1
18.7*1 16.9*1 13.3*1 16.9*1
22.1*1 23.4*1 20.5*1 22.8*1
16.1*t 20.0*1 20.8*1 19.3*1
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1
59.8*1 59.9*1 55.3*1 59.4*1
1.1*1 2.9*1 1 2.2*1
12.6*1 13.3*1 11.8*1 13.0*1
3.4*1 4.8*1 11.8*1 5.2*1
6.9*1 6.3*1 7.1*1 6.5*1
16.1*1 12.9*1 14.1*1 13.7*1
1 1 1 1 1
21.7%1 67.7*1 10.6*1 100.0*1
INC.



BUILDING THE PROPOSED COURTHOUSE AMONG ALL ADULTS
BY
POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS, BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

COLUMN PERCENTS
MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH, 1988
SAMPLE SIZE 401; MARGIN OF ERROR - + OR - 4,89*

1 1 PROPOSED ANCHORAGE 1 TOTAL !
1 1 COURTHOUSE (COLUMN 1
1 1 (PERCENT!
! +-

1 J Favor 10pposed lUnde- ! 1
1 i 1 1 cided 1 I
(MARITAL STATUS BY GENDER: 1 1 1 1 1
(Married Males ...ooo ciiiiniaaaaaaan, 36.7*1 28.5*1 23.1*1 29.7*1
IMarried Females........ooooiiiiiiiannnn 23.1*1  31.4*1 32.2*1 29.7*1
(Single Males oo o oo 20.7*1 15.5*1 16.5*1 16.7*1
(Single Females ... ..., - 19.5*1  24.7*1 28.3*1 23.9*1
| I t | 1 I
IFAMILY STATUS: 1 1 1 1 1
(Young Single.....ooeeneeieiieiiiiaan.. 19.5%1 14.4*1 16.5*1 15.7*1
(Adult Single.... .o i 13.8*1 16.2*1 18.8*1 16.0*1
1Single Parent._ ... ... .. ... 6.9*1 9.6*1 9.4*1 9.0*1
IYoung Couple... ..o . iiiiiii.... 3.2*1 5.1*1 6.6*1 4.9*%1
IMature Couple.. .. .....iiiiiiiiiaaaoot, 16.0*1 20.7*1 16.6*1 19.2*1
IYoung Family . ... ... ... ... ......... 14.6*1 13.8*1 15.3*1 14.2*1
IMature Family .. ... ..o ii.... - 26.0*1 20.2*1 16.7*1 21.1*1
1 | 1 | 1 1
(GENDER OF RESPONDENT: 1 1 1 1 1
(Male. ..ol 57.4*1  43.9*1 39.5%1 46.4*1
WFemale. ... ... 42_.6*1 56.1*1 60.5*1 53.6*1
1 1 I 1 1 1
INUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD: 1 1 1 1 1
(NONE .o e 52.6*1 56.4*1 58.6*1 55_8*1
(ONe . e 18.7*1 22.2*1 18.0*1 21.0*1
I 16.9*1 13.6*1 8.7*1 13.8*1
(Three or More ... ...oooiiiioinnnnaa... 11.8*1 7.8*J 14.8*1 9.4*1
1 1 1 1 1 1
ITOTAL ROW PERCENT ..o aaa o 21.7*1 67.7*1 10.6*1 100.0%*1

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES, INC.

PAGE 9



PUTTING THE COURTHOUSE BONDS ON THE BALLOT AMONG ALL ADULTS

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS,

SAMPLE. SIZE <*01;

+
IHOUSE DISTRICT:

BY

ROW PERCENTS
MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH, 1988
MARGIN OF ERROR

BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

- + OR - <*.89*

' PUTTING BONDS ON THE I TOTAL !
I NOVEMBER 1988 BALLOT ICOLUMN I

Favor 10pposedlUnde-
cided 1

I

I 1 |

+ + +
| 1 1

17 o ... Lo e I 83.0*1 11.2*1

18 e e e I 76.3*1 21.9*1

1 . 8*.7*1 13.2*1
120 e e e e I 80.2*1 15.6*1
111. I 89.3*1 6.8*1
1.12 1..1 76.1*1 11.6*1
50 | 76.9*%1 23.1*1
M X e e e e e e I 91.5*1 6.0*1
T | o<*. 1*1 <*_6*1
> | | |
IANCHORAGE STATE SENATE DISTRICTS I | |
ISenate Dist F ... i i I 79.1*1 17.5*1

ISenate Dist G
ISenate Dist H
ISenate Dist 1

|

ITOTAL ROW PERCENT

| 87.0%1 10.0%1
I 76.5%*1 17.9*1
I 93.0%1  5.2%1

[ [ [

I 83.8*1 12.8*1
+ +

HELLENTHAL 4 ASSOCIATES, INC.

PAGE 10

IPERCENT!

1

5.7*1 < 5% |
1.8*1 13.7*1
2.1*1 11.7*1
<*.2*1  17.5*1
<L0*1 11.<RF|
12.2*1 7.8*1
I 9.2*1
2.<*1  10.2*1
1.3*1 13.9*1

I |

I I
3.5*1 35.7*1
3.0*1 23.2*1
5.6*1 17.0*1
1.8*1 2<*.2*1
I I

3.3*1 100.0*1
+ +



PUTTING THE COURTHOUSE BONOS ON THE BALLOT AMONG ALL ADULTS
BY
POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS, BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

ROW PERCENTS
MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH. 1988
SAMPLE SIZE 4-01; MARGIN OF ERROR - + OR - 4.89%*

1 1 PUTTING BONOS ON THE 1 TOTAL 1
1 1 NOVEMBER 1988 BALLOT 1COLUMN 1
| 1 1PERCENT!
1

1 1 Favor [I0pposedlUnde- 1 1
1 1 1 1 cided 1 |
IREGISTERED TO VOTE: 1 1 1 1 i
IYeS oo 12.7*1 3.3*1 79.8*1
8 13.5*1 3.3*1 20.2*1
I q : 1 1

IPARTY AFFILIATION: 1 1 1 1 1
DEeMOCT At oo e e e 1 80.9*1 15.5*1 3.6*1 19.5*1
Republican.. ... oo ... 10.4*1 1.8*1 28.5*1
(Libertarian........iiiiiiie i iiiiiae e 1 66.0*1 22.7*1 11.3*1 2.2*1
INo Party Affiliation................. ; 12.8*1 3.8%1 49.8*1
1 1 1 i I 1
1IPROPOSED ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE 1 1 1 1 1
1 Yo 20.4*1 3.4*1  21.7*1
0pPOSed . o i 11.7*1 2.3*1  67.7*1
IUnde- cided. ... ..o oo 4.3*1 9.3*1 10.6*1
! 1. 1 1 1 1
IYEAR BORN:_ 1 1 1 1 1
118-24— . e 22.5*1 1 7.9*1
125-20 12.9*1 3.8*1 13.1*1
180-3Am e 7.1*%1 4.7*1  20.0*1
135-39 1l 11.2*1  2.5*1  16.9*1
140-49 ool 16.5*1  3.3*1 22.8*1
150 PIUS ..o 12.0*1  3.7*1  19.3*1
1 1 I 1 1 1
IMARITAL STATUS: 1 1 1 1 1
IMarried.. ... i 14.5*1 2.7*1 59.4*1
1Separated ... i 1 1 2.2%1
Divorced . ..ooer i aaa 7.7*%1 1.9*1 13.0*1
Widowed .ovonnoenii . 4.8*1 9.5%1 5.92%1]
ILiving With Another Adult............. 11.5*1 1 6.5%1
INever Married o d Living Alone...... 16.4*1 7.3*1 13.7*1
1 -1 1 1 1 1
ITOTAL ROW PERCENT........ 12.8*1 3.3*1 100.0*1

______ >—

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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PUTTING THE COURTHOUSE BONDS ON THE BALLOT AMONG ALL ADULTS

BY

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS, BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

ROW PERCENTS

MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH, 1988

SAMPLE SIZE 401;

=

IMARITAL STATUS BY GENDER:
IMarried Males.........
IMarried Females......
(Single Males..........
1Single Females........

IFAMILY STATUS:

IYoung Single..........
1Adult Single... .. ....
1Single Parent._ ._......
IYoung Couple.......
IMature Couple..... -
(Young Family....;....
IMature Family........
i

IGENDER OF RESPONDENT:

1

INUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD:

1
ITOTAL ROW PERCENT

1
-
1
1

MARGIN OF ERROR - + o® .. _89*

1 TOTAL 1
ICOLUMN 1
IPERCENT I

1 PUTTING BONDS ON THE
1 NOVEMBER 1988 BALLOT

Favor 10p josedl Unde- 1 I
I I cided 1 i

1 I i 1 1
83.5%1 15.6%1 9¥1 29.7*1
82.2*1 13.4*1  4.4*1 29.7*1
80.6*1 14.9*1 16.7*1
88.5%1  7.3*1  4.2*1 23.9%1

1 ( I I

1 1 1 1 1

I
()]

*
=

84.1*1 12.7*1  3.2*1 15.7%1
«82.8*1 10.9*1  6.3*1 16.0*1
91.7*1  5.6*1  2.8*1  9.0*1
86.0%1  9.9*1  4.2*1  4.9%1
82.6%1 « 14.1*1  3.4*1 19.2*1
.83.2%1  13.4*1  3.4%1 14.2*1
82.2*1 16.7*1  1.1*1 21.1*1

1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1

82.5*1 15.4*1 2.2*1  46.4*1
85.0*1 10.7*1 4.3*1 53.6*1

1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1
83.4*1 12.4*1 4.2*1 55.8*1
90.4*1 9.6*1 1 21.0*1

76.2*1 20.3*1 3.5*1 13.8*1
83.2*1 11.6*1 5.2*1 9.4%1

83.8*1 12.8*1 3.3*1 100.0*1

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES. INC.
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PUTTING THE COURTHOUSE BONDS ON THE BALLOT AMONG

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS,

BY

'ILL AOULTS

BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

COLUMN PERCENTS
MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH,
MARGIN OF ERROR = +

SAMPLE SIZE 401;

IREGISTERED TO VOTE:

[PARTY AFFILIATION:

IDemocrat.. ... ... i,
IRepublican.. .. ... .. ... ...
Libertarian......ooooieiiinaaunaa.
INo Party Affiliation...........
I

IPROPOSED ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE
IFavor .. .o e
I0pposed
IUnde- cided..o.oooemneiaaan...
I

(YEAR BORN:

140-49 i ;
150 PlUS cini e e
1

IMARITAL STATUS:

IMarried. .. ccoooemee i
ISeparated.....ooviieniiiii ...
IDivorced. ..o i
Widowed ..oooromee i
ILiving With Another Adult...._..
INever Married and Living Alone.
1

ITOTAL ROW PERCENT ... ... oo....

1988

OR

-4

.89*

PUTTING BONDS ON THE ! T1O0TAL
NOVEMBER 1088 BALLOT iCOLUMN
"PERCENT!
Favor 0pposed lUnde- 1 !
| I cided ! !
+-
| [
80.0*1 78.7*1 79.9*%1 79.8*!
20.0*1 21.3*1 20.1*1 20.2*!
[ [ |
| ! ]
18.9*1 23.6*1 21.1*1 19.5*1
29.9*1 23.1*1 15.0*1 28.5*1
1.7*1 3.9*1 7.5*1 2.2*1
49.5*1 49.5*1 56.3*1 49.8*1
| | I |
| | |
19.7*1 < .5*1 22.5*1 21,.7*1
69 .4*1 61..9*1 47.,9%1 67,.7*1
10 .9*1 3..5%1 29.,6*1 10,.6*1
1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1
7 .3*1  13. 3*1 1 7,.9%1
13,.0*1 13.,1*1 14. 8*1 13,.1*1
21,.1*1 11. 0*1  28.4*1 20..0*1
17,.4*1 14. 8*1 12. 8*1 16,.9*1
21,.9%1 29.3*1 22.8*1 22,.8*1
19,.4*1 17.9*1 21.2*1 19,.3*1
1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1
58.,7*1 67. 0*1  47. 4*1 59, .4*1
2.,7*1 1 1 2,.2*1
14 _,6«l 7.8*1 7.5*1 13..0*1
5.,4*1 1.9*1 15. 0*1 5.,2*1
6. 8*1 5.8*1 1 6,.5*1
12. 5*1 17.5*1 30. 0*1 13.,7*1
| 1 i
83.8*1 12.8%2 3.3*1 100. 0*1

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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PUTTING THE COURTHOUSE BONOS ON THE BALLOT AMONG ALL ADULTS

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS,

BY
BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTI

COLUMN PERCENTS

MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH,
MARGIN OF ERROR

SAMPLE SIZE 401;

IMARITAL STATUS BY GENDER:

"Married Males ... ... .. .. .. . .. .....
"Married Females.... .. .. .. .. .......
(Single Males ... oiieieii i,
ISingle Females. .. ..oviieoana...

1
IFAMILY STATUS:

IYoung Single...ooiiiiiin ..
1Adult Single. ..o
1Single Tarent... ... ciiiiiiniaanann.
IYoung Couple. .. ooeomeen ..
IMature Couple .. ..o oeeoneinnaaaaa...
IYoung Family.. ... .. oo
IMature Family .. ... ... ... ..o ...,

I
1GENDER OF RESPONDENT:

1
INUMBER OF CHILDREN

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES,

IN HOUSEHOLD:

1988
- + OR - 4.89*

INC.

PAGE 14

ONS

1 PUTTING BONOS ON THE I TOTAL 1

1 NOVEMBER 1938 8ALLOT ICOLUMN !

! IPERCENTI

I Favor iOpposed IUnde- ! |

1 1 1 cided ! }

1 1 1 1 1

29.6*1 36.0*1 7.8*1 29.7*1

29.1*1 30.9*1 39.7*1 29.7*1

16.1*1 19.4*1 22.5*1 16.7*1

25.3*1 13.6*1 30.0*1_ 23.9*1
| f [ ' 1

1 1 1 ;

15.8*1 15.5*1 15.0*1 15.7*1

15.8*1 13.6*%1 30.0*1 16.0*1

9.8*1 3.9*1 7.5*1 9.0*1

5.0*1 3.8*1 6.1*1 4.9*1

18.9*1 21.0*1 19.5*1 19.2*1

14.0*1 14.8*1 14.6*1 14.2*1

20.7*1 27.4*1 7.3*1 21.1*1
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1

45.6*1 55.5*1 30.3*1 46.4*1

----- 54 _.4*1 44 .5*1 69.7*1 53.6*1
| 1 | 1 1
1 1 1 1 1

55.5*1 53.9*1 70.7*1 55.8*1

..... 22.6*1 15.6*1 1 21.0*1
..... 12.6*1 21.9*%1 14.6*1 13.8*1
..... 9.3*1 8.5*1 14.8*1 9.4*1
: 1 1 I 1

83.8*1 12.8*1 3.3*1 100.0*1



ANCHORAGE PUBLIC OPINION RESEARCH SURVEY
Narch 1988

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES, INC.
2200 Vanderbilt Circle
Anchorage, Alaska 99508
(907) 276-1001 or

277-2315
Hello, 1 am from HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES. We are conducting an
Anchorage area public opinion research survey. Your telephone number was
randomly selected. Tine questions | need to ask will take 4 to 6 minutes. All

of your responses will be completely confidential. (PAUSE AND PROCEED)

51. Is this telephone number ? (IF NO, TERMINATE WITH, "I"m sorry, |1
dialed the wrong number.™)

52. Is this a vresidential telephone? (IF NO, TERMINATE INTERVIEW WITH, "I"m
sorry, | need to talk with someone at a residential telephonei™)

53. Are you 18 years old or older?
IF YES, THEN PROCEED TO QUESTION SI

IF NO, THEN ASK ...
Is there anyone home who is 18 years old or older?

IF YES, THEN ASK ....
May 1 speak with them? (PROCEED TO QUESTION SI OR

TERMINATE AND NOTE CN TELEPHONE CALL RECORD SHEET)

IF NO, THEN ASK ......
When will someone be Lome who is 18 or older? (TERMINATE
AND NOTE ON TELEPHONE CALL RECORD SHEET)

1. Are you presently registered to vote in the State of Alaska?

REGISTERED TO VOTE FREQUENCY PERCENT
VS e 79.8%
NO c e i 8l........ 20.2%
2. Are you registered to vote as a (IF THEY ARE NOT REGISTERED TO VOTE,
ASK "If you were to register to vote, would you register as a ..... "
PARTY AFFILIATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
No Party Affiliation.... ... ..... i Occeean-. 49 8%
Republican... ... .. . .. . .. .. ... 6 ........ 28.5%
Democrat. .. .. .o o i IO 19.5%

Libertarian.... ..o eeeeeeennns 9 ......... 2.2%



ThO State of Alaska Court System has proposed expanding the state courthouse
Anchorage by 350 thousand square feet. The proposed new courthouse would

€ financed by $82.5 million dollars worth of Anchorage Municipal revenue
Bnd y which would be retiredover 30 years by the State at a total cost of
8 ?F $270 million dollars. The new courthouse would cost about $5 million
ollars %er year to maintain and operate, and $9 million per year for debt
re“ren1en — for a total yearly cost of about $14 million dollars.
3. Do you favor or oppose building the new Anchorage Courthouse?
FAVOR OR OPPOSE COURTHOUSE FREQUENCY PERCENT
Oppose 272, .o ... 67.7%
Favor. .o 87 ... ... 21.7%
Don"t Know/Undecided. .., .ccuemeeeenn... 42 ... .... 10.6%
4. Scne people agrue that the way the proposed courthouse is to be financed
circumvents the Alaskan Constitutional requirement that construction bonds be
voted on by the people. If the proposed Courthouse is authorized, do you

favor or oppose putting the $82.5 million in bonds that are required to build
tho courthouse on the ballot this November for a vote by the people?

FAVOR OR OPPOSE BALLOT FREQUENCY PERCENT
e 5 B
T J TR . 9
Oppose Sl %
Den™t Know/Undecided . ..o e oo e e e eeeeaaas

5. In what year were you born?

(COMPUTED BY SUBTRACTING FROM 88)

AGE OF RESPONDENT , FREQUENCY PERCENT
18 - 24Years Old...oviiniiiiinnnnns 32 i 7.9%
25 - 29 Years Old (I 52 i
0 - 34Years Old.coiniinne, <[ — 20.0%
35 -39 Years Old.....coevvcvvenniinnnns 68........ 16.9%
40 - 49Years Old...orinriins A 22.8%
N GO (0[] SR SO I 19.3%
W EIVIEAN = 40.107
(MEDIAN = 36.400
6. Are you married, separated, divorced, widowed, never married and livin
with anoth)ér aduﬁ, or neve marr?ed and flvdmg a?one? J
MARITAL STATUS FREQUENCY PERCENT
Married...oopvneeriensens e 238, 59.4%
Never Married andLivingAlone................. 55 i 13.7%
DIVOICEA.....oooevivveneviiessisceese s sisssssssssenns 52 13.0%
Living with Another Adult........vvovccciiiiicinees 26 6.5%
WIHOWEL........oooorvieeriss i 2L, 5.2%
Separated. ... ... 9. .. ... 2.2%

- 16 -



- " living at home, how manv are children or
adolescents under 18 years old?

h
CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD FREQUENCY PERCF*JT,
NONE€ e oo ee e 224 .. ...... 55.8*
(O 2 1 84........ 21.0*
o 55 ... 13.8*
Three or MOre . .o e e e e e e e e e e eaaeaas 38 9 .4*

(ALL HOUSEHOLDS*® MEAN =

(ALL HOUSEHOLDS*® MEDIAN = 0.896)
(HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN MEAN =
(HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN MEDIAN =

8. What is the closest major intersection to your residence?

Do you live North or South of this intersection?
(DOWNTOWN = NORTH; RABBIT CREEK = SOUTH)

Do you live East or West of this intersection?
(MOUNTAINS = EAST; INLET = WEST)

HOUSE DISTRICT FREQUENCY PERCENT
i 5
o %17450/0
Eleven.. 490
.. 1.8%
Thireen 020
10.2%

Fifroen 139%

" SENATE DISTRICTS IFREQUENCY PERCENT
DIStriCt Fovoeeveverienns 143 i, 35.7%
DISrICt G 93 e 23 . %%
DNE] 1 £ [0 A < I 1 17.0%
District | e T 24.2%

GENDER OF RESPONDENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

Male. . (<] J— 46.4%

Female 215 ................ 53.6%

THIS COMPLETES THE SURVEY, THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR HELPING US - GOODBYE



Table 1
Anchorage Employment Forecast

1988

1987

Total Nonag. Employment 101.100
Mining 3.200
Construction 5.600
Manufacturing 2.300
Trans. Comm. & Utilities 9.400
Trade 23.400
Wholesale 5.400
Retail 18.000
Financelns. & R.E 7,400
Services 23.700
Government 26.000
Federal 10.400
State 6.700
Local 8.900

Assumptions

+ 1989

1988

100.100
3.350
4,900
2.400
9.450

23.450
5.300
18.150
7.200
23.400
25,950
10,500
6.750
8.700

Percent
Change
87-88 1989
- 1.0 101.000
4.7 3.550
-12.5 4.700
4.3 2.450
0.5 9.500
0.2 23,800
-1.9 5.350
0.8 18.450
-2.7 7,250
-1.3 23.650
-0.2 26.100
1.0 10,450
0.7 6.850
-2.2 8,800

1) The price of oil will remain in the $14-17/bbl. range.

2) The state's operating and capital budget will be approximately $2.0 billion.
3) The fish processing and timber industries current v;tality continues.

4) Hard rock mining activities around the state continue to pick up.

5) Tourism continues to increase.

Percent
Change
88-89

0.9
6.0
-4.1
2.1
0.5
15
0.9
17
0.7
11
0.6
-0.5
15
11

6) Federal government expenditures remain relatively stabie in 1988 and fall slightly

in 1989.

Figure 2

Percent Change in Employment b
Anchorage 1987-1988 and 1988-19

8
6t

Mining Manuf.

Conat.

T.C.U.

Trada

ggM ajor Industry

Sarvicaa

F.I.R.E. Govt.

87-88
88-89



during the first half of 1988 and sub-
side during the second half of the
year. As of February 1988 local
government employment was down
8% or 800 jobs from year-ago figures.
Most declines were initiated in mid to
late 1987. Some reductions occurred
in the number of teachers and other

full-time staff, but most of the
declines were related to part-time
help.

By the second half of 1988 most of
these cutbacks will have been com-
pleted. With school enrollment
stabilizing and the start-up of all day
kindergarten local education employ-
ment will grow slightly in 1989. Inad-
dition, state funds assisting local
education are expected to increase.

No major layoffs are anticipated in
the noneducational side of local
government. It appears negotiations
concerning wage and benefit conces-
sions have been effective, cancelling
many proposed layoffs. Continued
constriction in state government as-
sistance to local governments com-
bined with a falling local tax base will
cause some declines through 1988,
but by 1989 employment in the
municipal government, which in-
cludes city owned utilities, will in-
crease slightly.

Mining

The forecast calls for mining to be the
growth leader during the forecast
period. Employment in this industry
is forecast to increase over 10% in the
next two years. This is after declines
of 26% from 1985 to 1987. The in-
creases in mining employment in
1988 and 1989 are concentrated in
the oil and gas sector as drilling and
exploration schedules expand on the
North Slope.

The rebuilding of the Steelhead plat-
form in Cook Inlet which was des-
troyed by a blowout last year and
VECO?’ contract to build modules for
the North Slope will also cause some
employment growth.

If oil prices go above $18 Milne Point
would reopen and above $20 other
development projects currently on
hold would take place. Hence, higher
oil prices means employment growth
above the growth indicated by the
forecasted figures. However, if oil and
prices fell and stayed below $13 for a

-
substantial period the opposite wo
happen and the oil and gas indus
would not post even moderate e
ployment gains.

Construction

There ara no indications that the dol-
drums are over for the construction
industry. The forecast indicates em-
ployment declines of nearly 13% in
1988 and 5% the following year.
These declines put construction em -
ployment levels below those of any
eyea' since the early 1970's.

The forecast assumes that residential
construction picks up slightly this
summer with the possibility of 300
single family homes being built dur-
ing the summer of 1988. This is an
increase of nearly 40%. In percentage
terms this sounds good, but in abso-
lute terms it can be classified as noth-
ing but a poor year. In terms of
residential permit data there hasn’t
been a time outside of 1987 that few-
er homes were built since the late
1960's. Residential construction em-
ployment will continue to grow slow-
ly in 1989, but will remain
significantly below levels found dur-
ing the boom years or for that mat-
ter below levels of the- last 15 years.

Highway and heavy construction will
decline slightly in 1988 and stabilize
in 1989. The two major highways get-
ting underway in 1988 are the Eagle
River bridge and the Rabbit
Creek/DeArmoun interchange both
valued at over $20 million.

The commercial building sector will
take the brunt of the construction em-
ployment declines. State and private
construction projects have dried up
and there are not many bright spots
on the horizon. 'Construction of the
court house expansion will not occur
in the forecast time frame. Itappears
even if approved this session the earli-
est the project would start would be
1989. Indeed, a start-up that year
would offset the construction employ-
ment declines forecast for 1989.

One bright spot in the commercial
building sector is Alyeska's plan to
expand their ski resort facilities in
Girdwood. This $40 million project
includes an addition of 300 rooms
and the construction of a gondola.
This project will directly impact sever-
al hundred construction workers

8

ihrough 1991. The proposed $200
million Eagle River ski/tourlst resort
$not assumed in this forecast. If the
iroject does get the go ahead the
arecasted construction employment
figures would need to be revised up-
ward by several hundred jobs.

Military construction levels are antic-
ipated to remain stable with increases
in National Guard construction
projects offsetting declines in other
military components. The largest
military project in Anchorage during
the forecast period is construction of
the Air National Guard hangar and
support facilities on Elmendorf Air
Force Base.

Secondary Industries

A recovering mining industry, robust
seafood processing industry, increas-
ing tourism, stabilizing government
employment and the bottoming-out
of population and income levels will
all have a positive impact on the
secondary sectors.

Transportation, Communications,
and Utilities employment is forecast
to increase 1% over the two year fore-
cast period. Trucking employment
will remain stable because of military
contracts. Air transportation will see
modest increases after falling 6% in
1987. Increasing tourism and the
robust seafood processing industry
will help fuel the growth in air trans-
portation. Water transportation em -
ployment will remain flat although
cargo tonnage may increase slightly.
The communications industry and
private utilities are expected to grow
slightly.

After falling nearly 20% in two years,
employment in the Trade industry is
expected to increase in 1988 and
1989. However, the movements of
wholesale and retail trade are large-
ly offsetting in 1988. Stabilizing
population and income levels and in-
creasing tourism are the primary
impetus for growth in the retail sec-
tor. Inshort, it appears that trade has
been stripped of its overcapacity
quite quickly and now slow growth
will settle in.

Bad new continues for the Finance,
Insurance and Real Estate industry.
After falling 15% since 1985 employ-
ment in this industry is forecast to fall
another 3% before all the declines



Senator Johne B ink'y

Senate Finance Committee
P.O. Box V e Juneau, Alaska 99811 « (907) 465-4985

Finance 'ommittee
Co-C .airman

May 4, 1988
The Honorable lohn Sund
Chairman, HOUl Judiciary Committee
Room 122, Capital Building
Juneau, AK 99801 FOR HAND DELIVERY

Dear Representative Sund:

Senate Bill 415, appropriating $1.5 million to the Alaska Court System,
has been referred to your committee. As you know, this money is for completion
of the planning and design of the proposed expansion to the Anchorage facility.
Iwould like to share with you some of the concerns I have with this proposal.

During lengthy hearings in the Senate Finance Committee, three main
problem areas became apparent -the size of the facility, its cost, and the
method of funding. As planned, the proposed addition will add 356,000 square
feet of additional space to t'e present Court facility, cost nearly $96 million, and
would be funded in a manr.L. that is questionably legal.

A proposed expansion first came before the Legislature in 1981 - for a
200,000 sq. ft. addition to the Boney Memorial Building, to be constructed on the
site of the adjacent parking lot for a cost of $33 million. This facility was
intended to meet the needs of the Court system until the year 2010. At that time,
the Legislature appropriated nearly $10 million in order to plan for the new
facility, purchase additional land for a new parking lot, and remodel the existing
Boney building in order to connect with the new facility (enclosure 1).

After failing to get cash to pay for the 200,000 sq. ft. addition in 1982
(enclosure 2), the court system decided to seek legislative approval for a lease-
purchase arrangement with the private sector, arguing that it would cost the
state less money (enclosure 3).

That approval amounted to handing a blank check to the Court System. It
was granted with the passage of HB 653 in 1984 (enclosure 4), but with plans
still in piace fora 200,000 sq. ft. addition at a cost of $33 million. Somehow,
between then and now, the addition mushroomed to 350,000 sq. ft. of extra
space with the price nearly tripling.
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The Court System has still failed to justify this vast expansion in both size
and cost. Both the creation of the Court of Appeals in 1980 (enclosure 5)and
the addition of one trial court judge in 1983 were done before this so-called
need for an even greater expansion was determined. The only significant
increase since the original 200,000 sqg. ft. addition was envisioned has been the
addition of two superior and two district court judges in Anchorage since
FY1982. Itis difficultto believe that four new judges (enclosure 6) justified an
additional 156,000 sq. fi.

According to the court system, space needs are contingent on case load,
which in turn is driven by pupulation. Yetthe population of Anchorage reached
its oeak in 1982-83, when the Court System was still asking for the smaller
addition. The population has been on the decline ever since (enclosure 7), and
now seems to be levelling off. Inthe early 80s, Alaskans were looking at the
real possibility of $50 a barrel oil, and a population continuing to skyrocket. No
longer is that scenario taken seriously.

In addition, the Court System based those very space needs on a study
performed by a consultant who was paid a percentage of the total cost of the
project. In other words, the larger and more costly the project, the more money
the consultant would make. In fact, that consultant's contracts as well as those
of the architectural firm, are now the subject of a soon-to-be-released legislative
audit.

The increased size is not the only factor that has led to the increased cost
of the facility. According to Court Administrator Art Snowden, the court system
was forced to change its building plans because of opposition from the city,
resulting in the need for expensive seismic studies and design changes to solve
engineering problems. However, testimony before the Senate Finance
Committee revealed that the project presented to the city in 1983 was actually
quite different than the one the court system was lobbying for before the
Legislature (enclosures 8 and 9).

Court officials say the proposed facility only leaves 150,000 sq. ft. for
expansion over a twenty-year period (enclosure 10). To put that in perspective,
the Performing Arts Center is 170,000 sq. ft. In other words, we are talking
about constructing a building that will sit partially empty for decades. At a time
when vacant commercial space in the downtown area exceeds half a million
square feet, itdoesn't make good sense to exacerbate that glut.

It is true that the Court System took their consultant's space estimates
and revised them downwards. However, when you make sure that the same
functions are provided for in each estimate so that you are comparing apples to
apples, the reduction was only about 3% (enclosure 11).
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In Finance Committee, Itried to determine ifindeed the old District
Courthouse (with 58,000 sq. ft.) would need to be torn down. However, the
court system has not studied what itwould take to bring itup to current building
codes and earthquake requirements. They do not even know what the cost of
demolition will be, although the presence of asbestos will increase that cost
substantially. In addition, the decision to tear down that building was only made
seven months ago and appears to have been based on very scanty evidence
(enclosure 12).

As I've mentioned, the size of this project is not the only element that has
mushroomed. So has the cost. First take the nearly $10 million already
appropriated by the Legislature for planning and design, then add to ita $750
thousand loan from the Governor's Office, the $1.5 million being requested to
complete design work, $67.6 million in actual construction costs, $6 million for
furnishings and equipment, $6.7 million for contingencies, $700 thousand for art
in public places, and $4 million for administrative costs, what started out as a
$33 million project in 1981, is now going to cost nearly $96 million in 1988
(enclosure 13).

That figure however is still not the true cost. The Institute of Social and
Economic Research has determined the annual lease payment on this facility to
be $9 million for 30 years, or $270 million. Most of that will go to outside
investors. In addition, maintenance and operations are estimated to run
between $3.5 and $6.5 million a year (enclosure 14). That brings rent and
operating coc*".to an average $14 million a year. That figure does not include
salaries and oenefits for the additional 154 employees needed by the Court
System by the year 2005. Compared to this year's operating budget (enclosure
15), this new facility would increase the court system’ budget by a third, and its
personnel by a fourth. And at a time when we have less than half the general
funds we had just a few years ago.

Fiscal responsibility aside, I believe the lease-purchase arrangement has
some serious questions. At this time the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) has
indicated its willingness to sell revenue bonds to construct the facility (enclosure
16). The state in turn would lease the building, and eventually own it after 30
years. In order forthe state to do something like this would require a
constitutionally mandated vote of the people. However, the Department of
Revenue has said that debt accrued by MOA will still be considered by the bond
rating agencies as part of the state's debt, and may well prompt immediate
review of the State's bond rating (enclosure 17). Let's not kid ourselves - if
everyone treats itas state debt, then itis state debt.

There has been some discussion of the possibility fo the Alaska State
Building Authority financing the court facility. However, ASBA needs specific
legislative authority to sell bonds (enclosure 18). Furthermore, since ASBA
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owns a parcel of land under the existing Boney Building, it is unclear whether
the Municipality has the legal authority to finance any portion of the proposed
facility (enclosure 19). Legalities aside, the Department of Revenue has also
said the complicated land ownership could very likely increase the cost of the
bonds. | really question the expenditure of an additional $1.5 million on
project that Cannot be built as designed, regardless of whether it ShOUla be
built as designed.

In conclusion, there are a great number of unanswered questions that
still remain concerning this project. Designed when our economy and
population were both on the rise, the court expansion now requires a re-
evaluation of its size, cost, and financing. Even though the Court System is only
asking for $1.5 million at this time, ifthe full Legislature approves that
appropriation, we are all signing our names on a blank check for the most
expensive building project ever undertaken by the State of Alaska.

Although Iwas not able to convince the majority of my Senate
colleagues of the foolishness of this proposal, I know that the majority of
Anchorage residents themselves have been convinced, as evidenced by a
recent poll done by Hellenthal and Associations (enclosure 20). Itis obvious
that the residents of the very community where this facility is to be built do not
support itas designed. That alone should indicate that something here is

wrong.

I realize that jobs are desperately needed in Anchorage. But this project
would only provide 300 jobs a year fortwo and a half years, and at least 20% of
those would be non-residents. lsupport using public money to create jobs, but
here we are being asked to build something we don't need at a time when our
economy is at its worst just to create jobs. That doesn’t make sense to me. |
think there has to be a better way, and I hope you have the wisdom to search for
that better way.

Thank you for your consideration of this enclosed information. Should
you need anything further, please do not hesitate to contact Janice Adair in my
office at 4985. If you decide to schedule this bill for a hearing, Iwould
appreciate your office letting me know as Iwould like to personally testify

against it

Sincerely,

jka
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GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION

ArtFNfiY SUBMISSION PROPOSED FUNDING YEAR Please Do Not Write In This Area
% GOVERNOR'S ~ GOVERNOR'S ~ GOVERNORS ,
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PRIGRTY NOS)  TYPE PROJECT TITLE ANO LOCATION REQUEST SOURCE FUNDING FUNDING YFI;LRJI\IDH\IG PRIORITY
FED. RCPTS.
82-1 1 C, L, Anchorage Court Addition: 9,969.0 GEN FUND
P Planning & Remodeling G.O. BONDS
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATINO COST a 0
EXPECTED YEAR a FY 9.969.0 TOTAL
FED.RCPTS.
82-2 1 ¢, E Anchorage Court Addition: 33.229.0 GEN FUND
Construction G.0. BONDS
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST*__ 50(b 0
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PROJECT TYPE CODES
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L Olhti Improvamani P Protenlonal Svet. category Administration of Justice FY 82
E Eeiulomant [e] O thtr F@c d
Alaska Court System
AGENCY y Raviiad M»
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profreiTitit Anchorage Court Addition: Locatin @ Hlection GiilridsSing’J St Dili Completion D ili
Planning & Remodelinr Anchorage E-J,- 7-12 FY 82
Opifitlonil Cost First Ultimata GOVERNOR'S REQUEST
AGENCY REQUEST ‘ & No. Pfitonncl Opiriting Annual Approved Deferred isapproved
Incrent - (Dccreasi) Year . Yiar 1 | 1 1 |
1002 Federal Receipts Federal Receipts 1002 Federal Receipts
1003 G/F March Funding General Fund 1003 G/F Match
1004 General Fund 9.969.0 Sourc* 1004 General Fund
1005 I/A Receipt! 1005 I/A Recolpts
G.O. Bonds Tolal Annual Openllonal Cost G.0. Bonds
Position IFTEI
Previous Yiar-Prlority Agency Priority Governor's Priority
82-1
Total 9,969.0 Total

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The first priority of the Court System is a request for the following: (1) planning funds for a new
building to be built atop the parking lot adjacent to the present Court Complex; (2).land acquisition
funds to provide surface parking for Court System employees and space for very loqg-ffingp. farill tv
=planning”; (3) remodeling funds needed to connect the new building with the present complex and make
existing space functionally compatible with the new building.

The new building will provide 199,455 gross square feet of space. This building will provide adequate
space for the expansion of the Court System in Anchorage up to year 2010. The new building will be
five (6) stories high and will not only provide for the future expansion needs of the Court System
but the long-term space needs of the Judicial Services of the Department of Publicmafety, Attorney
General, Public Defender and the Judicial Council.

<
This new building will eliminate the use of 100 parking spaces for court employees. Land acquisition
is necessary to provide sufficient surface parking for 200 parking spaces--i.e., 100 spaces eliminated
by building construction, plus 100 spaces for future expansion needs.

Remodeling will not only integrate the present Complex with the New Addition but also provide-for the
following: Improved Traffic Court Clerk®"s Office and Courtrooms, improved Coroner"s Office, Grand
Jury facilities, Jury Assembly facilities including adequate office space for the jury clerks, Train-—
ing Center equipped with audio-visual equipment, expanded District Attorney"s Office, improved space

for the Presentencing Unit of the Probation Department.

CATEGORY Administration of Justice EY 82

ag* d !
arfnpv Alaska Court System Peg
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POPctlii* Anchorage Court Addition: LocationU) Buciion Dlitrictf Senved sardDm Completion Cat*

Construction ; Anchorage E-J.* 7-12 FY 83 FY 86
Oparational Cost First Ultimate GOVERNOR'S REQUEST
AGENCY REQUEST % & No. Personnel Operating Annual Approved edgr Disapproved
» Increase - (Decrease) Year 1986 vear 1986 L.. . 7 2 L. .
1002 Fedoral Receipts Federal Receipts 1002 Federol Receipts
1003 G/F Match Funding General Fund 500 500 1003  G/F Match
33,229 1004 General Fund
1004 General Fund ’ Source .
1003 I/A Receipts « 1005 I/A Receipts
0.0. Bonds Total Annual Oparational Cost =500 500 G.0. Bonds
Position IFTEJ 2 - 2
Previous Yaar-Prlorlty Agency Priority Governor s Priority
Total 33,229 82-2 Totel

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The second priority of the Court System is a request for funds to construct a five-floor building
connected to the present Court Complex. This building will be built on the parking lot adjacent to
the complex and will be connected to the existing buildings. The building will provide approxi—
mately 199,455 gross square feet of space. This new building will provide not only for the expansion
needs of the Court System until 2010 but also for the expansion space for the Judicial Services of
the Department of Public Safety, Attorney General, Public Defender and the Judicial Council. Included
in the New Addition-will be: fourteen (14) trial courtrooms with adequate support space, one high-
security trial courtroom, one courtroom for the Intermediate Court of Appeals, additional prisoner
holding facilities with adequate support space and secure sally port for prisoner transfer, Public
Defender space with separate public access, public lobby with security and information facilities,
two (2) hearing rooms for divorce matters, two (2) hearing rooms for children®s matters, two (2)
Probate Court hearing rooms,=office space for Special Prosecutions Unit of Attorney General®"s office,
Administrative Director®s offices, Area Court Administrator®s offices, Judicial Council offices,
expansion space for Clerk"s office, and expansion space for the State Law Library.

CATEGORY Administration of Justice FY 82

Pag# Of
PROJECT DESCRIPTION- AGENCY Alaska Court System =
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Budget Year Budget Year

Capital Project ligponditureo

Rarigalimiviioy ™ o o
e 29.653 _
Ejimat

Pliuz

5,930.6

8.895.9

.1,500.0
A O ... 50 158EEs esie1 78456
PS?B};g;mﬁeed Statement: The existing Anchorage court complex 1is near

Its maximum capacity. Within three years, the complex will be over—
crowded to such an extent as to impair the delivery of judicial services.
Already the staff of the Administrative Office, Judicial Council, Public
Defender Agency and Probation offices have bfcen forced to move to leased
space outside of the court complex. Additional offices, including the
Special Prosecution Section of the District Attorney 3 Office must be
relocated out of the building within the next year. The need is eminent
to construct a new facility to provide for the longer-term operational
needs of the Court System m Anchorage.

The Court System has received funding for and begun the detailed planning
of a new addition to the present complex which will provide for expansion
space needs through the year 2010. The proposed building will provide
199,455 gross square feet of space. This new space will provide not

only for the Court System"s operations but also for the expansion needs
of the Attorney General, Public Defender, Public Safety, and the Judicial

Council.

Major remodeling of the existing buildings is also necessary in order to
make the present structures compatible with the proposed structure.

Increases in court personnel (both judicial officers and support staff)
are determined primarily by the growth in cases filed within the Court
System. It is assumed that the existing positive correlation between
population growth and cases filed (i.e, an increase in population 1is
likely to result in an increase in c?ses filed) will continue iInto the
future.
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The Superior Court is expected to increase by an average of one (1) judge for every four years
into the future. Each additional Superior Court judge will also need approximately four (4)
full-time support staff. The District Court is expected to increase by an average of one (1}
judge for every four years into the future. Each additional District Court judge will also
need approximately two (2) full-time support staff. The number of personnel in Domestic
Relations and Children"s Matters 1is expected to increase by three (3) in 1985 and doubie by
year 2010. The number of personnel in Probate Court is expected to increase by one (1) 1in
1985 and more than double by year 2010.

Judicial Services of the Department of Public Safety will have expansion needs as well as the
Attorney General, Public Defender, Judicial Council and the Administrative Office of the Court
System. The Public Defender, Judicial Council and the Administrative Office presently occupy
spaces outside the court complex because of an absence of available space. The new addition
will provide for these court-related offices.

Documentation of Estimated Capital Costs: The estimates for this project were provided by
current experience and Space Management Consultants, 1Inc. in corroboration with DOT/PF Facilit-
ties Planning and Maintenance and Operations. The construction estimate considered different
types of specialized spaces - 1i.e., courtrooms, security areas, storage and toilets. Con-—
tingency fees and administrative costs were also considered along with equipment needs and
"art in public placesl provision. The inflation rate used i1s 14% annual.

Analysis of Estimated Operational Expense: This estimate was thrived in corroboration with
DOT/PF Maintenance and Operations. Estimate considered utility costs, snow removal, janit—
orial services, window-cleaning contract and two additional full-time employees. The e
inflation rate used was 8% annual.

Identification of Alternatives Considered: The Court System has investigated the possibility
of acquiring the old Federal Court Building. Extended negotiations with the GSA produced only
the prospect of using approximately 20,000 square feet which is insufficient for long-term
needs. GSA is also committed to eventually using the entire space for federal offices.

Leasing of office space would provide inadequate space without major remodeling and would e
cause decentralization of the Court System.

ok S

#Note: Additional supporting materials for the Anchorage court addition are attached to the
<back of the capital budget. ~
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In addition to the replacement of machines, this capital budget also includes several
other minor improvements in the electronic recording area. The first of these improve—
ments 1s the establishment of a court record archive in Anchorage where the recording
tapes generated over the past 23 years may be safely maintained.

/ Another system improvement is the purchase of additional video play-back equipment for
courtroom Use, primarily for the showing of OHVI tapes. Since the Alaska State Troopers
have standardized the video format utilized in the making of QHVI tapes, it 1S now possi—
ble for the Court System to provide play-back units for the troopers in various court
locations around the state.

The fourth part of the project i1s the purchase of additional multi-line jury call-in phone
message units. Because of the increasing number of jurors, several of the present call-in
systems Eire overloaded, which has been creating an inconvenience to the public and frus—
trating the effective utilization of the jury system.

The fifth part of this project is a clerk"s certification program, in which the Court

"."U™System will attempt to establish and maintain certification standards for all in-court
clerks. These individuals operate the recording equipment and are responsible for creat—
ing the electronic record of court proceedings. The only cost associated with this program
is for travel to bring the clerks into Anchoragn for certification training.

The sixth part of this project iB the development of an electronic eguipment records
control program. With the large amount of electronic equipment statewide and particularly
with the purchase of new audio equipment, an accurate and reliable inventory system is
necessary.

The seventh part of this project is the remodeling of many clerks® work stations in the
courtrooms to improve the efficiency of the clerks and to better assure that the court
record i1s being maintained properly.

Anchorage Courthouse Expansion
The previous legislature approved a $9.9 million dollar capital appropriation to the Court
rfITPCilPY Administration of Jus Lice
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System for design of a new Anchorage court facility, acquisition of property, and re—
modeling necessary to join the new building with, the existing facilities. The legislature
has recognized the fact that the court facilities are overcrowded and need expansion”®
space. A number of court and related offices have already been forced out of the existing
court facilities, including the Administrative Office of the courts, Public Defender, the
Judicial Council, portions of the District Attorney"s Offices, and the Attorney General®s
Office. These offices are paying nearly $1 million in rent each year. To make room for
these offices, and to plan for the, future growth of the court, the Court System has dev—
eloped plans for a new facility which would adequately provide for the space needs of the
court for the next 25 years. The continuing growth in cases and the resulting pressure on
the existing facility dictate that new facilities be constructed in the immediate future.
Any delays at this point will lead to severe operational problems within the courts and an

inconvenience to the public that would not be acceptable.

The Court System has in previous years submitted a dapPiaFSb”get request for the cons—
truction fmids for this new coigrt facility. However/ it is not included in this capital
budget request. A review of the funding Alternatives has indicated that the total long-1
_~>term cost to the state would be leas if a private developer builds the building and leases
it back tc the state with an option to purchase in the future. Also, with an estimated
cost of $35 to $50 million (depending upon the configuration), and with the state facing
lower revenues and cash reserves in the immediate future, a leased facility offers an

attractive alternative to state construction.

The executive®"branch has been working on a plan to build®an office building in Anchorage
under a similar lease arrangement with a private developer. The response from the private
sector has been good, and such a project will benefit the state and the private sector.
One difference that exists between the Court System project and that of the executive

branch is that the court will have a detailed design prior to seeking bids from the private
It is anticipated that this should lead to a very competitive bid from the private

sector.
sector.

With the concurrence of the Legislature, the Court System will finalize 1ts facility
design and proceed with plans for constructing a new court facility in Anchorage.

wjmm
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§ 22.07.010 Judiciary § 22.07.020

supreme court for decision. The supreme all other pending cases within thejurisdic-
court may trarsfer to the court of appeals tion of the court of appeals.”

Sec. 22.07.010. Establishment. There is established the court of
appeals, consisting of three judges. The court of appeals is a court of
record. (8 1 ch 12 SLA 1980)

Collateral references. — 20 Am. Jur. 21 C.J.S., Courts, S letseq. 48A C.J.S.,
2d, Courts, 8 1 et seq. 46 Am. Jur. 2d, Judges, 8 1 et seq.
Judges, § 1 et seq.

Sec. 22.07.020. Jurisdiction, (a) The court ofappeals has appellate
jurisdiction in actions and proceedings commenced in the superior
court involving:

(1) criminal prosecution;

(2) post-conviction relief;

(3) children’s court matters under AS 47.10.010(a)(1) including
waiver of children’s court jurisdiction over a minor under AS 47.10;

(4) extradition;

(5) habeas corpus;

(6) probation and parole; and

(7) bail.

(b) The court ofappeals hasjurisdiction to hear appeals ofsentences
ofimprisonment imposed by the superior court on the grounds that the
sentence is excessive or too lenient and, in the exercise of thisjurisdic-
tion, may modify the sentence as provided by law and the state consti-
tution.

(c) The court ofappeals hasjurisdiction to review (1) a final decision
of the district court in an action or proceeding involving criminal pros-
ecution, post-conviction relief, extradition, probation and parole,
habeas corpus or bail; and (2) the final decision of the district court on
a sentence imposed by it. In this subsection "final decision” means a
decision or order, other than dismissal by consent of all parties, that
closes a matter in the district court.

(d) An appeal tothe court ofappeals isa matter ofrightin all actions
and proceedings within its jurisdiction except that (1) the right of
appeal to the court of appeals is waived if an appellant chooses to
appeal the final decision of the district court to the superior court; and
(2) the state has no right ofappeal in criminal cases except to test the
sufficiency ofthe indictment or information or to appeal a sentence on
the ground that it is too lenient.

(e) The court of appeals may in its discretion (1) review a final
decision of the superior court on an appeal from a district court in an
action or proceeding involving criminal prosecution, post-conviction
relief, extradition, probation and parole, habeas corpus or bail; (2)
review the final decision of the superior court on appeal of a sentence

n
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TABLE 15

SOURCES OF ANNUAL POPULATION CHANGE
ANCHORAGE, 1980-1987

Beginning Natural . Net. Ending
Interval Population Increase  Migration Population
4180 - 6/81 174,431 4,366 8,964 187,761
7181 - 6/82 187,761 3,871 12,584 204,216
7182 - 6/83 204,216 4,230 22,400 230,846
7183 - 6/84 230,846 4,442 8,742 244,030
7184 - 6/85 244,030 4,579 -346 248,263
7185 - 6/86 248,263 4,470 -4 683 248,050
7186 - 6/87 248,050 4,089 -23,022 229,117
7187 - 1/88* 229,117 2,000 11,117 220,000
# estimated
Net Change 1980-1987 30,047 24,639 54,686
Net Change 1985-1987 10,559 -38,822 -28,263

Source: 1987 Anchorage Population Profile. July 1987-
January 1988 estimate of natural increase and net migration
derived from preliminary municipal population estimafes.

Source: "Anchorage Recove_ry_Pro_g;ram:f ﬁeviﬁw of E%onoanjckFal\(}ltors
y of Anchorage, Tom Fink, Mayor

Prepared™ for MuniCipali
by Victor Fischer Associates, February 1988/

\J/
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SENATOR HENSLEY Did %/o — WeII we taIked about the — You
aﬁ/e al ege that i 1s the plannin e5| n process
has taken into account the ¢ an es that are taken in

emogrtaghtcs in_the Anchorage area And is that what

you said sically?

MR. SNOWDEN: = Mr, Cha|rman our blﬂgest worry in the beginning
in. building this build | g was that it was too small. ~ If you
tried to consoltdate a the State agenmes that | think
should be in the build ? we cou dn”t accommodate them.

For example, we're only 1ak |nGg the DAs |n the bu |Id|ng,
because — not the Attorney General's Office — because of
the great amount of space_the Attorney Generals Office .
needS within the State. The Judicial” Council, at t hs point
In time, there's not room for them in the building. Al the
downturn in the economy has done is it's enabled Us to fit
some people in that we'didn't think were going to be able to
fit in. "And it may expand the I|fe of that building for an
extra three to five years, which we th|nk are both pluses,
not minuses. | think, when you build a build ou want

0
ing,
It to last as long as possible, so you don't ha%e Yo get
Into building new buildings.

SENATOR HENSLEY: So was it necessary to move across the
street? | don't know what street that is.

MR.SNOWDEN:  "I" Street, Sir.

SENATOR HENSLEY: ~ "I" Street. Was it necessary to go across
" Street in order to do what you want to "do with this?
\étlg¥kenogulﬁio ottsnot (have) expanded right there where the

MR. SNOWDEN: | tried, Mr. Chairman. | went to planning and
zoning, and | said, we want to build this expan5|on on our
parking lot. I didn't want to buy new property. didn't
come here for money until | was turned down by the City of
Anchorage under height and bulk restrictions in that area of
town. They said we_could not do It. They turned us down.
| agree with yoy. That's what | wanted to do. They turned
us down. Therefore, we were forced to buy the adjacent

property.

SENATOR HENSLEY: ld you give us a list of who all were the
property owners wqh eyyoug bought the land?

MR. SNOWDEN:  We bought the land from one property owner. [t
was a partnershlp What was the name of it, do you
remember?

(Mr. Snowden turned to Mr. Fisher for assistance.)

| don't remember the name. Audie Moore is the manager for
it. It was owned by a group of three or four peoplé. They

- 34 - 03702788 am






esolytion No. 135-82
age 2

WHEREAS, public parking will not be assured over
the lifespan of the building and parking for transient use

will not be provided.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED, by the Municipal
Planning and Zoning Commission that the Conditional Use to
allow expansion of the existing courthouse on the above
described property be DENIED.

ADOPTED by the Municipal Planning and Zoning
Commission this 20th day of December, 1982.

Michael j. weenan mi jyp
Secretary Chairman

myml/nr2



MUNICIPAL PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Fairview Community Canter
10th and Karluk St.
Anchorage, Alaska

Januar%o 3P l\;]983

1. ROLL CALL

Excused Roger MsShea

%ﬁ 6& VICP William Meehan
eavd& n
% Ie annood Chairman

el

Staff Joe Stimson

Susan Redwood
2. SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS

A Notice of Reconsideration - (Commissioner Vlahovich)

Present

Alaska.Court System. Final
Conditional Use approval to permit
expansion 0 the courthouse.
F MMIS
QI a
U

Ir %Flav OVlCA%W d t at th ?ehd mohﬂré :

E '°r’é W' eu er |n ?n erem
it b i i ﬁﬁm
o

ha no pr Y)v it
re evy\}at} ne maés |e | 10

P&} % these c 8erns C u‘dd (d ress ed lhrouLgDﬁ C{)n ?
0 na[ p os stit

—ro-

i iy

%n t

aa { weo | on

case% ?he Comm| ssion ee 0 reconmder S

COMMISSIONER VLAHOVICH moved for reconsideration of CU82-119.
COMMISSIONER LESTER seconded.

COMMISSIONER | N state td}a she tHé Cfldnn%ce[%r@dlregag

ad
se|sm| sab| aHd no t Ul

|[1 etc.) an o be supporting re
tt 1S |me

D
-
QD
=)

a
C MI\/IISSI ERW KENT IS0_spoke in_non-su por# of .the motipn
R L
jubli lic qr surroundi rln uses, an B\w&.et this, cou n%t be
aogghmnlosr?’o %ppeo afwe bridging could not be addressed through



PLANNING AND ZONING MEETING Page 2
January 3/ 1983

COMMISSIONER JONES also spoke against the motion stating that
tho parking issue had not been addressed adequately aa there
were no net gain figures available and this use will generate
much traffic.

COMMISSIONER VLAHOVICH stated that it had been hia intent to
propose an amendment regarding the bridging requiring the
design to come back for final approval. He stated that
parking is a separate issue and cannot be considered only
regarding the courthouse. He felt the .concerns regarding

seismic stabilitv could be addressed through a condition
of approval.

CHAIRMAN CANNON stated-thatr-he® coutd aapporfther-motion for- -

reconsideration after hearing the amendments proposed. He
sf-atpd fhAt the problem of parking is larger than than can

be addressed by the petitioner.

COMMZSSI0OHEA IDEN stated that hor oonoarno went beyond that

of the bridging and that there had been lack of consideration
for downtown planning (as proposed in the CBD, etc.). She
also stated thatithere has been much public*aentiment_oppoBirv
one-way streets, which 1s what 1lb proposed in this plan. She
did not feel the needs of the community as a whole were being
addressed.

Aye m . Reconsideration
Jones X
Vlahovich X
Warkentin X
Cannon X
Kincaid X
Lester X
Iden X
3, NEW
Publi
Cu82-114 "V tlhity Mental Health
approval of a Condi-
1J*o0 for a Transitional
|ving Facility. Generally located
IOUW Av*. n.ai Oli
CHAIM -ated that alth&vah this was previously
heard _ isring will replacWanything done in

fat.



Flnfh)C dition Use ||cat|on
o

Total B

R

Project Araj ond Porting Summary
Office and Court Space
EXsrg Old Courthouse

égnlég\//eguit&%fourthouse

Proposed Buiing Adeiton
Office and Court Subtotals
Parking Structures

Existing Structure
Proposed Basement Structure

PO O3 e

Parking Subtotals

Allowable Area™*Wctlon 2140170
Basic AL able; 3storlls x 17775

for Bonu* PninlL| |160

Maximum Allowable Ae?

Basement

130y ft.
2293 ft.

21890s0.ft.
Ha0y ft.
Building Area

670003, ft.
00 ft.

W0y ft

176,000 ft.

X400 X|ft./polnt a

Anove Ground
2 M0sq.ft. v
12703 ft/

00 ft. <7/, 80
500 s ft.

tog

ft.
A0 salft.
BrImHsqlt
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| would su e t it's rng to have to be built some year.
And it's o cos more money. It's that simple: Right
new, the is done for a courthouse. Itf's ‘ready to
ndr ates are the lowest they've been in years.
nd if we don't urd it now, those rates”are. going. tq go
up., We're still going to have a need, and this building's
going to cost you moré in the future. Now that's just
common sense rom m ornt of vrew that the costs are not
going to go own in long run. y going
incréase.” So what )éou 're taIkrn a ou now IS some debt
service and about $8.5 million and about $1.5 (million) _in
operating and maintenance cost. But those costs are gorng
to go up if the building costs more in the futuyre. So
don't see where we save in the long run by a short- term
view, unless this Committee is sayrng you're never going to
build a capital project in this Stat

CO-CHAIRMAN HALFORD: Just a question. Has the court system
— and this $1.5 milljon is for final design (rndrscernrble)
— Is there any way that the project can be phased?

MR. SNOWDEN:  I've looked at it, Mr. Chairman. There's no way
ou can phase the building of the project, We can certainly
reak it down and create more than one prime to make sure
that Alaskan companies have a muc etter ogportunrty to brd
on the project, and we intend t ut to phase the
building 1S basrca y sayrng what burId the foundatron
this year? = Build some other parts of it next year?
ou'ré taIkrng about total square footage,. we have .looked at
hat. This i5 not a four-year-old projéction I'm dealrng
with. I'm sure the questrons w ill be asked in the light of
a dec rnrng economy Why is the court system still want to
90 forward? Well, "the fact is, as I've already testified,
ight now, today, were 115,000 feet in tJ2 hole for what we
think we need to adequately operate. When that old
courthouse gets knocked down, ‘as it will have to be, that
you're addifg over 50,000 square feet there. [f you should
move the other State agencies in it some time, now we're
alking of over 200,000 square feet you needed almost when
thrs courthouse opens, It only lTeaves 150,000 square feet

for expansion over a twenty year period. I don't think
anyone In thrs room sug ests” th at ou burld a_building for
toda need ecause d be rrgD ere rn three” or
fo years sayr nee a new ur rn% o(y build a

bur n run., building to service
the communrty or a ood errod ftrme Were su?gestrng a
tvlrjr ty-year Tlife before thrs burIdrng Is built that’it is

By the way, when the old Anchorage Courthouse was built, and
kanow weyhad an unprecedent ed g?owth In thrss State, that
building had about a fifteen to twenty-year lifespan,

Eve r body though t that tha might be partly empty That
building” opene 1973. Seven years later, | had to come

- 21 - 03702788 am
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QOLRTCEPARTKELT
Suprtae Court 0
Court of Appeals 13
A%feflllgtte Court Clark's 12
Superior Court' 54
District Court ra
Probate — 5
Faally Court 11.5
Arta Court Adalnlstratlon 7
and Calendaring
Traffic Court Clarks 16
Trafflc/ConIttIng 2
Kaglstratas
Trial Court Clark's Office 65
Transcript 7
Jury Assrably 3

(rand Jury -
Coroner/Public AAlnlstratl >n 6
Court Security 1 Bailiffs 1
AASAP. 0 -
Judicial Sarvtces 26
Municipal Warrant Section 17
State Court Adalnlstratlon 65
Law Library 8
Building Aaer.ltlc: -

15

37
26

20

70
36

8
2
12

28
4

102
10

o
w

16"

14

5.470
5.110
1,580

10.100
6.120
550
1,680
1,160

1.520
480

5.451:
910
310

740
240
1.260
2.300
1,070
6.995
740

7,490
5110
2,030

11.920
7,510
960
2,520
1,300

2,010
480

6,680
1,100
380

830
30
1,640
2,850
1,200
7,725
930
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1995 2005 20ca

L7
7,590 7.640
3,615 3,665
1,095 1,170

28,650 32,340

21,695 25200
1,800 2,660
5,395 7,270

890 970
1,220 1,345
2,025 2,350

12200 14715
1,945 2,370
3,730 3970
1,950 1,950
3,325 3,475

3% 520
850 975
4,280 4,670
1,420 1519
17270 18980
12,010 14370
5,350 5,050

TOTAL MET

now

B

13,060
8,725
2,675

38,750
27,815
2,350
7,075
2,050

2,740
2,505

17,650
2,856
4,040
1,950
4,065

635
2,110
6,580
2,490

24,265

12,750
5,050

Ih w
8,77a
3,200

44,260
32,710
3,620
9,790
2,270

3,355
2,830

21.395
3,470
4,350
1,950
4,355

910
2,615
7,520
2,710

26,705

15,300
5,050
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4,850
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7,895
2,990
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6,260
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39,250
4,345
11,750
2,725

4,025
3,3%

25,675
4,165
5,220
2,340
5,225
1,090
3,140
9,025
3,250

32,045

18,380
6.060

"227385
-h TeeT
4,585

66,430
47,685
4,030
12,130
3,515

4,700
4,295

30,255
4,895
6.9X
3,345
6,970
1,085
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4,270
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21,880
8,655
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Table 1, Continued
FAQLITY FRO3EM- S

wt.y
Prepared: June, 1967 /.2 74
PERSONNU TOIAL NET TOTAL NeF X 1.2 TOAL GO
ek ONNEL PAES IRD S AB SOAE FEET Untenial Clrc.l JUARE FEET
QORTCERARINERT EXISTING 19% 2006 19% 2MS 19% loar® 195 19% 2006 1995 2005 m
Attorn*/-General- ---------- _ 61— —7u- --92— —7,980 __ 9.630 2.260 2700 10240 12,330 . 12290 14,7% 17555 21,135
District Attorney — 45 53 63 5,640 3,290 3750 8930 10,490 10,715 12,590 15305 11,985
' Offlet of Special 15 19 5 2,080 1.580 2,100  3.660 4,800 4390 6,760 6,270 8,2;59 f
.Prosecutions and Appeals
'PublicDefender 3 45 53 4,980 5,750 3,010 3330 7,990 9,080 9,590 10,895 13700 15,56% wf ~NO
Offlc* of Public Advocacy 22 2 37 3,480 *1.290 1,180 1220 4660 5,510 5090 6,610 7985 9445 > "udl
Adult Probation —39 —ap - 90 -4,820 —5760 —1310 —1510 -6,130 - 7270 — 7,355 8725 —10505 12465
Judicial Council' —12-—15- —1320 - 1580 -—90 —1.010 2250 - 2590 —7,700 '3,110 3855 -4,445
TOAL FEREONN\H. 625.5 743 21 - . . : - -
TOTAL NET SQUARE FEET 84,085 101,555 151,960 172,785 236,045 274,340 283495 329,207
TOAL GRCBS SQUARE FEET 404645 470305 “\*firfrxrt7~ UcnQS mMV.
i N
1982 FACIITY FRIGRAM 290515 348007 415021 497,153 lyk onjmeA (">
COMPARIN

DFFERENCE -7,020 -18,800 -10,376 -26,848



Tibli 2

FACILITY PAOGAAH - Supreae Court
1987

Frepired: June,

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

PERION\H. S

Chlif Justice

Liu Clerk

Liu Extern i
Executive Secretiry

Subtofil
Asioclite Justice

Secretiry/Clerlcel
Receptionist .
VIslting/Pro-Teapore Justice

Subtotil
Subtotil, P*-sonnel

SHRD PACES

Centril Reception
Public Wilting Arei
Courtrooa

Soundlock

Attorney Conference Roca
Justices' Robing Rooa
Justices' Conference Rooa
Duplicitlon Arei

Generil Storige

Liu Llbriry

Stiff Lounge

Subtotil, Shired Spices
TOIAL

TOAL X 1.2, Interail Circulation

1982 TOTAL FROGAMMID SPACE
QOMPARIIN

DFFERENCE

SORES GF DFERENCE

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS NET ARRA REQURD
NO OF 5Y PHIE UNT By PHASE PAE
WNTS —19% AEA 15% 250s TE
% % i Eg oA
! B u
. w  # 5
5 5 5 1,060 1 060
4 4 450 1,800 ,-WOtri
co. o BB A
. >
7 ;3 i 1% g
% | i 70 70 70
1 i 30 300 300 p
5 2 X # 4410 —m6.430' '130
0 27 37 5,470 7,490
200 —00— i
r- ft 20 250
1 3.300 3300 -3,300 - Zcan
1 ?8 % 55
% 1 240 -240"' \zo
/ 'P 275 275 275
) | B
’ D R e
. . -3, (6]
/ |1 R 2] 2
7,590 7,640
13,060 -15,130
15670 18,155/5 1 1 *
15462 17,946
+208 +209

. Auﬂi{ion of courtrooa soundlock

lo" of stiff lounge

RAVIRS
Includes toilet, closet

Includes visitor uilt irei

Includes toilet closet

2 leu clerks per Justice (existing 3 In Junnu)

Includes visitor uilt tree

Locited In centril reception irei

Includes toilet, closet

Adjicent to lobby irei. )m

Adjacent to lobby irei’ 11
Ci%l51

Includes toilet

W M /L tli G&A*

Totll Progrieaed Spice \U >CM\\



Mg s

NO_CF
UNITS

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES
PERON\EL. SP

Chltf Judge

Law Clerk

"ecretary

Subtotal

Assaociate Judge
Law Clerk
Secretary
Racapttonlst
JUslttng-Jodgr

Subtotal
Subtotal, Personnel

FHRD PAES

Reception Area-------------------
Public Netting Area -------------
Courtrooa
Soundlock:
Attorney Conference Rooa ‘e
Judges]” Robing Roog----------------
Judges’ Conference Rooa
Duplication

General Storage

Staff Lounge— ------ ---------- —

Subtotal, Shared Spaces

TOAL

TOALJ 1.2, Internal Circulation

1982 TOTAL PROGRAMED PACE
QOMARIN

DIFFERENCE
ORE F DFFERENCE

. Reduction In *
, Addition of staff lounge.

WRARN N ho—

©

jr

WiE_ UNT

UNITS NET A

S'(
Gri
-

0
t.

4,320
5,110

2 3.4
28 93>

100 100

— 1%?%)
T

100 100
350

——t—

— —120 —120
3,615
8,725
10,470
11,430

-960

REQURD
PAE
2606 TYE RVRS
328 P llvrg):ll%ges totile“t a?d ctloget
centra ocate:
200 5) Includes visito¥ wait area
70
-1,750%2 c% p Includes toilet and closet
"1 88 /d {/b% 1 floater secretary, includes *1sltor wait .m
70- Located In central” reception urea
-300- P Includes toilet and closet
4,320
_5.110— $5*ro
m- 100 Adjacent to lobby area/ W | rid APPpLLfivZ.
—%636) . Adjacent to lobby area’ <zt
11
—'.55-
—200—= Includes toilet
.200-3 30
100
-mBoa'll May-b* eerged w/Suprtae Court Library
- EI?O “ U7il-L U?U. iwfitfa.Jel O/--
36650 1080
-8,775-  77-<vi

-40:530-ft JC O
11,49?

-960

rojected nuober of associate Judges anu respective support staff.

TOTAL FROGAHD PAE \0,

J



m_%ﬂ@auemaak'smu
EXIS'I'II\G @lﬁFEDU\ﬂS WNT NET AR REQURD

BY B¥S SPAE

PERONNEIVFACILITIES U\l a3 AFA  19% 2005 TWE RVRS
PERONNHL. SPACES
Chief Clerk 1 % %8 % 5’ o )
Secretae/ Includes visitor wait area
Deputy lerk I %%8 1 P

Legal " Technician z 240 6’
e < ©p e B e |

: V4
Staff Attornay 2 3 1 8 360 mrcc P . .
Attorney Secretary 1 1 X 1 70 70 JAfio 0 Includes reception and files
Subtotal 12 15 & 1580 J.03%, 0
D PACES.
Public Counter : t | 100 100 100 Include In clerical area
Records Examination - 1 | Include in clerical area
Attorney Work Area : | P Include In clerical area
Clerical Wok Area - | %6) Include in clerical area
Computer Teralnal Area - | Include In clerical area
Records Storage : : * 150 mzod'/A Include In clerical area
Supplles Storage - - : .
Bfcin R
rm -

Subtotal 1,095 1,170 1li O
TOIAL 2,675 3,200 Z£ 22-
TOIAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 3210 ~5.8< TOAL PROGRAMD PAE
1982 TOTAL PROGRAMED PACE 3,873 4,780

COVPARSN <
DFFERENCE -663 -940

SORES OF DFFERENCE

. Reduction In projected stafflng to track with reduction In projected size of Court of Appeals.
. Addition of attorney work area
- Increase In Internal circulation factor.



R g gerirure

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS NET ARH RQURD
NO_CF 3ILPME WNT JT R SPAE
FERSONYEL/FACILITIES UNITS —199S 2005 AEA  19% *Q5 ' T™E RVRS
PHRRONNEL. SPACES il )
Superior Court Judge 12 1 ,15; ' 4200  4,800" 8 Includes toilet and closet
Secretar E 1 2800 .-3,200 Includes visitor wait area
Law Cler 14 %??8 1,920 5’
In-Court Clerk 16 16 Do 70 , -1.400- Centrally located
Visiting Judge 1 1 2.7 00 00 600 p Includes” toilet and closet
Subtotal 54 5 .70 <?/ 10,100 -11,920
D PATS
Multi-Defendant Courtroom . § & : 2,300 :
Civil Courtrooa - 1 X 8888 12,
Crlalnal Courtrooa - 5 5 . , )
Soundlock - 14 16 55 880 B .
ury Rooa - 9 10 400 f?%) 4,000 12 iierson Jury Includes 2 toilets
Attorne Conf/Hltness Halt . 14 S 80 , 1280 - 1vz&
Jud%es Conf/Hearlng Rooa - % i 1 46%)
ral Reception - | 2 2 2 Ptrﬁ\tndes cotntrol of public access to chambers and
. othtr private spaces
Rablng/Hult1-Use Roca . 18 -ino 120 1200 -1440- 12CO P P
Prisoner Haldin CeIIs - 6 20 1500 %5% Secu'ed access to crlalnal courtrocns
Public Halting - 1,330 S Adjacent to lobby area
Subtotal 28,020 .31,520- 3, Ite
SHARD PACES, INCOLRT ABRS
Duplication Roca } % 100 -100 -c ao Hay bt combined with supplies storage
Exhibit Storage 150 Secured and flreproofed
Records Stcrage . . - 1 Include In clerical area
Supplies Storage - - . 50 % Ualk-tn closet
Work Area m - - 160 Adjacent to clerical area
Shared Staff Lounge 1 1 120 10 i
Subtotal 630 820 /.0
Subtotal, Shared Space 286S0 32,340
T 38,750 .44,260- -
TOAL X 1.7, Internal Circulation 46,500 53,112 TOAL FROGRAMD SPAE » 2,
1982 TOAL FRORAMED SPACE 47,862 -5771T?
COVPARSON
DFFERENCE -1,362  -4,200

L
SORES CF DIFFERENCE

. Reductlon In projected number of Judicial positions and ancillary staff and facilities.
.rease In Internal circulation factor.



Tin. 6

FACILITY AROZM- District Court
1987

Prepared: Jun.,

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

Judge

Law Clerk .
In-Court Cl.rk Supervisor
In-Court Cl.rk
Security/In-Court Clerk
Rec.ptlonlit

Msiting Judge

Subtotal

SHRD SPACES

Media Rooa .

ArralgnMnt/HIgh Security
Courtrooa

Prisoner Holding Area

Motions Courtroda

District Courtrooa

Soundlock .

Attorney Conf/HItness Halting

Jury Deliberation Rooca

Ju(rjy Deliberation Rooa

Judge's Conference Rooa/
Law Library

Public Halting Area

Records Storage

Central Reception Area

Supplies/General Storage
Duplication Area

Shared Clerical Work Area
Staff Lounge

Subtotal

X1, ntard i leion

1982 TOTAL PROCRAMED SPACE
GOVPARSIN

DIFFERENCE

SORE F DFERENCE

PROECTED UNITS
I'2d5T
10 A7T\NO
2 -3- 2,
1 I
1
i
I
1
1
6
1
1n
13
“_ o
-7" .
1

PAE
T™YE RMRS

NET AREA REQUIRED
3,0200 -3,%00-\? ‘(13(39
A
22 2,890-2 0
70 70
30 300 p
6,120 -7,510--
300 300
1,800 1,800
1,250 1,500
1800 1800
10,800 13,200
1 f88 715
00 % )zoo
1,800 -Zi%ﬁ 000
400 400
720 840
150 20
150 15
100 150
120 120
21.695 -26,200-2 '0"VO
27,815 32,710
33380 3 @
33,330 Zﬁ,

450

-1,804

. Reduction In projected number of Judicial positions and ancillary staff and facilities.

. Increase In Internal circulation factor.

Includes toilet and closet
Adjacent to law library

In central area

Not asslaned In central area
Located In reception area
Includes toilet and closet

o7er

Adjacent to arralgnment-courtroom ti (& tf SEEVIIZt't' [

Locate In basement

Shared between pairs of courtrooms

Eor Arrai%nment/High Security courtroom, 12 person Jury
ury

person

Adjacent to public lobby area
Combire with open clerical area

Provides_control .of public access to chambers and

other private spices
Adjacent to clerical area

9040 TRFBHOSE 1/ + (s



FOILITY FROSRY - Prcbte
Remret Jre, 195

PERSCNNEL/FACILITIES

PEREONNE. PACES
Probate Master

Legal Technician
Secretary/In-Court Clerk
Clerical” Support

Subtotal

HRD PAES
Hearmtg Rooa.
Recaption/Malting Area
Attorney Conferer.e Rooa
Public Counter Area
Confidential Records Storage
Records Storage
Supplies/General Storage
Duplicatlon
Shared Work Area

Subtotal

TOAL

TOIAL X 1.2. Internal Circulation

1982 TOTAL ARGBAMMID SPACE
QOMARSN

DFFERENCE

O RES G- DFFERENCE

Vo

EXISTING PROECTED LNITS
Br FHQSEZ(IB

[NCHN
IS -
PORONOND

@

—
—ro

i

70

AEA REQURED

g S SousBE=E8 § 558 %

2,820
3,657

-837

. Reduction In projected nunber of misters end ancillary stiff and facilities.
. Increase In Internal circulation factor.

2005

440
240
140
140

g

—
~

& ==s28088

o
(=)

N

3,620
,4.345"
4,375

PAE

T™YE RVRS

o]

§ Includes part-time help

Adjacent to public counter
Adjacent to clerical area
Hreproofed secured vault
Include In open clerical area

be conblned with supplies storage
A'\%acent to clerical are%p g

o7er



BB gty aure
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

FERSONNH. SPACES
CHLDRENS NATTERS
Standing Master
Secretary

In-Court” Clerk
Clerical Support

Subtotil

HRD PAES

Hearing Roca )
Reception/Controlled Witt
Secured Records .
Supplies/General Storige
Shared Work Arei
Conference/Wilting Rooa
Subtotil

PERONNEL. PACES

DVCRE A\D DONESTIC FRALATIONS

Standing Hester
Secrctiry/In-Court Clerk

S.btotil

FHRD PAES

Hearing Rooa

Reception Arti

Records Storige
Supplies/Gengral Storage
Clerical Wark Area
Public Watting Area
Attorney Conference Area

Subtotil

QBTY INVESTIGATCRS .
Sup_erwsm% Custod¥ Investigator
Assistant Custody 1nvestigator
Secretary

Subtotal
RO PACES
Reception/Welting Area

Records Storage
Supplies/General Storage

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS
NO_CF
UNITS

oS

BY FHAE

~

—_e e

~

— i

PO

—_———

DWW

—

~N PN

—

AEA
220
70

70
70

120

220
. 70

g 8

NET. /A REQURED
195 205

220 44f
70 14
0 140
0 140
80 80
1,200
250
30

Eaases & B8

=
©
e}
S

3 883

SHS

2,910

10
430
140

=t

loo

Currently tcaporary position

Adjacent to clerical area
Juvenile records

Adjoining reception area

LntiGI'IL NMEA-TTUA Eilrj f
Adjacent to clerical area
Adjacent to clerical area

Combire with secretary irea
Combine with socrotory area
Adjacent to clerical area

/Z-tCEAJ .



R g o

REPS TPy T
»

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS AEA 195 %»S T™E RRS
Shared s¢.« Area —
Child Walt Area - i i O
Subtotal 525 600
JOMENILE INTAKE AREA
Kaceptlon/WaltInj Area - % 250 20 250 Seating For 10 .
Clerical Area - 58 0 70 0 Coablned with reception area
Office ) - 1 120 240 P For use by non-tenant Intake officers
Secure Holding Room 70 %618 ’1l48 Near clerical area for usuil nonftoring
Toilet A - 5 50 0 For juveniles In detention
Secured Interview Rooa - 80 160 180 Also” used as Isolation rooa
Subtotal 840 960
SHRED PACES AR AIL
Larae Conference Rooa % % 220 220 220 My b’ used as alternate Jury Deliberation Roce
chliers fp o Gl . SRR N

ildrens' Play Area
Childrens' Toﬁet Facilities 1 M 0 10 0 Include diaper change area
Duplication | } 58 gg 56) Centrally located
Multi-purpose Roca 1 1 1 1
Subtotal 730 70
Subtotal, Personnel 115 13 21 1600 2,520
Subtotal, Shared Spaces 53% 7,270
oA, T 7,075 —9,790" /fl? o
TOIAL X1 ./” Internal Circulation 8490 11750 yrfxv- TOA FCGGEMMDPAE |\ (~)
1987 TOTAL FRORATED PACE 9,615 11,860

GOVPARSON
DIFFERENCE -1,125 -110

SORES OF DFFERENCE

. Elimination of on-slte Juvenile Intake staff.
. Increase In Internal circulation factor.

Joore- ttfK, uMtr is im / To mtwinnZZ

(Asrsuioe. btwioO tiLul® f A™vuc. s



PERSONNEL/FACILITIES LNITS 1535 2M5

PEREONNEL. SPACES
Area Court Adalnlstrator %
District Court Adalnlstrator
Rural Court Training Coordinator 1
Secretary .
Trial Court Supervisor
Court Clark
Subtotal 7
D SPACES
Reception Area
Shared Work Aroa
Records Storage
Supplies/General Storage -
katlon

Conference Rooa
Staff Lounge

Subtotal

TOTAL

TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation

1982 TOTAL FROGAMMID PACE
GOVPARIN

DFFERENCE

SORES PF DFFERENCE

. Reduction In projected number of calendaring staff.
. Increase In Internal circulation factor.

100
100

NET AFEA
BY BHAE FECUIRED
1995 -
30 A0
1160 1,300
g oo
890 970
2050 2,270
2460 2,725
2,762 3115
-302 -3S0

Includes recaption and visitor waiting area

Conblm with clerical area
Includes shared equlpoent area
Coablne with clerical area

be combined with duplication area
Enclosed area

TOA- FROGAMMID PACE {££J



Egﬁ%ﬁiﬁgggyiégaﬂizﬂlrtCkﬂG

EXISTING PROJECLED UNITS
Nolez

8Y Pha; E
PERSONNAL/FACILITIES UNITS 19%5

PERRONNE. SPACES
Supervisor % 1 1

Cashltr/Clerii A
Clerk 13 17 2320
Subtotal 16 Pt »9 %

D PAES
Public Counter
Records Storage
Supplies Storage
Coeputer Terminal Area
Clerical Wk Area/Temporary
Clerk Area ) )

Staff Lounge -

Subtotal

TOAL

TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation

1982 TOAL FROGAMMID SPACE
COVPARSIN

DFFERENCE

SORES OF DIFERENCE

. Reduction In projected number. of ancillary facilities.
. Increase In Internal circulation factor.

120
10
70

120

INT R
A 15T o

il

1,190
1,520

400
150
2
300
120
1,220
2,740

3,290
4,554

-1,264

FEQURD

PAE
™E RVRS
120
280 At counter
J.610'/', 900
2,010
400 Adjacent to clerical area
175 Comhire with clerical work area
50 Kay be combined with duplication
20 InClude In clerical work area
30
120
1,345
3355wy
4,025 Ti 1 TOA FRERAWD PAE <7
5,366
-1,341

iarrn/m.

7/9/87

FrExXj6cd -~



@ﬁ:%wm Megjistrates e

EXISTING PROECTED LNITS NET AREA REURD
NO_CF PY For A INT By HAE PAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 195 Excs AEA 195 2005 TYE RVRS
PERONNEL. SPACES . .
Maglstrates Office 1 % 2 170 340 340 B’ Access to private toilet
In-Court Clerk ] 2 70 140 140
Subtotal 2 4 4 40 480
D PACES
Reception Area 1 100 100 %88 Combire with In-court clerk area
Records/Supplies Storage 75 Combine with In-court clerk area
Public Malting Area 1 29(%) Adjacent to public lobby
Hearing. Rocm % 60 12 L
Staff Toilet 50 50
Subtotal 2025 2350
TOAL 2505 2,830
TOIAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 3,005 3,395 TOTAL FRGGAWMID SPACE
1902 TOTAL PROGRAMVED SPACE 2599 3,836
QOMARIN
DIFFERENCE +06 -441

SORE F DFFERENCE

. Reduction In 2005 projection of number of magistrates and ancillary staff and facilities.
. Increase In Internal Circulation factor.
. Addition of staff toilet.



@LITY %ﬂ iﬂll Gurt Jak's Offie
EXSTIING  PROECTED UNITS
ND CF BY FFAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNTS 1996

PEREONNEL. SPACES:
Bleerk oé IO(IJ(urt

erl
Legéjlty Technician
Secretary/Court Clerk
Receptionist

Subtotil

HRD PAES

Reception .
Administrative Record Storige
Supplies Stonge . :
FSsred Equipment 1 Clerlcel Avrei -

Subtotil

RMNAL | PRETRAL

PERONNH. PACES

Sujlervisor ] % %
Assistant Supervisor

Criminal Clerk 14 1{
Pre-trlil Interviewer 1

Subtotal 18 2

[ RSN CHIVEN
L el Lo o
O  —ROWR—

~

[ e
S

)
O
S5

~
o

HHO PATS

Public_Counter

Index Card File Area .

Docket and Document Storige

Shared Clerical llork Area

Coaputer fenelnal Area :
Supply/Fora Storage -

Subtotil

CIML AD AL dANS
PERSONMIL. SPACES

Supervisor

Asst. Supervisor - Small Clales
Asst. Suger/lsor - Journaling
Clerk - Small Claims

Clerk - Journaling

Subtotal

MV - 1

-6 -IT
- 10-&

IS » \\'t

5 ~N W

i

100
120

100
80

B

100

Ja8xS

NET AFEA RED
BY PHAE Fed
15%
BB
240
300 300
70 140
70 70
730 920
2 0
1
50 10
5 420
100 100
118 L0 A
]1%8 " 240
1570 1,980
igﬁ 100
140
8 g
150
50
660 800
100 100
2 3
2% 420 <
50 -700/;. o
1,100 1,380

$
0
P

P
P
¥
0

—e 2

o"wer

Cowblre with reception area

Include In secretarial area

Off of Min “otby.

Thine with clerical area
Adjacent to clei'cal area
Conhire with ?Ieric?l area
Adjacent to clerical a."*



Table 12, Continued .
FACILUITY AROGRAX- TrUI Court Clerk* Office
Pnptnd: June, 1987

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS

H)_CF
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 19%  200S

D PACES

Public_Counter - Small Clalas .

Reception Art! o . 1 1
Public Counter - Civil -

Public Work Arei . :
Index Curd File Stonge - .
Docket/Docunent Storigs - -
Clerical nt : :
Equipment Ant : -
Records Stonge - -
Index File Ant . -
Shtnd Work Ant - -

Subtotal

AGTONING

FERION\EL. SPACES:

Supervisor 1
Clerk

N

Subtotil 4 5

D SPACES:

Public Counter : i i
Records Stonge -

Shared Work Am . -
Coaputer Equipment Ant - - -

Subtotal

—_

Sur rvisor
Cl. k

W
N
(6]

Subtotal 4 5 6

D SPACES
Public Counter - %
Records Viewing Ant .

Records Storage . :
Shtnd Work Ant - -

Subtotal

[ N

100
1f8

100
70

100
20

100
0

100
150

RS BI= S st

5
a1

& agg¥s 8 S

ftd

1,740

8 §888 & 48

PAE
T™YE RVRS

=4

Snail dalas . )

Include In Journaling clerical ana
Include In Journaling clerical ana
Include In Journaling clerical ana
Include In JournalmP clerical ana
Include 1n saall dalas clerical area
Include In saall dalas clerical ana
Include In saall dalas clerical area

Cashier design

Flreproofed and, secund
Include In clerical area
Include In clerical area

Adjacent to public counter
In¢lude In clerical area
Include In clerical ana



PERSONNEL/RFACILITIES

FERSONNEL
Supervisor

Clerk

Clerical Support
Subtotal

D PACES

Public Counttr
Public_Viewing Area

Index Files

Public Coplar/Equlpt Storage
Active Records Storage
Inactive Records Storage
Shared Uork Area

Civil Exhibits Storage
Criminal Exhihits _Storage
Public Micro-viewing Area

Subtotal

SHARD PACES - AL SECTIONS
Conference Room

Duplication Area

Staff Lounge

Staff Toiléts

Staff Coat Closet

Subtotal

Subtotal, Personnel
Subtotal, Shared Spaces

TOAL

TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation

1982 TOIAL FROGRANED SPACE
COVPARIIN
DFFERENCE

SORES F DFERENCE
. Elimination of microl

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS

L,\J.iITSO: B!J&BH%EZOOS

1411 1% ,2&-n
5 a
20 23

i

1

t

1 i

P

- 2 3

-

T 1

65 76 102

UNT
AEA

100
70

200

SHEss

/%
Nl AEA REURED
BY AHAE PAE
19% 2006 T™ME RMRS
100 100
1,190, —1,40Q:1. ) )
Part-time assistance. Included In shared work area
1,290 1500
200 200 o
00 30 Hard copy viewing
290 300 Public access
0 2000
1500 2,0 Current to 5 years old
3,000 4,000 5 years to ears old .
330 420 Includes part-fime assistance stations
50 500 Hreproofed and secured
70 700 Hreproofed and secured
300 R0
/1,480 9,220
180 240 .
240 240 Include In clerical area
0 00
% 20
100
1,080 1,160
5450 6,680
12,200 14,715
1765 213057  wl<r
21,180 25675v/ 7 M 'fi TOALFRGGAMMD PAE  'j Ij “ 1
21,809 27,828
629 -2,153

raphics upit, . T .
. Increase In pl’Ojecte(? nﬁﬂ)er _OP staff positions, primarily civil and records units.
. Increase (n Internal circulation factor.



Tibi* 13

FAOUTY FROGAM- Transcript
Prepared: June, 1987 ¥/
EXISTins PFROECTHED UNITS NET AFRA REQURED
Nolez BY PHAE INT BYRHAE PAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES NITS 19% 2005 AEA 195 2005 TYE RVRS
FEREON\H. SPACES
Supervisor 1 & 1 128 120 120 P
Transcriber - Full-Tlba ? -2'6> 12 720 -840-+/ D P
Telex Operator | -2-1 70 70 -140- 700
Subtotal 7 8 )* % 910 1,100
HRO PAES )
Reception  ...ccceveee. -e-150- — 200- o ﬁg]acent to telex operator- »
Public Listening Area 1 1 200 -250'1 flacent to reception area; visual supervision by
telex operators
Tape Storage 850 -1,000-t ro
Supplies Storage 50 59
Equipment Area - 300
Duplication Area %98
Conference/Staff Rooa L
Records Storage 88 Conhire kith telex operator area
Shared Work Area 1 150 Combire with telex operator area
Subtotal 1,945 2,370
TOAL 2855 .3,470' f
TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 3425  4,165™ TOA- FRIBAMMD SPAE L\
1982 TOTAL AROGRAVMID PACE 2907 3579
QOVPARSIN
DFFERENCE +518 +586

SORES OF DFFERBNCE

. Increase In projected number of full-time staff.
. Increase In Internal circulation factor.



FOLITY FRORM A\ ury Assably -t Cor7ibnC.  Uj/ “Jra(niA.cj (A\C- (?A-Di>. AtW m*?)

EXISTING PROECTHED UNITS NET AB\ REQURED
Neleg 0V PHA'E INT BY PHS PAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES WNITS 19S 2006 AEA  1S%H— 2006 TYE RMRS
FERONNEL. SPACES:
CIerk/SuEerwsor 1 1 1 100 100 100 P
Jury Cler 2 3 4 70 210 280 0
Subtotal 3 5 310 330
D STAF PACES:
Reception/Control 100 100 %88 .
Shared Area 80 Include In open clerical area
Cmputer Ttrnlnal Area 5 Include In open clerical area
Records/Supply Storage }88 1 1 Include 1n open clerical area
Duplication 1 1 1
Subtotal 430 450
JRY ASHVALY $HARD PATS 2.0°50 3 ras> i mi-j C*Zt\\cC.t-"
Jury “ssembly Area % % 2,200 *A420-<1 .
Sodker's Lounge m 350 2"-'350 Includes seal-private work areas

Juror Tullet.3
General Sto/r{i/ge .
Coffee Prep/Vending Area

30
-§§ — ?gé) ----%%— Includes seal-private work areas —
& 80 4]

Accessed frau both lounges

e
[EENEN C)

Subtotal 3,300 3520
Subtotal, Shared Spaces 3,730 3970
oL 4,040 . 4,350 iit/n
TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 4850 .5220" TOAL FRGGAMMD $AE 10, 1f £ )
1982 TOAL FROGRAMMID PACE 4,053 4384
QOVPARSIN
DIFFERENCE +797 +83%6

SORE CF DFFERENCE

, Addition of coffee Prep/vendi_ng area.
. Increase 1n Internal circulation factor.



Table 15
FAQLITY AROG¥M- Grand Jury

Prepared: June, 1937 7/9/37
EXISTING PROECTED UNITS NET ARH REURD
(o5 BY AHReE UNT PAE

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 199S 2005 AFA 195 2065 ™ME RVRS

HRD PACES ro

Hearing Roca } % 00 Q00 .900-& ) . ) )

Juror’ Loung*® 0 400 400 .400-? {\/lyi’illo stte’[ve as auxiliary Jury deliberation rooa for

rial cour

Juror™* Toilet 2
* Reception/Control Area ~200"1. >0

Secured Hltness Haltln%@arw

Large Hltnei* Halting

Clerical Hork Area 70 70 - 70-

TOAL 1950 —1,950"

TOAL X1.ZWnternal Circulation 2340 -2340¢" '-izo TOA FRORAMD PAE <Lt'A L-f

1982 TOTAL FROEAMID ACE 1950 1,950

QHARIN
DFERENCE +390 +30

O RES GF DFERENCE
. Addition of Internal circulation factor.



Teole 16

%WWMEM

EXISTING PROECHTED LNITS

NQ GF BrAAE

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005
PERIONNEL. SPACES

Coroner/Public Adalnlstrator 1 1 1
Deputy Coroner } }

Secretary . 2!
Vital Sfatistics Clerk 3 4

Subtotal 6 J

9
8-Person Jury Courtrooa
Soundlock
Public Halting Area
Jury Rooa

~hr—t

Reception Area
Pubic_Counter

Open Records Storage
Deceased Effects Storage

Closed Records Storage
Duplication Area
Supplies Storage
Clerical Work Area
Shared Ternlnal Area
Staff Lounge

Subtotal

TOAL

TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation

1982 TOTAL PRORAVED ACE . ,
VPRI LOWWKIAfL  -X)

—_ SN

DFFERENCE
SORES OF DAFRENCE

0\

UNT
ARA

220
10

88a8 3

o8 8 8

e
[ )
oo

0

19%5
220
1

A

5

8 8858848

=
el
80

AW
O W
S N
a1 A

Y

4,880
6,337

-1,457

i

220

ot

-350i
-880™"

00

1

300
100

f£¥1

3,475
4,355’
5,225
7,343-

-7,914-

. Elimination of projected staff and facilities to support public guardian functions,

. Increase In Internal circulation factor.

PAE
TIFE

P

¥ 0

\'l.r. &

RAVRS

Comrbire with reception area
Adjacent to public counter

Adjacent to courtrooa
For 6 people

Coablne with secretary/clerical area .

Secured, flreproofed area, fretght access, with 50 N&-
ante rooa Tor viewing; separate ventilation system
Secured, flreproofed area, freight access, with 50 N§-
ante room for viewing

Combine with supplies storage

Coaiblne with secretarial/clerical area

In central location nearfubllc counter
LI

EIA N | P |

TOTAL FRGGRAMMID SPACE



Tubl« 17 . . t*Y <C
FAOLITY AROG¥M- Court Security and On-Clll Bailiffs :
Prensred:  June, 1987
EXISTING PROECTED LNITS NET ARRA REJURED
Nolez BY HSE UNT BY « * £
PERSONNEL/FAAILITIES WNITS 1S$5 2005 AEA 1995 2005 TYE RVRS
FERSONNE. PACES
Security Offlcar 1 % % 100 100 200
Security Aide 1 0 30 &0
On-Call” Bailiff 9 1 13 10 110 130 Uses shared spaces
Subtotal 1 3 7 240 390
HED SPACES . . . .
Staff Spa . : : - I 200 Coablne with bailiff and security aides' area
Staff Toilets : 2 2 3 0 68 - L
Bailiff's Locker Area : . . - 68 1 Add to bailiff and security aides' area
Supplies Storage Roca - - - - 1 150
Subtotal 3% 520
TOIAL 635 910
TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 760 1,090 TOTAL FROAMMID SPACE
1982 TOTAL FROBRAVHEC SPACE 746 1,027
GVPARSN
DFERENCE +14 +63
SORE F OFFFRENCE

. Incretie In Interne! circulation factor.



EXSTING  PROECTED UNITS
M CF BI BFAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 195" 2605

|

5

Adalnlstratlve Technical
Receptionist i

erl
Probation Officer 3
Subtotal 10
D SPACES.
Reception Area
Records Storage -
Supplies/General Storage
Duplication

Area

Coaputor Area
Shared Conference Rooa/Lounga
Subtotal
TOAL
TOAL X 1.2. Circulation Circulation

1982 TOTAL FROGAVMID SPACE
AOVPARSN

PERONN\EL. SPACES
Adalnlstrator i

[NV R S = SN
2

DFFERBENCE
ORES GF OFFRENCE
. Increase In projected number of clerical staff positions.

. Increase In Intérnal circulation factor.
. Provision of cooblned conference room and staff lounge.

;
14

18

200

o

480
1.260

i

2,110
2,530
2.357

+173

200

975
2,615
3140
2.885

+255

of

Nf**

L]

"

Adjacent to receptionist rooa
Secured; store In file cabinets

Coablne with supplies storage

TOTAL FRGGAWID PAE 1 ->
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Table 19

FAOLITY ARO3AM- Judicial Services
Prepared: Juna, 1987 7/981
11
EXISTING PROECTED UNITS NET are: REQURED
N CF BY PHAE UNT  BrAd PAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 05 AEA 2005 TYE RMRS
ADVINSTRATIVE
FE_I&?\I\ELtSDACES b
ieutenan
Sergeant . i } % Bg 58 88 P
Administrative Asst. 1 70 70 70 P
Subtotal 3 3 3 360 360
WRT SHRVCE UNT.
Court Service Officer A ? 9 70 30 420 8
Trooper 1 70 140
Subtotal S 6 8 40 560
PRSONER TRANSRRT
Court Service Officer ],E 1G 28 70 1]122% 1,400
Trooper 4 0 180
Clerk 3 4 5 70 220 350
Subtotal 18 24 3l 1520 1,920
D PAES . .
Public Counter/Wiaiting % éﬂgacent to writs service/admin area
Coaputer gAJ_IS) Terminal Rooa of public view
Records Storige
Supplies_ Storage
Duplication
Staff -
S e 2
aff Toile ower
Cogrthtoulse Security 258 %68 3048
ontro
Clerical Work Area 1 1.0 200 A to clerical area
Subtotal 1,440 1,540
PRSONER AAS . . ,
Central Prisoner Control Area - 50 600 With GCTV terminals && yiv 1oyl L.
'Prisoner Holding Cell - Hale 1 14" NT<r 770 980 Secured with toilet; up to; 6 men each
.Prisoner Holding Cell - Fermale 4 4 70 280 .280' Secured with toilet; up to each .
Secured Interview 4 4 gg %8 %8 . "A -t iiEA) Torr\L
2 2 1 With video tape/CCTY terminals

Oisrupttve Defendant Area
£> Subtotal 2000 2380



Table 19. Continued . .
FACILITY ARO3AM- Judicial Services
Prepared: June, 1957

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS
NO_CF BY BHFSE UNT

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005 A 19%
%veﬂ?edsj'\a/%%icular Sallyport - . 600 600
Control Area For Sallyport : 150 150
Subtotal 750
Subtotal, Personnel 26 3 42 2,300
Subtotal, Shared Spaces 4,280
TOAL 6,580
TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 7,895
1982 TOTAL FROGRAWMD PACE 6,790
QOMPARSIN

DIFFERENCE +1,105
ORES GF OFFRENCE

, Reduction In writ service staff projection.
. Increase In Interna) circulation factor.

ftUS

NET are; REQURED
By Pl

2B

2,850
4,670
7,520
9.025
7,705

+1,320

CIE.CULRTION) TUPOcFh/

7/9/57

SPAE
TYE RHRS

Adjacent to aaln access point

TOA. FOGAWID PAE JJtj , FIFF

BHS. ¢



Table 20 o )
FAQILITY ARO3M- Municipal Warrant Section
Prepared: June, 1987

EXISTING PROECTED NET AFRA REURD
Nolez BY BHAeE WNT  8YPHASE PAE

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 19% 2005 AFA  19%H 2005 TYE RMRS
FERSONNEL. SPACES
Sergeant % % 140 140 140
P?hlt(:e Officer . 1A 1151 0 420

erl :
Court Liaison Officer I % % 138 %?8 f%) p
Domestic Violence Officer | 170 170 170 P
Subtotal 17 19 22 1,070 1,200
D PACES: .
Public Counter Area - 75 %88 Adjacent to clerical area
Records Storage . 75 Adjacent to clerical arei
Supplies Storage 50 0 . . .
Shared Work Area . Adjacent to clerical and officer areas
Duplication
Staff Lou_l‘ge . .
Coaiputer Terminal Area Shared open area near public counter
Prisoner Holding_ Cell 70 140 140 . o
Prisoner Processing Area 300 300 300 Intoklmeter, photos, fingerprinting
Officer Waiting Area 300 300 300 For testifying officers
Subtotal 1420 1510
TOAL 2490 .2,710
TOAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation c 11 (% . ii- 2990 3,250 - TOA. ROGGAWD PAE 11" > *7*
1982 TOIAL FROGAMMID SPACE 1694 1,992

QHARSN
DFFERENCE +1,296  +1.258

SORE OF OFFREHCE

. Addition of court liaison_officer and domestic violence officer.
. Addition of prisoner holding and processing areas.

. Ad" ion of officer waltfng area.

. Increase in internal circulation factor.



Toe 2L
FACILITY FRO3AMI- State Court Adalnlstration
Prepared: June. 1987

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS AEA RQURED
ND_CF Bl BHAE UNT '8\$I-FHQS PAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005 19% 2005 TYE RVRS

PERSOHKEL. SPACES
ADMINSIRATICN
Administrative Director
Adalnlstratlve Aide
Staff Counsel

Includes toilet

ST

Executive Secretar Includes reception/wait area and records

DeJ)uty Adalnlstratlve Director
Adalnlstratlve Associate

oS SSSSSSy

OO P
o

O R R

e rronal

SRS S S S
[=NC "
SooSS2g
SUUTS TUU

Executive Secretary 20 Includes reception/wait area and records
Subtotal 8 1. )
Director P
Personnel Analyst i % i % H@ P
Personnel Technician , 12 . 5’
Cleric 3 4 70 20 ..3S0%:] 5
Subtotal 6 7 5'e 590 760'C ;0
83&180‘_ FtFOB:rS 1 1 ]. 170 170 170
oordinator
Secretary 1 & 150 15 -150- 5) Includes records storage
Subtotal 2 2 320 320
MAGSTRATES STSTEVE
Coordinator 1 % 170 170 170
Secretary g 70 0 ,70- 8
Subtotal 2 2 240 240
MATERAL GFERATIONS ! ] - 1 170
Manager
mSecretary* Tiojccl  Yaunf 1 % i 70, 7° ,140'1 0 8
Subtotal 2 2 [ 2 30

MQROGRAPHCS
ACA/Court Specialist
Supervisor/Coordinator
Assistant Supervisor
uality Control Clerk
ra_Operator
Prep Cler

Subtotal 14 IS 360 330

B0
70 70 .
Included |n quality control roco

. Ircluded In source” document recording area
- - - Included In processing/tenp worker area

P
~N D
=

*
e}
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PERSONNEL/FACILITIES
HASCAL CPERATIONS
I\/hr%ger

Field” Auditor
Accounting Analyst
Supply Officer ~.
Clerical Supervisor
Clerk

Subtotal

B]—NcrﬁL CPERATIONS

Program Analyst
Research Analyst

Salig"g Control Clerk
ntry Clerk
Subtotal

BECTIRINGS

Supervisor

Technician

Subtotal

GOMMISSION QN JUDICIAL. GONDLCT
Comtsslon Merber
Clerical Support Staff
Subtotal

SPPLY. HAIL, PRINTING |
Storekeeper

General Helper

Printer

Switchboard Operator
Subtotal

Subtotal, Personnel
HED SPAES
PERSONNEL. DIMSION

Visitor Waiting Area
Applicant Area

EXISTING PROECTED UNITS
NO_CF BY PHAE
UNITS

© W W

B W

8o‘:‘l—"\-’taol—\

1995 208
h

S hoJ

12 X U

© WW

[S2 SN

[ NCRENEN

W= —

WG\

Lt SN S

86

120

' 38

6,995

i

170
,.500'V 68
_60r i

6

200

77

Includes records storage
Includes computer terminals

Includes reception and files

Locate station In lobby

ine with Iericzill area
V' Adjacent to clerical area



Jt,
EXISTING PROECTED LNITS NET ARRA REURED
NO_GF 8Y PHAE INT BYRHAE PAE

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 19% 2005 AEA 195 200a TYE RVRS
Secured Flit Storage . : . : 250 Adjacent to clerical area, with copier
Shered Work Avea . - m : i@g o . _ P
Coaputar/Teralnal Area - % % 100 Include 1n open clerical area
Foras/General Storage . 50 50 50 Combire with clerical area
Subtotal 870
MAQSTRATE SYSTEVE .
Visitor Waltln? Area 1 1 50 88 -50" Include In clerical open area
Records/General Storage - : . 1 150 Include In clerical open area

ared \Work Area . : 50 Include 1n clerical open area
Audio-Visual Equip. Storage Rn % }%8 % }
Printed Resources Storage Ra
Subtotal 440 490
Visitor Uniting Area D0 50 -50" Cobine with clerical area . .
BU|Id|n9 Docurents Storage 50 5 0 Walk-In storage accessible from director's office
Records/Brochures/Sample™ Storage - 5) 50 0] Walk-In storage for supply officers
Shared Work Area . 1 1 100 %88 100 Include In clerical area
Equipment Area - - * - -150 — Include In clerical area
Subtotal 30 400
MOROERAPHCS
Recelvtn /Pl_ck-ug Counter 100 100
Sorting ADistribution Area 300 400 .
Source™Oocunent Filming Roca 466) 400 With revolving darkroom door
Supplies Storage . 2 200 For chemicals, films, etc.
Processing 1 Fllb Handling Roca 290 With revo’ving darkrooa door

uplication/Equipment Area
Cassette Storage
Hfcro-Jaclet Storage

Combine with sarting and distribution
Flreproofed and secured
Flreproofed and secured

100
, g
%uall_ty Control. Foom gﬁg

SSSShh

s

Temporary Operators Area -

Shgrgg %k?ﬂ\rea 120 120 Combire with clerical area
Subtotal 2470 -2,720-: SCO

HSCAL CPERATIONS .

Visitor Waiting Area - 1 1 50 50 -50— Include In clerical area
Records Storage Area _ : : : 150 Include In clerical area
Shared Work ﬁ?rea . . : - %8 Include In clerical area
Equipment Area - 1 1 100 Include (n clerical area
Subtotal 450 550



EXISTING PROECTED LNTS
B FHAE
geor

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

TECHNCAL GFERATIONS
Visitor Haltmg Area
Records/Computer Print-Out Storat e
Shared Work ‘Area
Computer Work Area

Subtotal
BECTRONGS
Electronics Workroom
Equipment_Storage Rooa
Supplies Storage Roca
Subtotal
LY | KALPRINTING
Visitor Halting Area
Shared Work Area
Te ra:g Bulk Storage Area
Central Supplies Storage
Kail Processing Area
E)upltlcanon
rint Shop

Area
Short-Term Paper Storage
Subtotal
CEPARIMENTAL.
Central Reception/Control Area
Large Conference

I Conference Room
General Office Supplies
Ouplicatlon
Staff Lounge
Subtotal
Subtotal, Shared Spaces
TOAL

TOAL A1.2, Internal Circulation

NO_CF
INTS

e e e e e

AEA 195

50 0

- 1,750 —2,000

2,050

L5

2317 V

1,300
ab g 1t
. 4,800 %400

SePe

By © S5

BERE

1,300
17,270
24,265
29,120

=

©

Y S i

1,300
18,980
25,705'£
32,045 r.

SPAE
T™E RMRS

/<7D

4co

tu'o

>,070

Include In clerical area

Adjacent to research analyst
Include In data entry clerk’s area
Adjacent to data entry clerk's area

Include to technician work area

Include In clerical area
Include In clerical area

Adjacent to printshlp

Foyer area

TOTAL FROGRAVMED PACE fj >
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EXISTING PROECTED UNITS AE REQURD
N2 OF BY PHAE ] UNT BY PHGG PAE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 19%5 2005 AEA ~T95r" 7(505 ™E RMVRS
1982 TOTAL PROGRAMED PACE 28,175
COMPARIN ' 31523
DFFERENCE +45 522

SORES F OFFRENCE

. El altnatlo of pr ecﬁd trammg unit staff positions (other training facilities roved to Table 22, Building Amenities).
tion 0 mlcrogjr
. Increase In Internal C|rculat|on facto
. Addition of commission on Judicial conduct (deleted elsewhere).



e gy -

EXISTING PROJECTED UNITS NET AREA REQUIREO
NO. OF BY PHASE UNIT BY PHASE SPACE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005 AREA 1995 2008 TYPE  REMARKS
PERSONNEL SPACES:
State Law Librarian 1 1 1 170 170 170 P
Reference Librarian 2 2 2 120 240 240 P
Technical Service* Librarian 1 | 2 120 120 240 P
Library Assistant 2 3 4 70 210 280 SP
Library Clerks 3 A 5 - - - Use library workroom and other library spaces
Subtotal, Personnel 8 1 14 - 740 930
SHARED SPACES:
PUJ- f.C SPACES
Foye, ‘Control Area 1 1 150 150 150
Reference Counter 1 1 200 200 200
Cocputer Terminal Area 2 3 60 120 180 SP Acoustic privacy
Hicro-Reader and Storage 1 1 200 200 Reference collection
Index File Area 1 1 100 100 100 Reference collection
Duplication Area 2 3 80 160 240 Locate per level
Public Phone Area 2 2 30 60 60 SP
Reading t Research Area - - - 2,700 -3,000 'l: OCJ 30 square foot/person
Study Roans 6 -9-1 60 360 -540-«f .0 9
Public Toilet Facilities 2 2 100 200 200
Book Return 1 1 100 100 100
Printed Resource Area - - - 6,840 8,580
Subtotal 11,190 13,550
LIBRARY WORKROOM
Receiving and Mailing . 1 1 100 100 100 Combine with library assistants and clerical areas
Staff Duplication Area 1 1 80 80 80 Combine with library assistants and clerical areas
Equipment Area 1 1 100 100 100 Combine with library assistants and clerical areas
Supplies/General Storage 1 1 120 120 120 Combine with library assistants and clerical areas
Work Area 1 1 100 100 100 Combine with library assistants and clerical areas
Records Storage | 1 100 100 100 Combine with library assistants and clerical areas
Computer Terminal Area 1 100 100 100 Combine with library assistants and clerical areas
Staff Lounge 1 1 120 120 120
Subtotal 820 820
Subtotal, Shared Spaces 12,010 14,370
TOTAL 12,750 .15300 - m " . f
TOTAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 15,300 18,360 ' n ft’/:. TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE e
1982 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE 13,408 15,923

COMPARISON



%l’% i X o Library

LUe,
EXISTING PROJECTED UNITS
HO. OF BY PHASE UNIT
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 | 2005 AREA

DIFFERENCE
SOURCES OF OIFFRENCE:
. Reduction 1n projected ninber of staff positions.

. Reduction In nueber of study rooas,
Increase In Internal circulation factor.

NET AREA REQUIRED

BY PHASE

19r

+1,892

1 X<

+2,437

SPACE
TYPE

REMARKS



Tiboi* 23
FACILITY PROGRAM - Building Amenities
Prepared: dun*. 1987

EXISTING PROJECTED UNITS NET AREj4 REQUIRED
NO. OF BY PHASE UNIT BY PHAS SPACE

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1998 ms AREA 1995 2005 TYPE  REMARKS
SHARED SPACES:
Press Room . 1 i 300 300 300
Equlpoent/Storage/Multl-purpose 6 6 350 2,100 2,100

Room
Subtotal 2,400 2,400
TRAINING FACILITIES:
Visitor Malting Area - . 100 100
Training Center - - - - 1,800 1,800
Trainers* Lounge/ - - - 200 200

Coffee Prep. Area
Audio-Visual Equipment - - - - 200 200
Storage - . - . 200 200
Workroom - - - - 150 150 Includes copier
Subtotal 2,650 2,650
TOTAL 5,050 5,050
TOTAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 6,060 6,060 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE 6 /

/

1982 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE 10,000 10,000

COMPARISON
DIFFERENCE -3,940  -3,940

SOURCES OF OIFFRENCE:

. Elimination of cafeteria and day cay center.
. Addition of training facilities.

fjo U)CLUON:  wi.
PUfcUC U>B6I1*S
£Qu[P. \ <r-W- &L.D& ~JoCSSSc..
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PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

PERSONNEL SPACES:

ADMINISTRATION

Assistant Attorney General

Other Professionals/Office
Manager

Adalnlstratlve Assistant/Clerk

Subtotal

SPECIAL LITIGATION
Attorney

TAXATION 1 BUSINESS REGULATIONS
Supervls ig Attorney

Attorney

Secretary

Subtotal

OIL ANO GAS
Supervising Attorney
Attorney

Secretary

Subtotal

NATURAL RESOURCES |
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Supervising Attorney

Attorney

Secretary

Subtotal

KUKAN SERVICES
Supervising Attorney
Attorney

Paralegal

Secretary

Subtotal
KUKAN RIGHTS
Attorney
Secretary

Subtotal

EXISTING
NO. OF
UNITS 1995
1 1
1 2
1 1
3 4
1 2
1 1
8 9
3 4
12 14
1 1
3 4
| 1
S 6
1 1
7 8
3 4
1 13
1 1
5 6
1 1
4.8 5
10.5 13
1 1
0.5 1
1.5 2

PROJECTED UNITS
BY PHASE
2008

YN

Ul

15

UNIT
AREA

220
120

100

120

140
120
70

140
120
70,

140
120
70

140
120
100

70

120
70

NET AREA REQUIRED
BV PHASE

1995

220
240

100
560

240

140
1,080
280

1,5‘0

\
\ «*

\/,

1960
/280

'"'1,380
140

720

100

350
1,310
120

70

190

200b

220
360

200
780

240

140
1,320
42C

140
\ 720

1,000

140
1,080
280

1,500
140
840
100
350

1,430
120

70
190

SPACE
TYPE  REMARKS

SP

© 7vwo

oo



Teble 24, Cntand
FACILITY PROGRAM - Attorney 6«neril
Prepared: Junt, 1987

EXISTING PROJECTEO UNITS

NO. OF SY.PHA'E UNIT
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005 AREA
TRANSPORTATION A PUBLIC
FACILITIES
Supervising Attorney 1 1 1 140
Attorney 6 7 8 120
Secretary 3 4 5 70
Subtotal 10 12 14
CONSUMER PROTECTION
Supervising Attorney 1 1 1 140
Attorney 1 2 3 120
Secretary/Roceptlon 4 4 5 70
Subtotal 6 7 9
OTHERS
File Clerk 1 1 1 70
Investigator/Paralegal - 1 2 120
Subtotal 1 2 3
Subtotal, Personnel 61 75 92
SHARED SPACES:
Reception Area 2 2 100
Central Records Storage 1 1
Large Conference Rooa 1 1 300
Snail Conference Rooa 1 2 150
Law Library 1 1 )
Duplication (floor eodel) 1 1 100
Duplication (table-top nodel) 2 2 80
Supplies Storige 1 1 100
Staff Lounge 1 1 -

Shared Uork Area

Subtotal, Shared Spaces

TOTAL

TOTAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation

1982 TOTAL PROGRAMED SPACE
COMPARISON

NET AREA REQUIRED

BT PHASL
1995

140
840
280

1,260

140
240
280

660

70
120

190

i v
Voo
400
300
15u\
350
100
160
100
200
300

2,260
10,240
12,290

14,649

2005

140
960
350

1,450

140
360
350

850

70
240

\200
\500
600
boo
A0O
100
160
100
250
390

2,700
12,330
14,795

18,885

SPACE
TYPE

owUo

©7UvTo

REMARKS

Group conference rooos

seol-enclosed, Include 1n clerical

TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE



Tibia 24, Gntaned
FACILITY PROGRAM - Attorney General
Prepired: June, 1987

EXISTING PROJECTED UNITS
NO. OF PHASE .
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005

DIFFERENCE
SOURCES OF OIFFRENCE:

Reduction In projected number of stiff positions.
Reduction 1n Internal circulation factor.

UNIT
AREA

NET AREA REQUIRED
bY PHAS|

1995

-2.359

3

1 2005

-3,090

SPACE
TYPE

REMARKS

un o/
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Table 25
FACILITT PROGRAM - Olstrict Attorney
Prepared: June, 1987

EXISTING PROJECT CO UNITS

NO. OF bt mikE UNIT
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 199S 2005 AREA
PERSONNEL SPACES:
ADMINISTRATION
District Attorney 1 1 | 220
Chief Asst. District Attorney 1 1 1 170
Assoclite Attorney 2 2 3 120
Administrative Assistant 1 1 1 120
Clerk 1 2 2 70
Subtotil 6 7 8
INTAKE UNIT
Supervising Attorney 1 1 1 120
Attorney 2 2 3 120
Paralegal 1 2 2 120
Subtotal 4 5 6
JUVENILF UNIT
Attorney 1 1 2 120
OISTRICT COURT UNIT
Supervising Attorney 1 1 1 120
Attorney 5 6 7 120
Subtotal 6 7 8
SUPERIOR COURT UNIT
Supervising Attorney 1 1 1 120
Attorney 5 6 7 120
Paralegal 3 3 4 120
Subtotal 9 10 12
SENSITIVE CRIMES UNIT
Supervising Attorney 1 1 1 120
Attorney 1 2 2 120
Paralegal 1 1 2 120
Subtotal 3 4 5
SUPPORT STAFF
Clerical Supervisor 3 3 4 120
Clerical Support 1 13 15 70
Data Processing Supervisor 1 1 1 100
Data Processing Clerk . 1 2 2 70
Subtotal 16 19 22

Subtotal, Personnel 45 53 63

NET AREA REQUIRED
BY PHASE

1995

220
170
240
120
140

890
120
240
240

600
120
120
720
840
120
720
360
1,200
120
240
120
480
360
910
100
140
1,510

5,640

2005

220
170
360
120
140

1,010
120
360
240

720
240
120
840
960
120
840
480
1,440
120
240
240
600
480
1,050
100
140
1,770

6,740

7/9/87

SPACE
TYPE  REMARKS

©UoUUo el heZaciac) ©OUwUoUUTU

©UU o
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EXISTING PROJECTED UNITS NET AREA REQUIRED
NO. OF BY PHA5 g UNIT BY PHASE SPACE -
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 199b 2005 AREA 1995 Mo5 TYPE  REMARKS
SHARED SPACES:
Reception Area 1 | 200 200 200
Witness Wilting 2 2 120 240 240
Conference/Interview Rooei 2 3 80 160 240 Group together, also used by temporary personnel
Conference Rooa 1 | 400 400 400
Work Area . 290 350 Include In open clerlca'. areas
Supplies Storage A Duplication 2 2 100 200 200
Records Sturage 1 1 . 650 750
Computer Terminal Rooa 2 2 100 200 200
law Library/Resources 1 1 . 350 450
Deposition Room 3 120 240 360
Exhibit Storage 1 1 120 120 120
Staff Rooa 1 1 120 120 120
Children’s Waiting Area 1 1 120 120 120
Subtotal, Shared Spaces 3,290 3,750
TOTAL 8,930 10,490
TOTAL X 1.2. Internal Circulation 10,715 12,590 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE
1982 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE 11,646 13,251
COMPARISON
DIFFERENCE -931 -661

SOURCES OF OIFFRENCE:

Reduction 1n projected number of staff positions.



ﬁﬁwﬁﬁmdw Prosscutiors end Aeels

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

PERSONNEL SPACES:
Chief Attorney
Assistant Attorney
Paralegal

Supervising Secretary
Legal Secretary
Clerk

Subtotal

SHARED SPACES:
Reception/Waiting

Records t Exhibit Storage
Supplies Storage

Duplication

Staff Lounge

Library/Conference Room

Shtred Work Area

Expansion O ffices

File Receiving | Tenporary Stor

Subtotal

TOTAL

TOTAL X 1.2. Internal Circulation

1982 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE
COMPARISON

DIFFERENCE
SOURCES OF OIFFRENCE:

. Reduction 1n projected number of staff positions.
receiving/storage space.

EXISTING
NO. OF
UNITS

P WEN N

15

. Addition of Expansion offices and file

. Reduction In Internal circulation factor.

PROJECTEO UNITS
BY PHASE
1995

PR R WO

[
©

P WRrRRPRRPRRRPE

2005

=
NOE AN

N
3]

RPORRPRPRPRERE R

UNIT
AREA

220
120
120

100
120

100
120

NET AREA REQUIRED
BY PHASE

1995

220
1,080
360
70
280
70

2,080

1SO
250
100
100
120
350

90
300
120

1,580
3,660
4,390
5,073

-683

2005

220
1,440
480
70
350
140

2,700

200
300
150
100
120
400
110
600
120

2,100
4,800
5,760

6,255

-495

SPACE
TYPE

cococowUwTo

REMARKS

Combine with reception area

Secured exhibit area
Combine with duplication area

Add to clerical area
For temporary staff
Staging area for Incoming files

TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE



Teble B

FACILITY PROGRAH - Office of Public Advocacy

Prepared: June, 1987

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

PERSONNEL SPACES:
ADMINISTRATIVE

Public Advocate
Administrative Assistant
Accounting Technician

Subtotal

CIVIL DIVISION
Attorney

Associate Attorney
Legal Secretary

Subtotal

CRIMINAL DEFENSE
Attorney
Secretary

Subtotal

PUBLIC GUARDIAN
Public Guardian
Accounting Technician
Secretary

Subtotal
Subtotal, Personnel

SHARED SPACES:

Reception Area
Conference/Library Room
Staff Lounge

Interview Room

Clerical Work Area
Ccmputer/Duplicatfon/Supplles
Records Storage

Subtotal, Shared Spaces
TOTAL
TOTAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation

1982 TOTAL PRCG’ AHHED SPACE
COMPARISON

EXISTING
NO. OF
UNITS

e

29

PRNRp—O

PROJECTED UNITS
8Y PHASE
1995

2hl

'_
— PP

N o w

11

N = ©

12

N N ;)

UNIT
AREA.

220
170
120

120
120
70

120
70

120
120
70

25
400
120
80

150

NET ARE
BY PHAS
1995

220
170
120

510
360
600
70
1,030
840
70
910
840
120
70
1,030
3,480
150
400
120
160

80
15C
120
1,180
4,6C0

5,590

REQUIREO
2005

220
170
120
510
360
720
140
1,220
1.880
140
1,220
1,080
120
140
1,340
4,290
150
400
120
160

150
160

1,220
5,510
6,610

SPACE
TYPE

©UoUUo

o vUo

[Shaciy )

/e

REMARKS

- MitrA

-%soc . *>
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Adjacent to clerical area S " —
-cvirn 1 =
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Combine with clerical area

TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE

HOT INCLUDED IN 1382 PROGRAH
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EXISTING PROJECTED UNITS NET AREA REQUIRED
NO. OF BY PHASE UNIT BY PHASE SPACE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005 AREA 1995 TYPE  REMARKS
PERSONNEL SPACES:
Probation Officer V 1 1 1 220 220 220 P
Administrative Assistant 1 1 2 100 100 200 SP
Probation Officer IV 1 1 1 170 1/0 170 P
Probation Officer Il 3 3 4 170 510 680 P
Probation Officer 11 20 22 25 120 2,640 3,000 P
Social Worker 1 1 2 120 120 240 P
Commun. Com 3 3 4 120 360 480 P
Clerical Support Staff 8 9 10 70 630 700 0
Receptionist 1 1 1 70 70 70 0 Combine with reception area
Subtotal 39 42 50 4,820 5,760
SHAREO SPACES:
Reception Area 1 1 300 400 -
Records Storage 1 1 150 100 Include In clerical area
Conference Rooa 1 | 350 400
Duplication 1 1 100 100 100 Combine with supplies storage
Supplies Storage 1 1 - 100 150
Staff Lounge 1 1 120 120 120
Shared Work Area - - ) 90 140 Add to clerical areas
Computer Tenalnal Rooa 1 1 100 100 100 Senl-enclosed In clerical areas
Subtotal 1,310 1,510
TOTAL 6,130 7,270
TOTAL X 1.2. Internal Circulation 7,355 8,725 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE
1982 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE 7,017 10,307
COMPARISON
DIFFERENCE +338 -1,582

SOURCES OF OIFFRENCE:

Increase In short-tera projected number of staff positions.
. Decrease In long-ter* projected number of staff positions.
Reduction In Internal circulation factor.
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EXISTING PROJECTED UNITS NET AREA REQUIRED
NO. OF BY PHASE UNIT BY PHASE SPACE
PERSONNEL/FACILITIES UNITS 1995 2005 AREA 1995 2005 TYPE ~ REMARKS
PERSONNEL SPACES:
Chief Pulllc Defender 1 1 1 220 220 220 P
Oeputy Public Oefender 1 1 1 170 170 170 P
Assistant Public Deiender 20 25 28 120 3,000 3,360 P
Investigator 3 4 6 100 400 600 SP
Legal Intern 2 2 3 70 140 210 SP
Adalnlstratlve O fficer 1 1 1 170 170 170 P
Secretary 7 9 70 490 630
Trainer 1 1 1 100 100 100 P
Administrative Accountant 1 1 1 100 100 100 P
Administrative Assistant 1 1 1 120 120 120 P
Receptionist 1 1 1 70 70 70 0 Combine with reception area
Subtotal 38 45 53 4,980 5,750
SHARED SPACES:
Receptlon/Waltlna Area 20 20 25 500 500 Includes coat closet
Central Records Storage 1 1 - 1,000 1,200
Supply/General Storage 1 1 - 250 300
Law Library 1 1 - 350 400
Large Conference Rooa 1 1 400 4J0 400
Conference Rooa/Staff Lounge 1 1 200 200 200 Accommodates A.V. equipment
Witness Waiting Area 1 1 120 120 120
Work Area . . 90 110 Include In clerical area, computers
Shared Duplication 1 1 100 100 100
Subtotal 3,010 3,330
TOTAL 7,990 9,080
TOTAL X 1.2, Internal Circulation 9.590 10,895 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE
1982 TOTAL PROGRAMMED SPACE 7,312 9,107
COMPARISON
DIFFERENCE +2,278  +1,768
SOURCES OF OIFFRENCE: 5_
Increase  1nprojected number of staffpositions.
. Addition oflarge conference rooa.

Deletionof deposition rooa.



,im PROGRAM « Judicial

/epared: June, 1987

PERSONNEL/FACILITIES

PERSONNEL SPACES:
Director

Senior Staff Associate
Staff Attorney
Executive Secretary
Clerical Support Staff
Research Assistant

Subtotal

SHARED SPACES:
Conference Rooa
Data/Equipment Area
Coding Spact
Supplies Storage
Duplication

Shared Work Area
Records Storage

Subtotal
TOTAL

TOTAL | 1.2, Internal

1982 TOTAL PROGRAMED SPACE

COMPARISON

DIFFERENCE

SOURCES OF DIFFERENCE:

Increase In projected nunber of stuff.
Increase 1n Interne] circulation factor.

PROJECTED UNITS

R N L
ANPRPWRE
VW AP E

©

PREPRPRPRE e
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UNIT
AREA

220
120
120
200
70
70

300
100
100
100
100

220
120
360
200
140
280

1,320

300
100
100
100
100

80
150

930

2,250
2,700

2,434

+266

NET AREA REQUIRED
BY PHASE

1935 200f

220
120
480
200
210
350

1,580
300
100
100
100
100
110
200

1,010

2,590

3,110

2,865

+245

(2% Baviinvlinc iy vl

©

e

REMARKS

Includes reception area
Includes part-tlee and teaporary staff
Includes part-tlae and teaporary staff

Coablne with coding space

Coablne with supplies storage

Coablne with clerical area



SENATOR BINKLEY: Mr. Snowden, when was the decision made to tear down
the old District Court Building?

ART SNOWDEN: When we were looking at the renovation and the cost and
they went 1in and did the seismic and things like that, Mr.
Chairman, they drilled in that building and they said to bring
this up to code would cost a tremendous amount of money. And
right now, California, for example, has a law on the books that
says if you don"t bring things up to code because cf the
earthquake zone there or something, you either have to bring it

up to code or destroy it in seven years. So, our thought is when

68



the new facility opened, that®"s three years from now, add the
seven years if we took the California requirement, you got ten
years to keep it open. Now, so we decided that after we
determined that the building could not be used for long-term
purposes without extensive remodeling to bring it up to code,
which would have been prohibitively expensive.

SENATOR BINKLEY: So you kind of figured the California law was a good
one for Alaska, so the Administrator of the Court System will
implement the California law?

ART SNOWDEN: No.

SENATOR BINKLEY: Tear down the building and

ART SNOWDEN: Mr. Chairman, 1 took that to the Supreme Court, and the
Supreme Court felt in the State liability that it knows the

building has the code deficiencies and we pick beyond it a

reasonable period of time to keep it open, it would create
tremendous liability for the State. That was a Supreme Court
decision.
SENATOR BINKLEY: What"s that? Reason versus the California
Earthquake law? I haven®"t seen that Supreme Court decision.
SENATOR FISCHER: No, wait a minute. That was a decision of the

Supreme Court acting in the administrative function of the court,
not a decision of the Supreme Court that determines that your...
SENATOR BINKLEY: Mr. Chairman, when was that decision made?
ART SNOWDEN: That decision was probably made within the last seven

months.

SENATOR BINKLEY: It was made after this stuff then?



ART SNOWDEN: Oh yes, sir.

SENATOR BINKLEY: Okay.

SENATOR DUNCAN: Mr. Chairman could I talk? Could I just real
quickly, on the space, 350,000 square feet. I have a hard time
visualizing what 350,000 square feet would look like. I know

that"s a lot of space, so I, you"re familiar with the State
Office Building, here in Juneau, the one that hangs over the hill
over here, seven stories.

ART SNOWDEN: Yes, sir.

SENATOR DUNCAN: Where you®"re holding the construction?

ART SNOWDEN: Yes, sir.

SENATOR DUNCAN: Do you know how large that building is?

ART SNOWDEN: No, sir.

SENATOR DUNCAN: It"s 157,000 square feet of office space and 72,000
square feet of parking space, for a total of 230,000. So, the
new court structure is going to going to be one-third larger than
that structure.

ART SNOWDEN: Mr. Chairman, I think on that, we"re not talking office
spaces. A court room, this is an old court room. To leave room
for juries, for the public, as is required by law, those are big
spaces those court rooms, and necessarily so. Holding,
circulation, all take tremendous amount of different patterns
than an office building. We are not intending to build and
office building.

SENATOR DUNCAN: Il understand that, but there®s also, Mr. Chairman,

there"s also a lot of office work that goes on in there. I guess
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Coffman Engineers, Inc.

March 8,1988

Mrs. KitDuke

Project Manager

Alaska Court System
310 "K" Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Reference: EXISTING STATE COURTHOUSE INANCHORAGE

Dear Mrs. Duke:

The existing State Courthouse at thecomer of Fourth Avenue and "K" Street in Anchorage
was designed in 1962. The Courthouse as-built drawings indicate that the building was
designed fcr seismic forces in accordance with Uniform Building Code (1JBC)
requirements that were in effect at that time.

Since 1962, major advancements have been made in the area of seismic design. The design
force level for Anchorage buildings has greatly increased. Under the criteriaestablished for
the new Courthouse Expansion, the UB C seismic design forces arc more than 100%
greater than the coae forces used to design the existing courthouse.

While "theoretically possible to upgrade the building to currentcode levels, major
structural modifications would be required. In addition, the modifications could adversely
affect ihe functional space utilization of the building.

The design criteria for the new Courthouse Expansion includes site-specific criteria
developed by Shah and Zsutty of Stanford University. The criteria for the Courthouse
Expansion exceeds code requirements and includes design requirements for seismically-
induced ground failures which are not addressed in the UBC. Itisnot possible tomodify
the existing courthouse structure to meet, or even approach, the criteriaestablished for the
new Courthouse Expansion.



Alaska Court System
March 8,1988

Page 2

In summary, tho existing courthouse docs not meet current code requirements by a factor of

two and Cannot be upgraded. tO meet existing standards. Itisour opinion that renovation of
the building to improve its seismic performance is not a practical alternative to new

construction.
Please contact me ifl can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,

COFFMAN ENGINEERS, INC.

Neil T. Person, P.E.
ProjectManager

80308.1/L1/wp/t

c: 87118-60



Furnishings and Equipment
Construction Contingency
Art-in-Public-Places Amount
Construction Administrative Costs,

including Permits, Construction
Managentent Fees, etc.

February 22, 1988 10

-+

-+

$67,570,000
6,000,000
6,652,000
665,000

4,000,000
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APPENDIX TWO

ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION PROJECT

EXPENDITURES to 2/15/88 K
Site Acquisition, Demolition, and Permits * $3,258,6b 160
Prog ramming 665,940.97
Facilities Design, Se;smic Investigation 3,478,460.34
Remodeling Existing Buildings r_J *Jj>J c786 .66
Utilities Relocation / 9257US1?Tn
Warehouse Costs

Rental Property Costs 4,840.41

Financing Costs 3,089.80



ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION
3/15/88

FY 82 CAPITAL APPROPRIATION
Appropriation Amount

Expenditures: (paid)

Site Acquisition, Demolition and Permits

Programming

Facilities Design and Seismic Investigation
Remodeling Existing Buildings

Utilities Relocation

Warehouse Costs

Rental Property Costs

TOTAL

PUBLIC FACILITIES PLANNING FUNP LOAN

Loan Amount

Expenditures:

Facilities Design (paid)
Facilities Design (obligated)

TOTAL

SENATE BILL 415 APPROPRIATION REQUEST

Appropriation Request

Expenditures: (Proposed)

Completion of Construction Documents
Review and Permit Fees
Bidding Costs

TOTAL

PROJECT

9,969,000

3,258,662
665,941
3,942,165"

1,151,787*

925,120
20, 485"
4,840"

9,969,000

750,000

532,734
217,266

750,000

$1,500,000

$1,223,596

$1

143,404
133,000

,500,000

o



MEMORANDUM =

DATS: February 4, 1938
TO: Governor Steve Couper
FROM: Lee Corsuch, Director, IS8R

SUBJECT: The Impacts of Constructing the Anchorajce ;
Courthouae Expansion

-( i
BACKGROUND

The Alaska ”“ourt System (ACS) proposes bo build a major/~AIS1Ti00N
sq.ft., addition to the existing Boney Building and a new,-*222,000

sg.ft., east "wing". These proposed additions would expand ..the-
250,00 sq.ft. of space ACSC Anchorage and its participating agencies
currently occupy to about 566,000 sqg.ft.. To date, $143,000 has

been expended to acquire and clear the building site and ah
additional $2-2.5m has been expended to date to conduct extensive
seismic research, to develop the program requirements, end to
prepare the construction design. Approximately $1.5m of direct
legislative appropriation is needed immediately if the conahruction
design work is to be completed and be "bid ready® by tha and of thia
May. Actual construction is plannad to begin thia September and run
30 months, with project completion scheduled for March, 1991. The
total cost of the project is estimated to be eboub $90a.

Currently ACS occupies 150,000 sqg.ft. in the Bonuy Building, 60,000
sq.ft. in the old district courthouse, and leaaea 12,000 aq.ft. of
commercial offica space. Under the proposed project, two other
state agencies who currently occupy about 31,000 sq.ft. of
commercial office space would vacate theirleased office space to
become part of tha reconfigured ACS complex.

The propoaed project would have four major impacta. First, the
project will 1impact tha court system®"s performance by alleviating
current space deficiency, correcting operational inefficiancas, and
providing for future expansion. Second, it would impact the local
economy by Increaaing employment during the 30 month construction
phase of the project and aubsequenbly by adding to tha local
workforce workers who will be required to operate and maintain the
new facility. Third, it would 1impact state government by adding to
tha coat of the court ayatara aa a result of lease/bond coats, the
expanse of operating®and maintaining tha new facility, and the eoste
associated with expanded court servicea. And fourth, the project
would increase- the supply of downtown Anchorage commercial office
space by eliminating the office space which ACS currently leaaea.
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ACS staff are currently: 1) miaing their lons tarn projection* for
needed court related apace, 2) preparing Tfinancial projection* of
lease, o/m. and programmatic coats of tha project, and 3) developing
options to preceding with the proposed project thia year. This

information 1is not yet available. Until it is, only a very
preliminary assessment of the current proposal can be
prepared. Similarly, assessing the impact of alternative approaches

to meeting ACS space requirements, other than simply delaying
construction, can only be prepared after ACS has identified and
developed realistic space alternatives.

AKALYSIS
The Alaska Court System

The proposed project would have a major impact on the efficiency of
services provided by ACS. It would alleviate current overcrowding
and physical plant deficiencas. It would provida for operate and
secure circulation systems for prisoners end court officials. It
would expand the number of courtrooms and hearing rooms frer*28 to
40. It would provide for public welting areas end assembling and
training areas for prospective jurors. And it would provide for the
currently projected needs of ACS over the next two decades.

The Anchorage Economy

The impact of the project on tha Alaska economy 1is straight
forward. The project"s construction costa are estimated to be $65a
of which about 40?. is likely to go toward employment. Spreading
this amount over the 30 month duration of the project results in an
annual payroll of approximately $10.4m annually” Despite state
labor 1lews not ell of this payroll will go to current Alaska
residents, but if we were to assume SOX of it would, them about
$8.30 would be added to the local payroll. Using an aconoadc
multiplier of 1.4, tha direct and indirect impact wou2d than be
about 300 jobs annually and about $11.6 m of additional personal
income for the two and one half year construction period..- Some
additional value added will also result directly froa project
construction. The additional permanent employment created by the
new facility 1is difficult to estimate without having the pregraa
development plans of tha agency. ITonetheloaa, Jjob* relatad bo
building maintenance will increase as will jobs ralated bo pregraa
operations, however some job expansion within AGS would likely occur
independently of the new facility.

The State Budget

To achieve the above described economic 1impact requires the
ejtpenditure of state funds which could have been spent cn other
projects or programs. Assuming the total cost of the project is
$90m end that it is financed by a lease/bond sale, the annuel lease

£3
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coat to th* atata would ba approximately 9a for tha balanc* of
laaaa bond pariod (Ilkoly to ba 30 years). Thia expsna* would ba
partially offaat by tha $900,000 of currant lease payment* which

would ba saved onco tha building 1ia occupied. In addition, tha
maintananca of tha facility, including [Insurance, utilities,
janitorial services, etc..., could cost between 5-101 of tha $65a
construction coat. Thu9, an additional annual expenditures of

$3.57-6.5m would be required to maintain tha proposed facility. A
third, and potentially substantial, budgetary impact could result
from programmatic services ACS is able to provide because tha
facility is built which it could not provide without it. However,
to place an estimate on this would be conjectural.

What impact this additional expenditure of $15.5m will have on the

state budget 1is also conjectural. However, it 1ia clear that the
state"s revenue forecasts are showing declines rather than increases
In state revenues. If these forecasts are reliable, all additional

state expenditures, including those associated with the ACS project,
will require either new revenue resources or a reallocation of state
spending priorities. In either case, tha $15.5m has a very real
opportunity cost. It could be spent on other state programs,
services, or facilities, some of which may have larger public
benefits or greater economic impacts than the ACS project.

The Anchorage Real Estate Market

The Anchorage commercial office space market is unstable due to a
serious excess supply. Realtors estimate downtown office vacancies
to be in excess of 500,000 sq.ft.. Class A office lease rates have
fallen from a high of about $2.40 per sq.ft. two years ago to about
$1.55 currently. Although most realtors do not expect Class A
office leaaa rates to fall ouch further, they do expect that the
total amount of vacant space could increase, but primarily in Class
B and C properties.

The ACS project would displace approxiamtely 45,000 sq.ft. of leased
office space as of Kerch, 1991. Given the projected rate of
economic recovery for Anchorage, it 1is very unlikely the current
surplus of downtown office spsco will be reduced significantly by
1991, thus, this displacement will add bo the already large surplus
of vacant office space. However, because the ACS laased office
space represents a relatively small proportion of total downtown
office space, its price impacts will be relatively negligible.
Nonetheless, they will have a depressing impact on prices and add to
an already large surplus. Vacancy rates In the buildings currently
leased by ACS average an estimated 25% and would be directly
Impacted by the displacement.
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THK COST OP POSTPOVDOOrT

Postponing the ACS project would:

#adversely impact the efficient operation of the court systea.

&delay the economic 1impact on the Anchorage economy unless
equivalent money were spent in Anchorage by the etate.

enot likely have an appreciable impact on the commercial office
space market.

&delay the impacts of an additional $11.5-14.5m on the state

budget.



1 UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA (COHT.)
2
3 ALLOCATIONS
9 RURAL EDUCATION (38 POSITIONS) 3,210,700
5 UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA SOUTHEAST
6 UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA SOUTHEAST (181 POSITIONS) 12,207,300
7 ISLANDS COLLEGE (16 POSITIONS) 1,672,000
8 KETCHIKAN COLLEGE (29 POSITIONS) 1,937,900
9 XXXXX™* XXX XXX
10 X X X X X ALASKA COURT SYSTEM X X X X X
1 X XX XXX X X X X XX
12 ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
13 APPELLATE COURTS (53 POSITIONS) 3,759,900
19 TRIAL COURTS (520 POSITIONS) 31,129,200
15 IT IS THE INTENT OF THE LEGISLATURE THAT THE TOGIAK
16 MAGISTRATE POSITION WILL BE FILLED IF THE COURT SYSTEM
17 DETERMINES THAT ITS CRITERIA FOR ASSIGNING MAGISTRATES
18 HAS BEEN MET,
19 IT IS THE INTENT OF THE LEGISLATURE THAT ANY LEASE COST
20 SAVINGS RESULTING FROM THE MOVE OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE
21 ANDSUPPORT DIVISION TO LESS EXPENSIVE SPACE LAPSE INTO
22 THEGENERAL FUND.
.23 ADMINISTRATION ~ AND SUPPORT (68 POSITIONS) 9,670 .500

29 IT IS THE INTENT OF THE LEGISLATURE THAT THE GOVERNOR"S
25 CRIMINAL JUSTICE WORKING GROUP SUBMIT A REPORT TO THE
26 SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE BY THE 30TH DAY OF THE SESSION

27 REGARDING THE STATUS AND PLANS FOR CONTINUING EDUCATION

PAGE 99

APPROPRIATION

ITEMS

15,816,700

39,599,100

APPROPRIATION FUND SOURCES

GENERAL FUND

9,768,700

39,599,100

CSSB932 (FIN)

OTHER FUNDS

6,098,000

=
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Submit tod byt Chairman of the Assembly

at the request of the Mayor
Prepared by: Department of Finance
For Reading: March 15, 19BB

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
ALASKA
RESOLUTION NO, AP. 0S-63(S)

A RESOLUTION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE, ALASKA SUPPORTING THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A STATE COURT FACILITY IN ANCHORAGE.

WHEREAS, the Municipality of Anchorage and ths State of Alaska have
long supported the need fcr expanded court system faciiitisj 1in
Anchorage; and

WHEREAS, the Stata of Alaska has over the years expanded court
system facilities throughout the state; and

WHEREAS, the latest information available shows that it is in the
best interests of the administration of justice in this state, judicial
district and community to expand court system facilities in Anchorage;
and

WHEREAS, the Municipality of Anchorage strongly supports the
construction of the expanded court system facility at thia time; and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has asked for the support of tha
Municipality of Anchorage in the construction of this much needed
facility; and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has requested assistance from the
Municipality in providing financing for the Court System facilities, 1in
the event that such financing cannot be provided by the Alaska State
Building Authority, as authorized by Senate Bill No. 328.

NOW THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED by the Municipality of Anchorage, as
follows:

Section 1. The Municipality strongly supports the efforts of the
State of Alaska to provide for an expansion of court system facilities
in Anchorage.

Section 2. The Municipality supports state funding of the expanded
facility that is consistent with that used in other similar facilities
and is financially prudent under the circumstances including but not
limited to non-recourse financing provided by Che Municipality which
must be approved through the normal procedures established by charter,
ordinance and rules of the Assembly.



e_.;iflon 3. This Resolution Ho. AR 8b-03(S) shall taka etiect
Immediately.

PASSED AND APPROVED bv the Anchorage Assembly this 15th day of
March, 1988.

Chairman

ATTEST:

Municipal Clerk



ELEVENTH FLOOR

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE STATE OFFICE BUILDING
P.0. BOX SB
TREASLRYDMSON JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0400

March 10. 1988

The Honorable Johne Binkley
Co-Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V

Juneau. AK 99811

Dear Senator Binkley:

I would like to offer the Department of Revenue®s comments on
the credit implications the Anchorage court building

financing, as you have requested. They are:

1. the financing would be lease-purchase obligation
(either lease revenue bonds or certificates of

participation 1in rent); as such.

a. it will be considered by the rating agencies as
part of the State ™ debt burden, generally in the
same light as State general obligation bonds,
because repayment of the debt comes from the
State"s general fund; please see the enclosed
letter of December 29, 1983 from Richard P. Larkin
of Standard & Poor"s;

b. recognition may be given by the rating agencies to
the fact that, 1in some cases, the additional debt
service burden may be partially or entirely offset
by reductions in rent of other facilities under
true operating leases; nevertheless, the shift to a
lease-purchase obligation does change the character
of the State®"s obligation as Mr. Larkin"s letter

indicates;

c. the rating on the debt generally will be one full
grade below the State"s general obligation bond
rating, due to the fact that the lease payments are
subject to appropriation and do not carry the full
faith and credit pledge of a general obligation
bond; see the enclosed excerpt on lease obligations
from Standard S Poor"s "Debt Ratings Criteria";
this means the interest costs will be as much as 30

04-D121H



The Honorable Johne Binkley
M arch 10, 1988

Page 2
basis points, or .3 percent higher, than if the
financing was through general obligation bonds;
2. the effect on the State"s debt burden resulting from

the financing would be considered by the rating
agencies both in magnitude and duration;

a. the State"s capacity to issue debt at its current
Aa/AA- ratings has generally been measured by the
guideline that debt service should not exceed 5
percent of unrestricted revenues; this includes all
debt which 1is paid from the State"s general fund
(general obligation bonds, lease-purchase
obligations, municipal school debt reimbursement,
and University of Alaska revenue bonds); as the
enclosed table and graphs 1indicate, the State debt
burden significantly exceeds this level (14.4
percent for FY 88 using September 1987 30th
percentile revenue estimates), even 1if only general
obligation debt is considered (7.6 percent); few
states with Aa ratings exceed 5 percent; 1if
issuance of additional debt was likely to cause a
rating downgrade, such issuance would have to be
evaluated from the standpoint of issuer*? of moral
obligation, municipal, and other State and State
agency debt whose ratings and interest costs are
tied to the State"s general obligation rating;

b. the agencies have displayed much concern with debt
which extends beyond the Prudhoe curve; as a
result, a maximum maturity of 10 years or so might
have to be considered; this could noticeably
increase debt service reguirements.

In conclusion, Alaska has many strengths which offset 1its high

debt levels. These are cited in the enclosed rating reviews.
It is not clear that issuance of the courthouse financing would
raise a serious risk of a rating adjustment. Yet. it would use

up some of the State"s debt capacity, even though such capacity
cannot be precisely measured and would add to the State®"s fixed

costs.

The rating agencies are aware of the authorization for the
Anchorage court financing. However, their analysis is based on
debt 1issued. Issuance of financing for the courthouse would
likely trigger yet another review of the State"s credit by the
rating agencies. The State has been under close scrutiny by
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25 Broadway. New York. New York 1000 4

December 29, 191

Mr. Milt Barker

Deputy Commissioner

Department of Revenue

11th Floor State Office STdg. .
Pouch, SB JU\ENJ
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Barker:

I would like to respond to your letter of December 13
regarding our views on lease obligations.

Lease Payments are viewed 1in essentially"the saffienig"ftt" . _...
as debt service on general obligation bonds, regardless Of
whether the obligation 1is cancellable due .to non-appropriation.
In fact, debt obligations secured by lease payments a,e included
in our computations for overall debt burden. n

Many states do not consider lease rental debt under debt
limitation laws, primarily because legal interpretations view
the obligations to pay rent as an annual®™ budget item, and not

a long term debt with a continuing appropriation. The fact
remains, however, that the debt is still outstanding, and payable
for as long as the property is being used by the lessee. While

many leases permit non-payment of rent and cancellation of lease
obligations, Standard & Poor®"s would be very concerned about an

issuer"s general obligation rating, in those cases where leases

were cancelled as a ploy to avoid paying debt obligations.

l"ve enclosed some information regarding our approach to
rating lease--ental debt obligations. If you have any further
questions, feel free to contact Vladimir Stadnyk or myself at
(212) 201-1767.

Very Truly Yours

Richard P. Larkin
Managing Vice President
Municipal Finance Department

cc: V. Stadnyk
T. Arthur



STANDAIT .POOR $ DEBT RATINGS CRITERIA

LEASE OBLIGATIONS

Lease obligation criteria @ggggﬁa@rtgflffvyggtp%es?; ol e

ity features.in the lease agréeme
Wdel%SlaHrm. UpcHtes and eqoarnts S&Ps naff o¥1 ano |n|on 10 ar nize E)on
taxeamt leeseddigation ariteria. Oerte counsel 1S ne%essa sahng z# E%reem nt isa
SEP hesrated numeroLs leesetransactions baih net easeW|t outt ena £0f ofTset. ?
treinstaimentsales and leveragechieese tyjes for %m esseescouns 1S als0. aaquwe
Ela#realardpaml | property. Athough hobesc | %tetn O#gg%%transacnon 1S valid, legal, bm
vanggsln thefidd, auchas’ leessand leese

pﬁskaemmedsrreaobiﬂonalcntenalrrﬂe
Eease secured rat ra ngs differ depending on the
lease rV|3|ons an testren %pefnt ?a ment S&P will r teaIeaseu 0n rec | t of aformal ap-
Sourc auseconst|%ut|ona an statuto e/ aws lication. If the enfit e)f proR]ng the |ease ax
e élrdlgeaﬁesv ew generali anons an entsmaﬁ ame |rn ay pe optional.
nl ea utt weve easeo Igations gener- owevey, the nature o ase (P rt essee
INto two ca ﬁ]one aey eameet| %w |on IS
% £ases resE ong -term. debt. at g ore dI ra In ate
errisk o |é;t|on F '”ﬁ’ nnual%p t|ona In ormatlon 1S neede epro essmaytae
r riations and having limited Yegal rem

Lease ratings re thecrd alities, of the les-
Ratlr’lwa orthenrst categor}/ empfhasue the Igpe : e%%%f elr fs)relt eana%e lbegiuﬁ]svﬁharew%w

{
(?V%a H]d(}fllf %?CHF]%I%E% i gebt%%?’egthe ;6 Pe the léssee's long-term cieditworthiness. S

Rating approach

N e e e e e
Easesw ereige ease |sﬁon ? h trHe Fsee fessee%een% d%bt ratmg unless gdaltlonal credit
covenans f0 O%e ang ap roerlae Fre al ure st ?1% sare §presen

%pg ?Prlaec st|ues ne ep e [ aSSeSSin fhe lessee's enehal credit
vy] al reco lder 1 siml aéto

stre ths SIS oeuse ont
v%tdftnona |on mcej9

ee [s) % otential for
ahofa r] term de Ih(gj eI, rafings, may e as e es must en-
as the lessee emor ebt ratin depe Ing on erally be.renewe anE lannua r%/ nonasp
capau 0 make lease pa ent ration |sam orn dpt essor ard,
d5eco cateqory Involv F P?SW Ic g %nd ep thecert| |der h ero ot un
P eaa\k;%pg lations [fisca i a (i“a tende enson e|m ol-
essee here le a remedies are imite n]qthe tanceo e [ease Proper rowdm essential
even of nona ation. wmg %he rS g services such as police and fire protection, ge era
ease rPaé/men beeterm nated before.the 0 overqme tor court ouse aC|||t|es rut| ser-
atlo %a Tatl g? eﬁe fransactions are Ices. [n a djtlon erson opert ease teIe
wertan eessee ull fait tar] cre tra%n communi at|ons tems tH seo ro |n
ypicall he ease rating.is one full cat ew stock (suc as ce and fire
ora aeasse Lansa lonr CLU{ "1 annua 1zed ¢ uter ¥ mentare usu a ton3| ere
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STANDARD & POOR S DEBT RATINGS CRITERIA

than its potential for technological obsolescence. erty in good repair and to insure it against loss
However, the lease term should be matched to the or damage in an amount at least equal to the
property’s useful life. S&P, therefore, gives greater purchase-option value or replacement costs, if
weight to leased properties fulfilling essential roles. repair and replacement are mandated by the
Leases for less than essential, real or personal prop- lease agreement. If applicable, the lessee main-
erty are viewed as weaker credits unless the lessee tains business interruption insurance and a spe-.
demonstrates—usually via a certificate of essential cial hazard policy. Self-insurance for these risks
use—the need for the leased property. In all cases, is permitted, so long as adequate reserve levels
the risk of nonappropriation may be reduced by the are maintained.
presence of a non-substitution provision which pre- —For corporate lessors, there must be a sale and
cludes the lessee from using the same or function- absolute assignment of lease rental payments to
ally similar property for at least 30 days in the event the trustee. T%is assures timely payment to the
of nonappropriation. For property such as seasonal certificate holders if the lessor becomes insol-
equipment, a longer period may be more suitable. vent. Other methods of “insolvency-proofing”
The history of legislative authorizations for lease the lessor must be provided for leveraged lease
financings, prior leasing experience, and the "'in- transactions.
tent™ of the lessee (indicated, for example, by an eg- —A security interest in the leased property is pro-
uity interest in the leased property) are all impor- vided.
tant in determining lease ratings. These factors, —Potential taxability exposure to the certificate
however, are not substitutes for adequate legal pro- holders should be addressed.
tections. In some states, owing to constitutional or —Permitted investments for “trusteed funds"
political limitations, lease debt is the only financing should meet applicable guidelines.

option. This tends to enhance these financings. For
those leases where the effective date depends on suc-
cessful completion or acceptance of the property, the

rating is "provisional.” For a master lease, when the Documentation requirements V
lessee uses one agreement for multiple leased prop-

erty, S&P requests that acceptance and the effective Thx 0||0W||n%] C(iPCUﬁEmatIOP la reﬂuwed

date of lease payments be tied to the receipt of the B (f fatin aﬁ% Icatlo

major lease component. The lesse-i can also substi- An H Orl Inance or trust %/%reemen

tute other Ieascle ;Ijrcl)cperty to islssulre tlmelyI pay- - Ot II%!&?”H 8}%}19 %_]t or private place-
ments. Particularly for state level master-leases

wqerg numerolufs o(j)eratmg departments mﬂ be in- —AUtnorizing resoVutlon of the governlng
volved, a simplified appropriation process helps as-

sure the timely payment of obligations. A debt-ser- — [ he'lease agr eements

vice reserve can provide additional strength.
A rating is assigned for each issue accepted for re-
view, whether or not it is of investment grade quali-

FSl nnéag/ ae%reggp]%n Ule wi ﬁnnu
ean mt sbcomponents and the end

t S&P’ iccri- ayment In eac
D b atnoptog, - et S4Ps basicerl — Rideseription o he lssee, s unction
The following strucF%uraI elements are viewed posi- SEIVICES, managF ent, and ou 9 nﬂ
tl(\j/ely Tlhellrcf absek?ce or significant variation may rgggssﬁrm rly a8 It concerns the

adversely affect the rating:

—T he){eTrhm_ of thedleaséJ matches the term of the_]c r&en r escr|pt|0n of the leased prop-
issue. This avoids exposure on renegotiation; i
s}]atekljagv prohibits long-term leases, renewal ertlflcatg g}‘] aﬁgttllggl lé?%hdeefgerlgtggg
should be automatic.

—The lessee unconditionally agrees to make f0 er;? FOCUSIH On It? |mgortance {0
rental or purchase-option payments as agreed. e pe é)rmance th(i £SSEE S Services
Such payments; not subject to counterclaim P l{b (ion | eaSg erm”
or offset pending ;e outcome of possible litiga- ?PEP (fa e,ade IVEB¥ Installation
tion over the ie%sed propei iy, kfhe lease agree- SCr £ % and a copy of the acceptance
ment, or any other aspect of the transaction.

—The lessee agrees to request appropriations for —ﬁ Rgln on of a recognized bond COUﬂ
lease payments in its annual budget. F [[ £ 184S€ a IPGH ? 8

—The lease has a nonsubstitution provision of at €ase W{[ ﬁ A SF h
least 30 days in the event of a nonappropriation. nglg P es ee’s C unsf ha tIS

—In the event Ef aﬁonapp{ogrlatloi? the lessee COT dﬁ%ac b bingl ng dn en orceanie In
agrees to make the specified purchase-option
Fayment or to return the leased property to the Aéfdpuonala documentatlon may be requested f

essor at its own expense.

—The lessee agrees to maintain the leased prop-
122



(€Y)

Fiscal Unrest ricted

Year Revenue
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ALASKA CREDTtREVIEW

Alaska
Reviewed: rating affirmed

Rationale: Alaska 3 " AA- "rating is affirmed on $660 million of
outstanding general dbligation bonds. The rating reflects the
slate"s continuing dependence on petroleum revenues, the slow
process of stabilization and continuing \olatility of the world ail
market, and the state"s conservative approach to petroleum
revenue projections. Financial performance iscommensurate
with the rating, as evidenced by a good cash and fund balance
position and substantial permanent fund eamings available for
general fund appropriation. Inthe economy, there are signs of
improvement in the secondary industries ol tinber, fishirg, tour—
isn. and mineralr Deb* remains manageable, and isdeclining
as the state continues tomeet capital needs on a pay-as-you-
go besis. Owerall, the state”s economy reflects growth inpopu—
lation, employment, and personal income and development in
trade and services sectors.

Debt: The issuance of state debt historically has been high,

due to the state"s commitment to itscapital iImprovement pro—
grams. Since the implementation of a debt management policy
in 1983, the state has not issued bonds tomeet infrastructure
requirements, but rather has relied on pay-as-you-go finacing.
Depletion of oil-elated revenues has sharply reduced appropri—
ations to the capital b'dget. These appropriations &l to $337.6
milllion infiscal 1987 #i,,m a high $1.2 billion infiscal 1985, a de—
clire of $904 millicnor 72.8%. The fisal 1988 budget projects
another sharp drop inthe capital appropriation to $100.7 mil—
li, ora 70.2% #ll. State G.0. debt declined from 67% of dl
Alaska public debt in 1972 ©031% in 1982, and 7% in 1986.
Maximum annual debt service on dll bonds is$147.0 millian, due
in 1987. As aurrently structured, debt service requirements will
decrease steadily through 1990 and accelerate through 2000.

Economy: Alaska 3 economic base remains prinarily extrac—
e, withmajor dependence upon ail and gas production, aided
by the supportive Industries of fishirg, tiber, tourism, and min—
erals. In 1986, approximately 86% of state revenues came from
"royalties and taxes paid on state-owned alland gas leases. In

cotract. Development of a wor. "d-class molybdenum mine by
U.S. Borax & Chemical Co. has been postponed due to price
deterioration. Developmental activities are continuing with the
Red Dog and Greens Creek zincand lead mines. The Red Dog
deposit sestimated at29% of total U_S. deposits and istho
world 8 second largest zinc mine. Tourism contributes signifi—
cattly to the economy, but isnot expected to exceed 1986 lev—
?!s. In 1986, approximately 783,000 visitors spent over $1 bil—
.

Following completion of the Trans Alaska Pipeline System in
mid-1977, the popullation declined to 402,000 from 411,000.
Mearmhile, state unemployment rose to 11.1% from 9, 3% be—
tween 1977-1978. Due to recent weakness inail and gas
prices, 1986 annual unemployment rates have climbed t©
10.9% from 9.5% in 1985. The population has grown 25% be—
tween 1980-1984. The current estimated popullation is
527,000, Government employment, historically high riAlaska,
accounted for 29% of total income in 1980-1984. State per
capitamoney income rose 9.8% between 1981-1983 to
$12,991, equaling 136.9% of the U.S. average-

Finances: Despite price fluctuations inthe world all market, the
state has maintained a good firacial posture. Petroleum reve—
nues account ~approximately 85% of general fund unre—
stricted revenues. Based on forecasted declines inpetroleum
revenues, fisal 1986 ended with an unreserved fund balance
ceficitof $ 196 million. To offset this deficit in fisal 1987,

$427.3 millimwas transferred from the budget reserve fund into
the general fund, making itpossible for the general fund t end
the year with a $ 1.8 million d=ficit. Preliminary figures for fisal

1987.  lhisdependence declined tb 77% and isprojected to be
81% i 1983. Surveys indicatedeclining production leel for
both the Cook Inlet fieldsand the Prudhoe Bay. Crude produc—
tionat Prudhoe Bay isapproximately 560 millionbarrels an—
nually or 1.53 million barrels per day. Total statewide production
isexpected topeak at 1.85million barrels per day and decline
1o about 775,000 barrels per day by fiscal 2000. This drop will
be partially arrested by a miscible gas tertiary recovery project
which will add approximately 115 million barrels to total Prudhoe
resenves, and by production of 222,000 barrels per day from
two new fields. These projects are expected toa, -one and a
hallf to five years to the lileof the Prudhoe Bay field The Alaska
0il & Gas Conservation Commission has estimated the state"s
remaining recoverable reserves to be 6.6 billimbarrels of dil
and 30.9 trillincubic fest of gas. The fishingand timber indus—
triesare dill important contributors to Alaska®s economy . Tola!
revenues to fishermen from catch sold inAlaska for fisal 1986
totaled $885. 6 million compared t $700 million in fisal 1985
and $602.3 millin infisal 1984. In 1986, thewholesale value
of fishproductionwas estimated at $1.7 hilli. While salmon
catches have improved, the seltfish indstry, a major revenue
contributor, continues to be depressed with the decline of
Alaskan king crab and shrimp stocks. Pish processing, which
historically had been seasonal, isnow a year-round enterprise,
due largely todemand for certain products, like surimi, a fish
paste used inthe manufacture of Imitation crab legs. The timber
industry continues to be a significant contributor to the Alaskan
economy; however, itsshare of export eamings has been de—
clining since 1980. Exports of forest products have fallenat an
average annual rate of 10% due to foreign competition and the
strong U.S. dbllar. In 1985, forest product exports from Alaska
totaled $213 nillinor 21% of dl state exports. Given future de—
pletion of ail reserves, some focus of attertion has been shifted
o mirerals and mineral deposits. Shipments of coal to Korea
from the Usibelli mine began in 1984, and totaled 640,000 tons
in 1986. Eleven million tons will be shipped over the lieof the

STANOARO & POOR'S CRECXTWEEK

1988 indicate that as a direct result of a decline inprojected pe —
troleun revenues, a $520 million unreserved fund balance cefi—
dthas been idntified. kincludes a $250 miilion appropriation
from the general fund to the budget reserve fund to assist inoff—
setting the deficit for fiscal 1988. Current information points
increased revenues inSeptember which would eliminate the

need for appropriating the funds, and at the same time minimiz—
ing or conpletely eliminating any dsficit. Otherwise, the state
could access $799 million comprised of permanent fund earn—
ings ($569 millian) and the Raibell Energy Fund ($230 millian) in
available funds to correct the deficit. Permanent fund eamings
and a proposed $1 billimbudget and resen/e fund will be an in—
tegral part of the state™s plan for softening the volatile petroleum
generated revenues. Recognition of the weakened revenue
posture ismirrored in the state™s operating budget for fisal

1988. The total operating budget of $2.1 billion for fiscal 1988 is
$707 million (25.4%) less than fisal 1986, and $294.8 millin
(12.4%) less than fisal 1987. The June 1987 revenue estimate
for fiscals 1987-1989 shows flatgrowth. Petroleum revenues
were an estimated 77% of general fund revenues in 1987,81%
in 1988, and 83% in 1989. These estimates indicate the con—
tinued dominance of petroleum revenues as the major contribu—
tor o the general fund. Total permanent fund assets for 1987
are $8.8 hillio. Approximately $363 million of investment earn—
ings from this fund in fiscal 1987 are available for dividend pay —
ments to each Alaskan resident Anticipated payout is$721 per
person. The permanent fund eamings available for appropria—

tion infisal 1988 vill be approximately $569 million.
Anthony H. Arthur

(212)208-1777



Moodys Credit Report

State of Alaska Manh 17,1987
Comment
Moody’s has been informed that both the senate The legislature is considering various measures
and the house of representatives of the State of which would draw on reserves to erase the
Alaska have passed, by a two-thirds vote, undesignated General Fund deficit. The governor
legislation which allows use of the Budget Reserve intends to balance the budget for 1987-88, but no
Fund by the General Fund. Signature by the definitive action has been taken by the legislature to
governor is expected within the ”ext few days, and date.

the bill will be effective immediately. This measure
should allow the state to finish its fiscal year
without further cash shortages.

analyst: C. Cohen

0OOOEQ]l m
cxkfc7 7™ 2{hfr,cn*r,,,0nof"m nuh,"" "i""- The infnrmolion herein haa been ob.amed from source, belied TOne accurate and
»nd their accuucv imoi i MXUtK* or tt'mpleletieai >mnol guaranteed. Moody", ralingsire opinion,, noi revommendalion, tnhuy orsell.
ecun,«“r M te ! Z tl/r 7 £ >b,uld u"r,>* f«'»r m .n investment dec.,ion. .nd you should make your own ,,udy and cv.lu.non ofany .»uer whose
Moodv', Investor, Servwr Inr u7|m8 or selling Mot. issuersofcorporate bonds, municipal bonds «nd notes, preferred stock, and commercial paper which arc rated by
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Moodys Credit Report

February 27.1987

State Of Alaska

Comment

State of Alaska

The State of Alaska is facing a potentially serious
cash shortage by the end of March unless corrective
action is taken in the interim. General Fund
revenues have been sharply reduced following the
1986 break in oil pricing, with unrestricted
revenues to the fund in 1985-86 about 1\% below
the level of the previous vear. It has been estimated
that the General Fund wt.I need about $315 million
in cash over and above expected receipts for the
remainder of the 1986-87 fiscal year. At the present
time, state officials expec that additional cash will
be needed in the period between March 26, when a
payroll isdue, and April 1, when adebt service
payment is due.

While Alaska has a liquidity problem, it also has
substantial funded reserves. The General Fund
contains a budget reserve which holds $431 million
and a railbelt energy reserve which holds $280
million. In addition, about $171 million of
Permanent Fund earnings are generally available to
the General Fund. However, use of these funded
reserves requires legislative authorization.

One of two courses of action is considered likely.
The first is that the legislature will appropriate
sufficient monies from the budget reserve. Such
legislation has been passed by the house and is
pending in the senate but its usefulnessisr. ‘tas
house passage was only by simple majority,
delaying effectiveness for 90 days, which is
subsequent to the expected pressure date. It is
possible that the senate could pass the legislation by
a two-thirds vote and return it to the house;
approval by that margin allows immediate
effectiveness.

The second course of action available is use of the
executive power of impoundment. The governor
has indicated that if necessary he will invoke that
power. In August 1986, the governor used his
impoundment power to reduce appropriations.
Fairbanks North Star Borough and the borough
school district in November 1986 filed suit seeking
to enjoin the governor from exercising
impoundment powers.

Moody’s will continue to monitor this situation and
further developments will be reported.

analyst: C. Cohen
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Alaska copes with volatile oil markets

Alaska continues to be subjected to revenue pressures created
by theworld ail market 3 \dlatility. January 1987 estimates pro—
jected a 62% decline inpetroleum revenues in the fisal year
ending June 30, 1987, which would have led to a $1.06 hilli;m
unreserved fund balance deficit. Only two months later, the situ—
ation changed lor the better. March 1987 estimates reflect an
improving revenue trend which— along with certain remedial ac—
tions taken by the state- will eliminate the deficit. Alaska will re—
strict cital, loan program, and general spending appropria—
tions and will use budget reserves and revenues that exceeded
the January estimate.

In light ot the corrective actions and the firacial cushion pro—
vided by eamings IromAlaska®s perman-  ;nd. the RA - *
rating isaffimed on the state”s approxt:  aly$656 million in
outstanding general dbligationdebt. V. <er, S&P will continue
o monitor Alaska $ firercial perfom e, due to concerns
over ail market \olatilityand mseffect on the state™s revenue
performance. Iisprojected that 77% of fisal 1987 3 general
fund revenues will come from unrestricted petroleum revenues.

The January 1987 forecast revealed sharp declines inpetro—
leum-related revenues for, fiscals 1987-1989, with concurrent
declines inthe total general fund unrestricted revenues. Major
declines were in the severance taxand royalties. When com—
pared to fisal 1986 actuals, severance tax revenues were esti—
mated todecline 58% infisal 1987, 59% infisal 1988, and
55% infisal 1989. Also versus fisal 1986 3 actials, royalties
were expected to decrease 68% infisal 1987, 54% infisal
1988, and 47% in fisaAl 1989.

As the dil market firmed. March 198V s forecast portrayed a
much better trend. Severance tax revenues are projected o in—
crease 30% for fiscal 1987, 21% for fiscal 1988, and 21% for
fisal 1989. As for royalties, gains are expected tobe 51% in
fisal 1987, 22% infisal 1988, and 18% infisal 1989.

APRIL 13, 1987

Governor Steve Cowper plans to address fisal 1987"°s reve—
nue pressures and eliminate the potential ceficit by restricting
spending, tapping the budget resernve fud, and drawing on per—
manent fund eamings. The stale § firacial plan projects defi—
cits for fiscals 1988-1991, and proposes draws on permanent
fund eamiings during those years o the extent needed after
other revenue enhancement possibilities are gplied. The draws
on the permanent fund range from a high of $368.6 million in fis—
cal 1987 ta low ol $15.5 million in fisal 1991. S&P believes
that the awilability ol the permanent fund*s eamings will provide
a cushion o soften adverse impacts Irom petroleum revenue
declines. Total permanent fund balance is$8.2 hilli, w*"e “he
unencumbered eamings reserve fund from which draws will be
made isprojected tobe $510 ~MMlim

Governor Cowper has submitted to the legislature a fisal
1988 budget which takes into consideration reduction inpetro—
leum-related revenue. The budget, which totals $1.89 hillimand
includes a $1.56 hillimoperating budget, reflects a reduction in
state spending of approximately 26% over the lewel authorized
in fisal 1987 and 34% less than infisal "986. To ensure a
budget thatwould sustain state spending, the governor made
four proposals: reimposition of the state income tx, increased
fees and license costs, suspension of the economic limit factor
affecting o> taxes (a state tax incentive designed to encourage
the all industry to produce marginal fiekks), and use of a portion
of permanent fund eamings. The individal income tax isnot
lilkely to receive early approval

Hyman C. Grossman (212) 208-1752
Viadimir Stadnyk (212) 208-1780
Anthony Arthur (212) 208-1777
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Alaska adjusts to falling olil

k. response lo sharply declining wor Id ail prices, Alaskarecently
reduced revenue projections and will adjust its expenditure lev—
els accordingly. These timely actions are inkeeping with the
state"s conservative approach to dealing with possible fluctia—
tios in itsmain revenue source, aill and gas extraction taxes.
S&P affims the " AA- "ratingon Alaska™s $752.7 million in
outstanding general dbligation debt. The rating isbased on a
continuing strong firacial position, a manageable debt posi—
tim, and an economy that continues to evidence population
growth, employment gains, and maturation inThe trade and ser—
vices sectors. S&P believes that over the next several years,
the awilability of approximately $2 billion of unrestricted funds
will soften the impact on state revenues created by unfavorable
fluctuations inworld all prices. The siluationwill be continuously
monitored w*h j view lo idntifying the longer-term impact on
@Ie%tls operations. (For aalysis on Alaska, see Mar. 3 Credit-

Injanuary 1986, Alaska forecast revenue leels at $3,125
million infiscal 1986, $2,719 million in 1987, and $2,258 millin
in 1988. To reflect lower all prices and declining North Slope

production, projections made inMarch reduce fisal 1986"s rev—
enues by $404 millim, 1987"s by $641 millim, and 1988"s by
$643 million. Despite the auts, Alaska dillwill achieve a surplus
of $280 million infisal 1986. Although current revenue projec—
tias are more conservative than those prepared inJanuary,
slate forecasters acknowledge that the downside risk exceeds
%perceived upside potential given the instebility of the ail

ets.

Included inthe March numbers are favorable adjustments for
the Trans Alaska Pipelire System (TAPS) taniffof approximately
$85 millin, $170 millicn, and $83 million for fisal 1986, 1987,
and 1988, respectively. Fiscal 1986"s revenue projections may
be adjusted again, up t $3,180 million from $2,721 millin, due
t0a $243 millinArco Alaska Irc. settlerent and $216 million in
refunds and legal expenses from the TAPS settlement.

APRIJL 7, 1986 "*

STANQAO 4 FOCF™ S CREDITIEK

prices

Controlling expenditures

Inaddressing the new revenue projections, Governor Bl
Seffield proposed a plan designed to control expenditures In—
temal controls on slate spending for the remainder of fisal
1986 will be tigtened, including a hiring freeze, trael restric—
tias, and contract controls. State employee contracts will be
reopened for negotiation and reexamined to save money and
preserve jas. To minimize the impact of budget reductions on
local taxpayers and the economy, the governor has submitted a
proposal to the legislature which would reduce some operating
expenses, capital construction, pass-through funds o local
governments and school districts, and loan programs. The gov—
emor has also proposed the inmediate implementation of a
budget reserve fund, inwhich the fiscal 1986 surplus can be de —
posited lor use to offset the current declr s in revenues. Brtorts
are beingmade  inrease the public$ awareness ol the situa—
tm

The impact of reduced revenues on spending is softened by
awailable and unrestricted cash totaling approximately $2 billin
Of that, $515 milllion iscomposed of a settlement of the Arco
taiffcase, refunds for past TAPS throughput and legal fees,
and a resolution of the outer continental shelf issue with the fed—
eral government. Other available funds are $200 million inan
unrestricted account for the Susitna power proiect, which will
not proceed, and a rainy day fund of appioximately $298 millin
infiscal 1986, $284 million in 1987, and $270 million in 1983. A
last resort is the permanent fud, which now totals approxi—
mately $7 hillim, use of which would require a constitutional
change. Projections for this fund are $8.5 billin in fisal 1990
and $16.6 hillian in 2000.

AnthonyH. Arthur

(212)208-1777



STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

w A\ ’ o
e 1 ] ow om)l 1 - ‘W. 1Vl r-
J U V_‘] - e REPLY TO:
DEPARTMENT OF LAW 7 1031 W 4th AVENUE
SUITE 200
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501-1994
ofF/cF ofF 77vr.4 TTORNEY GENERAL PHONE: (907) 276-3550
1 IstNATIONAL CENTER
100 CUSHMAN ST.
SUITE 400
March 17, 1988 FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701-4679
) ) GY p.0. BOX K-STATE CAPITOL
Hon. Rick Halford, Co-chairman JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-0300
Senate Finance Committee PHONE: (907) 465-3600
Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Specific authority for ASBA to
finance Anchorage court facility
Dear Senator Halford;

During a meeting of the Senate Finance Committee on
March 16, 1988, you requested our opinion concerning the neces—
sity to obtain specific approval for Alaska State Building Au—
thority (ASBA) involvement*in the Anchorage court facility proj—
ect. AS 18.55.100(d) requires ASBA to receive legislative review
and approval before it may "proceed” with a lease-purchase fi—
nancing under AS 18,55.100(a)(15). The author of this memorandum
offered the opinion that the approval given to the supreme court
in sec. 3, ch. 78, SLA 1984 was adequate to satisfy the review
and approval requirements of AS 18.55.100(d).

We regret that there was not more time to reflect on
the basis for the opinion before it was given orally to the com—
mittee. Upon careful review and consultation with others, we
wish to express substantial reservations concerning the wisdom of
proceeding without specific approval of ASBA as lessor of the
court facility project. Foremost, our reservations are based on
consideration of the reaction of bond counsel and underwriters to
any departures from the review and approval process set out in AS
18.55. Th*ey may balk at giving an unqualified approval for a
project unless a new approval specific to ASBA is granted. Our
concern is also based on the fact that the earlier approval given
for the project in ch. 78, SLA 1984 was enacted before the review
and approval requirement set out in AS 18.55.100(d) was added to
ASBA®"s enabling Act.

The willingness to accept the approval granted in 1984
was based in part on our long-held opinion that a legislative
veto of specific projects violates the separation of powers doc—
trine. It is also significant that the requirement of legisla—
tive review and approval of ASBA projects is the more recent en—
actment. We have successfully maintained in a lawsuit involving
the Alaska State Housing Authority (ASHA), AS?Vs predecessor
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ALASKA STATE SUILOINC AUTHORITY %1\{\3/ INTERNATIONAL airport bo "FIEPhONE i

The Honorable Steve Cowper
Governor

State of Alaska

P.0. ROX A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Governor Covperj

Please Dbe advised that the Alaska State Building
Authority, by statute, may not finance the construction of the
proposed court facility in Anchorage without specific legislative
authorisation naming the Authority as the efinancial vehicle.
Such authority has been sought in SB 328 and SB 341.

Furthermore, municipal . attempts to finance the
construction of this facility may ba unsuccessful due to the
Authority 3 current statutes preventing transfer of property held
by the Authority at 1less than fair market value. The Alaska
State Building Authority.currently holds title to.a portion of
the property on which tha existing court facility resides.
Amendments . to allow transfer to tha state or n political
subdivision are also included in SB 328 and SB 341.

In conversation with Assistant Attorney General
Baldwin, prior authorization to the court system to proceed with

this project doea not satisfy tha statutory vrequirements 1in
AS 13.55.100(15)(d).

, Sincerely,

ALASKA STATE BUILDING AUTHORITY

Barbara Xorse-Quinn
Executive Director

£ r
0X 100C) MECGPIER W 1 «s6r>,4H

ANCHORAGE ALASKA 99510



STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

ELEVENTH FLOOR
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE STATE OFEICE BUILDING
P.0. BOX SB
TREASLRYDIMSON JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0400

April 22, 1988

The Honorable Johne Binkley
Co-Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Binkley:

You have asked what effect there may be on lease-financing
costs for an Anchorage Court Facility arising from the
ownership of a portion of the project site by the Alaska State
Building Authority ("ASBA™).

My impression is that if ASBA serves as lessor and iscuer of
the financing any probelms and potential costs would be
minimized by virtue of the consolidation of title under ASBA as
lessor.

If ASBA does not serve as lessor, either the ASBA property
would need to be sold, at appraised value under current law
(AS 18.55.255), or leased to the lessor, or otherwise
incorporated in the financing without trampling ASBA"s
interests in the property. Whether this can be done without
compensation to ASBA is unclear to me. In any event, it would
appear to add to the complexity of bond counsel®s job.

The added complexity of bringing in a third party to the.

financing (besides ASBA and the Court System) to serve as

lessor would result in some additional bond counsel costs.
Such costs are typically in the neighborhood of $50,000 to
$75,000 for a lease-financing.

In addition, the complexity might result in the financing being

more of a "story bond," requiring greater selling effort. In
this case, one could expect to pay marginally greater interest
rates.

Conceivably, the complexity might be such as to make it
technically impossible to issue debt for the project. Whether
this is so, | am unable to advise you.

04.D121H



The Honorable Johne Binkley
Page 2
April 22, 1988

For a better understanding of the possible problems arising
from ASBA"s ownership, | would urge you to contact ASBA"s bond
counsel.

Yours truly,

Milton B. Barker
Deputy Commissioner

MBB/gb
88-109



BUILDING THE PROPOSED COURTHOUSE AMONG ALL ADULTS
BY
POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS, BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

ROW PERCENTS
MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH, 1988
SAMPLE SIZE "01; MARGIN OF ERROR - + OR - 4.89%*

T e T R e Fomm +
I I PROPOSED ANCHORAGE I TOTAL 1
I I COURTHOUSE iCOLUMN 1
| 1 IPERCENTI
| + + + -+ |
| I Favor 10pposedlUnde- | I
I 1 | | cided 1 1
e o Fomm Fomm o +
IHOUSE DISTRICT: 1 I I 1 I
LT e e aaeaaas I 22.5*1 61.1*1 16.4*1 4.5*1
18 I 25.5*1 63.7*1 10.8*1 13.7*1
19..... T e e e e i 1 19.1*1 74.9*1 .6.0*1 11.7*1
110 1 21.5*%1 62.8*1 15.7*1 17.5*1
5 I ., I 25.0*1 70.0*1 5.0*1 11.4*1
102 e e I. 23.9*5 72.9*1 3.2*1 7.8*1
113 e 1 16.1*1 67.8*1 16.1*19.2*1
L0 e I 14.8*1 79.8*1 5.4*1 10.2*1
115 I 24.9*1 60.2*1 14.9*1 13.9*1
1 1 I I 1 1
IANCHORAGE STATE SENATE DISTRICTS 1 I I 1 1
ISenate Dist F I 23.2*1 62.9*1 13.9*1 35.7*1
ISenate DiSt G ... oo iii i I 22.0*1 72.5*1 5.5*1 23.2*1
(Senate Dist I 19.7*1 70.2*1 10.2*1 17.0*1
ISenato Dist | .. .. .. oo i I 20.7*1 60.5*1 10.9*1 24.2*1
I I I I I 1
ITOTAL ROW PERCENT I 21.7*1 67.7*1 10.6*1 100.0*1
o Fommm o —— R e o +

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES, INC.



PUTTING THE COURTHOUSE BONDS ON THE BALLOT AMONG ALL ADULTS

BY

POLITICAL AND GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS, BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPTIONS

ROW PERCENTS

MARCH 11TH THROUGH MARCH 13TH,
e + OR

SAMPLE SIZE W ; MARGIN OF ERROR

1988
- 4.69%

| 1 PUTTING BONDS ON THE 1 TOTAL 1
| 1 NOVEMBER 1988 BALLOT (COLUMN 1
| 1 IPERCENT I
| te
I 1 Favor 10pposedlUnde- | |
| 1 | I cided 1 |
IHOUSE DISTRICT: 1 | 1 1 1
83.0*1 11.2*1 5.7*%1 4.5*1
76.3*1 21.9*1 1.8*1 13.7*1
1 84.7*1 13.2*1 2.1*%1 11.7*1
80.2*1 15.6*1 4.2*1 17.5*1
89.3*1 6.8*1 4.0*%1 11.4*1
76.1*1 11.6*1 12.2*1 = /.8*1
76.9*1 23.1*1 1 9.2*1
1 91.5%, 6.6%1  2.4*1 10.2*1
94.1*1 4.6*1 1.3*1 13.9*1
t 1 1 1 1 1
IANCHORAGE STATE SENATE DISTRICTS 1 1 1 1 1
1Senate Dist F. .. ... . ... 79.1*1 17.5*1 3.5*1 35.7*1
1Senate DiSt G ...oiooiomeie e 87.0*1 10.0*1 3.0%1 23.2*1
1Senate DiSt H..oooiioe e 76.5*1 17.9*1 5.6*1 17.0*1
(Senate Dist | ... oo, 1 93.0*1 5.2*1 1.8*1 24 2*1
1 } } 1 1 i
ITOTAL ROW PERCENT cie e e e iee e 83.8*1 12.8*1 3.3*1 Too °

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES, INC.

PAGE 10
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ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION PROJECT - NEEDS AND SIZING

MARCH 16, 1988

Office of the Administrative Director
Alaska Court System
303 K Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907) 264-0547



ANCHORACE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION PROJECT - NEEDS AND SIZING

INTRODUCTION

In FY 1982, the Alaska State Legislature appropriated funds to the Alaska
Court System Tfor land acquisition, planning and design of new court
facilities in Anchorage. The expanded facilities would extend the existing
court facilities in Anchorage across | street and onto the block east of the
existing facilities. The new facility was planned to provide an additional
350,000 square feet of space, in order to meet the court®s projected needs

to the year 2005.

A brief project history is included in the "Project Overview" included as
Appendix A. N

Under the current project time line, construction would begin in September
1988. However, maintenance of the time line is predicated on the issuance
of request for construction bids in May and June. Any variance from the
time line will prevent the commencement of the construction phase for at

least one season.

This document discusses the space needs of the Anchorage court and
presents information relevant to the size of the building.

CURRENT SPACE DEFICIT

A. The Anchorage court 1is not currently in a position where it
comfortably fills the existing courthouse facility, or even where it is
now pushing against the limits of the facility. Rather, the Anchorage
court has so outgrown its existing space that some court offices have
been forced out of the courthouse and into adjacent commercial rental
space, and inefficiencies have been created by the forced splitting
and relocations of departmental units. The result is a cramped
facility which does not adequately serve the public"s needs.

As part of a project to examine Anchorage court space needs which
was undertaken by the supreme court in February 1988 (discussed
more fully in section I, infra), the court examined the Anchorage
court®s needs as they exist at the present, as well as what they may
be in future years. Looking at the known deficiencies in the current
facility and applying established space standards the existing
staffing structure, it was concluded that the Anchorage court is
currently operating in a facility which 1is 115,000 square feet smaller
than it should be to accommodate present needs. Some of the
problems associated with the current facility and this existing deficit
are discussed below.



Jury Assembly

The current jury assembly area in the Anchorage courthouse |Is
located in a windowless area of the courthouse basement. The
court has received numerous complaints from jurors, and there
have been several letters to the editors of local newspapers,
noting that the jury area 1is crowded, depressing and makes
potential jurors Tfeel more like prisoners than citizens who are
appreciated for performing their civic duties. Citizens are
generally subject to personal hardship when they are called for
jury service, and they are given only a nominal payment for
their  services. Current conditions are unpleasant and
unacceptable and only add to the level of discomfort a juror may
already have encountered by virtue of being called to serve.

Based on current standards for jury management, an additional
5,440 square feet of space would be needed to provide well
planned, sufficient space for jury assembly for today"s needs.

The jury assembly area in the expanded facility will allow for a
more humane treatment of citizens called for jury duty. The
new assembly area is appropriately sized to the number of jurors
who can be expected to be called on most days. The jury area
will contain some quiet working areas for those jurors who are
called for jury service but who wish to read or work while
waiting to be called to a courtroom. The area has been carefully
designed to abut on the court®s training and conference area
to allow for temporary expansion of the jury area on days when
an unusually high number of jurors must be called. The dual
use of the training area allows the court to avoid the creation of
an oversized jury area to accommodate for the unusual day, but
which would be overly-expansive for the average day.

Judicial Services/Security Corridors and Access/Prisoner
Circulation

During the past several years, there have been several escapes
of prisoners from the Anchorage courthouse. These escapes
have ranged from an incident of a juvenile accomplishing an
escape by crawling up into the air circulation system after
removing a ceiling panel, to a vrecent incident involving a
prisoner removing his handcuffs and bolting while being escorted
through a public area of the court. There can be no doubt that
such escape possibilities create a significant danger to court

personnel and the public. There can also be no doubt that
escape attempts, when even  temporarily successful, are
extremely costly: a recent escape precipitated an area-wide

mobilization of APD officers and the cordoning off of an entire
neighborhood.

The current court facility in Anchorage is not designed in a
manner which permits adequate isolation of prisoners from
members of the public and court staff. Prisoners must be
transported across open parking lots and through public and



private court areas to be taken to courtrooms for their court
hearings.

The new court building has been carefully designed, through the
use of private and prisoner circulation corridors, to eliminate
contacts, between prisoners and members of the public and court
staff, and to minimize opportunities for escape. From the time
that prisoners are delivered, via a closed sallyport, to the court
complex, they are isolated and transported In secured areas.
The new complex devotes approximately 28,815 square Tfeet to
judicial services, including holding cells and prisoner circulation.
The design was developed with the cooperation and help of
representatives from the Alaska State T"jopers and the
Anchorage Police Department, to insure that law enforcement
needs were met.

The need for secured prisoner circulation in court buildings and
the need Tfor court building design that maximizes prisoner
security has been documented 1in a myriad of sources. See, for
example: Space Management and the Courts Design Handbook by
F. Michael Wong, U.S. Department, of Justice, LEAA, 1972 [Ch
5: Courthouse Security); Court Security - A Manual of
Guidelines and Procedures, National Sheriffs® Association 1978
"(Ch 7: Security Implications in Architecture, and Appendix A,
Court Security Issues, Building Structure); "Courthouse
Security", paper by Sue Johnson and Prakash Yerawadekar for
New York Office of Court Administration, 1S80; Standards
Relating to Trial Courts, American Bar Association Commission on
Standards of Judicial Administration, 1976.

Clerks® Office

The operation of the clerks®™ office has been profoundly affected
by the existing space deficit, which amounts to 680 square feet.
Components of the clerk’s office are scattered around the
facility, wherever space could be found to house them, with the
result that operations which should logically be adjacent to one
another are separated, and functions are fragmented. Some
examples of the effects are:

a. The records department has two public counters for
accessing records, located on separate floors, and members
of the public often try to access the wrong counter first,
or must go to both counters, to get the files or information

they need.

b. Records are stored in a number of locations, since there is
no room for a centralized storage area. Retrieval of files
and other records is thus very difficult and inefficient.

C. Inadequate facilities exist for safeguarding of exhibits.
Only one small vault is available, which 1is used to store
criminal exhibits. . Other exhibits are stored 1in rooms

around the court facility.

d. The small claims department is located on a mezzanine level
which can only be accessed by a staircase. Therefore,



handicapped Individuals cannot access this department like
other citizens, and court staff must leave the department
and walk downstairs to help handicapped persons on small
claims matters.

Law Library

The Anchorage Law Library is the administrative headquarters
for the court system library system and houses the state"s only
major 1legal research collection. Besides serving the judiciary
and legal practitioners, the library Is an important resource for
state and federal agency personnel, businesses, students, pro se
litigants and the general public. While other states generally
have several libraries with substantial legal collections, Alaska
has no law school and no legal collection of any substance in any
of its libraries other than the court system libraries.

Due to current space constraints, the Anchorage Law Library
must keep a large portion of its collection in a storage area with
very limited accessibility. With an estimated deficit of 6,800
square feet, the law library has no space for future expansion.

The new courthouse would provide the law library with the space
necessary to improve access to current collections, to provide
for the continuing growth of certain collections, and to acquire
additional materials as needed. The expansion of the law library
would also allow for the retention of materials in the more usable
hardcopy format and would reduce the amounts of money spent
on the costly conversion of collections to microfiche.

Courtrooms

The most obvious centra! focusof a courthouse is Its
courtrooms. Although much occurs beyond the courtroom walls,
it is the courtroom which 1is the main arena for court pro—
ceedings, and it is the courtroom which is the mostobvious
symbol of the justice system in the eyes of the public.

Courtrooms are very specialized areas which require a number of
technical modifications. Courtrooms must be acoustically sound
to insure that an adequate record of all proceedings 1is obtained.
Courtrooms must be designed to accommodate the many partici—
pant, in court proceedings, which can include twelve or more
jurors, the judge, the 1in-court clerk, law enforcement repre—
sentatives, attorneys, litigants, witnesses and members of the
public and press. Courtrooms must be carefully designed to
reinforce respect for the dignity and impartiality of tne courts.
Standards adopted by the American Bar Association indicate that
courtroom design should create "...an atmosphere of sobriety,
tranquility and security.”" 1/

1/ Standards Relating to Trial Courts, American Bar Association
Commission on Standards of Judicial Administration, 1976.
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Because an insufficient number of courtrooms exist In the
current Anchorage facility to accommodate all court proceedings
which must be scheduled (the current trial court courtroom
deficit amounts to 9#00 square feet), court proceedings are now
being held in rooms which have been remodeled Into temporary
courtrooms and hearing rooms. These rooms do not provide for
adequate access and egress by the judge, prisoners and members
of the public, and their wuse «creates significant security
problems. For example, domestic violence matters are routinely
heard in a small hearing room which allows for little separation
between the parties, and between the parties and the judge.
These types of proceedings are well-recognized as having the
potential for violent interactions, and yet the restricted room
available limits the ability of the court to protect itself and the
litigants in these situations.

In the expanded facility, adequate numbers of appropriate
courtrooms will be available. These courtrooms will be sized and
modeled following established space standards, which will promote
the goals of the justice system and incorporate reasonable

security safeguards.
Administrative Offices

Since 1980, the administrative offices for the court system have

been located outside of the court building in Anchorage. These
offices currently occupy 12,240 square feet of rental space away
from the court building. The administrative offices were

removed when space constraints within the court building became
so severe that administrative office space had t°) be reallocated
to other judicial functions.

The separation of the administrative offices from the court
building has resulted in a number of inefficiencies. Departments
now located away from the court building include the personnel
department, the departments responsible for recording equipment
and computer equipment support, the department responsible for
building maintenance, the accounting department and the
purchasing department.

Because cf the close functional relationship between the
administrative offices and the Anchorage court, there is a
constant flow of personnel and equipment between the two
buildings. Many employees make several trips between the two

facilities on any given day. The physical separation has
resulted in the expenditure of personnel time and in confusion
for court employees and the public. For example, electronics
engineering staff must respond immediately to calls fronm
courtrooms  about defective recording equipment, which
necessitates many trips between the facilities. Immediate

attention to these problems is mandated because without properly
functioning equipment, court proceedings must be delayed and
there is a danger that an adequate court record cannot be
produced. These employees are often required to transport
delicate pieces of electronic equipment during these trips.



The expanded facility will provide for <= reconsolidation of the
administrative offices with the Anchorage court. This
reconsolidation will restore the close working relationship
between the now-separated court components and will eliminate
commuting problems.

The suggestion that the court expand into currently existing,
unoccupied commercial space fails to take into consideration the many
and varied special requirements of court facilities. Commercial
buildings do not have space appropriate for courtrooms. Courtrooms
must meet special acoustical and soundproofing specifications to allow
for proper recording of court proceedings. Courtrooms have special
requirements for egrrss and ingress to maximize the separation of
judge, jury and defendant. Juror access to courtrooms located
outside the court building would entail marching jurors 1in mass from
the court building to the designated courtroom on a regular basis.

Transporting prisoners to court facilities that might be located In
commercial buildings would be unnecessarily dangerous. In most
commercial buildings, police would have to use public lobbies and
elevators. Commercial buildings are not equipped with secure holding
cells or sufficiently separate circulation patterns. Risk to the general
public would be unacceptable.

Even of an expansion into available commercial space were limited to
non-courtroom functions, it would be unacceptable. Functions of the
court are tied together and tied to the courtroom. Moving
departments or parts of departments out of the court building would
fragment functions and gravely decrease efficient operation.

Movement of files from the court building to court offices several
blocks away would seriously compromise the integrity of the court
system®s files and could result in loss or damage to critical court
documents. The already difficult job of filing documents and locating
files would become monumental.

Finally, the fragmentation of court services would be a source of
confusion and frustration to the public.

SIZING AND NEEDS

A.

Determination of Space Needs

In order to develop a plan for the expansion of the Anchorage court
facility, the Alaska Court System hired an internationally recognized
judicial space planning firm to preparea program document, using
space standards and design guidelines specifically developed for the
Alaska Court System 1in a report published in 1976 entitled "Judicial
Facility Standards and Design Guidelines.” These standards were
developed to provide guidelines to beused both 1in renovation of
existing court facilities and construction of new court buildings. The
information in the report was derived from the following sources:



1. Reference books and journals In the field of judicial space
management, Including "The American Courthouse" and "Space
Management and the Courts « Design Handbook.™

2. Interviews with persons functioning at various levels in courts,
court-related departments and law enforcement agencies to verify
functions, work relationships within departments and Interrela—
tionships with other agencies and departments, and spatial and
environmental requirements.

The planning consultants retained have been heavily involved in the
planning and designing of court facilities nationwide, on both the
state and federal levels. The standards developed for the Alaska
Court System correspond to space management concepts used across
the country. These general space standards were applied to the
Information gathered about the Anchorage project, and a program
document was produced detailing both existing space and projected
space needs. This program document was the starting point for the
architect™s design work.

Reaffirmation of Sizfng/Concerns Created by Changes In Alaska"s
Economic Conditiot.s

The initial determination of needs and sizing for the courthouse
expansion was accomplished in 1982. Since 1982, the State of Alaska
has experienced significant changes due to a severe depression of

economic conditions. In light of these changes, the supreme court
reassessed the need for the courthouse expansion project in February
1988. (Detailed information concerning that reassessment process Iis

contained within the "Project Overview" document attached as Appen—
dix A. This "Froject Overview" was provided to the Senate Finance
Committee on February 22.)

One of the factors the supreme court considered was the current
space deficit in the Anchorage courthouse. The existing space deficit
was discussed earlier in this report. The Anchorage courthouse
facility currently is experiencing a space of deficit of 115,000 square
feet. This figure represents space needed to accommodate existing
needs. The lack of this space within the court complex has resulted
in inefficiencies and problems for the public, as discussed earlier, as
well as serious security problems for court staff and the public due
to inadequate prisoner controls.

The court also examined economic and population data obtained from
the Institute of Economic and Social Research®"s Alaska Economy and
Housing Market Report dated October 1987. This data was used to
formulate predictions about the court"s future caseload, and the
probable rate of growth which will be experienced by the court
through the year 2003. (The process that the court followed in this
regard is outlined in the aforementioned "Project Overview.") Based
on the information available, and the reasonable predictions which
could be made based upon that information, the court concluded that
the new facility was still needed to meet the court®s projected needs.



the court®"s growth has lessened during the last two years,

court's workload, as reflected by court Tfilings, has shown a

significant increase since FY 1981, when this project was first envi—

sioned. The following chart summarizes the growth |In trial court
filings from FY 1981 until FY 1987.
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iLASKA COURT SYSTEM

Analysis of Space 1in Anchorage Court
(in square feet)

Total Space Available
Comprised of:
Existing Boney Court Building
Existing District Court Building
Total Space 1in Existing Buildings

Proposed Addition

Total Space Available

Less Non-Court Space Assignments:
Parking
Commercial

District Attorney/Office of Special
Prosecutions

Department of Transportation/Public Facilities

Maintenance Section

State Troopers Judicial Services Section

(including sallyport, holding cells, &

prisoner circulation)

Space Available for Court System Use

Estimated Court System Space Needs 1in 1991

(including the current 115,000 square foot space
deficit and 11,600 square feet of courtroonms,

fully utilized until 2006)

Space Available for Additional Court Systenm
Growth and for Use by Other Justice-Related

Agencies

Facility

149,670
58,085

207 .755
350,000

557.755

51,670

7,500

24,550

4,635

3,735

25,815

not

j<f)l

Space Loss from Demolition of District Court Building

Net Space Available for Additional Court Systen
Growth and for Use by Other Justice-Related

Agencies

557,755

117,905

439,850

328,797

111,053

58,085



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION PROJECT

Project Budget

Construction Cost $67,570,000
Construction Contingency 6,652,000
Furnishings and Equipment . . 6,000,000

Construction Administration Costs, including
permits, construction management fees, etc. 4,000,000
Art-in-Public-Places 665,000
Total Project Budget $84,887,000

Repayment of Public Facilities Planning Fund Loan $ 750,000

Project Financing Options

30-year Lease-Revenue Bonds:

Estimated Total Debt Service $229,600,000
Estimated Annual Debt Service (1991-2018)* 8,503,700
Estimated Annual Operations & Maintenance

Costs (1991-2041 estimated life ofbuilding) 1,260,000
Estimated Average Monthly Cost per Square Foot

over Full 50-year Life of Building $1.21
20-year Lease-Revenue Bonds:
Estimated Total Debt Service $178,051,800
Estimated Annual Debt Service (1991-2008)* 10,473,600
Estimated Annual Operations & Maintenance

Costs (1991-2041 estimated life of building 1,260,000
Estimated Average Monthly Cost per Square Foot

over Full 50-year Life of Building $1.03
10-year Lease-Revenue Bonds:
Estimated Total Debt Service $122,363,700
Estimated Annual Debt Service (1991-1998)* 17,480,500
Estimated Annual Operations & Maintenance

Costs (1991-2041 estimated life of building 1,260,000
Estimated Average Monthly Cost per Square Foot

over Full 50-year Life of Building $0.82

*Dept service is not paid during three year construction period.

gropr,.” ">
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By fSCS-iAf© S&AUEH
Daiy News reporter

On March 1,'1962, the state court system put
out ft call to architects. The announcement was
straightforward; Submit a proposal for addi-
tion to tha Anchorage courthouse that would
meet Judicial needs through the year 2010.

The construction cost was estimated at 132
million, the sire 190,009 square feet: and the
date of completion sometime In 1905.

More than six years and 19 million later,
the court system is still far away from turning
the first shovel of earth. Meanwhile, the
project has grown to nearly twice the original

and more than double the first estimated
coat.
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Now the money has run out, stop-work
orders have been issued to its consultants, and
Court Administrator Art Snowden has found
himself in the middle of a legislative battle
over another $1.5 million in architect foes be
needs to prepare the project for bid.

| .ate Sunday, lawmakers from both houses
were working to fashion a compromise in
which up to $4 million would be appropriated
to redesign the project down to 250,000 square
feet, a reduction of 190,000 square feet.

Along the way, the court system has Ig-
nored advice from its first earthquake-hazard
consultants to drop the project and it retained
a planner, Michael Wong, whose spiraling fee
schedule required the courts to pay him for

years for the work he completed cm June 23,
1082. The court’s records on. the addition are in
disarray, and the legislative auditor is investi-
gating the project and its consultants at the
request of Sen. Johne Bmldey of Bethel.
Within the past month, as the controversy
over the courthouse has deepened, the court
system fired Wong, while its architect,
McCcal, McDonald of Alaska, has undergone a
change of ownership. Allen McDonald, a cen-
tral figure in the federal investigation into the
payment of kickbacks and bribes in North
Slope Borough construction projects, sold his
BOpercent stake in the firm three weeks ago,
according to the new president, John McCool.
- The'courts, lacking s professional construc-

PRICE 25 CENTS

tion manager on staff for most of the six-year
period, have key documents on the project
scattered in so many locations that finding
contracts or their amendments becomes a
chore.

The "Cle” documenting the architect selec-
tion process is a huge cardboard box mingling
dog-eared records and floor plans for several
projects, with numerous copies of some docu-
ments wad none of others. On Friday, the
court’s deputy administrator, Stephanie Cole,
was asked for a espy of the papers that
authorized a 10 percent raise for Wong in 1904.
To find those documents i4i3 either going to be

339 PagoM , COtIBTHObL&.J
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very easy or very hard," she said. By the en
of thee day, they hadn’t been ioccted.

Kit Duke, an ex-transportation department
architect hired within the past year by the
courts to improve its management of the
proioct, attributed the disarray to the fact
thdt three or four people have held that
responsibility since planning for the addition
began. 'There’s never really been a project
manager," she said. "In this project, the
problem ia a lack of having someone around
who has continuity."

Unlike most other agencies, the court sys-
tem has special legislative authority to bypass
the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities and its In-house staff of project
managers, architects and engineers, when con-
structing new buildings. Snowden began planl
sing for the courthouse addition in 1931, when
tha legislature appropriated S10 million to
eacquire land and design the building. On Dec.
22, 1981, he signed a contract with Wong,
president of Space Management Consultants
of Seattle and Honolulu, to study the space
needs for the Judiciary in Anchorage.

Wong, an architect and real estate dmloj>
er, had met Snowden at a judicial institute
Aspen, Colo., in the early 197Cs. Snowden was
a court administrator in Maryland, and when
ho came to Alaska a few years later, he hired
V/ong for a series of studies of the Alaska
criminal justice system.

The 1981 contract paid Wong 1 percent of
the construction cost of the building. The
bigger the building, the more Wong would get.
And as the space consultant, Wong would be

advising the court on the building size im

needed. i .
That arrangement has since drawn fire

from legislators, including San. Binkley, the
Bethel Republican, who has argued that Wong
could have a conflict of interest, 3ut Wong, in
an interview, said his fee was fair. "Our fee
for the work we do is fairly minimal," he
said.

Wong’s work was to have been finished by
June 30, 1985 with the completion of the
project, and his faa and tasks were split into
phases. The first phase was the biggest —
producing the space management study —and
w«* worth 55 percent of his total payment. He
turned in his report on June 28, 1982. advising
that 3X5,000 additional square feet of building
would be needed by the year 2005. The courts
accepted tho work, Rnd he was paid $208,250
plus Gxpenc6S, a fee based on a $37,5 million
building.

Wong set to work on his next task as liaison
between the project architects and the court
system, ensuring that the actual building
reflected space needs and contemporary court-
room design. For that, he was to be paid
another 33 percent of hia total fee. Tha
remaining 10 percent was to be paid while he
watched over construction.

Along the way, project costs escalated. In
March, 1983, h« g@t anotthier check for phaco
on» work ho completed the year before, this
time for $88,750. In March of ths following
year, the courts raised hi* fe* from 1 percsmt
to 1.1 percent, than wrota him another check
for the 1982 work, this time for $88,000. In
October 1907, when the project cost was
revised up again, this time to $05 million, he
got an additional $28,220 for tho old study.

Snowden says that Wong was worth the
money, and went beyond the duties in his
confract..hy...assisting...the court system in
resolving unanticipated problems with munic-
ipal regulatory agencies.

With the downturn of the Alaska economy
and the emigration of thousands of people
from Anchorage, Wong was commissioned in
1987 to update his 1982 report for an addition-
al $35,000. His now study trimmed about
20,800 feet from the original apace plan, and
court officials have cut still more, but that
still left a new buildlngwIth roughly the

Art Snswdon tetflfioft fSfil
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Weceng's revised study was ridiculed In Tu-
ne&u earlier this year when legislators dis-
covered that he set aside space for seven
Supreme Court justices, when the state h&a
only five.

In addition, ha planned office space for 58
attorneys general, including 6 assigned to
consumer complaints. Today, there are about
15 attornoys general In Anchorage, with two
handling consumer problems. Wong planned
for 13 attorneys In the Office of Special
Prosecutions and Appeals, which now has a
staff of eight; 30 district attorneys, where the
staff now has 21; 30 public defenders, versus
23 todoy; 13 attorneys and 9 public guardians
in the gfﬂ‘ce of.Rublic.Advocacy, whore today
the numbers are six ana four; and 15 Superior
Court courtrooms and 13 District courtrooms,
where today there are eight Superior Court
judge* and 11 District Court Judge*.

Wong defended his work, saying that the
downturn of the economy is only temporary.

"The Boney Building wns built In the early
70s and was supposed to last 20 yearn, but by
1980, it wai already overcrowded," he said,
referring to th* first courthouse annex. "You
con see there could bo a boom In tha economy
and th_ building which is built for 20 yeans Is
filled up in Just 7 years. Over the next 15
years, if the Alaska economy gets back, and
there’s no reason It shouldn't be, there could
be spurts again."”

In April, the court system terminated his
contract, and Wong agreed that even if ths
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ed In Tu- In fdarch of 1932, whiis Wong was working
uors dis- on his initial study, the court system was
l'or seven selecting an architect. Two officials each from
state has the judiciary and the transportation depart-

ment made up the selection committee, with
ics for 56 Wong acting as a non-voting adviser.

ilffned to Under a standard point system, four of 12
sire about competing firms mado it through tho first
with two  round. According to documents on file in' the
; planned  court system, Harold Wirum & Associates vms
i Special tha first choice, with McCool-McDonald and
ow has a  Associates in socond place. They and the other
*Vhgro the two top firms wore asked to make personal
IS, versus presentations to the committee,

:geligrt%lggj McCool-McDonald offered the committee an
*Superior ~ Optimistic time frame, predicting it could
urtrooms deS|g_n the building in 19 to 22 weeks_, ond
ior Court possibly sooner. By way of experience,

MeCool-McDonala'a chief architect In Alaska,

John McCool, cited the firm’s work with the
| that the  North Slope Borough, and he said the firm
iporary. planned to subcontract the structural design
the early ~ Work to one of its «North Slope partners,

n, but by David CoffmAn.’

he said, At the time of that presentation, according
:ex. YOU {4 federal proaecutors, both firms had begun
-economy - paving kickbacks to tha Influential Juneau
HYears IS opphyist Lewis Dlcchner to' maintain their
next 15 yosition In tha borough. By August of 1982,
pack, and according to a federal indictment of Dischner
iera could 34 can Mathisen, employees of McCool-
McDonald in Seattle were procexsing kick-

nated hia backs from five North Slope contractors to
‘an if the Dbchner and Mathisen. 3y 1984, the payments

Investigation that lo nearing completion, has
denied any wrongdoing. McCooi said th* new
firm created in 1983 that took over the
courthouse project — McCool, McDonald of
Alaska — was separate from the Seattle
company and had nothing to do with its
activities.

However, in documents the Alaska firm
filed with ine state division of corporations in
1986, It said it was affiliated with the Wash-
ington firm, and that the Alaska employees
used tho Washington firm’s profit-sharing
pension fund. In addition, McCooi, McDonald
of Alaska didn't have to go through ths
selection process again to obtain the contract,
as a totally new company might havo had to
do.

How tho courthouse selection .committee
settled on McCool-McDonald U unclear from
the records available. In an interview,-one of
ths committee members, Robert Scott, said he
recalled the committee was deadlocked for
elays over its choics ".like a hung jury." In
desperation, Scott said, they turned to Wong
for his choice, and ho picked McCool-

McDonald.
Scott, who favored Wirum, said he never-
theless approved the result. "I thought tha

selection for tho courthouse was really a good
one. They presented their exhibits, and went
through their oral interviews, and kept their
cool, It get down to a really fine team."”

The courts signed an interim contract with
ths architects, directing them to begin prelimi-
nary work. With the courthouss site In a
potentially hazardous seismic area and <ecure
bedrock too deep to reach, they subcontractad
a gsotechnical survey to the engineering firm
of Harding Lawson Associates.

MV« concluded in writing, in a report that |
co-slgned and put my Alaska registration
number cn, that It’s just not a proper site for
public occupancy where peopls had no choice
to go into ths building or not, end vrhsra there
would ba prisoners incarcerated,"” said Jay
England of Hording Lav/son. "Art Snowden
just did not like our conclusions, so he hired a
consultant from' Stamford who arrived at
somw different conclusions."- ]

The Stamford professor, Karsoh Shah, de-
cided that tho courthouse cite was no riskier a
place to build than other areas around town,
und he and other consultants said tha building
could bo strengthened to withstand the
stresses of a strong quake.

In any event, tha seicmk issue became on*
bf several wars fought on the local battlefield.
The city’s geotechnicsl commission decided
the building shouldn't ba built, then it was
overruled by tho planning and zoning commis-
sion.

In an earlier fight, the planning and zoning
commission ruled out Snowdon’s original
plan, to construct the entire addition on tha
parking lot adjacent to tha courthouse. It said
th* building would have too much bulk, and
th* court system decided to spread new offices
in a smaller building on tho site, and upon a
portion of tha bicck acroso the street to the
cant. That plan, in turn, drew firo from
historical preservationists, who sought to pre-
serve eomo of the structure ton the site.

Ail those battles took time, sending, the
project further and furtherlbehind schedule.
Ana Juit as Wong's fees escalated, jo did
McCcol-MeDonald’a. Their 19H4 contract called
for total fees, including those of sub-consul-
tants, of $536,600. By the time tha contract
wu formally amended to increase thatr fees
to $2.3 million, on May 20, 1987, the firm had
been paid more than $1 million.

Snowden, now in a I8glellativ* battle he
didn’t want, has continded to resist calls to
shrink the project any furfter.

"With a’10 percent decrease in population,
our caseload cuiy dropped 1percent,’ he said.
"If we scale back, we could move into
building that Ij full the day we move In. Tliay
may scais It back for political reasons, but my
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JUNEAU — Tha annual
end-of-seoaion franry lilt tha
legislature Sunday with the
Kooua pud-Senate pulling to-
gether informal agreements
on how to pay for next year’s
state budget.

Business was frequently in-
terrupted for closed-door
meeting*.

Both House Speaker Ben
Oruwandorf and Senate Pres-
ident Jan F&iki said they

e hoped a so-called "adjourn-
ment package" would hold
through the end of the session

rnd ilmrt year's blow-up over
balancing the budget would
not be repeated.

Both presiding officers pre-
dicted a Tuesday adjourn-
ment. The. 120-dsy session
limit requires adjournment
,by midnight Tuesday.

"i think thert'a going to be
a sigh of rahtf ana * failing
Of accomplishment,” said

Grussendorf, D-Sltka.

Tho packRge Includes
agreements between House
and Senate leaders on major
Issues, Include legislative ap-
proval of a $20 miUioh draw
next year from the Railbelt
Energy Fund if it's needed to
plug a deficit.

If the full House and Sen-,
fltte don’t go along with that
ncommenaation, legislators
could find themselves short of
money foretheir budget with
mandatory adjournment star-
ing them in tha faco.

"If Railbelt legislators vote

it down, that will be a
glitch,” Faiks said. Anchor-
age and Fairbanks legislators
have recorded the $223 mil-
lion savings account for ener-
gy projects as their own.
Some say it should be spent
only for Railbelt communities
if it won’t finance energy
development.
*"| think wtt have enough
people who have bought off
on this that It’ll go," Faiks
said, referring to the entire
package.

Gov. Steve Cowper, who
conferred with small groups
of legislators in his office
throughout the day, also pre-
dicted that legislator* would
approv® tho draw from th®
fUllbtlt fund. Some legisla-
tors told him the vot68 were
thwe, Cowper said.

The rest of the adjourn-
ment package includes:

e (living $40 million in ex-
tra aid thl* year to municipal

raments. Both houses
supported it for weeks,
thgugh they've had trouble

a tmur /n r>av /nr It.

* Pulling 530. million in
cash from stateeshorn® loan
programs to help balance the
budget.

» Repealing the budget re-
serve nmd approved at'last
yaaria special sacsion and re-
placing-it with Cowper’s plan
fcr a etafce acience foundation.
Cowper wants W million thh
session and $100 million in
futur* budgat surpluses and
oil tax windfalls- to make
Alaska a world center for
arctic research.

Although it was clear Sun-
day that the adjournment
rush waji on, it wm a dglfof
£ta and starts. Both houses
intamsptod action for closed

meetings of their majority or-.

ganizutions to discusi various
parti of the adjournment
package. Meanwhile, lobby-
ists end members of the pub-
lic mlllod about in the hall for
hour* writing for committee

meetings and floor action to.

begin.

K«p. Kay Brown, D-An-
cborage ana an advocate of
open meetings legislation this
session, walked out of a
House majority caucus m at-
ing when aha felt too much
subitantlv® budget discussion
was gcing cn behind closed
doors. The Sonata majority
met to discuii how big the
capital budget should be and
whether or not the distribu-
tion of money between elec-

tion district* was fair, Faiks
said.

In addition to the closed
majority meetings, legislative
leaders huddled in their of-
fices to discuss fine points of
aomo part# of th# adjourn-
niant package. Democrats

from the Republican- domi-.

anted Senst# majority negoti-
ated with Gruassuaorf and
other leaders of tha Domo-
crat-lod House.

During break* 1In ths
dosod-dcor meetings some of
tho most controversial legisla-
tion of the session cleared
various committee* or re-
ceived attention in other
waya. They include:

m Anchorage oom*» haw¥*.
Houee Judiciary Chairman
John- Sund was working on a
plan that would require the
court system to scale back on
plan* for a 330,000-squar#-foot
addition to the downtown
courthouse. Critic* have ar-
gued that the addition ex-

ceeds the court system's
needs.

* Open meeting*. A pro-
posed constitutional amend-

ment guaranteeing public ac-
cost to debates on legi*latlon
cleared tho Senate Judiciary
Committee and landed In the

Gross tried but failed to con-
vince the committee to Kkill
the amendment. If approved
it got* on this November elec-
tion ballot, i

e Sheffield lei’adifae#- I1*51*'
iiilativ* loaders negotiated

how to put $302,£<¢ la the
budgat to rupay former Gov:
Bill Sheffield legal coat* dur-
ttj 1930 impeachment pro-
ceedings against him. One
plan cttilad, for legislators,
wary of ft public backlash, to
put in a supplemental appro-

priation# bill for this year's
stats budget.

* Guide legislation. The
Hous® Rules Commutes rs-
wrot# a controversial bill on
hunting guides so tSat It
mak« no chftngss on guide

law* for the coming year
while, a twit force studies
conflicts between guides and
outfittnra. The Senate varsion
Of the bir would have given
guides nior® control over the
hunting thit «£** on in their
exclusive guiding areas.
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Economist pracSSots turnaround by end

Tha Attociated Press

*FAIRBANKS - Barring
{mother drastic drop in world
pil prices or a national roces-
elon, Alaska’s economy
should b*gin turning around
by late this year, an econo-
mist says.

Lee 'Gorauch, director of
the University of Alaska’s In-

Hm

stitute of Social and Econom-
ic Research, made the com-
ments Fiiday in a Bpcech to
delegates attending the Alas-
ka Credit Union Lsagus annu-
al meeting.

"e\We’re predicting a modest
Increase in employment be-
ginning toward the end of
this year of 1to 2 percent, or

VTV I-V—: . —m\D> w e

of year

an average of about 1.6 per-
cent a year," Goreuch said.
“If the price of oil raranlna
between $14 and $10 a barrel,
state revMiuci and spending
should stabilise st about $2
billion a year.”

Gomvch sold $1.7 billion of
that would come from a sin-
gle source — the oil industry;.





